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MR KEAN. 1'd like to call today's hearing to order.
Yesterday we | ooked at the diplomatic and mlitary aspects of
national counterterrorismpolicy |eading to Septenber 11th 2001
We heard fromthe current and the former secretaries of state and
def ense. Today we'll hear about intelligence policy and nati onal
policy coordination.

Qur first panel will investigate the CIA's efforts to disrupt
al Qaeda operations and bin Ladin in the Afghani stan sanctuary.
Shedding light on all this with Director of Central Intelligence
Geor ge Tenet.

Before we hear fromhim we'll begin as we did yesterday with
the staff statenment. These statenents are inforned by the work of
the Conm ssioners as well as the staff, and represent the staff's
best effort to reconstruct the factual record. Judgnents and
recommendations are for conmm ssioners and the Conm ssion to nake,
which we will do during the course of our work, and nost
inmportantly in our final report.

Delivering the statenent on the role of intelligence policy
and national counterterrorismpolicy will be our executive
director, Dr. Philip Zelikow and our deputy executive director,
Chris Kojm

MR. ZELI KON Thank you, M. Chairnman. Menbers of the
Comm ssion, with your help, your staff has devel oped initial
findings to present to the public on the use of our intelligence
agencies in countering terrorism These findings may help frane
some of the issues for these hearings and informthe devel opnent
of your judgnents and recommendati ons.

Today we will focus on the role of the Central Intelligence
Agency as an instrunent of national policy. The issues -- | want
to enphasize this -- the issues related to the collection of
intelligence, analysis and warning, and the managenent of the
intelligence community will be taken up at the Comm ssion's



hearing next nonth, by the way in which we expect to hear from
DCI Tenet again. This report reflects the results of our work so
far. We remain ready to revise our understanding of events are
our investigation progresses.

This staff statenment represents the collective effort of a
nunber of menbers of our staff. Alexis Al bion, Mchael Hurley,
Dan Marcus, Lloyd Salvetti and Steve Dunne did rmuch of the
investigative work reflected in this statenent. For this area of
our work, we were fortunate in being able to build upon a great
deal of excellent work al ready done by the congressional Joint
Inquiry. The Central Intelligence Agency has cooperated fully in
maki ng avail abl e both the docunents and interviews we've needed
so far on this topic.

I|'"d now like to turn to our deputy executive director and
former deputy assistant secretary of State for intelligence,
Chri st opher Kojm

MR. KQIM Thank you. The CIA plays a dual role in
counterterrorism Like other nmenbers of the intelligence
community, the CIAis an intelligence producer. It collects and
anal yzes foreign intelligence and provides this information to
pol i cymakers. Wen directed by the President, the CIAis also
responsi bl e for executing policy through the conduct of covert
action.

The director of central intelligence, fromwhomyou wll hear
this norning, also has dual responsibilities. He is the
President's senior intelligence advisor. He is also the head of
an agency, the CI A that executes policy. In speaking with the
Conmi ssion, DCI Tenet was blunt, quote, "I amnot a policynaker,"
end of quote. He presents intelligence and offers operationa
judgnents, but he says it is ultimately up policymkers to deci de
how best to use that intelligence. Quote, "It is their job to
figure out where | fit into their puzzle,"” end of quote, Tenet
sai d.

Both the DCl and the deputy director for operations, Janes
Pavitt, invoked | essons | earned fromthe Iran-contra scandal : The
Cl A should stay well behind the |ines separating policymker from
policy inplementer. "The Cl A does not initiate operations unless
it is to support of policy directive,"” said Tenet. For Pavitt,
the | esson of Iran-contra was, quote, "W don't do policy from
out here, and you don't want us to," end of quote.



Yet, as a nenber of the National Security Council, the DCl is
one of a handful of senior officials who advises the President on
national security. The DCl's operational judgments can and did
i nfl uence key decisions on the U S. governnent's policy toward al
Qaeda. In the case of al Qaeda, the |ine between policynmaker and
policy inplenenter is hard to discern.

Rendi tions. Under the presidential directives in the dinton
adm ni stration, Presidential Decision Directive 39 and PDD 62,
the CIA had two main operational responsibilities for conbating
terrorism rendition and disruption. We will first discuss the
CIA's support with renditions. In other words, if a terrorist
suspect is outside of the United States, the Cl A helps to catch
and send himto the United States or a third country. Overseas
officials of CIA the FBI and the State Departnent nmay | ocate the
terrorist suspect, perhaps using their own sources. |f possible,
they seek help froma foreign governnent. Though the FBI is often
part of the process, the ClAis usually the main player, building
and defining the relationships with the foreign governnent
intelligence agencies and internal security services.

The CI A often plays an active role, sonetines calling upon
the support of other agencies for logistical or transportation
assistance. Director Tenet has publicly testified that 70
terrorists were rendered and brought to justice before 9/11.

These activities could only achieve so much. In countries
where the CIA did not have cooperative relationships with |oca
security services, the rendition strategy often failed. In at
| east two such cases when the Cl A decided to seek the assistance
of the host country, the target may have been tipped off and
escaped. In the case of bin Ladin, the United States had no
di plomatic or intelligence officers living or working in
Af ghani stan. Nor was the Taliban regine inclined to cooperate.
The CI A would have to | ook for other ways to bring bin Ladin to
justice.

Di sruptions. Under the relevant directive of the Cinton
adm nistration, foreign terrorists who posed a credible threat to
the United States were subject to, quote, "preenption and
destruction,” end of quote, abroad, consistent with U S |[|aws.
The CI A had the | ead.

Where terrorists could not be brought to justice in the
United States or a third country, the CIA could try to disrupt
their operations, attacking the cells of al Qaeda operatives or
affiliated groups. The ClI A encouraged foreign intelligence



services to nake creative use of laws already in place to
i nvestigate, detain and ot herw se harass known or suspected
terrorists.

D sruptions of suspected terrorist cells thwarted nunmerous
pl ots agai nst American interests abroad, particularly during high
threat periods. After the enbassy bonbi ngs of 1998, the U. S.
governnent disrupted planned attacks agai nst at | east one
American enbassy, in Albania. In late 1999, preceding the
M |1 ennium cel ebrations, the activities of 21 individuals were
di srupted in eight countries. In tw subsequent phases of
intensive threat reporting, the Ranmadan period in |ate 2000 and
the summer prior to 9/11, the CIA again went into what the DC
described as M Il enniumthreat node, engaging a foreign |liaison
and di srupting operations around the world.

At | east one planned terrorist attack in Europe may have been
successfully disrupted during the sumrer of 2001. Rendition and
di sruptions continued as an inportant conponent of U S.
counterterrorismpolicy throughout the period | eading up to 9/11.
They are still w dely used today.

Usi ng covert action in Afghanistan. To disrupt bin Ladin
hi nsel f or his base in Afghanistan, a very different strategy of
di sruption woul d have to be devel oped. In 1996, as an
organi zati onal experinent, undertaken with seed noney, the
CounterterrorismCenter at the Cl A created a special issues
station devoted exclusively to bin Ladin. Bin Ladin was then

still in Sudan, and was considered by the CIAto be a terrorist
financier. The original nane of the station was TFL, standing for
"terrorist financial links." The bin Ladin station was not a

response to new intelligence, but reflected interest in and
concern about bin Ladin's connections.

The Cl A believed that bin Ladin' s nove to Afghanistan in My
1996 might be a fortunate devel opment. The Cl A knew the ground in
Af ghani stan, as its officers had worked with indigenous tri bal
forces during the war against the Soviet Union. The CA
definitely had a lucky break when a fornmer associate of bin Ladin
wal ked into a U S. Enbassy abroad and provi ded an abundance of
i nformati on about the organi zation. These revel ati ons were
corroborated by other intelligence.

By early 1997, the UBL station knew that bin Ladin was not
just a financier but an organi ze of terrorist activity. It knew
that al Qaeda had a mlitary commttee, planning operations
against U S. interests worldw de, and was actively trying to



obtain nuclear material. Al though this infornmation was

di ssem nated in many reports, the unit's sense of al arm about bin
Ladin was not wi dely shared or understood within the intelligence
and policy commttees. Enployees in the unit told us they felt
their zeal attracted ridicule fromtheir peers.

In 1997, Cl A headquarters authorized U S. officials to begin
devel opi ng a network of agents to gather intelligence inside
Af ghani stan about bin Ladin and his organization -- and prepare a
plan to capture him But 1998, DCl Tenet was gi ving considerable
personal attention to the bin Ladin threat.

Since its inception, the UBL station had been working on a
covert action plan to capture bin Ladin and bring himto justice.
The plan had been el aborately devel oped by the spring of 1998.
Its final variant in this period used Afghan tribal fighters
recruited by the CIA to assault a terrorist conpound where bin
Ladin m ght be found, capture himif possible, and take himto a
| ocati on where he could be picked up and transported to the
United States.

Though the plan had dedi cated proponents in the bin Ladin
unit, and was di scussed for nonths anong top policynakers, all of
the CIA's | eadership and the key official in the field agreed
that the odds of failure were too high. They did not recommend it
for approval by the Wite House.

After the East Africa bonbings, President dinton signed
successive authorizations for the CIA to undertake offensive
operations in Afghani stan agai nst bin Ladin. Each new docunent
responded to an opportunity to use local forces fromvarious
countries against bin Ladin hinmself, and later his principal
i eutenants. These were authorizations for the conduct of
operations in which people on both sides could be killed.

Pol i cymakers devoted careful attention to crafting these
sensitive and cl osel y-hel d docunents.

In accordance with these authorities, the Cl A devel oped
successive covert action progranms using particular indi genous
groups or proxies who mght be able to operate in different parts
of Afghani stan. These proxies would also try to provide
intelligence on bin Ladin and his organization, with an eye to
finding bin Ladin and then anbushing himif the opportunity
ar ose.

The CI A's Afghan assets reported on about a half a dozen
occasions before 9/11 that they had consi dered attacking bin



Ladin, usually as he traveled in his convoy al ong the rough

Af ghan roads. Each tine the operation was reportedly aborted.
Several tines the Afghans said that bin Ladin had taken a
different route than expected. On one occasion security was said
to be too tight to capture him Another tine they heard wonen and
children's voices frominside the convoy, and abandoned the
assault for fear of killing innocents, in accordance with C A

gui del i nes.

The Plan. As tinme passed, norale in the bin Ladin unit
sagged. The former deputy chief told the Joint Inquiry that they
felt |ike they were buying tine, trying to stop bin Ladin and
di srupting al Qaeda nenbers until mlitary force could be used.

In June 1999, National Security Adviser Berger reported to
President Cinton that covert action efforts against bin Ladin
had not been fruitful.

In the sumrer of 1999, new | eaders arrived at the
CounterterrorismCenter in the bin Ladin unit. The new director
of that center was Cofer Black. He and his aides worked on a new
operational strategy for going after al Qaeda. The focus was on
getting better intelligence. They proposed a shift fromreliance
on the Afghan proxies alone to an effort to creating the CIA's
own sources. They called the new strategy sinply "the plan."” The
pl an al so proposed increasing contacts between the CIA and the
Northern Alliance rebels fighting the Tali ban.

The Predator. The plan resulted in increased reporting on al
Qaeda. Still, going into the year 2000, the Cl A had never laid
American eyes on bin Ladin in Afghanistan. President Cinton
prodded his advisers to do better. National Security Counci
counterterrori smcoordi nator R chard C arke hel ped assi stant DC
for collection, Charles Allen, and Vice Admral Scott Fry of the
Joint Staff work together on the mlitary's ongoing efforts to
devel op new col l ection capabilities inside Afghanistan. Wth the
NSC staff's backing, the CounterterrorismCenter and the mlitary
cane up with a proposal to fly an unnmanned drone, called the
Predator, over Afghanistan to survey the territory bel ow and
relay video footage. That information, the White House hoped,
coul d either boost U S. know edge of al Qaeda or be used to kil
bin Ladin with a cruise mssile.

Assistant DCI Allen said that the Cl A s senior nmanagenent was
originally reluctant to go ahead with the Predator program
addi ng that, quote, "It was a bl oody struggle,"” end of quote. But
the NSC staff was firm and the CIA agreed to fly the Predator as



a trial concept. Drones were flown successfully over Afghanistan
16 tinmes in fall 2000. At |least twce the Predator saw a security
detail around a tall man in a white robe whom sone anal ysts
determ ned was probably bin Ladin. The Predator was spotted by
Tal i ban forces. They were unable to intercept it, but the Afghan
press service publicized the discovery of a strange aircraft that
it speculated m ght be | ooking for bin Ladin.

Wien wi nter weather prevented the Predator fromflying during
the remai nder of 2000, the Counterterrorism Center | ooked forward
to resumng flights in 2001

The U.S.S. Cole. When the Anerican destroyer, the U S. S
Col e, was bonbed in Yenen in Cctober 2000, al Qaeda was
i mredi at el y suspected of having struck again. The
Counterterrorism Center devel oped an offensive initiative for
Af ghani stan, regardless of policy or financial constraints. It
was called the Blue Sky Meno. |In Decenber 2000, the Cl A sent this
to the NSC staff. The neno reconmended i ncreased support to anti-
Tal i ban groups and to proxies who m ght anbush bin Ladin. The
Counterterrorism Center also proposed a major effort to back
Northern Alliance forces in order to stave off the Tali ban arny
and tie down al Qaeda fighters, thereby hindering terrorist
activities el sewhere.

No action was taken on these ideas in the few renaining weeks
of the dinton adm nistration. The Blue Sky Menp itself was not
apparently discussed with the incom ng top Bush adm nistration
officials during the transition. The Counterterrori sm Center
began pressing these proposals after the new teamtook office.

The Bush adm nistration. The Cl A briefed President-el ect
George W Bush and the incom ng national security officials on
covert action prograns in Afghanistan. Deputy DCI MLaughlin said
that he wal ked through the el enents of the al Qaeda problemw th
Nat i onal Security Advi ser Condol eezza Ri ce, including an
expl anation of the special authorities signed by President
Clinton. DCl Tenet and Deputy Director for Operations Pavitt gave
an intelligence briefing to President-elect Bush, Vice President-
el ect Cheney and Dr. Rice, which included the topic of al Qaeda.
Pavitt recall ed conveying that bin Ladin was one of the gravest
threats to the country. President-el ect Bush asked whet her
killing bin Ladin would end the problem Pavitt said he and the
DCl answered that killing bin Ladin would have an inpact, but not
stop the threat.




The CIA later provided nore formal assessnents to the Wite
House, reiterating that conclusion. It added that the only | ong-
termway to deal with the threat was to add al Qaeda's ability to
use Afghani stan as a sanctuary for its operations.

Armi ng Predator. During fall of 2000, C arke and other
counterterrorismofficials | earned of a prom sing and energetic
Air Force effort that was already trying to armthe Predator with
m ssiles. Clarke and Assistant DCI Allen urged flying the
reconnai ssance version of the Predator in the spring as soon as
t he weat her inproved, and using the arned Predator against bin
Ladi n as soon as possi bl e.

DCl Tenet, supported by mlitary officers and the Joint Staff
bal ked at this plan. They did not want to go ahead with
reconnai ssance flights alone, and argued for waiting until the
armed version was ready before flying Predator again. Gven the
experience in the fall of 2000, they worried that flying the
reconnai ssance version would forfeit the el ement of surprise for
the arned Predator. They also feared one of these scarce aircraft
m ght be shot down, since Taliban radar had previously tracked
it, forcing it into a nore vulnerable flight path. They al so
contended that there were not enough Predators to be able to
conduct reconstruction flights over Afghanistan and still have
aircraft left over for the testing then underway in the United
States to devel op the armed version

Cl arke believed that these argunents were stalling tactics by
ClA's risk-averse directorate of operations. He wanted the
reconnai ssance flights to begin on their own, both for collection
and to allow for possible strikes with other mlitary forces. He
t hought the reconnai ssance flights could be conducted with fewer
aircraft than had been used in 2000, so that testing on the arned
ver sion m ght conti nue.

DCl Tenet's position prevail ed--the reconnai ssance flights
were deferred while work continued on the armed version.

The arned Predator was being readied at an accel erated pace
during 2001. The Air Force officials who managed the programtold
us that the policy argunents, including quarrels about who would
pay for the aircraft, had no effect on their tinmetable for
operations. The tinetable was instead driven by a variety of
techni cal issues. A programthat would ordinarily have taken
years was, they said, finished in nonths. They were, quote,
"throw ng out the books on the normal acquisition process just to
press on and get it done,"” end of quote.



In July, Deputy National Security Adviser Stephen Hadl ey
ordered that the arnmed Predator be ready by Septenber 1st. CIA
officials supported these accelerated efforts. The Air Force
program manager told us that they were still resolving technical
i ssues as of 9/11 and, quote, "W just took what we had and
deployed it," end of quote.

Meanwhi | e, policymakers were argui ng about the unprecedented
step of creating a mssile systemfor use by an agency outside of
t he Departnent of Defense. DClI Tenet was concerned. At a neeting
of NSC principals on Septenber 4th, National Security Adviser
Ri ce summari zed a consensus that the arned Predator was not ready
but that the capability was needed. The group left often issues
related to conmand and control. In the neantinme, the principals
committee agreed that the Cl A should consider going ahead with
flying reconnai ssance m ssions with the Predator. Shortly after
the neeting, DClI Tenet agreed to proceed with such flights.

Devel opi ng a new strategy. The new Adm nistration' s policy
revi ew apparently began in March, and continued throughout the
spring and sumer of 2001. At the end of May, National Security
Advi ser Rice met with DCI Tenet and their counterterrorism
experts. She asked about, quote, "taking the offensive," end of
guot e, agai nst al Qaeda, and asked C arke and the
Counterterrorism Center chief, Cofer Black, to develop a ful
range of options. A plan for a larger covert action effort was a
maj or conponent of the new al Qaeda strategy codified in a draft
presidential directive that was first circulated in early June.

The emerging covert action built upon the ideas that the CIA
and Cl arke had been working on since Decenber 2001. A noticeable
change was that Rice and Hadl ey wanted to place | ess enphasis on
the Northern Alliance and nore on anti-Tali ban Pashtuns.

Clarke was inpatient to get at |east sonme noney to the
Northern Alliance right away in order to keep themin the fight.
Meanwhi l e, the intelligence community began to receive its
greatest volunme of threat reporting since the MII| ennium pl ot.

By late July, there were indications of multiple, possibly
catastrophic terrorist attacks being planned agai nst Aneri can
interests overseas. The Counterterrorism Center identified 30
possi bl e overseas targets and | aunched di sruption operations
around the worl d.

Some CI A officials expressed frustration about the pace of
pol i cymaki ng during the stressful sunmer of 2001. Al though Tenet



sai d he thought the policy machi nery was working in what he
called a rather orderly fashion, Deputy DClI MlLaughlin told us he
felt a great tension, especially in June and July 2001, between
the new Admi nistration's need to understand these issues and his
sense that this was a nmatter of great urgency.

Oficials, including McLaughlin, were also frustrated when
some policymakers, who had not |ived through such threat surges
before, questioned the validity of the intelligence or wondered
if it was disinformation, though they were persuaded once they
probed it.

Two veteran CounterterrorismCenter officers who were deeply
involved in bin Ladin issues were so worried about an inpending
di saster that one of themtold us that they considered resigning
and going public with their concerns.

DCl Tenet, who was briefing the President and his top
advisers daily, told us that his sense was that officials at the
Wit e House had grasped the sense of urgency he was conmuni cati ng
to them

By early August, DCl Tenet said that intelligence suggested
t hat whatever terrorist activity m ght have been originally
pl anned had been del ayed. At the sane tine, the deputies
commttee reached a consensus on a new Af ghan policy, paving the
way for Northern Alliance aid.

NSC pri nci pal s apparently endorsed the new presidenti al
directive on al Qaeda at their neeting on Septenber 4th. On
Sept enber 10t h, Deputy National Security Adviser Hadley formally
tasked DCI Tenet to draw up new draft authorities for the broad
covert action program envisioned in that directive, including
significant additional funding and involving Pashtun el enents as
wel |l as the Northern Alliance.

Events woul d, of course, overtake this tasking. Wthin days
of the Septenber 11lth attacks, a new counterterrorismpolicy was
in place.

Key issue areas. The story of CIA activities before 9/11
brings up a nunber of key issues for considering how policymakers
made use of covert capabilities for attacking bin Ladin. Many C A
of ficers, including Deputy Director for Operations Pavitt, have
criticized policymakers for not giving the ClA authority to
conduct effective operations against bin Ladin.

10



This issue nmanifested itself in a debate about the scope of
the covert actions in Afghani stan authorized by President
Cinton. NSC staff and CIA officials differ starkly here.

Senior NSC staff nenbers told us they believed the
President's intent was clear: He wanted bin Ladin dead. On
successi ve occasions, President Cinton issued authorities
instructing the CIAto use its proxies to capture or assault bin
Ladin and his lieutenants in operations in which they m ght be
killed. The instructions, except in one defined contingency, were
to capture bin Ladin if possible.

Senior |egal advisers in the Cinton adm nistration agreed
that, under the law of arnmed conflict, killing a person who posed
an inmnent threat to the United States was an act of self-
def ense, not an assassination. As former National Security
Advi ser Berger explained, "If we wanted to kill bin Ladin with
cruise mssiles, why would we not want to kill himwth covert
action?" Clarke's recollection is the sane.

But if the policymakers believed their intent was clear,
every CIA official interviewed on this topic by the Conm ssion,
fromDCl Tenet to the official who actually briefed the agents in
the field, told us they heard a different nessage.

"What the United States would let the mlitary do is quite
different," Tenet said, "fromthe rules that govern covert action
by the CIA." CI A senior nmanagers, operators and | awers uniforny
said that they read the relevant authorities signed by President
Clinton as instructing themto try to capture bin Ladin, except
in the defined contingency.

They believed that the only acceptable context for killing
bin Ladin was a credi ble capture operation. Quote: "W al ways
tal ked about how nuch easier it would have been to kill him" end

of quote, a forner chief of the bin Ladin station said.

Working-level CIA officers said they were frustrated by what
they saw as the policy restraints of having to instruct their
assets to nount a capture operation. Wen Northern Alliance
| eader Massoud was briefed on the carefully-worded instructions
for him the briefer recalls that Massoud | aughed and said,
guote, "You Anericans are crazy. You guys never change." End of
quot e.

To further cloud the picture, two senior CIA officers told us
t hey woul d have been norally and practically opposed to getting
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CIAinto what m ght |ook Iike an assassination. One of them a
former Counterterrorism Center chief, said that he woul d have
refused an order to directly kill bin Ladin.

Where NSC staff and CIA officials agree is that no one at
Cl A, including Tenet and Pavitt, ever conplained to the Wite
House that the authorities were restrictive or unclear. Berger
told us, quote, "If there was ever any confusion, it was never
conveyed to nme or the President by the DCI or anybody el se."” End
of quote.

The trouble with proxies. Senior CIA officials were cautious
about engaging U.S. personnel w thin Afghanistan. CIA officers
faced enornous dangers in Afghanistan, a |arge, desolate country
in the mdst of a civil war, where there were no reliabl e neans
for either inserting or extracting personnel. They did, however,
take on significant risk. ClA teans penetrated deep into
Af ghani st an on nunerous occasi ons before 9/11; for exanple, to
evaluate air fields suitable for capture operations.

These were hazardous m ssions. Oficers flew through
nmount ai nous terrain on rickety helicopters, exposed to mssile
attack fromthe ground. Cl A personnel continued these m ssions
over the course of the next year, and on each occasion risked
their Iives.

But reluctance to authorize direct action by Cl A personnel
agai nst bin Ladin inside the Afghani stan sanctuary |ed
policymakers to rely on local forces, or proxies. For covert
action prograns, proxies neant problens. First, proxies tend to
tell those who pay them what they want to hear. The ClI A enpl oys
many neans to test and verify the truth of the intelligence its
agents provide, but these tests are not fool proof.

Second, a strategy enphasi zing proxies takes significant tine
to produce the desired results. Proxy forces invariably need
training and instruction to carry out operations.

Both these factors bedeviled the CIA's use of proxy forces in
Af ghani stan before 9/11. The nost wi dely-used forces were triba
fighters with whom Cl A officers had established relations dating
back over a decade to the jihad agai nst Sovi et occupation.

ClA officers dealing with these tribal fighters had sone

confidence in their ability to target bin Ladin. These agents
coll ected valuable intelligence at great personal risk. Yet when
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it canme to their ability to conduct paramlitary operations,
senior ClA officials had their doubts.

As was nentioned, senior CIA officials did not go forward
with the spring 1998 plan to use Afghan forces to capture bin
Ladin. This was in part because they were not convinced that the
Af ghans could carry out the m ssion successfully.

There's little evidence that the Cl A | eadership ever
devel oped greater faith in the operational skills of these proxy
forces for paramilitary action. Deputy Director for Operations
Pavitt said he does not know if the attenpted anbushes agai nst
bin Ladin that the tribal fighters reported ever actually
occurred.

Cl A enpl oyed proxy forces other than the Afghan tribal groups
agai nst bin Ladin, but with no nore confidence in their
abilities. DCl Tenet thought the nost able proxies were the
har dened warriors of Massoud's Northern Alliance, who had been at
war with the Taliban for years.

Though there was continuing di sagreenent within the agency
about relying on the Northern Alliance, CIA | eaders put nore and
nore wei ght behind this option through 2000 and 2001. They were
al ways aware that the primary objective of Massoud' s forces was
to defeat the Taliban, not to find bin Ladin or attack al Qaeda.

By deciding to use proxies to carry out covert actions in
Af ghani stan before 9/11, both admi nistrations placed the
achi evenent of policy objectives in the hands of others.

I n conclusion, before 9/11, no agency did nore to attack al
Qaeda, working day and night, than did the CIA. But there were
limts to what the CIA was able to achieve by disrupting
terrorist activities abroad and using proxies to try to capture
bin Ladin and his |ieutenants in Afghanistan.

ClA officers were aware of these limtations. One officer
recogni zed as early as md-1997 that the Cl A al one was not going
to solve the bin Ladin problem In a nenp to his supervisor, he
wote, quote, "All we're doing is holding the ring until the
cavalry gets here," closed quote.

Deputy Director for Operations Pavitt told conm ssion staff

that doing stuff on the margins was not the way to get this job
done. If the U S. government was serious about elimnating the al
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Qaeda threat, it required robust offensive engagenent across the
entire U. S. governnent.

DCl Tenet al so understood the CIA's limtations. He told
staff that the ClA s odds of success in Afghani stan before 9/11
were between 10 and 20 percent. This was not because the C A
| acked the capabilities to attack the target, he said, but
because the m ssion was extrenely chal |l engi ng.

Covert action was not a silver bullet, but it was inportant
to engage proxies and to build various capabilities so that, if
an opportunity presented itself, the CIA could act on it. "You
could get really lucky on any given day," Tenet said.

| ndeed, serendipity had led to some of the Cl A s past
successes agai nst al Qaeda, but, absent a nore dependabl e
governnent strategy, Cl A senior nmanagenent relied on proxy forces
to get lucky for over three years, through both the late dinton
and early Bush adm nistrations.

There was growi ng frustration within this counterterrori st
center and in the NSC staff with this lack of results. The
devel opment of the Predator and the push to aid the Northern
Al liance were certainly products of this frustration. The
Commi ssi on has heard nunerous accounts of the tireless activity
of officers within the counterterrorist center and the UBL
station, trying to tackle al Qaeda before 9/11

DCI Tenet was also clearly commtted to fighting the
terrorist threat. But if officers at all |evels questioned the
effecti veness of the nost active strategy the policymkers were
enpl oying to defeat the terrorist eneny, the Commi ssion needs to
ask why that strategy remained | argely unchanged t hroughout the
period | eading up to 9/11.

MR. KEAN. Thank you very nuch. W will now hear fromthe
senior official nost involved in the formati on and i npl ementation
of intelligence activities in support of counterterrorismpolicy,
t he di stinguished and | ong-serving director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, George Tenet. He will be joined by the
di stingui shed deputy director of central intelligence, John
McLaughl i n.

Director Tenet, by the way, has informed us that he believes
it inappropriate for a director of central intelligence to
di scuss at a public hearing certain sensitive operational and
matters and authorities, and this we certainly understand. W
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agree with the director and woul d not want anything said here

whi ch woul d hurt Anerican intelligence in any way whatsoever. |'m
alittle unhappy that sone of the things that went on five years
ago, that we can't discuss sone of those that have al ready been
printed in books, but we certainly will respect the director's

j udgment on those -- on those matters.

Qur staff statenment does include a nunber of things that are
uncl assified. We've also had the opportunity to interview
Director Tenet extensively in private on these subjects, and he
has said that any tine we need any further questions on these

subj ects, he would be very happy to accommobdate us. | do urge ny
fell ow comm ssioners to defer to the director's judgnents on sone
of these very sensitive -- very sensitive areas.

Director Tenet, Deputy Director MLaughlin, | would to ask
you to raise your right hands: Do you swear or affirmto tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

VR. TENET: | do.

MR JOHN MCLAUGHLI N: | do.

MR KEAN:. Thank you very nuch. Your witten remarks -- |

guess you' |l hopefully sumarize those in 10 mnutes or so and so
we can get into questions.

Vi ce Chairman Ham | t on.

MR. LEE HAM LTON. Thank you very nuch, M. Chairman. | just

wanted to kind of reiterate what the chairman sai d because of the
i nportance of it.

| think the director is always in a difficult spot when he
testifies in public. This comm ssion has a nandate to devel op a
full and conpl ete accounting of the events of 9/11, and the
Conmmi ssi on should press for all of the information that we need
to fulfill that mandate. The director has a responsibility to
carry out sone of the nobst sensitive matters in the United States
government. He has an obligation to find out information people
don't want to give us, to carry out a |lot clandestine operations,
to protect the lives of a | ot of people who carry out those
m ssi ons, and, of course, to informpolicynakers.

There is obviously a tension between the mandate of the

Commi ssion and the responsibilities of the director. And it
behooves both of us to try to be sensitive to the
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responsibilities of the other. For nyself, |I've spent decades
handling top secret information, and |I've been informed at | east
about scores it not hundreds of covert operations. And | do think
that we on the Comm ssion have to be very, very careful, and we
have to realize what is at stake, and we have to respect the

j udgnment of those who really do carry awesone responsibilities.

Now, that respect does not nean that we accept without
scrutiny what intelligence is given to us. That's not our
responsibility. W should scrutinize it. But it does nean, it
seens to nme, that we not press excessively or too hard in public
sessi on when the director advises us that questions create risks
to U.S. operations and to U. S. national security.

Thank you, M. Chairman.
MR. KEAN. M. Director.

MR. TENET: Governor, thank you. |'ve submtted a very |ong

statenment, and it is not nmy intention to read that statenent, and
| want to get -- stay under the 10-m nute deadline so we can get
to questions, which is probably nore productive in any event.

MR. KEAN:. Thank you, sir.

MR. TENET: | wel cone this opportunity to testify before you
and the Anerican people on the intelligence conmunity's deci sive
role in the war on terrorism Wat | will offer today both in ny
statenment and in ny answers to your questions is a personal
perspective. Nothing |I have worked on is nore inportant or nore
personal. 1'ma New Yorker. And |ike many others in our country,
| have friends who were killed in the Wrld Trade Center, the
Pent agon, and in Pennsyl vania. The fight against this eneny has
shaped ny years as director of central intelligence.

Septenber 11th is a tragedy that we will all carry with us
for the rest of our lives. The community that | amprivileged to
| ead and represent has also lost officers in this war. Those who
now fight this battle through |ong days and nights are devoted to
a single mssion, trying to ensure that the terrorists who
commtted these atrocities wll never live in peace.

| have worked for two different adm nistrations, two
different political parties. Both sets of policynmakers care
deeply about the challenge of terrorism The first group |ived
through the terrorist phenonenon and westled with difficult
i ssues thoughtfully and diligently. The second group, this
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Adm ni stration, was working hard before Septenber 1lth to devise
a conprehensive franework to deal with al Qaeda, based on the
best know edge that we in the intelligence community could
provide. And during this time, the intelligence conmunity did not
stand still.

You, as the Comm ssion, nust evaluate all this. I, as the
director of central intelligence, nmust tell you, clearly, that
there was no | ack of care of focus in the face of one of the
great est dangers our country has ever faced.

The recent years of this war are well publicized, but the
early years are not. For us, the conflict started |ong ago, after
we witnessed the enmergence of Bin Ladin and al Qaeda in the early
'90s. Bin Ladin was only just starting to expand his reach when
we saw himas an energing threat during his tinme in Sudan. In
1996, he noved to Afghani stan. We characterized himas one of the
nost active financial sponsors of Islamc fundanental terrorism

During his years in Sudan, Bin Ladin was not yet the center
for terrorist operational planning that he becanme in Afghanistan,
but we were concerned enough about himthat in January of 1996,
we created a dedi cated conponent in the Counterterrorism Center
the Bin Ladin Issue Station, that was staffed by officers from
mul ti pl e agencies, with the m ssion of disrupting his operations.
W al so issued the earliest of what turned out to be a | ong
series of warnings about Bin Ladin and al Qaeda, and | believe
t hose warni ngs were heeded.

This terrorism problemchanged fundanentally after Bin Ladin
noved to Afghanistan in 1996. The country had becone a haven of
where terrorists could dissem nate their ideology, plot, fund-
raise, and train for attacks around the world. In 1998, Bin Ladin
issued a fatwa, telling all Muslins it was their duty to kil
Americans and their allies, civilian and mlitary, wherever they
may be.

We recogni zed, through our collection analysis and di sruption
efforts of the '90s, that we had to change to neet this evol ving
threat. W had captured and rendered terrorists for years, but we
knew we needed to go further to penetrate the sanctuary Bin Ladin
found i n Afghanistan. We knew that because our technical coverage
was slipping, al Qaeda's operational security was high. W were
taking terrorists off the street, but the threat |evel persisted.
And finally we had to operate against a target that was buried
deep in territory controlled by the Taliban, an area where we
needed to expand our on-the-ground presence.
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St andoff operations required predictive intelligence --
know ng precisely where a target would be many hours in advance.
That, we did not have. W needed close in access to understand
the target and maxi m ze our chances for success. And while we
were collecting, we continued to build a coalition of friendly
services around the world that woul d expand our regional access.

So, we did change. W devel oped a new baseline strategy in
1999. Sinply, we called it "the plan.” W worked on the plan
t hrough the summer. We told our custoners and counterparts in
Washi ngton all about it. Under this plan, we devel oped a broad
array of both human and technical sources. Qur efforts were
designed to disrupt the terrorists and their plots, collect
information, recruit terrorist spies, all to support new
operational initiatives.

To penetrate Bin Ladin's sanctuary, we also worked with
Central Asian intelligence services and with the Northern
Al liance and its | eader, Ahnad Shah Masood, on everything from
technical collection to building an intelligence capability to
potential renditions. And we devel oped a network of agents inside
Af ghani stan who were directed to track bin Ladin. W worked with
friendly tribal partners for years to undertake operations
against him Qur human intelligence rose markedly from 1999
t hrough 2001. By Septenber 11th, the map of Afghani stan woul d
show that these collection prograns, human networks, were in
pl ace in nunbers to nearly cover the country.

The array neant that when the mlitary canpaign to topple and
destroy the Taliban began in October of 2001, we were able to
support it with an enornous body of information and a | arge
stabl e of assets. These networks gave us the platformfrom which
to launch the rapid takedown of the Taliban.

The wor| dwi de coalition we built allowed us to respond during
peri ods of high threat. The MI Il ennium period was the first of a
series of major coordinated operations anong a coalition of
countries. | told the President to expect between five and 15
attacks against the United States. W disrupted terrorist attacks
that saved lives. There were actions in 50 countries involving
dozens of suspects, many of whom were followed, arrested, or
detai ned. During the sane tine period we conducted multiple
arrests in East Asia, leading to the arrest or detention of 45
menbers of the Hezbollah network in a totally separate operation.

During the Ranmadan period in the fall of 2000, we hel ped
break up cells planning attacks against civilian targets in the
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@Qul f. These operations netted anti-aircraft m ssiles and hundreds
of pounds of explosives and brought a bin Ladin facilitator to
justice. W began to fly the Predator in reconnai ssance node in
this time period. Finally, during the sunmer of 2001, reacting to
a rash of intelligence reports, | personally contacted a dozen of
my foreign counterparts. This intense period, and thanks to our
partners' work, led to arrest and detentions in Bahrain, in
Yermen, in Turkey. It led to disruptions in two dozen countries.
We hel ped halt, disrupt, or uncover weapons caches and plans to
attack U.S. diplomatic facilities in the Mddle East and Europe.

In a few mnutes, | have descri bed what thousands of people
did over the course of years in this country and overseas, but
despite these efforts we still did not penetrate the plot that

led to the nmurder of 3,000 nen and wonen on that Tuesday norning.
Since Septenber 11th, we have worked hard to enhance intelligence
but al so inprove the integration of this governnment. W have
strengt hened our ties to | aw enforcenent from having officers
work jointly in the field in this country to breaki ng down walls
t hat i npeded cooperation, thanks to the PATRIOI Act. W have a
new terrorist threat integration center. W have nade nuch nore
conprehensi ve and integrated effort to fill critical gaps we had
in our process of watch listening potential terrorists. W have a
Departnent of Honel and Security. Al of this is to nake a fina
key point -- as a country, you nust be relentless on offense, but
you nust have a defense that |inks visa nmeasures, border

security, infrastructure protection, and donestic warnings in a
way that increases security, closes gaps, and serves a society

t hat dermands high | evel of both safety and freedom W
collectively did not close those gaps rapidly or fully enough
before Septenber 11th. W have | earned and are doing better in an
integrated environnent that allows us to respond faster and nore
conprehensively than three years ago, and nmuch nore work needs to
be done.

M. Chairman, the war ahead is going to be conplicated and
I ong. You need an intelligence community, you need a Honel and
Security Departnent, and we need stamina to continue in this
fight, because it's going to go on for many years. Thank you very
much, M. Chairnman.

MR. KEAN. Thank you very nuch, sir. Conm ssioner Fielding and

| are going to | ead our questioning foll owed by Conm ssi oner
Gorelick.

MR. FI ELDI NG Thank you, M. Chairman. Everybody bear with
me, | don't know how long ny voice is going to last this norning.
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M. Director, M. Deputy Director, thank you very nmuch for com ng
and let us all express our appreciation to you both for the
awesone task that you have and for the |oyal service you have
given to your country. We really appreciate your cooperation with
our Conmm ssion and its work.

| would like to start today by trying to put into context the
testinony you have given and the witten testinony you have given
us. And in that regard, | would be appreciative if you would
explain to us and describe to us how you comuni cat ed
intelligence to President Cinton and to his national security
advi sors.

VR. TENET: The principal nethod of conmunication obviously is
-- went through our president's daily brief every norning, which
we provided for the President for his reading; through the
Nati onal Security Advisor Sandy Berger and on issues of
terrorism as you all know, there was a consolidated group called
the CSG on terrorismat the NSC that funneled its way up. W
participated to M. Berger and then onward to the President.

In periods of high threat or in periods particularly
subsequent to the East Africa bonbings, in particular, we net

with the President directly and in other tine periods as well. So
that was principally the way we interacted with him

MR FlI ELDI NG And what would be the role of the National
Security Advisor?

MR. TENET: The National Security Advisor's role is --
obviously, he runs the -- he ran the principals comittee
neetings that | sat at. He saw the President every day; he
di scussed the intelligence with him The National Security
Advi sor and | nmet once a week and tal ked daily or a nunber of
times a week on these kinds of matters, and so there was an
intimate interaction with himduring this time period.

MR FIELDING Now, | think all of us were a little surprised

to find out that GCsama bin Ladin was actually being foll owed by
you, even to the point of setting up a unit as early as 1997.

VR. TENET: '96, sir

MR. FIELDING '96 -- I'msorry. But would you al so explain to
us what -- not just the UBL station was but what the Watch Fax
was? Or at least it's been described to us as Watch Fax, |'m

sorry. It was a UBL situation report?
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MR. TENET: Well, first of all, the unit we created --
obvi ously, the thought process behind it was we saw a phenonenon
here that we were quite worried about, and we wanted to take a
group of people offline to focus on this exclusively, growit,
over time, and help us understand how to drive operations and
anal ysi s agai nst this phenonenon. The Watch Fax -- | don't know
what you call it -- | guess there was alnost a daily report. |
guess this is what the Watch Fax is, that we sent to senior
policymakers during different tinme periods and obviously there
was constant conmunication in both adm nistrations with the CSG
a terrorist group at the NSC.

MR. FIELDING See, that's what | was really trying to define,
because we'd heard about this report and that it was prepared
four or five tines a week for nost of the Clinton adm nistration,
but 1"'mtrying to determne to whomit went.

MR. TENET: | believe that was sonething we sent to Sandy
Berger. |Is that correct, John?

MR. MCLAUGHLIN:. That's my recall, yes.

MR FI ELDING Okay, and is our information correct with four,
five, six days a week?

MR. MCLAUGHLIN. My recall is it was about five days a week.

VR. TENET: That’'s ny recollection. Yeah.

MR, FI ELDI NG Thank you. Now, during the period of
transition, what was your specific role M. Director, in the

transition to the new Adm nistration in regard to the President
and to his National Security Teanf

MR. TENET: First, | was trying to figure out whether | was

going to keep ny job. But that’s a separate issue. (Laughter)
Second—

MR. FIELDI NG Who did you consult on that? (Laughter)

MR TENET: It’'s classified sir. (Laughter)

MR. FIELDING | accept that sir. (Laughter)

VR. TENET: During the tinme period there was a transition
team and obviously we prepared transition books and | ots of
papers for the transition team | believe your staff statenent
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even indicates that the Deputy Director of Operations and | net

with the President and tal ked about Bin Ladin. | wll be candid
with you, the Deputy Director for Operations has a clear
recollection of this session. | don’'t have nearly as clear a

recollection. W talked about terrorismin this tinme period.
And obviously as the new Adm nistration was formed up, early on
Dr. Rice and Steve Hadl ey canme out and thoroughly reviewed the
authorities that we had on terrorismand the basis fromwhich we
were proceeding. So there was a fair discussion about this
phenonmenon, even early on.

MR. FIELDI NG Were there any marked changes in your
relationship with the Wite House?

MR. TENET: The principal difference is that I would see the
President every day to conduct the daily brief with our briefer-—
usual ly six days a week. So this president wanted a face-to-face
contact, and so | was in the Oval Ofice with himor at Canp
Davi d every day of the week.

MR. FIELDING How did that come about? Was that his specific
request ?

IVR. TENET: He expressed a distinct preference that that's the
way we were going to work, and that's the way we did it.

MR. FIELDING GCkay. Did that task you a little harder on the
-- on a daily basis?

MR TENET: Well, it gets your adrenaline flowng early in the
norning, sir. And obviously it's inportant. It's inportant
because there's an active dialogue with the President on not only
what we're witing but what we're thinking. And since | had been
around for a while, | could give himsone perspective on sonme of
t hese i ssues.

MR. FIELDI NG Right. What was your interaction in the new
Adm ni stration with the national security adviser?

MR. TENET: Well, as in the previous admnistration, we would
have weekly neetings, a regular neeting with the nati onal
security adviser. Cbviously, sone weeks, for scheduling purposes,
it doesn't happen. But the same kind of relationship -- daily
phone contact, weekly neetings. The national security adviser, of
course, would be in the norning brief with the President, so |
woul d see her there as well.
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MR. FIELDING | was interested, in your prepared statenent,
when you described the interest that was a conti nuum as |
bel i eve you said, between the adm nistrations. But was there any
change in attitude that you sense in regard to threat analysis or
the acceptance of this threat that you were tal ki ng about?

MR. TENET: No, sir, | think that both groups and both sets of
pol i cymakers -- obviously, one set |lived through a period -- a
much | onger tinme period. But the new group also innmediately
under st ood what we were tal king about here, and bin Ladin and a
Qaeda becane an agenda itemearly on with the national security
advi ser and the President.

MR. FIELDING | certainly respect your position on
authorities and will observe your request and -- you know, we do
have a dilema with our comm ssion, in that we have had w tnesses
who have testified different views of authorities. But | think
that the public should be aware that you have -- we've al so
di scussed this with you in closed session and will be able to,
|"m sure, sort out the discrepancies before our final report is
pr epar ed.

Then I'd like to talk about capabilities if ny tinme doesn't
run out and ny voice doesn't run out.

But before that, what was your working arrangenent or your
relationship with M. C arke? In both periods of tine.

MR. TENET: Well, M. Carke ran the CSG in both periods of
time. At the working level, our chief CTC and our terrorism

experts had al nost daily contact with M. Carke, and |I'd have
periodic contact with himas |I bunped into himas neetings.

MR. FIELDING Was that pretty nuch a continuum again?

MR. TENET: Yeah. | believe that we pretty nmuch maintained the
same type of relationship, sir.

MR. FIELDI NG Let ne just ask you a couple of specific
guestions before we get into capabilities. And this is really
ki nd of inportant because there are sone things that have been
floating around that we're trying to cone to ground on.

Did you ever suggest actions to either president to respond
to threats that were ever disapproved?

MR. TENET: Actions that we would take, sir?
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MR FIELDI NG Yes, sir.

MR. TENET: No, | don't believe so, no.

MR FI ELDI NG Has the President -- has either president ever
deni ed a request fromyou for either enhanced | egal authority or
oper ati onal approval ?

MVR. TENET: Sir, the approval process of authorities is
sonething I don't want to get into in this session.

MR FIELDING |'msorry.

MR. TENET: But in ternms of both adm nistrations, because of
my relationship with the national security adviser and certainly
inthis environment with direct contact with the President,
gave the President very intinmate understanding of what we were
doi ng operationally around the world, particularly as we got into
a high- threat period, in terns of disruption operations,
countries I was contacting, things |I mght need from other
policymakers to aid and abet ny efforts. So there was a cl ear
under st andi ng of what we were doing around the world to deal with
this probl em

MR. FIELDING And |I'm sure you' d be respectful, but you
woul dn't be shy if you felt you needed sonething fromeither
president; is that correct?

MR. TENET: No, sir

FI ELDI NG That's not correct?

MR
MR. TENET: No, sir; that is correct.
MR

FI ELDI NG Ri ght.

| guess let ne -- was there any predictable intelligence
against bin Ladin that -- against himpersonally in 20017

MR. TENET: No, sir, | don't believe so, not in the 2001 tine
period. There were periods -- you tal ked about these yesterday.

MR. FlI ELDI NG Yeah.

MR. TENET: There were these three particular instances where
there was -- were there were --
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MR. FI ELDI NG Yeah, but that was pre-2001.

MR. TENET: That was '98 and 1999, sir.

MR FI ELDI NG Yeah, | want to get into those in just a

second, but | just -- there have been so many questions about
that, | thought that we just should cone to ground on it. Wthout
-- do you think -- again, the question that keeps com ng up, do

you think if you had gotten, in any way, shape or form bin Ladin
in the year 2001 you woul d have prevented the two 9/11 attacks?

MR TENET: M. Fielding, | don't believe so. | believe that
this plot line was off and running; Khalid Shei kh Mohammed was in
the mddle of it, operators were noving into this country. Any
understanding of this -- we certainly understand that they had
the operational flexibility to decide what to do, but this plot
was well on its way. Decapitating one person -- even bin Ladin in
this context -- | do not believe we would have stopped this plot.

MR. FI ELDI NG Yesterday, if you followed the hearings at all
the phrase du jour was "actionable intelligence,” and we heard
DOD of ficials contend that the Cl A was unable to provide
actionable intelligence and that sonehow limted their abilities
to undertake mlitary actions in Afghanistan. | guess, just kind
of a generic -- I'd like you to discuss that a little. How woul d
you explain that reaction and that position? Do you think it's
valid? And if you do, was there ever an attenpt between you and
the DOD to enhance the abilities?

MR. TENET: Let nme answer that question a couple ways. First
of all, there's a difference between intelligence and actionabl e
intelligence. That there was intelligence in a nunber of
i nstances was a fact, to be sure. Now the question is how do you
eval uate the data. And in thinking about this |ast night, because
these were interactive conversations anong peopl e thinking about
specific scenarios -- here are the kind of criteria that occurred
in phone calls and neetings to discuss this.

Was the reporting single threaded? Could we maintain
continuous eyes on the target w thout regard for conpronise,
given a tough security environnent? What was the track record,
reliability and certainty of this reporting? What did we know
about the reporting source? WII the target be there | ong enough
to take action, since |aunching a cruise mssile is four or six
hours away, it's not retargetable on the way i n? What are the
inplications for collateral danmage? Were is the target? If it's
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in a conplex of buildings, is the target -- can the source data
specifically tell you what building the target is in?

Now, we -- it's interesting. In this tinme period we al so
created a book for principals with the imagery that we laid in
about all the potential target sets that we m ght encounter so
that -- the situations were obviously unpredictable, so that we
coul d at | east have people visualize what we were tal king about
as we were tal king about whether or not we believed we had enough
data to go forward in any of these instances.

These -- you know, in nost -- and |I think nost of these
i nstances, decision-making had to be fairly rapid. W had to cone
to conclusions, and we all cane out at the sane place. The
Pent agon woul d have vi ews about collateral danage because they're
firing a weapon, and we woul d have views about the quality of
intelligence, and I nust tell you that we all ended up at the
sane place. | would state ny judgnent about whether we had enough
to nmeet these criteria. They would reflect on it fromthe
perspective of collateral damage and other issues. But in no case
did we disagree about a final decision or an outcone.

MR. FIELDING Well, who's "we?" Please help ne with that a
little.

MR. TENET: Well, director of Central Intelligence, secretary
of Defense, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, sonetines joined by his
J-2, who -- his chief intelligence officer and the national
security advisor. So this was an integrated di scussion, and we
tried to make sure that everybody had the sane data to the extent
that we could. And I'd informthem of new data and give thema
sense of what | believed the quality of the intelligence was.

MR FIELDING Well, yesterday we tal ked about the three
events in '98 and '99 where there were occasions that it | ooked
like there m ght be an opportunity, which then in each instance
was deened not to be operational. And the one that | find the
nmost intriguing and the one that's been | abel ed as perhaps the
| ost opportunity nore than any was the February '99 hunting canp,
| guess it's been described, and the desert canp. And yesterday
in the staff statenent that was read, we were told about that and
we were told that the intelligence seened pretty strong, and that
the preparations were nmade and then the strike was called off,
and -- although the lead CIA agent in the field felt that it was
very reliable intelligence. | guess, was there anything unique
about the intelligence or the circunstances that necessitated
t hat deci sion, and who nade that decision?
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MR. TENET: | don't have a recollection of the uniqueness of
the intelligence in question at the tine. I'mgoing to go back
and provide that for you. In fact, I'd like to go back and try
and package up all the data at my disposal when we were thinking
about these issues.

| believe this was a collective decision. | also believe this
target went away because the canp was ultinmately dismantled. So
in reading through your staff inquiry, your staff notes on this,
| can't recall who made the call, but I know we were all in the
sane place about it, M. Fielding.

MR. FIELDI NG Yeah. Well, | would appreciate that on behalf
of the Comm ssion if you could do that because it seened that
this -- when the intelligence was so good, and that by the tine

the canp was di smant| ed days and days had passed.
So | would appreciate --

MR. TENET: There's also a question, | believe, as to whether
bin Ladin was inside or outside the canp --

MR FlI ELDING O course.

MR. TENET: -- it was a conplicating issue in this whole thing
-- and whether he was there or not. So there's a second
conplicating factor here.

The third conplicating factor here is, you m ght have w ped
out half the royal famly in the UAE in the process, which I'm
sure entered into everybody's calculation in all this.

But in any event, | would like -- I will try and reconstruct

the data as best | can, in terns of what I had in ny possession
at the tine.

MR FIELDING | would appreciate it. Thank you. And thank you
for your testinony.

| see that little red light is on. Thank you, M. Chairnman
MR. KEAN:. Thank you
Conmi ssi oner GCorelick.

JAM E S. GORELI CK: Thank you, M. Chairman.
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Director Tenet, | woul d note at the outset that while other
individuals in both admnistrations in our testinony have been
referred to as "the secretary” or "the director” or by their |ast
nanes, everyone who tal ks about you refers to you as "George."
And | think that there's a reason for that. | think that you have
devel oped strong personal relationships with all of the key
pl ayers. That has served you and has served your agency very
well. There's evident affection for you across two
adm ni strations, which is a hard thing to pull off.

| do want to tal k about covert authorities, consistent with
t he gui delines that you have |l aid down.

VR. TENET: Sure.

M5. GORELICK: And | will note for the record that while we
are in agreenent with the position that you' ve taken, we have
t hese public charges that have been nmade in a book, through
i nformati on provi ded, evidently, through the CTA And we w ||
want to address themprivately with you. And I know you have
i ndi cated your availability to do that.

MR. TENET: Absol utely.

M5. GORELICK: But | just want to be very clear that if you
felt that an authority that you had been given was insufficient,
our staff statenent says that your obligation was to seek clarity
or to seek a new authority. Is that correct?

MR. TENET: Yes.

MS. GORELI CK: The second issue I'd -- I'msorry. Did you want
to el aborate --

MR. TENET: Can | just give you a little perspective on this?
Wt hout going into specific covert actions, if | can just give
you a little bit of a perspective a bout how you arrive at -- a
covert action is an enornously sensitive tool that the President
uses, and covert action authorities are the cul m nation of three
separate streans of thinking: operational proposals, |egal
determ nations and policy determ nations.

In the denocracy that we live in, all three becone vital in
the way authorities are presented to the President of the United
St at es.
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In the case that we're tal king about, w thout getting into
all this, obviously very sensitive issues were discussed wth
regard to the provision of specific lethal authorities. And we
won't go beyond that.

My job is essentially -- | would say a couple of things to
you about this issue, Comm ssioner Gorelick. One, | never went
back and said, "I don't have all the authorities |I need.”

And here is a key, fundanental point that everybody needs to
under st and about covert action. You need foreign intelligence to
create operational opportunities that |ead you to enhanced
aut horities and enhanced covert action. In part, one of the
princi pal focus of changing our plan to get inside the sanctuary
and devel op greater access was so that we coul d enhance our
operations and our access in order to prepare ourselves to have
better covert action opportunities.

The capability to do what you're asked to do is actually a
| ot nore inportant than the authorities that you're granted. It's
a very key point people have to understand. If | had ever felt
that nmy capabilities grew-- and in fact when you | ook at the
authorities that were granted in sone cases based on
intelligence, additional authorities were provided. If | felt
that | had devel oped access or capability that required
dramatically different authorities, | would have gone in and
said, "This is what | have, this is what | think I can do; please
give nme these authorities,” and | don't doubt that they would
have been granted.

M5. GORELI CK: Thank you for that el aboration. And because of

-- we have sort of left in your hands, actually, the degree to
whi ch you tal k about this.

MR. TENET: And | think this is the right way to tal k about
it.

M5. GORELICK: Fine. And we will pursue it in private. But |
appreci ate both your answer and the el aboration on the answer.

You in your statenment make -- in both your witten statenent,
which, with all due respect, we haven't had a chance to read,
since we just received it and it's about an inch thick -- but in
your oral statenent you have a very inpressive description of
your activities in disrupting and trying to -- disrupting
terrorist activities and trying to preenpt terrorist activities
from 1996 on.
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MR. TENET: Ri ght.

V5. GORELI CK: And that also comes through in the intelligence
t hat we have seen in your reporting.

And | think two things would be news to the Anerican peopl e,
and should be news to the Anerican people, and one is how engaged
the CI A was and how engaged its foreign counterparts were on a
daily basis checking and parrying and disrupting the activities
of terrorists, particularly al Qaeda; and second, that the CIA
and its foreign partners were in fact effective in disrupting
many terrorist plots. Is that a fair summary?

MR. TENET: It is. And let nme just say, just as the secretary
of State builds a diplomatic coalition and the mlitary has
foreign -- we systematically built a coalition of the willing
wi th key regional partners who had the right access. And we did a
ot of things to help theminprove their capability. But here's
sonet hi ng peopl e have to understand; you can't do this alone. You
need nations willing to take responsibility to help you in this
fight. And that's what we recogni zed through authorities and
ot her things we could do. So -- and this has grown steadily over
the "90s and into the tinme period we are now. But there is a
coalition of people that work this issue together.

M5. GORELICK: And the CIAitself was active in these
di sruptions. And the point I'"'mtrying to nmake here is that our
nati on was not sinply responding via |law enforcenment, if you
will, to the threat that was faced. You were out there very
active, and in many cases successful, is that correct?

MR. TENET: Ms. Corelick, we used all the tools at our
di sposal. There were -- you know, |'ve testified there were over
80 renditions. But renditions in and of thenselves doesn't stop
this. Active penetrations, disruptions of the kind you talked
about were al so being aggressively pursued through intelligence
channel s.

V5. GORELI CK: Thank you.

Now, from April through August of '01, the intelligence that
you were providing to senior policymakers in both the nunber of
reports and in their content was hair-raising, simlar, and maybe
even nore so than the reports during the MIlennium a very
significant spike. And you have told us, "Qur collection sources
it up during this intense period. They indicated that nultiple
spectacul ar attacks were planned, sone of themin the fina
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stages. The reports suggested that the targets were Anerican,

t hough sone reporting sinply pointed to the West or to Israel.
The reporting by itself stood as a dramatic warning of inmm nent
attack.” And you noted that these warnings were w dely

di ssem nated in the governnent.

Your agency has been faulted for not predicting that the
attack would conme in the United States and via an airpl ane.

First of all, did you limt your reporting of threats to say
that this event, whatever mnmi ght be happening, was only going to
possi bl y happen overseas?

VR. TENET: The predom nant focus and thread of the reporting
t ook us overseas, but we could not discount the possibility of an
attack on the honel and, although the data just didn't exist with
any specificity to take you there. | nean, that was what was
maddeni ng about this. You see in ny long testinony all the
di sruption efforts were things where people were actually getting
wr apped up about to do things. We did not have the sane kind of
granularity inside the country, nor did the reporting take us, in
a tactical sense, to give us the kind of specificity we needed to
gi ve us opportunities to do things that would have led us to
conclude that the plot was inside the United States now.

MS5. GORELICK: But we will get -- if tine permts ne, in any
event -- to the relationship with the FBI and the gaps in
reporting in the United States and how that m ght have linmted
your ability to pinpoint what was happening -- what was happeni ng
here. But it's -- nmy view of the reporting is that it talked
about threats to American interests. And while the specifics that
you had were abroad, by no neans did you say don't worry about
the donestic United States. |Is that correct?

MR. TENET: Can | give you -- is it okay to give you sone
hi stori cal perspective on this?

M5. GORELICK: As long as it's short. (Laughter.) I'm watching

that |ight because ny chairman -- (laughter) -- is going to give
ny col | eagues a chance --

MR. TENET: |'msorry, go ahead. It's okay. (Laughter.)

MB. GORELICK: |'ve never seen you so easily intimdated
George. (Laughter.) | would |like to ask how your coll eagues in
the Adm nistration responded. My coll eague M. Fielding asked you
about the briefings that you did of the President, and | was
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struck by the comment in the -- that the President made in "Bush
at war," that bin Ladin was not the focus of his national
security team He said: "I didn't feel that sense of urgency. My
bl ood was not nearly as boiling." And | think that's a fairly
candid coment on his part. D d he evidence that he was sei zed
Wi th the urgent nature?

MR. TENET: Look, by the spring and summer, everybody was
seized with the urgency of this nature by virtue of what | was
telling them and by this time period the CSGis neeting every
day. We're taking actions to undertake di sruptions. The Defense
Departnent is taking security precautions at its facilities, the
State Departnent is taking security precautions at facilities
overseas. The CSGis issuing advisories to the FAA. So this
period of time saw an enornous anount of activity, typical to the
kind of activity we saw in previous threat periods. And all | can
tell is the policymkers got it because | talked to all of them
about it and they understood the nature of what we were dealing
Wit h.

MS. GORELICK: Let nme follow up on that because you have said,

and this is a quote fromyou, "I went into MIIenniumthreat
node" - -

MR. TENET: Ri ght.

MS. GORELI CK: -- your phrase, neaning what was done at the
end of 1999. But in the MI|Ilenniumthreat node, all of the
princi pals were summoned to the NSC table to ensure that their
departnents could do everything they could. Now, while in the
Adm ni stration in 2001 there were policy neetings, there were not
deputies commttee neetings and/or principals commttee neetings
around the threat. And to be sure the CSG was neeting, but as we
will hear later today, the CSG operates at a different |evel.

Now as it turns out, you didn't know what was inside the FBI
For goodness sakes, the FBI didn't know what was inside the FBI
Ei ghteen of the 19 hijackers entered this country after Apri
2001. In the MIlennium Attorney Ceneral Reno, we have been
told, literally turned the FBI upside down and shook it and got
information out of it that it mght not have been able -- it
m ght not, in sonme way, disgorged. | mean, the NSC didn't know
that al Mdhar and al Hanzi were the subject of an FBI search; or
that the FBI had found Arab nmen trying to take flying | essons but
not to learn how to take off or land; or that the FAA didn't have
the benefit of the State Departnent watchlist; or that there was
this really sleepy response, | have to say, fromthe FAA -- a
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couple of, in ny view, feckless advisories; and the Secretary of
Transportation told us he didn't even know about the threats.

When we interviewed Steve Hadl ey, he actually expressed
surprise that there had been these daily neetings during the
M Il ennium So ny question to you is, did you say, Steve, when
we' ve had these spikes before we all got together so that we
could find out what each other knew and to bring sone intensity
to this process?

MR. TENET: Well, ny sense -- no, | didn't say that. My sense
of it -- ny sense at the tine was | was talking to the nati onal
security advisor and the President and the Vice President every
day. | know that she was talking to her coll eagues and
principals. | know she had a neeting of donestic agencies
sonetinme in July. I know the CSG was neeting. You know, maybe the
met hod of comruni cation was different. | did not see any | ess
attention to what we were trying to do, and | certainly didn't
get a sense that anybody was not paying attention to what | was
doing and what | was briefing and what nmy concerns were and what
we were trying to do.

But can | -- I'mgoing to cone back to ny historical point
because it's an inportant point, even if it takes a little bit of
tine.

M5. GORELICK: | didn't -- ny colleagues are telling ne

didn't actually intimdate you! (Laughter.) Go right ahead,
Ceor ge.

MR. TENET: One of the -- what is one of the nost inportant
system c lessons for all this? I'Il tell you what | think it is,
okay? For a period of how many years -- go back to the md-'90s
all the way through 2001, what did we do relentlessly? W raced
fromthreat to threat to threat. We resolved the threat; it
ei ther happened or it didn't happen. And fromthe honel and
perspective, what was the gal vani zi ng nechanismthat forced rea
def ensi ve preparation and neasures to be put in place?

So, you know, the question systemcally is, if you go through
the '90s and you're aware of hijackings, airline commssions --
and |I'm not picking on a sector here. But ny point is this, the
country was not system cally protected because even in racing
through all these threats, sonetinmes exhaustively -- we exhausted
ourselves -- there was not a systemin place to say, "You got to
go back and do this and this and this." Okay? It's not
criticizing anybody. But the noral of the story is, if you take
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in those neasures system cally over the course of tine and cl osed
seans, you mght have had a better chance of succeedi ng stopping,
deterring or disrupting.

So it's easy to go talk about what | didn't get themto do on
day one, day two, or day three. That alnost is the wong way to
tal k about this froma historical perspective with a |ot of
experience, with a lot of m stakes we nade and everybody el se
made -- no perfection in this deal; we didn't stop this attack
And so the question is |ooking forward, you know, how do you
enhance your prospects of success? Wth respect to everybody,
going to nore neetings isn't necessarily going to help, okay? And
different policymakers are going to basically comunicate in
different ways. So one size doesn't fit all, and you have to
judge. | can only give you personal perspective fromwhere | sat.

M5. GORELI CK: Let nme make a comment because ny tinme is up.

First of all, not speaking for the Comm ssion, but speaking
for this conmm ssioner, | conpletely agree with what you just
sai d. The purpose of the neetings was to use essentially brute
force to break through walls and barriers and seans and processes
that were broken. That's not a solution. It is not a solution.
And we will ask, particularly Dick Carke, about this this
af ternoon, what are the nechanisns for seeing what the problens
are systemcally and fixing them

| raised the issue of the neetings because in the absence of
t hose systemc fixes, all you can do is use brute force to bring
everyone to the table and say: Wat do you know? Have you turned
over every rock? And that's why | raised that question.

But thank you very much for your comrents and your testinony
and your service.

MR. KEAN. Thank you. | have one question. Part of our job, as
you know, is to make recomendations at the end of our report.

And nobody wor ked harder than the CIA. You were into this
earlier. You tried to alert other people. You did all the right
things in those areas. And yet we failed. W really failed. And
the story is witten up in books |ike "Ghost Wars" and so on, of
the whole effort and the frustrating effort to try and penetrate
t hat sanctuary in Afghanistan; to really find bin Ladin and to
capture himand take hi mout or whatever is the story of one
frustration after another.



And | guess ny question is, |ooking back at that period, when
we probably did have sone opportunities to get himand didn't, in
hi ndsi ght, what did you need and what could you -- what --
gover nnment have given you, what authorities, what resources, what
change -- what coul d have been done to change that history? \What
shoul d we be doi ng now? Because w | derness is where these people
are going to hide. They're going to hide in the wild places of
this world, and we're going to have this situation again of
trying to get bin Ladin or the future bin Ladins.

MR. TENET: CGovernor, let ne give you a big system c answer
that | feel pretty passionately about. You know, in about the
m d-90s, at the time we were trying to take this all on, we
started to rebuild the clandesti ne HUM NT operations capability
that went away on this country. W were trying to recapitalize
NSA. W're trying to get ourselves better imagery capability.

And on the HUM NT side, I'mstill five years away from bei ng
able to |l ook at you in the eye say -- because it's terribly --
you've got recruit the right people, have the right training. And
| -- we built all those things.

There has to be -- you know, just |ike people talk about
ot her instrunents of power, there nust be a relentless focus on
ensuring that the intelligence capability this country has is
allowed to growin the critical areas that allow us to have
capability inside sanctuaries where people are going to go hide.

The investnent strategy's laid out. The strategi c gane plan
is there. People have to sort of take a look at this fromthe
perspective of how do we ensure -- on just the capability side,
we ensure that the country gets the intelligence it deserves, no
matter what it costs.

Now from the perspective of integration, the sharing of data,
the relationship with -- on the donestic side, | nean, one of the
t hi ngs that obviously needs to be built here is seam ess flows of
data fromyour |aw enforcenment community to your intelligence
comunity that requires the |aw enforcenent community to have --
and Bob Mueller is building a digital comunications systemt hat
all ows you to connect the dots of his enpire in the United
States, so all the data cones forward in a way that we can see it
and feel it and touch it the same way, and understand its
integrity.

And all of that data that we collect, sir -- ultimtely, we
have to treat the state and | ocal governnments and their police
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forces as if they're part of this fight, in a way, because
they're not really interested in how you did the operation; they
need the data. Thousands of people who wal k around our streets
that can collect data need to be educat ed.

Now to be sure, we'll get into longer-termintelligence,
systemi c issues, in April, | suspect. And to be sure, we have to
ask ourselves sone pretty tough questions about: Are we organi zed
the right way? Is this the structure you want for the next 50
years? It's been here for 57 years. Wat kinds of issues do we
have to put on the table? All with the notion of fusing and
integrating operations and data in a manner that's seanl ess, so
that there's never the assertion that | didn't see this piece of
information that could have saved |ives.

MR, KEAN. Do you believe you're getting the support fromthe
Adm ni stration and the Congress to do that?

MR. TENET: Yes, but we need to ensure that there's continuity
in the approach over a long period of time. And this conm ssion
has to establish benchmarks and report cards and do-outs that the
country has to have people cone back and tal k about every year,
because as this thing fades, ny fear is, people are going to say,
"It's five years away, it's six" -- it's not. It's com ng.
They're still going to try and do it. And we need to sort of --
the men and wonen here who have lost their famlies have to know
that we got to do a hell of a lot better.

MR. KEAN: Vice Chairman Ham | t on.

MR. HAM LTON: M. -- (applause). M. Director, mnmy questions

may follow on fromthe two preceding ones, but maybe it'Il help
to el aborate.

And | think I'm probably taking you outside, a little bit, of
your bailiwick, which is intelligence, but | think all of us
woul d agree that the primary responsibility of governnent is to
protect and secure the people. And the question that keeps com ng
back to nme and the question |I think this Conm ssion has to answer
is why we were unable to do it.

Now yesterday, | don't know if you had a chance to tune in to
any of the proceedings here, but we had -- in both
adm ni strations they presented very long lists of things that
they had done prior to 9/11 to keep the people secure. And | know
t hose steps were taken with conviction and utter sincerity, and I
don't believe there's any high- level public official that |'ve
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ever net that would not act to protect the American people. But
the overarching fact, of course, is that we did not do it. And we
|l ost a ot of people. So the question that we have to address --
and here | need sone help fromyou -- is why were we unable to do
it.

VR. TENET: Three | ayers of answers.

W didn't steal the secret that told us what the plot was. W
didn't recruit the right people or technically collect the data,
not wi t hst andi ng enornous effort to do so. Macro-issue.

Second issue: W didn't integrate all the data we had
properly, and probably we had a | ot of data that we didn't know
about that, if everybody had known about, naybe we woul d have had
a chance. | can't predict to you one way or another. But you al so
had systemically a wall that was in place between the crimna
side and the intelligence side. Wiat's in a crimnal case doesn't
cross over that line. Ironclad regulations. So that even people
in the Cimnal Dvision and the Intelligence D visions of the
FBI couldn't talk to each other, let alone talk to us or us talk
to them Systemc issues |like that; PATRI OT Act absolutely
essenti al .

Three: Visa policies, watch list policies. W didn't watch-
list them the FBI didn't find them And you know, you have to
make a determ nation. But we can't walk away fromtelling that,
and we have.

But there's a larger system c question. kay. Are we
integrated in our watch lists? Is our visa policy commensurate?
Do we know who's coming in and who's conmng out? Are we getting
the best data we possibly can? The truth is, is here's the
unassail able fact: the terrorist is a smart operational animal.
He's going to figure all this out. He's going to figure out your
wat chl i st systens better and your visa systens better. He's going
to infiltrate your country with phony docunents and passports.
And then the question's going to be, how good are you inside your
country in understandi ng what these groups are doi ng; how good is
your donestic intelligence capability -- precisely what Director
Muel l er is focused on.

So those are different |ayers of the sane problem sir. But,
you know, there's obviously that tactical thing that didn't go
right, the cost -- you know, we -- we -- you know, | can't --
never going to get out of ny head. But there are sone ot her
t hi ngs.
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| think the deputy director would |ike to speak. He's getting
restl ess here.

JOHN MCLAUGHLI N (deputy director, CIA): No, |'mjust thinking
about Chairman Kean's question and your question, M. Hamlton.
It's obviously the key question. And there are nmany, nany
conponents to it. The director's tal ked about a nunber of them

| think there are also issues of posture and resources. And
while we were on the offensive prior to 9/11, and can docunent
that in sone of the ways that Conm ssioner Gorelick tal ked about
with capture operations, and rendition operations, and rel ations
Wi th other services, the country, with all of its capabilities is
now nmuch nore orchestrated into an offensive mx that is
rel entl ess.

One thing the Anmerican people need to understand is that we
are still at war every single day; that the director and | and
others gather in a roomevery day and go over operations around
the world that have an offensive conponent to them neaning we
are acting on intelligence to take down terrorists across the
world. So the posture is very inportant not just for the CIA but
for all of the agencies that are working with us, posture --

MR. HAM LTON:. And that posture was not present prior to 9/11.

MR, MCLAUGHLIN: It wasn't present as a nation. And as the
director said, this war is going to go on for a long tine. W are
not at the end of it. And we will have to stay in an offensive
posture. And nmuch of this will not be visible to the public. W
wi Il have to stay in an offensive posture 24/7.

Resources. The Congress has been very generous with resources
with us, and I'mnot here to make a pitch for nore resources at
this point, other than to nake the strong argunment that this work
is very resource-intensive. And we are very well resourced now.

But when one of these captures fleets across the headli nes,
and there's a long list of themin the director's testinony --
Khal i d Shei kh Mohamed, Tawfiq bin Attash, Ranzi bin al Shibh,
all of these key figures -- it involves literally hundreds of
peopl e wor ki ng soneti nes weeks and nonths to acconplish that one
thing, stations and individuals and agencies fromevery part of
our governnent across continents. | could give you exanples to
denonstrate that, but it's very resource-intensive, |abor-

i nt ensi ve.
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MR. HAMLITON: Did -- is --

MR. MCLAUGHLI N: So of fensive posture, hard work, |abor-
intensive, and that's the way it's going to be for a long tine.

MR. HAMLI TON: And in the lead up now to 9/11, were you short
of resources?

VR. TENET: Systemcally? Absolutely. In ternms of a, you know
- - Vve__

MR, HAMLI TON: Were you requesting themand --

VR. TENET: | went through this.

MR. HAMLI TON: -- asking for thenf

MR. TENET: Sure. | went through this with the staff. | don't

want to have a resource di scussion when we're tal ki ng about these
things. It's not appropriate. But | ook --

MR. HAMLITON:. | didn't bring it up. He brought it up.

MR. TENET: Yes, sir. | understand. (Laughter.) I'mtrying to
get to himthrough you, sir. (Laughter.) But anyway, in any event

(To M. MLaughlin.) You did well, though.

In any event, you know, one of the things you m ght want to
do, M. HamIton, and I think the Comri ssion may want to do, is
you actually m ght want to cone and sit out and see how it works
today just to get a sense of what has changed. How is the
integration really working? What is the relationship between the
ClA the FBI, TTIC and all these entities? How good is the data
sharing? You should see it, nmake your own judgnents, and think
t hrough what other systemc fixes we need to put in place.

MR. HAMLI TON. Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR KEAN:. Thank you
Senat or Kerrey.
MR. KERREY: Well, M. Chairman, let ne first of all say for

the record, since Dr. Riceis not going to be here in this,
yesterday we heard both Secretary Wl fowtz and Secretary
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Runsfeld refer to the failure of the dinton admnistration to
deliver a plan dealing with al Qaeda, and they spent seven or

ei ght nonths developing their owm plan. | was briefed this
norning on that plan, and | would say fortunately for the

Adm nistration it's classified because there's alnost nothing in
it. It calls for nore diplomacy; it calls for increased pressure;
basically the sane thing that Director Tenet just tal ked about,
using tribals against al Qaeda; and lastly calls for sone vague
things to try to oust Mullah Qrar. | nean, it's not, in ny

j udgnment, what it was sold to be, and | just -- | have to say
that for the record.

| would love to get Dr. Rice in front of this conm ssion in
the public to have her answer a series of questions about that
because | would say -- (applause) -- M. Chairman, | do not
believe the August 12th -- 20th attack on al Qaeda's canps in
Af ghani stan was a pin prick

My guess is if you were on the ground that day, you would

say, | hope to hell this doesn't happen again. And I'Il say for
the record, sadly, it didn't happen again.

That was the last tine that m| ops were used agai nst al
Qaeda. Osama bin Ladin held a press conference to decl are open
war on the United States of Anerica in February, 1998. And I
appreci ate that Afghani stan has fewer targets. But in the
expression of frustration about not having enough mlitary
operations, so forth, I don't see in the record any requests for
additional mlitary operations. And I don't think we can | ook at
Director Tenet and say that covert operations has to carry the
day. | don't think it's enough.

And so | just want to say for the record that |I'm personally
frustrated. |1've been very critical of the Cinton
adm ni stration. | took your phone call on the 19th of August,
1998, to informne as vice chairman of the Intelligence Cormttee
that we were going to attack Afghanistan. And | told you then
that | hoped it was big enough that they knew that the United
States of Anerica had done it. And | think our only m stake was
not doing nore -- (applause) -- not having seriatim attacks
afterwords that allowed ourselves to say that we were going to
try to destroy sonebody who decl ared war upon us.

Now, |et ne ask you a question relating to, again, this issue
of policy. Wiy doesn't -- why didn't we change our strategic
policy? That's a provocative question that staff asked in | think



in an exceptional docunent that they read to the Conm ssion
earlier.

Now, |let ne take you back to the sunmer of 2001. On the 5th
of July, National Security Advisor Rice says that she's worried
enough about the MIlenniumPlot, that is to say an attack on the
United States of Anerica, that she asked Dick Clarke to bring a
new set of domestic agencies into the Counterterrorism Security
G oup, the CSG to be briefed. Now, that included Custons, |INS,
FAA, sone | ocal |aw enforcenent people as well; and as
Commi ssioner CGorelick said earlier, | believe the warnings that
were put out as a consequence of that were at the very | east
weak, given the possibilities of an attack on the United States
denonstrated by the M I 1| ennium Pl ot.

The President was worried enough that he asked you, according
to staff, about the possibility of a donmestic attack, and that
produced the presidential daily, the fanous presidential daily
brief on the 6th of August, 2001. And -- you |ook confused. Is
that --

MR. TENET: (OFf nike.)

MR. KERREY: Pardon ne?

MR. TENET: | don't think that's how it happened, but go
ahead, sir. It doesn't -- please. | didn't nean to interrupt.

MR. KERREY: Go ahead and correct ne if it happened different.

VMR, TENET: | don't know if | can, but go ahead.

MR. KERREY: Well, but the question that |'ve got is that
after that briefing is produced -- after the docunment, the daily
briefing is done on the 6th of August -- | don't understand why -
- | appreciate you said all the things that we could do going
forward -- | don't understand why we didn't put an order out to
get everything the FBI had, to get everything that everybody had
intotry to determ ne whether or not it was possible an attack
was going to occur in the United States of Anerica.

| just don't understand it, given the |level of urgency that
was denonstrated by Dr. Rice in talking to M. C arke and
denonstrated as well by the President in talking to you. Now,
tell me if | got it wong.
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MR. TENET: Well, sir, ny perspective on it is | believed,
t hrough the mechani sns that we had in place -- through the CSG
process, through principals consultations, | briefed the attorney
general -- | believe people were doing all those things. |
believe that -- | think people were doing everything they knew
how to do to try and figure out what this was and what this
wasn't. | did not -- | didn't get a sense of a |lack of urgency on
the part of people in this tinme period.

SEN. KERREY: | appreciate that, Director Tenet, but | don't
understand -- and I'll ask Dick Carke | ater because he was
chairing the CSGs all summer -- | nean, brings the FAAin, why in
God' s nane doesn't he say, "You know, there's a possibility
there's going to be a hijacking, and it could be a donestic
hijacking," and it doesn't becone a part of their planning.

MR TENET: | al ways --

SEN. KERREY: It doesn't beconme a part of their planning. They

don't change the rules dealing with hijacking. And I'll have a
chance to ask director -- Dick Clarke that later, but |I nean we
had all -- the FBI headquarters wasn't aware of the Phoenix nmeno,

and you had all this stuff out there. And | appreciate you' ve got
this wall that was separating intel and | aw enforcenent and after
PATRI OT and after 9/11 that changed, but even before that, it
seens to me, given the level of concern about a possible donestic
attack, that we should have swept that information up to try to
find out if there was anything out there that indicated an attack
was going to occur in the United States.

(Pause.) You're -- | guess there's no question here, it's
just a declaratory. (Laughter.)

MR. TENET: |'ve always |earned howto |isten to you, Senator
-- (laughter).

SEN. KERREY: | don't get it, George. | nean, | don't

understand why it wasn't done. And | don't think it's a resource
guestion. | just don't understand why it wasn't done.

M. Chairman, | guess there's no question there; this is al
a statement, as it turns out.

MR. KEAN. Ckay. Thank you.

Conmi ssi oner Ben- Veni st e.
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MR. BEN- VENI STE: Good norning, Director Tenet. | want to
start out by thanking you and the extraordinary people who work
at CIA for their dedication to the task of countering the
terrorist threat. As you know, | have been an admirer of you
personally and, in the tine that we have spent together,
understand the tremendous pressures that individuals have been
under in your agency to protect our country.

Let me pick up on -- since ny coll eague, Senator Kerrey
rai sed the question, with respect to the PDB of August 8 (sic),
2001, Dr. Rice has nade sonme statements to us, and to sone extent
publicly, with respect to the origin of that docunent. And is it
fair to say that the recollection of CI A which we have received
in awitten docunent fromyour office, contains a different
recol l ection; that that August 8th (sic) PDB was initiated by
individuals within the CIA and not as a direct request fromthe
nati onal security adviser?

MR. TENET: | sinply don't know. | don't know what we've
responded or what the originis. | just don't know.

MR. BEN- VENI STE: You m ght ask M. Bonk (ph), who's sitting
behi nd you.

(Pause while M. Tenet confers.)

MR BEN-VENI STE: It is correct that we have received a

docunent fromyou, dated March 19, 2004, in which that correction
i S noted.

VR. TENET: Wuld you |like M. Bonk (ph) to respond?

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Wl |, he can whisper in your ear. So that
the record is correct on this point, since it was raised by
Senator Kerrey, | think it's appropriate, that we have been
advi sed that the August 8th (sic) PDB -- |I'msorry, August 6th
PDB was the product of individuals within Cl A without pronpting
from national security --

MR. TENET: Comm ssioner Ben-Veniste, he only has a

recol l ection. Let nme cone back for the record. |I'lIl go back and
|l ook at this. | just don't --
MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, I'll read into the record. The author

of this piece, and others famliar with it, say they have no
information to suggest that this piece was witten in response to
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a question fromthe President. And indeed, it goes on to say that
it was pronpted by an idea fromthe Cl A

So we have these clarification, and it's appropriate that the
record be as accurate as possible.

Let me go to another question, and that is August '98, the
m ssile attack; 60 Tomahawk m ssiles, nore or |less; 20 to 30 al
Qaeda killed. Bin Ladin escaped, according to your intelligence,
only with hours to spare.

Yesterday we heard fromthe secretary of Defense who tal ked
about these mssiles attacks as "bouncing the rubble”. Wuld you
regard that attack in August of '98 as "bouncing the rubble"?

VR. TENET: Well, you know that the '98 attack was predicated

on intelligence that told us that there was going to be a
gathering of senior al Qaeda | eadership in one place.

MR, BEN-VENI STE: Yes, | do.

MR. TENET: So, the potential value there was high. | would
say that continuing a program of cruise mssile attacks woul dn't
have been a smart thing to do subsequent to that, because | don't
think it would have made nuch difference, unless there was sone
predi ctable intelligence. But | guess there's --

MR, BEN-VENI STE: And we could tal k about whether the flying

of the Predator in its reconnai ssance node m ght have devel oped
simlar intelligence in the spring of 2001.

MR. TENET: Should we tal k about that?

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, we can, but not on ny nickel here.
(Laughter.)

Well, let me go into one other thing. The CI A provided
massive aid to the Mijaheddin fighting the Soviets in Afghani stan
on the theory that our eneny's eneny could be our friend. Fair
enough. What has continued to puzzle and trouble ne, George, is
this: Didn't the CI A, knowing that -- knowing the proclivities
and the extreme xenophobia of these jihadists, who the Cl A had
hel ped to armand train -- why didn't the ClA seek to penetrate
t hese organi zati ons and keep close track of themin the years
that follow the disbanding of the effort in Afghanistan?



MR. TENET: Well, first of all, there was an accomodati on of
nmut ual conveni ence because we had a common eneny. And in fact, if
you go back and | ook at some of the planning that we did, we went
back and found people that used to work for us who becane part of
our networks again. Equally, you found other people that were
fighting you, people who had becone jihadists. There are people
i n Af ghani stan today fighting us that we knew way back when, and
peopl e i n Afghani stan today who are on our side. So, | nean, we
had in advantage in terns of understanding all of the
personalities on the ground, who they were, what their networks
| ooked like; so it was a plus.

But, you know, we drove the Russians out and essentially the
United States |left Afghanistan right after all of that. And the
Tal i ban energed and took a country down and allowed a terrori st
organi zation to run a state.

So the history here is interesting on all sides.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: But given the fact that these were people
trained in lethal nodalities, who hated foreigners in Mislim
countries, which is the basis of their attenpt to throw the
Russi ans out, don't you think you could have been nore effective
followi ng up on sone of these personalities, who include Osama
bin Ladin?

MR TENET: Well, but we didn't train him Richard. But the
point of the matter is, a guy like Massoud is sonebody we net in

the conflict and continued to work with. | nean, you know, we
kept track of sone of these people. W didn't keep track of al
of these people. None of -- many of them you know, show up as

jihadists in other conflicts around the world.

So | wasn't around at the tinme, but I'"msure that the nature
of our understanding of these relationships also hel ped us over
the course of tinme as we were operating in Afghanistan.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

MR. KEAN:. Conmi ssi oner Thonpson.

JAMES R. THOVWPSON: You can tal k about the Predator on ny
nickel, M. Director. (Laughter.)

VR. TENET: Sir.
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MR. THOVPSON. But before you do, | want to read sonething to
you. Tal king about the Predator, M. d arke says, "ClI A had been
bl ocki ng the depl oynment, refusing to be involved in running an

arnmed version of the unmanned aircraft to hunt and kill bin
Ladin." Is that statenent true?
MR. TENET: No. Blocking -- I"'msorry. Can you repeat that --

MR, THOMPSON: Sure. "CI A had been bl ocking the depl oynent of
the Predator"” --

MR. TENET: Ri ght.

MR. THOWPSON. -- "refusing to be involved in running an arned
version of the unmanned aircraft to hunt and kill bin Ladin."

MR. TENET: | don't think that -- |ook, Dick had contacts with
all kinds of people in our building, and they had all kinds of
di sputes. But at this level -- (chuckles) -- we wanted to go
ahead with arm ng that Predator. | mean, | don't -- | haven't
read the book, so I don't know what the context is.

MR. THOWPSON: Has anybody at Cl A read the book?

TENET: Not yet, sir.

MCLAUGHLIN: Just if | could add, Conmm ssioner --

> k5

THOVPSON: Yes, M. MLaughlin.

VR. MCLAUGHLIN: Well, ny recall of that period -- and again,
| haven't read the book, and | don't know what context that
sentence sits in, what cones before and after -- but ny recall of
that period is, we were all trying to figure out howto armthe
Predator. It was not a trivial task. And in that period of tineg,
we all wanted to get it armed.

The only issues were really a matter of timng and a matter
of how it would be deployed, once it was arned -- and you know
the story -- whether it would be deployed in a reconnai ssance
node and arned node, or just one of those. But that's ny recal
of where that story was with -- just not know ng the context of
t hat sentence.

MR. THOWPSON:. The Predator couldn't fly in the winter. Is
that correct?
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MR. TENET: That's correct. There were problens in the
W ntertine.

MR. THOVPSON. And you had to go through all sorts of testings

toarmit. Is that correct? Because it hadn't been designed as
arned mssiles --

MR. TENET: There was an extensive testing programthat took

you through the summer and -- or actually early fall of 2001,
sir.

MR THOWPSON: So is it fair to say that the Adm nistration

and everybody in it was trying to get to an arnmed Predator as
qui ckly as possi bl e?

MR TENET: Yes, sSir.

MR. THOWPSON. M. Director, | want to read for the public

record two paragraphs in your witten statenent because | think
t hey deserve the attention of the public record.

Page 12, tal king about the spiked reporting in the sumer of
2001: "The reporting was maddeni ngly short on actionable details.
The nost om nous reporting hinting at sonmething big was al so the
nost vague. The only occasions in this thread of reporting where
there was an explicit or inplicit |ocation appeared to point
abroad, especially to U S. interests in the Mddle East."

And then on 13 there is a vast difference between bei ng aware
that a type of threat of exists -- and the type of threat woul d,
for exanple, be the use of airplanes as weapons -- and having a
specific warning of the date, time and | ocation of a planned
attack. We did not have intelligence of that specificity on which
we could warn or take action.

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:. (O f m ke.)

MR. KEAN. Pl ease sit down, sir.

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:. (O f mke.)

MR. KEAN. The commttee will stand in recess till the police
restore order. (Brief pause.) You may proceed, sir.

MR, THOWPSON. M. Tenet, do you have any idea of how many
aircraft were in the air on Septenber 117
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MR. TENET: | don't, sir.
MR, THOWPSON:. If | said over 4,000, would that surprise you?
MR. TENET: No.

MR. THOWPSON: Had the President of the United States ever
been tol d anyt hing by anybody, but especially by the ClA that
woul d have allowed himto predict that on the norning of
Sept enber 11th, four aircraft would be hijacked and used as
weapons at specific | ocations?

VMR. TENET: Had we told himthat, sir? Is that the question?

VR. THOVPSON: Yes.

VR. TENET: No, we did not.

MR, THOWPSON: Ckay. Were you able, using all sources of your
intelligence, to tell himthat?

MR. TENET: | was not before the attack.

MR. THOWPSON. In the period January to Septenber, 2001, the
Cl A participated, along with other agencies, in the preparation
of “the Plan,” as it's been described, responding to the threat
of al Qaeda; is that correct?

MR. TENET: That's correct.

MR. THOVPSON. Were you ever dissatisfied with the pace of the
Bush adm nistration in the preparation of that plan?

MR. TENET: No.

MR. THOWPSON. Thank you, M. Chairnman.

Thank you, M. Director.
MR. KEAN:. Thank you.
Congr essman Roener.

MR. RCEMER: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Wl come, M. Director. As a nenber of the Intelligence
Comm ttee and having travel ed around the world to visit sone of
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the | ocations where we have the dedi cated people working for the
ClA | just want to rem nd you how highly you' re held in esteem
by those people. And I want to thank those people around the
world for the spectacul ar job they do.

| want to try, M. Director, if we can to tal k about your
role in the PDBs and the NSC s role in devel oping policy. As |
said yesterday, | would hope that if we get M. Carke here --
which he wll be here in a few hours, sworn in to tell the truth
-- that we would have Dr. Rice cone and talk in the same way and
on the same grounds and talk to us how policy was or was not
devel oped during the first nine nonths of the Bush
adm nistration. Wuld you agree, M. Director, that the PDBs are
not policy? As you said before, you are frustrated by racing
around fromevent to event, trying to find out where they're
com ng at us next. Are you a policymaker?

MR. TENET: No.

MR. ROEMER: You're not a policynmaker? The NSC, whether it be
in the dinton or the Bush adm nistration, is tasked with
devel oping the policy of the President of the United States,
coordinating that policy with other agencies, and pushing it out
and inplenmenting it so sonmething gets done, whether that's in the
Stat e Departnment policy or fighting al Qaeda.

MR, TENET: M. Roener, | obviously have an input into the
policy process with the data | provide.

MR. RCEMER: But | would --

MR. TENET: And fromtine to tinme | am asked -- al t hough
don't inject unilaterally, | amasked for ny views on issues. It
doesn't happen all the time, but it occasionally happens and
happens on terrorismoccasionally.

MR. ROEMER:. Wth you not fulfilling the policynmaker role, but
that we agree that the NSCis the primary policynmaker and
coordinator for the President and the United States governnent --

| want to cone back to that in a mnute, but | want to cone to
the PDB itself.

The PDB of August 6th, 2001, as you're aware, was
decl assified, or portions of it were declassified froma
conversation with the CIA provided to the Joint Inquiry. It's a
publ i ¢ docunent, decl assified on page 206 of that public
docunent, and | want to read you a couple of things that were
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included in the Joint Inquiry statenent on that PDB of that
August 6th, 2001 time period.

A senior governnment official told the Joint Inquiry that the
i nformation included that bin Ladin had wanted to conduct attacks
in the United States since 1997. It nentions al Qaeda, including
some U.S. citizens, had resided in or traveled to the United
States for years, and the group apparently mai ntai ned a support
structure here.

The report cited uncorroborated information it obtained and
di ssem nated in 1998 that bin Ladin wanted to hijack airplanes to
gain the release of U S.-held extrem sts; the FBI judgnents about
patterns of activity consistent with preparations for hijackings
of other types of attacks; as well as information acquired in
May, 2001, that indicated a group of bin Ladin supporters were
pl anning attacks in the United States w th expl osives. Now,
that's the Joint Inquiry public declassified statenment about what
was in the August 6th, 2001 PDB. Now, that's not saying that this
was in New York on Septenber 11th of 2001. That is saying there
was a possibility of attacks donmestically.

Now, why weren't we concentrating nore on those kinds of
possibilities? You were running around sayi ng sonet hi ng
spectacul ar is going to happen. You were worried about this. You
were on record from 1998 on saying you're at war with al Qaeda.
But why wasn't the United States governnent nore concerned about
those attacks in the United States?

MR. TENET: Congressnan Roener, |'d ask you this afternoon
when you get M. O arke here, who was the chairman of the CSG to
go through the process of what they were | ooking at, actions they
wer e tasking, how they thought about this problem | wasn't
sitting in that room |1'd ask you to think about asking himhow
we dealt with this in this tinme period and find out what that
response is.

MR. ROEMER So you're saying that it is the responsibility of
t he National Security Council --

MR TENET: Well, the CSG --

MR. ROEMER:. -- to develop the policy to go after the
terrorists --

MR. TENET: Sir, the CSGis a nmechani smwhere all of these
i ssues conme into play every tine it nmeets. What is the threat?
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What actions do we take? What are we asking agencies to do? It's
a focal point for the way this governnent has organi zed itself
around terrorismfor years.

MR. ROEMER So, you're saying it's them not the ClA that
shoul d have been attentive to this.

MR. TENET: Well, the ClAis in the CSG neeting as well. |
mean, everybody's at the table. The FBI's there, the NSC s there,
ClA s there, donestic agencies are there. Throughout this tine
period -- | don't have access to the mnutes and recordi ngs of
what happened. Wat actions were they tasking? How were they
t hi nki ng about this?

MR. ROCEMER:. |f they're going through a bottomup review --

VR KEAN:. Congressman, we've got to nove on. We've run out of
time. We've got one nore conmm ssioner.

MR, ROEMER Ckay.

Just to underscore ny concerns here, M. Director, | really
bel i eve that we need better data m ning and better coordination
at the CIAto track that kind of information in the PDBs, so that
you can task back to the policymakers in the Wite House about
how to go after this threat and how to hel p devel op this.

Dr. Rice, M. Odarke and others we will talk to about their
role in devel opi ng the governnent's coordination and the
governnment policy with respect to this.

Thank you agai n.

MR. TENET: Thanks - -

MR. KEAN. Thank you all

The | ast questions are going to conme from Comm ssi oner
Lehman.

VR. LEHVAN: Thank you.

M. Director, | have three questions. One, first, a nunber of
the interviewees and testinony that we've had have conpl ai ned
about an overly legalistic culture in dealing with operations and
with intelligence that was particularly marked in the Cinton
adm ni stration, but hasn't really changed nmuch since.
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The '93 attack on the WIl -- on the Wrld Trade Center, there
were sone very significant |inkages that canme out of that
i nvestigation: Ranei Yousef, Khalid Shei kh Mohamed, the paying
of legal bills by Osama bin Ladin to the assassin of the rabbi in
| srael, Rabbi Kahane; and particularly the role, which still is
not clear to us, of Abdul Rahman Yasin. Al of this came out and
these |inkages were there in the investigation of the attack. But
we have been told by a nunmber of witnesses that there was such a
total forensic policy towards that event that there was al nbst no
sharing of this information

When did you | earn about all these al Qaeda |inkages to the
'93 World Trace Center? Was it shared with you as it was
devel oped?

MR. TENET: Gosh, Comm ssioner Lehman, | don't get to -- |

don't get to CIAtill "95. | have to go back and | ook. | just
don't recall when those things were shared. 1'll go back and
check. | don't renemnber.

VMR. LEHVAN: |'d appreciate that for the record.

MR. TENET: Certainly.

MR. LEHVAN: And -- but one of the issues that has troubled ne
is why with -- after it becanme known of Yasin's -- particularly
Yasin's role and |inkages, and the fact that he fled to Baghdad
and was in the hands of the Iraqi intelligence, was there ever
any effort made to render him since -- and where is he now?

MR TENET: Yes. And | don't know if | can do this in the

open, but the answer is yes, and I'd like to give you the details
of that.

MR KEAN: Ckay. We'll receive that in private.

MR. LEHMAN:. Thank you.

Second question is the Cole. Yesterday we had the forner
secretary of State say that she was given no evidence of any
I i nkages between al Qaeda and the Cole attack right up to the end
of the administration, and there have been other w tnesses that
have said that CIA did not say there was a |link to al Qaeda until
well into or at least into the early nonths of the new
Adm ni stration.
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MR. TENET: Sir, | believe that the briefing charts that we' ve
reviewed would say that the briefing said sonething like the
following. There are -- on a prelimnary basis, we believe that
there are operatives who are associated with al Qaeda that took
part in this attack. There were sone naned individuals. The
briefing al so goes on to note that sone of the data that is
comng to us is comng fromthe Yenenis. W don't have direct
access to sone of their prisoners, et cetera, et cetera, et
cetera. The briefing also then says that there -- we could not
make a concl usi ve judgnment about whether bin Ladin and his
i eutenants had authority, direction and control over this
operation, notw thstanding the fact there were naned al Qaeda
operatives who participated in the operation. | think |I've got
that about right; maybe there's nore to it.

So there is al Qaeda operatives as a |link. There is no
definitive, at that nmonment, authority, direction and control. You
remenber in the East Africa bonbings you did have authority,
direction and control through sone nmeans very, very quickly. And
that's -- there were naned individuals: Nashiri, Khallad, sone
ot her people who were al Qaeda operatives. And so there's a
di stinction between where these operatives -- what we coul dn't
take you to is until we got Nashiri and Khallad in custody over a
year later -- well, a year after 9/11, the specific dates --
where they both told us definitively that bin Ladin was invol ved
in the planning and the execution of this attack, we could not
say definitively that we had that piece of data, while we had al
Qaeda operatives of their stature involved in the attack.

MR. LEHMAN: So that assessnent was made, what, in -- not til
January?

MR. TENET: No, sir. | think that assessnment is provided -- |
think the sane assessnent is provided in Decenber and in January.

| nmean, there were three different periods. My recollection
is that there's a neeting in Novenber, there's a neeting in --
there's a small group neeting in Novenber, there's a principals
meeting in Decenber --that | did not physically get to, | don't
bel i eve. John was there. And then there is followon materia
that's witten in the January tine frane.

VR. LEHVAN: Thank you. My |ast question is, M. Carke and
others, as we've heard in the staff statenent this norning, have
stated that at |east since the Church-Pike era, there is a very
deeply entrenched culture in the Directorate of Operations
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agai nst covert operations, and especially and strongly agai nst
assassi nation. Do you share M. O arke's assessnent?

MR. TENET: No, | don't. Look, | know that -- |ook, you've
asked three separate questions in one. Nunmber one, to sort of
tal k about the culture of the Directorate of Operations w thout
living and working there every day is a stretch. Ckay?

Nunber two, nobody ever tal ks about assassinations
frivolously, ever. So one and the other, but the idea that, you
know -- that they're risk-averse, couldn't get the job done,
weren't forward- leaning -- I'msorry. |'ve heard those coments,
and | just categorically reject them

MR. LEHVAN:. Do you also reject M. Clarke's statenent that at

| east two of the nobst senior officials in DO said they'd resign
rather than carry out --

MR. TENET: Well, | don't know that, because | think that was
sonet hing you |l earned in your staff interviews.

MR. TENET: And | don't -- and look, this is an i ssue --

there's sonme deeply felt -- held views here. But | nean, | don't
know who said it and why they said it and -- here you go, sir.

MR. LEHMAN: Thank you.

MR. KEAN. Wth your permission, sir, Senator Gorton has asked
for one final question.

VR. TENET: Sir.

MR, GORTON:. M. Director, Comm ssioner Roener's |ast question
led ne to ask you whether or not the "bright |ine" distinction
established in 1947 between intelligence donestically and
intelligence overseas, in your view, is now an anachronism and
whet her sone reorgani zation in that connection is in order.

MR, TENET: It's -- | don't know if | understand the questi on.

VR. GORTON: Should the CI A have some jurisdiction within the
United States?

MR. TENET: No, absolutely not. Under no circunstance.

MR, GORTON:. Thank you, M. Chairman.




MR. KEAN. Ckay. | want to thank you very, very much. W
appreci ate your testinony, appreciate your com ng.

MR. KEAN:. (Sounds gavel.) Bring the hearing back to order,
pl ease.

W now nove on to our next topic, which will focus on the
strategi es enployed by the Cinton and Bush adm nistrations
agai nst al Qaeda and how each admi nistration directed and
coordi nated the key instrunents of national power responsible for
i npl enenti ng those strategies.

Before hearing fromour national security advisor, Sanuel
Berger, our executive director, Dr. Philip Zelikow, and the
general counsel, M. Daniel Marcus, will present a statenent from
the staff.

PHI LI P ZELI KOW (executive director of the Comm ssion):
Menmbers of the Conm ssion, with your help, your staff has
devel oped initial findings to present to the public on the
coordi nati on of national policy in dealing with the danger posed
by Islam c extrem st terrorismbefore the Septenber 11lth attacks
on the United States. These findings may help frane sone of the
i ssues for this hearing and informthe devel opnent of your
judgnments and recomrendations. This report reflects the results
of our work so far. W remain ready to revise our understanding
of events as our work continues.

This staff statement reflects the collective effort of a
nunmber of nenbers of our staff. Warren Bass, M chael Hurl ey,
Al exi s Al bion and Dan Marcus did nmuch of the investigative work
reflected in this statenent. The Executive Ofice of the
President, Central Intelligence Agency and ot her governnent
agenci es have nade the nmaterial available to us for the
preparation of this statenent.

| now turn over to Dan Marcus, general counsel of the
Comm ssion and a forner high-ranking official of the Departnent
of Justice. Dan?

DANI EL MARCUS (general counsel of the Comm ssion): Thank you
Phi li p.

The full staff statement is in the record and has been
distributed. 1"mgoing to skip around a little to try to save a
l[ittle time here. 1'"'mgoing to start on the bottom of the first
page of the statenent.
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The first Wrld Trade Center attack spotlighted the problem
of how and whet her the NSC coul d bridge the divide between
foreign policy and traditionally donestic issues, such as
crimnal justice. That attack, handled by the FBI as a matter for
donestic | aw enforcenent, had been carried out by a m xture of
Anerican citizens, resident aliens and foreign nationals with
ties overseas.

President dinton concluded that the National Security Act of
1947 allowed the NSC to consider issues of donmestic security
arising froma foreign threat. The President later issued a
formal directive on counterterrorismpolicy, Presidential
Decision Directive 39, signed in June 1995. That directive
characterized terrorismas a national security concern as well as
a matter for |aw enforcenent.

Junpi ng to the next paragraph.

These efforts were to be coordinated by a subordi nate NSC
commttee called the CSG During the Cinton adm nistration
these initials stood for Counterterrorismand Security G oup.
This commttee was chaired by an NSC staff nenber, Richard
Cl arke. The CSG was the place where donestic security agencies
such as the FBI regularly nmet al ongside representatives fromthe
tradi tional national security agencies.

Si nce 1989, each adm nistration has organized its top NSC
advi sory bodies in three layers. At the top is the National
Security Council, the formal statutory body whose neetings are
chaired by the President. Beneath it is the Principals Commttee
wi th Cabinet-level representatives fromthe agencies. The
Principals Conmttee is usually chaired by the national security
adviser. The third layer is the Deputies Conmittee, where the
deputy agency heads neet under the chairmanship of the deputy
nati onal security adviser. Lower-ranking officials nmeet in many
ot her wor ki ng groups or coordinating commttees, reporting to the
deputies, and through themto the principals. The CSG was one of
those comm ttees.

This ordinary cormmittee systemis often adjusted in a crisis.
Because of the sensitivity of the intelligence and mlitary
options being considered, President Cinton created a small group
in which a select set of principals frequently net w thout aides
to di scuss Khobar Towers or Osamm bin Ladin. The participants
woul d usually be many of the people who have appeared at these
heari ngs yesterday and today: National Security Adviser Berger,
DCl Tenet, Secretary of State Al bright, Secretary of Defense
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Cohen; Hugh Shelton, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Deputy National Security Adviser Janes Steinberg; the Wite House
chief of staff, John Podesta; Richard C arke, and Vice President
CGore's national security adviser Leon Fuerth. Attorney Genera
Reno and FBI Director Freeh would al so sonetines participate.

Nat i onal Security Adviser Berger told us that he designed the
smal | group process to keep highly sensitive information closely
hel d. There were few paper records. One tradeoff of such a system
was that other senior officials and agenci es around the
government sonetinmes had little know edge about what was bei ng
decided in the small group, other than what they could obtain
fromthe principals or from C arke. This sonetines led to
m sunder st andi ngs and friction.

Presidential Directive 62 and the national coordinator. In
early 1998, the Cinton adm nistration prepared a new
presidential directive on counterterrorism Its goals were to
strengthen the | ead agency approach in 10 program areas to
reenphasi ze the inportance President Cinton attached to
unconventional threats at home and abroad, and to strengthen
i nt eragency coordination. The draft directive would strengthen
Clarke's role by creating the position of a national coordinator
for counterterrori smwho would be a full nenber of the Principals
Comm ttee or Deputies Commttee for neetings on these topics.

Ski ppi ng the next paragraph.

As it evolved in the Cdinton adm nistration, the CSG
effectively reported directly to principals, and with the
principals often nmeeting only in this restricted small group.
This process could be very effective in overseeing fast-
devel opi ng but sensitive operations in noving issues quickly to
the highest |evels and in keeping secrets. However, since the
deputies and ot her sub-Cabinet officials were not nenbers of the
CSG this process created a challenge for integrating
counterterrorismissues into the broader agenda of these agencies
and the U. S. governnent.

Clarke was a controversial figure. A career civil servant, he
drew wi de praise as soneone who called early and consi stent
attention to the seriousness of the terrorismdanger. A skilled
operator of the |levers of government, he energetically worked the
system to address vulnerabilities and conbat terrorists. Some
col | eagues have descri bed his working style as "abrasive." And
sone officials told us that C arke sonetines m sled them about
presi dential decisions or interfered in their chain of commuand.

57



Nati onal Security Adviser Berger told us that several of his

col | eagues had wanted Cl arke fired, but Berger's net assessnent
was that Clarke fulfilled an inportant role in pushing the

i nt eragency process to fight bin Ladin. As Berger put it, quote,
"I wanted a pile driver," close quote.

Ski p the next paragraph.

Changi ng strategy about bin Ladin and his network. President
Clinton often discussed terrorismpublicly as the dark side of
gl obalization. He was particularly and vocally concerned about
the danger of terrorists acquiring weapons of nass destruction,
especi al ly bi ol ogi cal weapons. He tended to receive his
intelligence in witten briefings rather than personally fromthe
DCl, and he frequently woul d pass back questions to follow up on
itens related to bin Ladin or other terrorist threats. National
Security Adviser Berger and others told us that the East Africa
Enbassy bonbi ngs of August 1998 were a wastershed event in the
| evel of attention given to the bin Ladin threat.

Skip to the next paragraph.

After the August 1998 mlitary strikes agai nst Afghani stan
and Sudan, Clarke turned his attention to a governnent-w de
strategy for destroying the bin Ladin threat. H's proposed
strategy was called Political-Mlitary Plan Del enda, circul ated
anong CSG and smal | -group participants in | ate August and
Sept enber 1998. As nentioned yesterday, the term"delenda"” is
fromthe Latin "to destroy," evoking the fanbus Roman vow to
erase its rival, Carthage. The plan's goal was to imedi ately
elimnate any significant threat to Arericans fromthe Osama bin
Ladi n network, to prevent further attacks and to prevent the
group fromacquiring weapons of mass destruction.

This strategy sought to conbi ne four main approaches:
di pl omacy, covert action, financial nmeasures and mlitary action.
The strategy was not fornally adopted, and Cabi net -1 evel
participants in the small group have little or no recollection of
it, at least as a formal policy docunent. The principals decided
against the rolling mlitary camnpai gn described in the plan, but
Cl arke continued to use the other conponents of the del enda pl an
to guide his efforts.

Skip the next little paragraph.
In June 1999, National Security Adviser Berger and Ri chard

Cl arke summari zed for President dinton what had been
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acconpl i shed to date against bin Ladin. An active programto

di srupt al Qaeda cells around the world was under way and was
reporting sone success. The efforts to track bin Ladin s finances
with help from Saudi Arabia and the UAE had not yet been
successful. The U.S. governnment was pressing Pakistan and the
Emrates to cut off support for the Taliban. Covert action
efforts in Afghanistan had not borne fruit.

Proposals to intervene agai nst the Taliban by hel ping the
Northern Al liance had been deferred. The intelligence needed for
mssile attacks to kill bin Ladin was too thin and this situation
was not likely to change.

Berger and Clarke said it was of virtually certainty that
there woul d be nore attacks on Anerican facilities. They were
worried about bin Ladin's possible acquisition of weapons of nass
destruction, a subject on which they had recently received from
sone fragmentary but disturbing intelligence. The quality of that
intelligence was unlikely to inprove, his advisors reported.

G ven this overall picture, they returned to the idea they had

di scussed in the fall of 1998 of a preenptive strike on terrorist
canps, such as the one reportedly involved in WD worK.
Alternatively, they wote, the governnent could retaliate after
the next attack, but the canps m ght then be enptied.

The small group nmet to consider sone of these ideas on June
24t h, 1999. From sone notes it appears that the group di scussed
mlitary strikes against al Qaeda infrastructure but rejected
this approach for reasons including the relatively slight inpact
of strikes bal anced agai nst the potentially counterproductive
results.

The NSC staff kept |ooking for new options or ideas. Later in
1999, for exanple, the new | eadership teamat the CIA s
Counterterrorist Center produced a plan for increased
intelligence collection and rel ationships with other potenti al
partners for clandestine or covert action against bin Ladin.
Berger and Cl arke nade sure that these efforts received both
attention and authorization to proceed.

The MIlennium alerts. As 1999 drew to a cl ose, Jordani an
intelligence discovered an al Qaeda-connected plot to attack
tourists gathered in Jordan for M|l ennium events. Intelligence
reveal ed Iinks to suspected terrorists who mght be in the United
States. Meanwhil e, a custons agent caught Ahnmed Ressam an
Al gerian jihadist, trying to cross with explosives from Canada
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into the United States. Both staff and principals at the NSC were
seized with this threat.

The CSG net constantly, frequently getting the assistance of
principals to spur particular actions. These actions included
pressuring Pakistan to turn over particular suspects and issuing
an extraordi nary nunber of donestic surveillance warrants for
investigations in the United States. Berger said that the
principals convened on a nearly daily basis in the Wiite House
Situati on Room for alnost a nonth. The principals conmuni cated
their own sense of urgency throughout their agencies.

By all accounts, the MIIlenniumperiod was al so a hi gh point
in the troubled relationship between the Wi te House and the FBI.
Before 9/11, the FBI did not ordinarily produce intelligence
reports. Records of the FBI's intelligence work usually consisted
only of reports of interviews with witnesses or nenoranda
requesting initiation or expansion of investigation.

The senior FBlI headquarters official for counterterrorism
Dal e WAt son, was a nenber of the CSG and C arke had good
relations with himand with FBI agents handling al Qaeda-rel ated
i nvestigations. But the NSC staff told us that the FBI rarely
shared i nformati on about its donestic investigations. The
M 11l ennium alert period was an exception.

After the M I I ennium surge subsided, Berger and his deputy,
Janmes Steinberg, conplained that despite regular neetings with
Attorney CGeneral Reno and FBI Director Freeh, the FBI w thheld
terrorismdata on grounds that it was inappropriate to share
information relating to pending investigations being presented to
a grand jury.

In a January 2000 note to Berger, Clarke reported that the
CSG drew two nmain conclusions fromthe MIlenniumcrisis. First,
it concluded that U S.-led disruption efforts, quote, "have not
put too rmuch of a dent," close quote, into bin Ladin's network
abroad. Second, it feared that sleeper cells or other links to
foreign terrorist groups had taken root in the United States.

Berger then led a formal M Il ennium after-action revi ew of
next steps, culmnating in a neeting of the full principals
committee on March 10t h.

The principals' conmttee endorsed a four-part agenda to

strengthen the U S. government's counterterrorismefforts: first,
i ncrease disruption efforts; second, strengthen enforcenent of
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laws restricting the activity of foreign terrorist organizations
in the United States; three, prevent foreign -- do a better job
of preventing foreign terrorists fromentering the United States;
fourth, inprove the security of the U.S. -Canadi an border.

W'l | skip to coordinating a counterterrorism budget, |ower
down on page 6.

Overall, U. S. governnment spending connected to
counterterrorismgrew rapidly during the | ate 1990s. Congress
appropriated billions of additional dollars in supplenental

appropriations for inprovenents |ike building nore secure

enbassi es, managi ng the consequences of a WWD attack and
protecting mlitary forces.

Cl arke and others remai ned frustrated, however, at the CIA s
spendi ng on counterterrorism

They conpl ai ned that baseline spending at headquarters on bin
Ladin efforts or on operational efforts overseas remained nearly
| evel. The Cl A funded an expanded | evel of activity on a
tenporary basis with suppl enental appropriations, but baseline
spending -- (clears throat) -- excuse ne -- baseline spending
requests, and thus core staffing, remmined flat.

The CIA, on the other hand, told us that d arke kept
prom si ng nore budget support but could never deliver it. The
Clinton adm ni stration began proposing significant increases in
the overall national intelligence budget in January, 2000, for
fiscal year 2001. Until that tine at |least, CIA officials have
told us that their main effort had been to rebuild the agency's
operating capabilities after what they had said -- what they said
had been years of cuts and retrenchnent. They believed
counterterrorismefforts were relatively well off conpared with
needs el sewhere.

"' m now going to skip to the paragraph in the m ddle of the
page -- mddle of page 7 -- on August 1st, 2000.

Clarke outlined for Berger a few key goals he hoped the
adm ni stration could acconplish before it left office: to
significantly erode al Qaeda's |eadership and infrastructure; to
gain the still-pendi ng suppl enental appropriations for the
counterterrorismeffort; and to advance the Predator program

In August, Clarke urged that the CSG and the Principals
Committee be ready for enmergency neetings to deci de whether to
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fire cruise mssiles if bin Ladin were spotted by the Predator.
Berger noted to Cl arke, though, that before considering any
action he would need nore than a verified |ocation; he would al so
need data on a pattern of novenents to provi de sone assurance
that bin Ladin woul d stay where he had been sighted.

In Septenber, Clarke wote that the drones, the Predators,
were providing "truly astonishing" inmagery, including, quote, a
"very high probability" of a bin Ladin sighting. C arke was al so
nor e upbeat about progress with disruptions of al Qaeda cells
el sewhere. Berger wote back praising Carke's and the CSG s
performance while observing that this was no tinme for
conpl acency. Quote, from Berger: "Unfortunately the light at the
end of the tunnel is another tunnel."

The Attack on the U S S. Cole. The Cole was attacked on
Cctober 12 in Yenmen. By Novenber 11, Berger and C arke reported
to the President that, while the investigation was continuing, it
was becom ng increasingly clear that al Qaeda planned and
directed the bonbing. In an update two weeks | ater, the President
was informed that FBI and Cl A investigations had not reached a
formal conclusion, but Berger and C arke expected that the
i nvestigations woul d soon conclude that the attack had been
carried out by a large cell headed by nenbers of al Qaeda and
that nost of those involved were trained at Bin Ladi n-operated
canps in Afghanistan. So far, bin Ladin had not been tied
personally to the attacks, but there were reasons to suspect he
was i nvol ved.

I n di scussing possi ble responses, Berger stated to the
President that inherent in themwas the, quote, "unproven
assunption,” close quote, that al Qaeda was responsible for the
attack. Berger told us that he wanted a nore definitive judgnent
fromthe DClI before using force. By Decenber 21, the CIA s
prelimnary judgnment for principals was that, while al Qaeda
appeared to have supported the attack, the agency still had no
definitive answer on the, quote, "crucial question,” close quote,
of outside direction of the attack. C arke added to us that,
while both the State Departnent and the Pentagon had reservations
about retaliation, the issue never came to a head because the FB
and the CI A had not provided that definitive concl usion about
responsibility.

The Col e attack pronpted renewed consi deration of what could
be done. Cl arke told us that Berger upbraided DCl Tenet so
sharply after the Cole attack, repeatedly demanding to know why
the United States had to put up with such attacks, that it |ed
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Tenet to wal k out of a principals commttee neeting. As we
mentioned in our staff statenment yesterday, Berger obtained a
fresh briefing on mlitary options from General Shelton.

I n Decenber 2000 the Cl A developed initiatives -- noving off
the Cole now -- based on the assunption that policy and noney
were no |onger constraints. The result was the "Blue Sky" neno,
the so-called "Blue Sky" nmeno, which we discussed earlier today.
This was forwarded to the NSC staff.

As the Cdinton admnistration drew to a close, the NSC
counterterrorismstaff devel oped anot her strategy paper, the
first such conprehensive effort since the Del enda plan of 1998.
The resulting paper, titled a "Strategy for Elimnating the
Threat fromthe Jihadi st Networks of al Qaeda: Status and
Prospects,"” reviewed the threat, the record to date, incorporated
the CIA's new ideas fromthe "Blue Sky" nmeno, and posed severa
near-term policy choices. The goal was to roll back al Qaeda over
a period of three to five years, reducing it eventually to a runp
group like others fornerly feared but now | argely defunct
terrorist organi zations of the 1980s. Quote, "Continued anti -al
(Qaeda operations at the current |level will prevent sone attacks,
but will not seriously attrit their ability to plan and conduct
attacks," Clarke and his staff wote.

Now we'll turn to the Bush adni ni strati on.

The Bush administration decided to retain Clarke and his core
counterterrorism staff.

Nati onal Security Adviser Rice knew Clarke from prior
governnent service. She was aware he was controversial, but she
and Hadl ey thought they needed an experienced crisis nmanager in
pl ace during the first part of the Adm nistration. Working with
Cl arke, Rice and her deputy, Stephen Hadl ey, concentrated
Clarke's responsibilities on terrorismissues and planned to spin
off some of his office' s responsibilities for cybersecurity,
international crinme and consequence nmanagenent to other parts of
the NSC staff. Clarke in particular wished to el evate the
attention being given to cybersecurity.

On May 8th, President Bush asked Vice President Cheney to
chair an effort, a related effort, |ooking at preparations for
managi ng a WWD attack and probl ens of national preparedness. That
effort was just getting under way when the 9/11 attack occurred.
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Ri ce and Hadl ey decided that C arke's CSG should report to
the Deputies Commttee, chaired by Hadl ey, rather than bringing
its issues directly to principals. Carke wuuld still attend
Principals Commttee neetings on terrorism but w thout the
central role that he had played in the Cinton-era Small G oup
Hadl ey told us that subordinating the CSG to the deputies would
hel p resol ve counterterrorismissues in a broader context. C arke
protested the change, arguing that it would slow decision-nmaking.
He told us that he considered this nove a denotion to being a
staffer rather than being a de facto principal on terrorism On
operational matters, however, Clarke could and did go directly to
Ri ce.

Clarke and his staff said that the new team having been out
of government for at |east eight years, had a | earning curve to
understand al Qaeda and the new transnational terrorist threat.
During the transition, C arke briefed Secretary of State-
designate Powel |, Rice and Hadl ey on al Qaeda issues, including a
mention of "sleeper cells” in many countries, including the
United States. Clarke gave a simlar briefing to Vice President
Cheney in the early days of the Adm nistration.

Berger said he told Rice during the transition that she would
spend nore tine on terrorismand al Qaeda than on any ot her
i ssue. Although Cl arke briefed President Bush on cybersecurity
i ssues before Septenber 11th, C arke never briefed or nmet with
Presi dent Bush on counterterrorism which was a significant
contrast fromthe relationship he had enjoyed with President
Clinton. Rice pointed out to us that President Bush received his
counterterrorismbriefings directly fromDi rector Tenet, who
began personally providing intelligence updates at the Wite
House each norni ng.

Asked by Hadley to offer major initiatives, on January 25,
2001 d ar ke forwarded his Decenber 2000 strategy paper and a copy
of his 1998 Del enda plan to the new national security adviser,
Condol eezza Rice. Clarke laid out a proposed agenda for urgent
action by the new Adm nistration: Approval of covert assistance
to the Northern Alliance; significantly increase funding;
choosing a standard of evidence for attributing responsibility
for the Cole and deciding on a response; going forward with new
Predator m ssions in the spring and preparation of an arned
version; and nore work on terrorist fundraising.

Clarke -- I will try to wind up quickly because we're running
| ate. Cl arke asked on several occasions for early principals



nmeeti ngs on these issues and was frustrated that no early neeting
was schedul ed.

No Principals Coormittee nmeetings on al Qaeda were held until
Septenber 4th, 2001. Rice and Hadley said this was because the
Deputies Conm ttee needed to work through many issues relating to
the new policy on al Qaeda. The Principals Conmittee did neet
frequently before Septenber 11th on other subjects, Rice told us,
including Russia, the Persian @ulf and the M ddl e East peace
process. Rice and Hadley told us that although the Cinton
adm ni stration had worked very hard on the al Qaeda program its
policies on al Qaeda, quote, "had run out of gas," and they
therefore set about devel oping a new presidential directive and a
new conprehensive policy on terrorism

I"mgoing to skip now, so that we can catch up on time, to
the bottom of page 10, the last full paragraph

As spring turned to summer, C arke was inpatient for
decisions on aid to the Northern Alliance and on the Predator
program issues nanaged by Hadl ey and the Deputies Conmtt ee.

Cl arke and others perceived the process as slow, and C arke
argued that the policy on Afghani stan and Paki stan did not need
to be settled before noving ahead agai nst al Qaeda. Hadl ey
enphasi zed to us the time needed to get new officials confirnmed
and in place. He told us that they noved the process al ong as
fast as they could, and the Deputies Commttee net seven tines
fromApril until Septenber 10th on issues related to al Qaeda,
Af ghani st an and Paki st an.

Rice recalled that in May 2001, as threats of possible
terrorist attacks canme up again and again in the director's
nor ni ng di scussions with the President, the President expressed
i npatience with, quote, "swatting flies" and pushed his advisers
to do nore. And Rice and Tenet net at the end of May, along with
their counterterrorismadvisers, to discuss what Rice at the tine
call ed taking the offensive against al Qaeda. Wthin the NSC
staff, C arke was asked to put together a broad policy to
elimnate al Qaeda, to be codified in the presidential directive.

Movi ng to the next paragraph.
Clarke and his staff regarded the new approach as essentially
simlar to the proposal they had devel oped in Decenber 2000 and

put forward to the new Adm nistration in January 2001. C arke's
staff produced a draft presidential directive on al Qaeda. Hadl ey

65



circulated it to his counterparts in early June as, quote, "an
adm ttedly anmbitious program™
The draft had its goal -- had the goal of elimnating the al

Qaeda network as a threat over a nulti-year period. It had
headi ngs such as "No Sanctuaries"” and "No Financial Support."

Ski pping to the next paragraph, fromApril through July,
alarmng threat reports were pouring in. C arke and the CSG were
consuned with coordinating defensive reactions. In |ate June,
Clarke wote Rice that the threat reporting had reached a
crescendo.

Next paragraph.

On July 2nd, the FBI issued a national threat advisory. Rice
recalls asking Clarke on July 5th to bring additional |aw
enf orcenment and domestic agencies into the CSG threat
di scussi ons, and that was done.

Last sentence of the paragraph.

On July 27th, Carke reported to Rice and Hadl ey that the
spike (in) intelligence indicating a near-term attack appeared to
have ceased, but he urged themto keep readi ness high;
intelligence indicated that an attack had been postponed for a
f ew nont hs

In early August, the Cl A prepared an article for the
President's daily intelligence brief on whether or how terrorists
m ght attack the United States. Neither the Wite House nor the
CSG recei ved specific, credible informati on about any threatened
attacks in the United States. Neither C arke nor the CSG were
i nfornmed, however, about the August 2001 investigations that
produced the discovery of suspected al Qaeda operatives in the
United States, nor did the group | earn about the arrest or FB
i nvestigation of Zacarias Mussaoui in M nnesota.

Let's skip to -- skip the next paragraph.

At the beginning of August, Rice and Hadl ey again revi ewed
the draft presidential directive on al Qaeda. Rice conmented that
it was "very good," and principals needed to discuss it briefly
before it was submtted to President Bush. This neeting was
schedul ed for Septenber 4.

Ski p the next paragraph.
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The policy streans converged at a neeting of the principals
committee, the Admnistration's first such neeting on al Qaeda
i ssues, on Septenber 4.

Before this neeting, Carke wote to Rice summari zi ng many of
his frustrations. He urged policymakers to inmagine a day after a
terrorist attack, with hundreds of Anmericans dead at hone and
abroad, and ask thensel ves what they could have done earlier. He
criticized the mlitary for what he called its unwillingness to
retaliate for the Cole or to strike Afghan canps. He accused
senior CIA officials of trying to block the Predator program He
war ned that unless adequate funding was found for the planned
effort, the directive would be a hollow shell. He feared,
apparently referring to Bush's earlier coment, that Washi ngton
m ght be left with a nodest effort to swat flies, relying on
foreign governments while waiting for the big attack.

Ri ce chaired the neeting of principals. They apparently
approved the draft directive. They agreed, as discussed earlier,
that the armed Predator capability was needed, |eaving open
i ssues related to conmand and control of the Predator. Director
Tenet was pressed to reconsider his opposition to starting
i mredi ately with reconnai ssance flights and, after the neeting,
Tenet agreed to proceed with such flights.

Various follow-up activities began in the foll ow ng days,
i ncl udi ng di scussi ons between Rice and Tenet, directives on
Septenber 10 from Hadley to Tenet to devel op expanded covert
action authorities, and that same day further deputies committee
consi derations of policy toward Afghani stan and Paki stan. And
then cane the attacks of Septenber 11th.

MR. KEAN:. Thank you all very much. (Pauses.)

W are pl eased to wel cone before the Comm ssion a wtness who
can offer us considerable insight into questions of national
policy coordination, M. Samuel Berger, who served as President
Cinton's national security advisor.

M. Berger, we'd like to ask you to raise your right hand. Do
you swear or affirmto tell the truth, the whole truth and
not hi ng but the truth?

MR. BERCER: | do.

MR. KEAN:. Thank you, sir.
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M. Berger, your witten remarks will be entered into the
record in full. W will ask you to sunmarize your opening
statenment. And wel cone.

VMR. BERCGER: Chairman Kean, Vice Chairman Ham | ton, nenbers of
the Commi ssion, famlies and friends, |I'm pleased to be here
today to share ny reflections on the fight against terrorism as
wel | as ny recommendations for the future.

We can never forget what we | ost on Septenber 11th, nore than
3,000 lives cut short. It was the beginning of the age of
catastrophic terrorism The tragedy changed our perspectives and
priorities as a nation, even as individuals. W have an
obligation to explore the events that led up to that terrible
nor ni ng.

For all of the efforts of successive adm nistrations,
Sept enber 11 was not prevented.

W were hit. We nust learn the right |essons so that it never
happens again. At the sane tinme, it is easier to see how puzzle
pieces fit together if you have in hand the final picture.
History is witten through a rear-view mrror but it unfolds
t hrough a foggy w ndshi el d.

When President Clinton entered office in 1993, the
intelligence community was primarily focused on the Soviet
Union's col |l apse and the Cold War's end. During the 1980s, nearly
500 Anericans had been killed in terrorist attacks abroad, yet
counterterrorismwas not a priority of our governnent. Fromthe
begi nning of our adm nistration, the NSC was responsi ble for
policy formulation and for seeking to inplenent President
Clinton's commtnent to fight terrorism W net frequently on
terrorismat the Cabinet level. During tines of acute crisis,
such as during the MIlenniumthreat, we took on a nore active
managenment role. The day-to-day interagency working group, the
Counterterrorism Security Goup, reported to us. W provided
stinulus to agencies across a broad counterterrorism strategy.

What were the el enents of our counterterrorismstrategy?

First, as our understanding of bin Ladin evolved in the m d-
1990s, fromone of many financiers of terrorist groups to a
gal vani zer of anti-Anerican hatred, our focus on himand his
network increased. W established a dedicated CIA cell for
tracking his activities.
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After the bonbi ngs of our enbassies in Kenya and Tanzania in
August 1998, the first tine we had established bin Ladin's role
in attacks agai nst Anericans, getting bin Ladin and stopping a
Qaeda becane a top priority. As has been reported, the President
gave the CI A broad, |ethal and unprecedented authorities
regarding bin Ladin and his |ieutenants.

The President's willingness to destroy Osama bin Ladin and
his |ieutenants was nmade unm stakably clear in August 1998, the
one tinme we had actionable intelligence as to bin Ladin's
wher eabouts. The President ordered a cruise mssile attack
agai nst him According to the intelligence conmmunity at the tine,
20 to 30 al Qaeda lieutenants were killed, but bin Ladin was
m ssed by a few hours.

For the rest of our term we tried continually to obtain
actionable intelligence on bin Ladin and other top operatives.
Unfortunately, such intelligence never energed again. And it was
our judgnent that to attack primtive canps and fail to destroy
bin Ladin or other al Qaeda | eaders would strengthen al Qaeda and
make us | ook weak.

President Cinton pressed often for Special Forces options to
get bin Ladin, boots on the ground. The mlitary seriously
consi dered such m ssions. But before 9/11, with no regiona
support or bases, daunting operational obstacles, and no | ead
time intelligence on bin Ladin's whereabouts, the mlitary
| eadershi p concl uded that any such mssion likely would fail.

Nonet hel ess, we conti nued to seek the whereabouts of bin
Ladin and his lieutenants, and we were ready to act if we could
| ocate them

Second, the Cl A worked closely with Iiaison agencies
wor |l dwi de to break up al Qaeda cells in nore than 20 countri es.

Third, the CIA together with foreign intelligence services,
tracked down and captured nore than 50 terrorists abroad,
i ncluding the masterm nd of the '93 Wirld Trade Center bonbi ng.

Fourth, the intelligence and | aw enforcenent comunities
prevented a nunber of bad things from happening: a pl ot agai nst
New York | andmarks in 1993, a Manil a- based pl ot to assassinate
t he pope and bl ow up 12 Anerican airlines over the Pacific in
1995, and the 1998 plot to attack the U S. enbassy in Al bania. W
sent a hundred troops, a hundred Marines, at that tine.
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In late '99, as we approached the MI | ennium cel ebrati ons,
the Cl A warned us of five to 15 plots against Anerican targets.
This was the nost serious threat spike during our tinme in office.
| convened national security principals at the Wite House
virtually every day for a nonth. During this MII ennium peri od,
pl ots were uncovered in Amman agai nst the Radi sson Hotel and
religious sites, and against the Los Angeles airport. Terror
cells were broken up in Toronto, Boston, New York and el sewhere.

Fifth, we exerted strong pressure on the Taliban to give up
bin Ladin. W withheld recognition of their regine. W inposed
unilateral -- and then obtained nmultilateral -- economc
sanctions. W froze assets and grounded their airline. W saw
pressure on themfromothers, and we told the Taliban in January
2000 that we would hold themdirectly responsible for any future
al Qaeda attacks on American interests.

President Cinton felt so strongly that he traveled to
Paki stan in 2000, against the adamant advice of the Secret
Service, to personally press CGeneral Misharraf.

Si xth, we sought to track and freeze al Qaeda assets, though
this proved extrenmely difficult.

Sevent h, we worked with Congress to nore than double
counterterrorismbudgets at the FBI and CIA and significantly
i ncrease counterterrorismfunding for donestic security.

Ei ght h, we sought to achieve greater integration, interagency
coordi nati on. W appoi nted an experienced senior official,
Richard Clarke, to a new position of Wiite House-based nati onal
counterterrorism coordinator; energized the Counterterrorism
Security Group; designated | ead agencies for each key
counterterrorismfunction; and elevated terrorismto a high
priority level for the intelligence community.

Ninth, we noved forward to develop a plan to protect critical
infrastructure in the United States, in coordination with the
private sector; stepped up funding, training and equi pnent for
first responders; and |l aunched a $1.5 billion bioterrorism
effort.

Finally, the adm nistration, fromPresident Cinton on down,
repeatedly spoke to the Anerican people about this threat. In
1995, President Clinton was the first world | eader to bring the
counterterrorismchall enge before the United Nations. In 1996, he
called terrorism"the eneny of our generation.” Over his eight
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years in office, he gave 10 nmmj or speeches devoted solely to
terrorism delivered nore than 60 significant remarks on the
subj ect, and raised the issue in public statenents nore t han 200
times. Both he and the Vice President played a hands-on role in
shapi ng and executing our counterterrorismstrategy here and

abr oad.

A few other things, M. Chairman. You asked ne to address the
attack on the U S.S. Cole. W strongly suspected that al Qaeda
was involved. But at the tinme President Cinton |eft office -- by
the tine he left office, neither the CIA nor the FBI had reached
firmconclusions that al Qaeda was responsible. Sonething that is
confirmed in your staff statenent. | believe a president needs a
confident judgnent of responsibility upon which to base mlitary
action.

You al so asked about Saudi Arabia. The President and Vice
Presi dent personally pressed Saudi officials to use their
| everage agai nst the Taliban. W know that a senior Saudi
official went to Afghanistan to press the Taliban at our request.
We know t he Saudis cut back relations with the Taliban and cut
off their funding. | cannot say that they used the full neasure
of their authority.

You al so asked about the transition. Wien our adm nistration
ended, we alerted the inconming teamto the terrorist threat and
al Qaeda. During the transition, Bush adm nistration officials
received intensive briefings on this. As has been reported, |
told nmy successor that she woul d be spending nore tine on
terrorismand al Qaeda than any other issue. | did nmy best to
enphasi ze the urgency | felt.

Menmbers of the Conmm ssion, |ooking back at our years in
office, there were successes, disappointnents and frustrati ons.
Si xty-seven Anerican lives were lost to foreign terrorismduring
the Cinton adm nistration. But fighting terrorismwas a high and
growing priority fromthe beginning of the Cinton adni nistration
to the end.

For all of us now our challenge is to sharpen our ability to
| ook forward. | have a nunber of recommendations for the future,
which | describe in ny witten testinony. | hope you'll give ne
an opportunity to discuss them For now, let ne sinply sumarize
by saying that | believe we need better integration in three
areas. Nunber one, policy integration to ensure greater
seanl essness between agencies that have traditionally been either
donestic or externally focused so that we never again have a
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situation in which, for exanple, the FAA or INS is disconnected
fromnational security. Two, intelligence integration to

har nmoni ze priorities and engage an ethic of jointness across the
intelligence conmunity -- donmestic and foreign. And three,
resource integration with a single national security budget that
includes all mlitary, homeland security, diplomatic and econom c
resources available to deal with the threats and chal | enges we
face.

| wel conme a chance to el aborate further during our
di scussi on.

VMR. KEAN:. Thank you very much, M. Berger.

Commi ssi oner Ben-Veniste will now | ead the questi oning,
foll owed by Comm ssioner Lehnman.

Rl CHARD BEN- VENI STE: Good norning, M. Berger.

MR. BERGER Good norning, M. Comm ssioner.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Qur hearings today will be asymretrical in
the sense that your counterpart, National Security Adviser Dr.
Condol eezza Rice, will not appear because the Wite House has
refused to allow her to testify here. As | pointed out yesterday
and I will point out in your presence, the Congressional Research
Service of the Library of Congress |ooked at the issue of
presi dential advisers appearing before Congress. And even though
we are not Congress ourselves, we are all out of government by
the terms of the statute which creates us.

| point out that you, on May the 3rd, 1994, as deputy
assistant to the President for national security, appeared before
the Senate Conmittee on Foreign Relations tal king about our
policy in Haiti in open session, and you appeared as nationa
security adviser before the Senate Comm ttee on CGovernnent
Affairs on Septenber 11th -- coincidentally -- 1997. This report
al so has nunerous other entries, including the appearance of
former National Security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski on Septenber
17th, 1980. And may | say, w thout denigrating anybody and the
i nportance of their prior appearances, none of those appearances
was as inportant as the 9/11 inquiry in which you are appearing
t oday.

Now, with respect to the function of the national security
advi ser, your function is to coordinate and to relay to the
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President information both of a foreign and donmestic nature as it
regards our national security; is that correct?

MR. BERGER: That's correct, although the traditional focus of
the National Security Council have been the traditional concerns
of national security, which have been foreign threats, but that,
obvi ously, has evol ved over tine.

MR, BEN-VENI STE: And it certainly evolved during your
service. Specifically | point to the MIIlenniumthreat --

MR. BERGER: Yes.

MR BEN-VENI STE: -- where the United States, as we have
heard, at its highest |evels was on battle stations. You convened
nmeetings of the Cabinet to deal with that threat, did you not?

MR. BERCER Yes, | did.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: And that was on an intense and frequent
basis; is that correct?

MR. BERGER: It was on a daily basis, M. Conmm ssioner,
t hi nk al nost every day for a nonth.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And is it correct that although, again, the
focus of the threat was supposedly agai nst assets overseas,
i ndeed, as you have related in your opening renmarks, plots
i nvol ving North Anerica and sleeper cells in North Anerica,
i ncludi ng Los Angel es, Toronto, Boston and others, were uncovered
and thwarted by reason of the intensive efforts that were nade
during the MIllenniumtine frane.

VMR. BERCER | do believe that we thwarted threats and | do
believe it was inportant to bring the principals together on a
frequent basis for a nunber of reasons. Things happen when the
nunber one person is in the room So Director Tenet would say
|"ve got a | ead on so and so, and the attorney general would turn
around to a person sitting behind her and say, "Can we get a FISA
on this person?" And she'd say "the answer is yes, Attorney
General ." W got nore FISAs in a shorter period of tine than ever
before in history. And when the principal spends an hour a day at
the Wiite House or nore, he goes back or she goes back to her
agency or his agency and she -- he or she shakes that agency for
what ever it has.
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So | believe that the threat was sufficiently serious that it
had to be operated at that level. You can't operate that,
obviously, principals level as a routine matter, but this was not
a routine situation.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, let nme ask you this because | have
continued to press the question of offense versus defense --
of fensi vel y goi ng agai nst bin Ladin and his operation wherever we
could find themto disrupt them to trace the funds that they use
to finance their operations and so forth -- but defensively,
equal ly inmportant and particularly inportant in connection with
9/11, to protect the United States. As our vice chairman, Lee
Ham [ ton, said this norning, this is an area in which, obviously,
we fail.

Now with respect to sleeper cells in the United States, did
you have at the tinme you left governnent, during the transition,
have any reason to believe that al Qaeda's efforts to position
sl eepers/operatives in the United States had term nated?

MR. BERGER: No. W knew fromthe M| ennium experience that
there were al Qaeda operatives, people linked to al Qaeda that we
busted up in Brooklyn, in Boston, and | believe two or three
ot her places. The FBI had generally taken the position that there
was not a significant al Qaeda presence in the United States. And
that was the position that they took quite honestly, M.
Comm ssi oner, through the end of 2000 and when we left, that
there was not a substantial presence and what presence was here
was a sense -- we have it covered. But | certainly cannot say --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: They had it covered?

MR. BERGER: W had it covered. | certainly cannot say that we
could say that there was no presence here.

MR BEN-VENI STE: Now, in a threat environment, which we have
recei ved very substantial information about during the summer --
in fact, it's been called the “sumer of threat,” where there was
t he hi ghest |evel of threat indicators perhaps in the nodern
hi story of intelligence gathering -- was there any reason, in
your view, to discount the possibility of a donmestic attack
against the United States, given the fact that al Qaeda had
attacked us or al Qaeda- related operatives had attacked us in
1993 at the Wrld Trade Center; that you had broken up an attenpt
to bonb the Los Angeles International Airport; and with respect
to the other North Anmerican operations which were disrupted
during your watch? Was there any reason to think that the United
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States woul d be excluded fromthis potential huge operation that
our intelligence agencies perceived would be com ng?

MR. BERGER. M. Ben-Veniste, | had no access to the
intelligence during this period, so | can't nake a judgnent as to
what it said or what it provided. The fact is that the track
record after '93, after the Wirld Trade Center, was just a few
nmont hs after we cane into office, was that we had bl ocked things
in the United States. But | think there was no reason to fee
sangui ne that we were invulnerable in the United States.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Moreover, we have received i nformation that

suggests, ironically, that on Septenber 10th, 2001, Attorney
General Ashcroft axed $58 million fromthe FBI's counterterrorism
budget .

During your tenure, did you understand there to have been any
specific request for counterterrorismfunding that was deni ed?

MR. BERGER: | believe that during our period, funding for
counterterrorismat the FBI went up 350 percent. | believe that
actually Director Freeh used that nunber when -- in his press
conference when he left office in July of '01

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Wth respect to the authorization for the
use of force given to Director Tenet, he was reluctant to go into
speci fics, but he did say that there was no request for authority
that was denied by President Cinton. Could you shed Iight on
that as well?

MR. BERCER | will try, M. Conm ssioner. |'ve read sone of
these reports in the press and ot herw se.

Let nme say first of all, there could not have been any doubt
about what President Cinton's intent was after he fired 60
Tomahawk cruise mssiles at bin Ladin in August '98. | assure you
they were not delivering an arrest warrant. The intent was to
kill bin Ladin. Number one, his overall intent was nmanifest in
August ' 98.

Nunber two, | believe the director understood, and | think he
reiterated today, that we wanted himto use the full neasure of
the ClA's capabilities. Only the CIA can judge what its
capabilities are, and that then defines the scope of the
aut hori zation. W gave the ClI A every inch of authorization that
it asked for. If there was any confusion down the ranks, it was
never comruni cated to nme nor to the President. And if any
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addi tional authority had been requested, |I amconvinced it woul d
have been given innmedi ately.

MR. BEN- VENI STE: Yesterday, the secretary of Defense
indicated that mssile attacks against al Qaeda in its |ocation
i n Af ghani stan woul d have been, | think he used the term
"bouncing the rubble.” Did you regard the mi ssile attack, which
you just described, to be "bouncing the rubble"?

MR. BERGER: No, the missile attack in August of '98 was
attenpting to be bouncing bin Ladin into rubble. W had specific
intelligence that a | arge gathering would be there, that probably
bin Ladin would be there. We struck with the intent of killing
bin Ladin and/or his operatives. | deeply regret that we did not
succeed. For the next two years we tried to get that kind of
actionable intelligence. The President ordered subnmarines in the
Arabian Gulf to stay there for over a year so that we woul d be

six hours away fromany strike -- six hours froma "go" to a hit.
One of the reasons | was so -- and | will take one nore
second, M. Ben-Veniste -- one of the reasons | was so pl eased

with the Predator, which was devel oped at the end of our
adm ni stration, was not because | was thinking about it as arned

with a Hellfire mssile -- was because our problem as the
director made very clear, was we often had one stream one source
of intelligence fromtribals or others on the ground -- and we

| earned after 9/11, as we all watched this war, how unreliable
sone of these people are and their own vendettas and their own
agendas. And |'d get a call from George and he'd say, you know,
we' ve been wat ching sonething here for two or three days and

we' ve got sone information that we think bin Ladin m ght be in
such a such a place over the weekend. And we'd get -- we'd al

get ranped up. 1'd call all the principals. I would brief the
President. And in each of those instances, the director would
cone back -- cane back and said, we just don't have it. And the
Predator, as a intelligence platform as a surveillance platform
woul d have given us the second source. If we had that
intelligence saying he's going to be at Kandahar in this
bui |l di ng, we could have put the Predator above him and then we
woul d have known for damm sure where he was and we woul d have had
a -- put a cruise mssile six hours away fromthat site.

MR BEN-VENI STE: Now, with respect to -- in all fairness, the
i dea of putting a cruise mssile there in six hours, you had
events such as the stand-off between the Pakistanis and the
I ndi ans, both armed w th nucl ear weapons. And the notion of
sending a cruise mssile over either of those countries during
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extraordinary tense tinmes was not sonething to be lightly done.
Correct?

MR. BERGER: Correct. \Wen we --

VMR. BEN-VENI STE: O over -- let nme just add --

MR. BERGER: Yeah

MR BEN-VENI STE: -- in doing so, it would be inportant, would
it not, to advise these two countries that the mssile that we

were sending for the purpose of elimnating bin Ladin was not
comng fromeither of them against the other.

MR. BERGER: It's a very inportant point you raise, M. Ben-
Veni ste. When we attacked in August '98, we sent -- we obviously
did not want to give them advance notice, because we quite
honestly didn't trust the Pakistani army to not be penetrated. It
was essentially -- Taliban was -- the Pakistani arny was the
m dw fe of the Taliban. There were very close relationshi ps.

We sent General Ralston to go have dinner, as | recall, with
General Kara mat, the head of the Pakistani mlitary. And as
those m ssiles were heading into Pakistani airspace, Genera
Ral ston said, "By the way, CGeneral Kara mat, at this noment
m ssiles are com ng over your airspace,"” so that the Pakistanis
woul d not read those as incomng mssiles fromlndia wth nucl ear
war heads and we'd start a nucl ear war.

MR, BEN-VENI STE: So clearly this was a nuanced question which

-- any responsible person in your position would certainly want
to factor in the possibility of the United States inadvertently
triggering a nuclear war between India and Paki st an.

MR. BERGER: That would certainly have to go into the

planning. But | will tell you, had we had another opportunity to
get bin Ladin, | certainly would have -- we would have figured it
out.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Do you have any reason to understand now

whet her or not bin Ladin m ght have been warned back in '98 by
Paki stani intelligence?

MR. BERGER There has been specul ation to that effect, M.

Ben- Veni ste, that he was tipped off. | tend to doubt it, for --
the sinple reason is that we also killed, apparently, a nunber of
Paki stani 1Sl -- Pakistani intelligence officials who were at the
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canps at the sane tine. So one would think that had there been a
tip, they would have gotten their own people out. So | have no
reason to believe that's true, that the --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And ny | ast question -- I'Il finish up on
it. | seeny tinme is over.

When you say the Pakistani mlitary was behind the Taliban
and its creation, this was a significant problemfroma dipl omacy
standpoint to deal with. Not only was the Taliban in control in
Af ghani stan and protecting bin Ladin, but that the situation in
Paki stan was not particularly conducive to assisting the United
States in elimnating bin Ladin, was it?

MR. BERGER: | think it's a very inportant point, if | can
take on mnute on it. | believe we put as nuch pressure on
Paki stan to put pressure on the Taliban as we possibly could
t hrough every nmeans available to us. W didn't have any sti cks.
Congress -- because of the nucl ear weapon sanctions, because of
t he ot her sanctions, there was nothing we could say, "W'IlI| take
this away fromyou," because we weren't giving them anythi ng. But
we | eaned on themvery, very heavily. We had the Saudis | ean on
themvery, very heavily. The only thing we could have done, |
think, that we didn't do was cut off their access to I M | oans,
whi ch woul d have col | apsed Paki stan, and we woul d have had a
fail ed nuclear state in South Asia, which probably woul d not have
been the best thing for the United States.

MR. BEN- VENI STE: Thank you, M. Berger, and thank you for
your service to the country.

MR. BERGER: Thank you.

MR. KEAN: Conmi ssi oner Lehman?

MR. LEHVAN. Thank you, M. Berger. And as a fellow survivor
of the NSC --

VR. BERCER: (Chuckl es.)

MR LEHMAN. -- I'mglad to see you're here. And pl ease take
my questions in the spirit of what this -- the mssion of this
comm ssion is all about. People may be forgiven sonetines from --
for seeing it. Qur real objective here is to cone up with sone
real change recommendati ons draw ng on your experience and those
of your coll eagues.
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MR. BERGER: | respect the responsibility that all of you
have.

MR. LEHMAN. So that's really the purpose. And we'll be
spending nore time with you to really get down to sone hard
proposals. And | know you've made sone, and we | ook forward to
working with you on it.

But et me go to sonme of the criticisns that have been
| eveled at the U S. governnent during the period of the Cinton
adm nistration. If you take the now fanobus C arke book and
related testinony that we've had, and so forth, | would say the
gist of the criticismtends to be not that the senior officials,
and particularly the Wite House did not recognize the threat and
take it seriously, and indeed, issue direction, but that very
frequently, according to Carke, that direction was ignored or
subverted or sinply not carried out.

So let ne just start with sone of the key mlestones in the
terror attacks as they devel oped against the United States,
starting with the '93 attenpt by Saddam to assassi nate President
Bush 41.

According to testinony that we've had, the response of
President Cinton was to take very strong action, and indeed a
whol e broad series of targets were selected and the direction was
given to inplenent that retaliatory plan; but in fact, because
Warren Chri stopher and sone ot hers argued strongly agai nst that
strong an attack, it ended up being reduced to a small cruise
m ssile attack against the Iraqi intelligence headquarters in the
m ddl e of the night so nobody would be there.

Tel | us about your inpression and what went on and what
happened with that particular crisis.

MR. BERGER: Let ne first conmment on your w nd-up and then
your pitch. (Laughter.) Your wi nd-up was "Clarke said we didn't
listen." |1 don't think there's anything -- 1've not read O arke's
book.

MR. LEHMAN:. (Laughs.) Nobody seens to have. (Laughter.)

MR. BERCER: But -- At least |'ve not read the book. But | can
think of only two things that D ck recommended that we did not
pursue, and we can cone back to these. One was arm ng the
Northern Alliance; the other was attacking the canps whether we
knew anybody was there or not. We'll come back to those two
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things. On every other matter -- you can ask M. Clarke this

afternoon -- | believe the things he recommended and sone of the
things that we actually reconmended to him because it all wasn't
just a one-way conmunication -- were undertaken.

Wth respect to the bonbing of the intelligence headquarters,
| don't believe it's accurate that those were scal ed back because
of Secretary Christopher's reservations. This was what the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary Powel | --
Chai rman Powel|l at that time -- and the other national security
princi pals recomended. W took down their intelligence
headquarters. It's |ike themtaking down Langley. And | suspect
i f sonebody took down Langl ey, we would not call that a pinprick.
And we said at the sane to themthat if they ever tried terrorism
again against the United States, the consequences w |l be severe.

And as far as | know, from 1993 on they never did.

MR. LEHVAN: Let's talk about the '93 Wrld Trade Center
i nvestigation. W now know that three of the key planners and
pl ayers were al Qaeda, and indeed one of themwas able to escape
and was given safe haven in Baghdad right up until, as far as we
know, the present day. W have received many criticisns of the
handl i ng of that crisis at the tine in that it was handl ed as a
crimnal problem and that the information gathered in the
i nvestigation, that would have turned the light bulb on in the
policy community as to the extent of the al Qaeda participation,
was never shared within the intelligence comunity until after
the trial.

MR. BERGER: M. Lehman, | think this is -- and |'mnot
attributing this to you -- | think this is a good exanple of
readi ng history backwards. In 1993 we had no notion of the
I i nkage of Ranei Yousef to Khalid Shei kh Mohammed and ot hers who
ultimately were tied to bin Ladin. These were things that were
| earned in '97 and '98. You know, when you turn the book upside
down and when you start with the |ast chapter and you read
backwards, it's a hell of a lot easier --

MR. LEHVMAN. But that's ny point. | nmean, the fact that as
this was all being devel oped and was dissemnated in '97, it
woul d have been dissem nated a | ot earlier because a lot of it
was devel oped during the investigation.

MR. BERGER Well, there's no question we've |earned since
9/11 -- 1've learned since 9/11 -- that the nmechani sns of
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i nformation sharing within the FBI and between the FBI and the
rest of the governnent were even worse than | thought they were.

In 1993 ny predecessor, Tony Lake, and | went over to neet
with the attorney general and asked to sign a nenorandum of
under st andi ng so we woul d agree what could be shared between | aw
enforcenent and national security because there is sone
| egitimate concern about politicizing | aw enforcenent. That's not
a frivol ous concern. Anericans don't want the \Wite House
mani pul ating | aw enforcenment matters. It took -- we couldn't get
that done for eight years.

And we've |l earned since 9/11 that not only did we not know
what we didn't know, but the FBI didn't know what it did know.
(Laughter.) And | think this is -- we haven't tal ked nuch about
the FBI in the hearings that | |istened to yesterday and today. |
hope that you'll look at this -- | know you will -- because
think that there was a sclerosis here.

MR. LEHVAN: Yeah, | think that's a very -- a very good point.
O course--

MR. BERGER: Let nme -- excuse ne --

VMR. LEHVAN: Sorry.

MR. BERGER: There are extraordinarily dedicated people who
work at the FBI. Let nme distinguish the institution fromthe
i ndi viduals. | mean, these are people who put their lives on the
line to save you and | and to protect us. And I'mnot trying in
any way to cast any aspersions on them It's an institution, at
least in my tinme, that was not oriented towards this terrorism
t hreat.

VR. LEHVAN: Well, | agree with that. And | think nost of the
W tnesses we've had do agree with it. But they also paint a
pi cture, and particularly C arke, of an FBI that basically sent
around nothing in witing in sharing of intelligence, and a
Justice Departnment that was nuch nore worried about getting
convictions of caught terrorists than they were focused on
spreading the information to prevent other terrorists.

And Clarke is particularly scathing about Janet Reno in the
Justice Departnent and her unwillingness to fund nore translators
for the information that was gathered and was very nuch | eani ng
in the other direction of the President from covert operations
and so forth.
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MR. BERGER: Let ne say this in defense of Attorney Ceneral
Reno. First of all, | reject the notion that we handled this as a
| aw enforcenment matter during the |arge portion of the Cinton
adm ni stration. W were operating under the Law of Arned
Conflict, which you are very famliar wth, Secretary Lehman; not
under |aw enforcenent principles. And the Attorney General
approved that. W weren't reading Mranda warnings. W weren't
goi ng through | egal channels. Al of those Mons that we talked
about this norning were all authorized under the Law of Arned
Conflict and at no point did the attorney general interpose a
| egal objection to anything that we wanted to do. She may have
di sagreed with a personal nmatter on sone things, but she never
i nterposed a | egal obstacle to anything we wanted to do.

MR. LEHVAN. Well -- but that's Clarke's point in a way, and
that of others of the thousand people that we' ve intervi ewed.
Clarke calls those MONs "Talnudic,” and witten in such a way as
to make it virtually inpossible for the bureaucracy and their
| awyers to approve the operations that were intended.

And there's no question, by the way, in the evidence that
we' ve gathered, that the President's intentions and your
intentions were as you have stated them But as perceived by the
Cl A and the Defense Departnent and their |awers, the authorities
woul d not have permtted -- and all I"msaying is this is not ny
view, I'mrecounting testinony that we have under oath that it
was the firmbelief, particularly in CIA but also in nany areas
of the JCS, that there could not be a kill w thout organizing an
el aborate effort to capture. And so what I'mtrying to get at is
your view on this disconnect between testinony we have from out
in the bureaucracy as the perception and what your intentions
wer e.

MR. BERGER: | think Director Tenet answered this question
this norning. He said | got -- it all depends on what ny
capabilities were. If | had the capability to do a kill, he was
inmplicitly saying, | would have done a kill. | would have gone
and asked for the authority to do a kill, straight out. Al of
the authorities he got envisioned that -- that there could be a
kill.

And that the people we were working for woul d have been taken
care of, dead or alive. So | don't think they were Tal nudic.

| don't think there was any question -- again, if there was

confusion down the line in the CIA or out in the field, it was
never communi cated back to us. And sonebody shoul d have cone to
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us and said, "You know, our guys are winging their hands out
here because they think they can do a ot nore than they can do,"
because you had a president who wanted to do everything possible
to get this guy.

And | think George basically answered it this norning by
saying, "W didn't have the capability to do anything nore. And
if we got that capability, | would have gone to the Wite House
and | would have gotten the authority."

MR. LEHVAN. Now, with regard to the Departnent of Defense,
many of the wi tnesses have said that when the President wanted
options, the fanous black ninja kind of option, the only thing
that he ever got out of the Pentagon was either a pin-prick or
| obbi ng sone cruise mssiles or the Nornmandy invasion. Those are
M. darke's words.

MR. BERGER: | don't think that's entirely fair. On a nunber
of occasions we went to the Pentagon and we said, "What are the
mlitary options here, from comuando-type operations to nore
robust operations?" They went back and | ooked at those options
and woul d cone back to us. And basically there was a range of
options.

| renmenber one briefing, | think there were 12 options or 13
options in their briefing. All of them however, suffered from
the sanme problem They were not feasible. That is to say that, in
t he absence of Pakistan for basing, in the absence of any of the
nei ghbors having to stage 900 m|es away w thout being able to
put any kind of backup on the ground, going over those nountains,
landing in terrain we'd never seen before, getting our people out
of there at mnimal cost to our own soldiers, and in the absence
of actionable intelligence as to where he was, that these would
fail or that it likely would fail.

So | don't think there was an unwillingness of the mlitary
to take on the mssion if the conditions were different.

MR. LEHVAN. There is -- to follow up on that question, after
the ' 98 bonbing attacks, there essentially were no nore mlitary
actions taken except inlrag. And I find it a little curious that
we were bonbing virtually every day in Irag but were reluctant to
go after the conveyor belt that C arke tal ked about at the sane
tinme.

MR. BERGER: Well, there were other mlitary actions in Bosnia
and Kosovo, but I'msure you're not referring to those. W
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di scussed at various tinmes, M. Secretary, whether serial bonbing
of the canps, intermttent bonbing of the canps, two weeks of
bombi ng of the canps, 17 days' bonbing of the canps, was a

sensi ble option. It was a subject of many di scussions.

And | think the judgnent that we reached, that we cane to,
was that to use mlitary power in that way and not to get bin
Ladin, not to get any of his top |lieutenants, but to use our
mlitary power to bonb the canps, kill a bunch of people, sure,
knock down a bunch of jungle gyns, as Hugh Shelton descri bed
them would actually have strengthened bin Ladin and al Qaeda,
glorified himand nmade us | ook weak.

And that's why we were constantly seeking intelligence with
respect to | eadership targets that woul d have enabled that to
have sone greater force.

MR. LEHMAN:. One | ast question, and that is on the Cole. Since
Cl arke used the word "Talnudic," frankly, your response on
wai ting and you didn't really know about Cole sounds a little
Tal nudi c.

| nean, the tine to retaliate for the Cole would have been
the day after the Cole, because, as you have rightly pointed out,
the adm nistration was basically at war wwth al Qaeda. And there
was certainly enough evidence, although admttedly not to the
satisfaction of the Justice Departnent perhaps and their
evidentiary rules, but it was certainly not the IRA that blew up
the Cole. And you knew that there had been a previous al Qaeda
attenpt on the Sullivan in the sane harbor. Wiy wasn't there
enough action to retaliate? | nean enough evi dence.

MR. BERGER: | believe, before the President uses mlitary
force in retaliation, that he needs a clear judgnent fromhis
senior advisers that they're responsible. The day after Pan Am
103, we woul d have bonbed Syria, M. Secretary.

LEHMVAN:. But you told --

MR
MR. BERGER: May | finish?
MR

LEHVAN: Yeah, go ahead.

MR. BERGER: W thought TWA 800 was terrorism It was not
terrorism People actually -- dozens of people saw the mssile
strike TWA 800 as it went up over Long Island.




MR. LEHMVAN:. Yeah, but you just told us --

MR, BERGER: Prelimnary judgnents, | have cone to |learn, are
not the sane as judgnments. And when the Cl A was ready -- they
were certainly not sitting on their hands. And when they were
ready to cone back and say, "It's our best judgnent that this is

al Qaeda,"” we should have acted. That did not happen on our
wat ch, sir.

MR, LEHMAN:. But, in fact, it did happen on your watch. It
happened i n Novenber and Decenber.

MR. BERGER: Your own staff, sir, says it didn't happen on our
wat ch. Your own staff says there was a prelimnary judgnent -- a
prelimnary judgnent.

MR. LEHVAN: | differ with you on that. But the fact is, the
reality is that you' ve already testified that if you' d have found
bin Ladin out in the open, you would have attacked hi m anyway,
even without the Cole being hit.

MR. BERGER: Correct.

MR, LEHVAN: But you woul dn't attack hi m because of the Cole.
That's a little --

MR. BERGER: No, | don't follow you, sir. What |I'msaying is,
| believe that when responsibility was ascribed for the Cole, |
certainly would have recommended a strong response, including a
response agai nst the Taliban, because in January of 2000 we had
warned the Taliban, if there was any other attack by bin Ladin
and al Qaeda, we would hold them responsible.

So this turns on what's the threshold of action. And | think
a prelimnary judgnent, which is what your staff statenent
describes it as, a prelimnary judgnent -- is not sufficient for
the President to go to the world and saying, "I've gone to war
W th Afghani stan on the basis of prelimnary judgnment,"” or on the
basis of, quite honestly, Dick C arke's opinion

Wien the CI A cane back and said, "Sir, we believe this is al
Qaeda, " | believe | would have been in favor of acting. | don't
think we were at that point. And |I'd seen enough situations in ny
ei ght years where prelimnary judgnents were w ong.

The Egypt Air plane that went down was terrorism Gkl ahona
City, sir, was foreign terrorismfor quite sonme time until we

85



found out that it wasn't foreign terrorism So | want to see the
director of Central Intelligence, at |east, as the chief adviser
to the President on intelligence, cone to the President and say,
"M. President, there's no certainties in this world. W can't be
100 percent sure. But we believe that this is an al Qaeda

operation.” At that point, | think it would have been right for
action.
MR. KEAN:. |'ve got one quick question, just to follow up,

really. Have you read this book, "CGhost Wars"?

MR. BERGER: No, |'ve just read the two excerpts, Governor
from the Washi ngton Post.

MR. KEAN. It's a good book. It confirnms a ot of what we're

finding out in this investigation. I1'd recommend it. But one of
the things it does detail, simlar to our findings, is that there
was a real disconnect.

MR. BERGER: There was -- excuse ne?

MR. KEAN. There was a real disconnect between what you al
bel i eved was the policy in Washi ngton and what was going on in
Af ghani st an, including the fanous comment by Massoud when he was
told -- when he read an order, a |legal opinion, as to what could
be done and couldn't be done with bin Ladin.

And | guess ny question is, it seens a fact, to ne, anyway,
fromthe book and fromour research, that there was this
di sconnect. You were neeting every day. | nmean, you were neeting
every week, anyway. You had principals and everything el se. You
had a cl ear understandi ng of what was going on. How could this
occur? How could --

VR. BERCGER: Well, perhaps that's a question you shoul d ask
the director of Central Intelligence, because there was no
comuni cation -- or Cofer Black, who was in the Wite House tw ce
a week and never took ne aside and said, "Sandy, we've got a real
problemin the field because the instructions are confusing," or,
"We've got a lot nore capacity to act than you've given to us" --
never, never.

MR. KEAN: Sonmewhere there was a di sconnect.

MR. BERCER Well --

MR. KEAN. It obviously affected policy.
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MR. BERGER: | woul d say one thing about that, though. And I
think Director Tenet mentioned it this norning. You ve got a | ot
of stovepipes in this governnent. And soneone who is sitting down
there at the sixth | evel or the seventh [ evel or a soldier who
was on a battleship or a Cl A operative who was out in the field
doesn't have 360-degree vision on what's going on. So all he
knows or she knows is what she is ready to do and willing to do,
and may not know about the whole picture. That's why you' ve got
to channel this through an integrated system one central person.

VMR BEN- VENI STE: M. Chairman?

MR. KEAN:. Governor Thonpson is next.

MR BEN-VENI STE: Yes, | understand it. There is a docunent
whi ch we have recently received fromC A and | don't know how
much about it we can discuss, but it would shed light on the

i ssue of what ClI A operatives in the field told M. Massoud at the
appropriate tine.

And | will tell you, M. Chairman -- and |I'm sure you have
not yet seen that docunent -- that it renoved anbiguity in terns
of whether M. Massoud woul d be rewarded whether or not bin Ladin
was killed or captured.

MR. BERGER: Governor, the last thing | -- let me not say it.
Let me let you pursue it.

MR. KEAN. Ckay. Governor Thonpson.

VR. THOWPSON: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

M. Berger, thank you for your testinony today and for your
service to our country. | will repeat sonething | said yesterday
-- | don't know whether you heard it or not -- but that I was
conplinmentary of the Clinton adm nistration for its vigorous
pursuit of terrorists, al Qaeda, UBL and all those things that
you have testified to this norning.

On page three of your prepared renmarks, there are two
paragraphs that | think, in essence, you' ve discussed here today.
"1l just highlight them "It was our judgnent that to fire on
primtive canps and fail to destroy bin Ladin or key al Qaeda
figures would have fortified bin Ladin and nade the U S. | ook
weak and feckless. And given the circunstances that prevailed at
the tinme, including no support from Paki stan or ot her neighbors,
no base near Afghanistan and no |lead-tine intelligence, the
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mlitary | eadership concluded that such a mssion -- that is,
boots on the ground in Afghanistan -- would fail."

Those were the concl usions yesterday, as | understand the
testi nony, from Cohen, Al bright, Powell, Runsfeld, and this
nmorni ng from Tenet. And so you associ ate yourself with those
views fromthose five --

MR. BERGER: Yes.

MR. THOWPSON. -- people? Ckay. Wien did you brief Condi Rice
about terrorisnf

MR. BERGER:. Well, as you of course recall, we had somewhat of
a truncated transition --

MR THOWPSON: Uh- huh.

MR. BERGER: -- because we had an el ongated election. | think
| met with Dr. Rice on three occasions, and then she received
specific briefings fromseveral nenbers of ny staff -- an hour,
t wo- hour briefings, along with her deputy and -- and perhaps
others. In nmy first briefing wwth her, we talked about this
issue. | wanted very nuch to convey to her --

MR. THOWPSON. Al Qaeda -- you discussed al Qaeda?

MR. BERGER: Yes. | wanted very nuch to convey to her the
sense of urgency that | felt, because they had been out of
government for some tinme, and the world had changed. And | said
to her at that tine, and she's acknow edged this publicly, that
t he nunber one issue that you're going to be dealing with is
terrorism and generally, and al Qaeda specifically. Then, she
had a specific factual briefing, Governor, from-- | believe M.
Clarke and his team and | went to no other briefings that she
went to, staff briefings, except that one. And | showed up at
that briefing in the beginning and I said, "Condi, |'m here
sinmply to enphasize how inportant this is. I'mnot going to stay
t hrough the whole thing, but I just wanted to underscore how
inmportant | think this is.”

So, in every way that | knew how, Governor, | tried to convey
that this was our -- now our top priority as a country.

MR. THOVWPSON:. So, when M. C arke says in this book that

nobody wi || acknow edge they' ve read except nenbers of the
Conmi ssion - -
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MR. BERGER: Well, I'meager -- |'meager to read it, | just
haven't had a chance to.

MR. THOWPSON:. |'m sure you will be. Wien he said that in his
meeting with the national security advisor, Ms. Rice, |I'll quote,
"As | briefed Rice on al Qaeda, her facial expression gave nme the
i npression that she had never heard the term before.” So, since
you di scussed it with her, that inpression of M. Carke' s would
be erroneous, is that correct?

MR. BERGER | don't -- | can't comment on that, CGovernor.
wasn't present. | don't know the circunstances of that. | did --
| know what the sequence was, quite honestly, of nmy neeting with
her and Dick's neeting with her. Al | can tell you is what |

said to her and what | did.

VR, THOWPSON:. Ckay. Going to page seven of your prepared
remarks, and | don't want to give the inpression |'m picking on
this or poaching on ny friend Kerrey's territory in discussing
the Cole, but he's finally noved ne to the point where | think
need to. And your testinony this norning seens to be somewhat at
odds with Director Tenet's testinony this norning, so | just want
to get it clear in ny own head.

You say, on page seven of your prepared statenent, "By the
time President dinton |eft office, however, neither the Cl A nor
t he FBlI had reached firm conclusions that al Qaeda was
responsi ble for that assault,” that is the Cole.

Director Tenet told us this norning, as | recall his
testinmony, that during Decenber, when the Clinton adm nistration

was still in office, the CIA had reached the judgnent that al
Qaeda was -- al Qaeda was responsi bl e because the assault was
carried out by known al Qaeda operatives, | think was his phrase,

they just couldn't conclude that Gsama Bin Ladin had conmand and
control over that operation

Can you shed sone light on this apparent difference?

MR. BERCGER: |'mreadi ng now fromyour staff statenment this
nmor ni ng, which says, on the issue of the Cole, the Bush
adm ni stration received essentially the sane, quote, "prelimnary
j udgnent, " --

VR.  THOVPSON: Uh- huh.
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MR. BERCGER: -- that had been briefed to the Cinton
adm nistration in Decenber. And | -- | listened to George this
norning, and it was a little bit hard to track, which he usually
isn't, but all | can tell you is that what we were told was that
the evidence led -- pointed to al Qaeda for sure, and they were -
- they were -- and that prelimnary judgnent was that it was --
that it was al Qaeda. | believed a very sharp response woul d have
been called for after the Cole. | believed to have sustained that
in the court of world opinion you woul d have needed -- the
Presi dent woul d have stood up and said based on the prelimnary
judgnent of ny intelligence conmunity, | -- | bonbed Afghanistan
| just don't think that would have cut it.

MR, THOWPSON: Well, but as | understand Director Tenet's

testi nony, he could have stood up and said we know that specific
al Qaeda operatives bonbed the Cole.

MR. BERGER: Well, | -- I -- | can't comment on Director
Tenet's testinony because | was not watching it w thout doing
some other things at the same tine, like finishing ny own

statenent. But | will tell you ny own recollection, sir --

MR. THOWPSON: Sure.

MR. BERGER: -- and what is, | think, the record, and that is
that there -- that in Decenber, we were increasingly convinced
that it was al Qaeda, that the Cl A had reached a prelimnary
judgnment to that effect, but they still had work to do, and did
not have a judgnent -- strike the word "prelimnary."” At that
point, I think we would have been faced with a policy decision,

as M. Tenet made perfect -- nade clear that's not his decision,
it's for the President, ultimtely, of howto respond.

MR. THOWPSON: One | ast point. You nmade sonewhat of a
reference to the fact that you thought that, Osama Bin Ladin or
al Qaeda aside, the Taliban, Afghanistan bore sone responsibility

inthis as well, and you had specifically warned themthat if
this happened again -- and this was pre-Cole -- they would be
hel d responsible as well. | agree with that, and in all this sort

of back and forth about whether there were suitable targets in

Af ghani st an and whet her we should go bonb the canps one nore
time, whether there were people there or not, just to show our
resolve, it is a fact, is it not, that there were targets in

Af ghani stan that bel onged to the Taliban, to Afghanistan -- their
civil seat of governnment, Miullah Omar's house, |'m sure we knew
where that was. Wuld you, under the right circunstances, have --
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have concurred in a decision to take it out on the Taliban as
wel | ?

MR. BERGER: | can only speak for nyself personally --

MR. THOWVPSON: Sure.

MR. BERGER -- CGovernor. That woul d have been ny persona
reconmendati on, given the warning that we gave in January of
2000, that we would have struck not just whatever al Qaeda
targets were avail able, but we would have struck Taliban targets
as well. And now, we've since |earned the Taliban was prepared to
be destroyed --

MR THOVPSON: Uh- huh.

MR. BERCER: -- rather than give up Bin Ladin. So, this --
they were fused at the hip. | think that's a judgnent that we
reached, you know, in md-1999 and early 2000, that you -- it
woul d be very difficult to break the Taliban from-- froma

Qaeda.
MR, THOWMPSON: Thank you, M. Berger. Thank you, M. Chairnman

MR KEAN:. Senator Kerrey.

MR. KERREY: M. Berger, | noticed -- and | appreciate you're
a private citizen now, and | saw you back there working on your -
- on your statenent, so it may just be an oversight that you did
not draw attention to the February 23rd, 1998 press conference
that Gsama Bin Ladin held in Khost, Afghanistan and that he
brought, and that he brought -- with a satellite tel ephone
delivered to an Arabi c-speaki ng newspaper in London. This seens,
as | read it, it reads like a declaration of war. And | wonder if
that's just an oversight, or whether or not you don't believe
that that's a --

MR. BERGER Senator Kerrey --

MR. KERREY: -- and inportant -- (inaudible) --
MR. BERCER: -- I've -- |'ve watched prior testinony
yesterday, and your statenents to that -- on this subject. |

believe we were at war with al Qaeda. Nunber one, the President
sounded the alarm | have sonething for the record here --

MR. KERREY: But just help me --
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MR. BERGER: Let nme -- let ne --

MR. KERREY: Actually, before you do that, because |I've got

five minutes here, and I know where you're going, and | just --
do you regard the 23rd --

MR. BERGER: (I naudi bl e.)

VMR. KERREY: -- do you regard the 23rd February '98
decl aration as strategically inportant?

MR. BERGER: Absolutely. The fatwas were terribly inportant.
The docunent | wanted to show you -- this is -- it's not |ike we
weren't tal king about the terrorism the Taliban and Af ghani st an.
We sounded the alarm Nunmber two, we used all the instrunments
that we had available to us -- whether those were mlitary or
covert or otherw se.

MR. KERREY: | didn't --

MR BERGER | think we were at war with the Tali ban, Senator.

MR. KERREY: Sandy, |'ve got five -- | didn't have enough tine
to conplinment you in the way that I would |like to have done, but
let's presune that | had 15 minutes to deliver conplinents about
all the things you're doing. | think you're a great strategic
t hi nker, but when this is -- when your statenent doesn't include

MR. BERGER | only had 10 mnutes in ny statenent, Senator --

MR. KERREY: Ckay. But -- so you regard the 23rd February

press conference in Khost, Afghanistan as a declaration of war
agai nst the United States?

MR. BERGER | -- | --

MR. KERREY: Was it --

MR. BERGER | regarded all of the fatwas, | nean, there were

several of them as growi ng indication that this -- this
i ndi vidual was a strategic, lethal threat to the United States.

MR. KERREY: | just -- even -- even --

MR. BERGER: There's nore than that fatwa. There's nore than
that. Your case is stronger than you're naeking it.
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MR. KERREY: No, but --

MR. BERCGER: It's not just one -- it's not one press
conf erence.

VR. KERREY: | know - -

MR. BERGER: He issued several fatwas.

MR. KERREY: Not just several fatwas. He -- first of all, he
declared his willingness and then denonstrated his capability to
kill Americans, and he was in Afghanistan. And what's -- but |
keep scratch ny head and wondering -- even Dr. Rice, at the end
of an eight-year -- eight-nonth planning process conmes up with a
three-part plan, the first part is continued diplonacy to try to
get Gsama Bin Ladin released fromthe Taliban. That was the --
that was part nunber one of the plan.

And | just -- I'm-- | nean, it seens to ne -- and it's
reasonabl e, by the way -- it's not unreasonable to say, under the
ci rcunstances, we just didn't regard this as a strategic threat,
conparabl e, for exanple, to the problens that we were having

bet ween Paki stan and I ndia, because it -- it -- if you -- | just
-- | just -- | regard this as an enornously inportant strategic
nmoment .

And | understand that 1've got hindsight |ooking back on it,
and | see it that way, perhaps a bit nore than I did on the 23rd
of February 1998. But it -- it seens as well if you regard it as
a declaration of war, it would seemto dictate everything that
follows afterwards, and it would seemto rule out any dipl omacy
with the Taliban to try to get the rel ease of bin Ladin.

MR. BERGER | considered -- | go back farther than that,
Senator. | consider, fromat |east August 20, 1998, when he
attacked our enbassies and when we could establish that it was
responsibility of al Qaeda that we were at war with al Qaeda, and

that was one further piece of evidence as well as other fatwas --
(i naudi bl e) --

MR, KERREY.: We only used mlitary agai nst a person who

decl ared war on us, against whom we had declared war -- we only
used our mlitary against themone time -- the 20th of August
1998.

MR. BERGER: There are three ways to use mlitary, Senator, it
seens to me -- nunber one, we could have invaded Afghanistan. |
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do not believe -- and | know you nay disagree with this -- | do
not believe before Septenber 11lth that the Anerican people or the
international comunity woul d have supported an invasion and
occupati on of Afghani stan, which already, since 9/11, has gone on
for two-and-a-half years in the absence before 9/11. W could
have used force by using Special Forces, which we constantly went
back to General Shelton and Secretary Cohen and say, "Wat are
the options here?" The options were | ousy. W could have used
force by bonbing canps that were enpty or that were jungle gyns
and killed 25 or 30 or 40 C -- not CIA -- al Qaeda operatives --
and the next day bin Ladin would have had a press conference, and
he woul d have been sitting on top of that cruise mssile, waving
at us in contenpt.

So use for how? | think before 9/11 -- the one way to use
force to elimnate al Qaeda, it seens to nme, in a sanctuary,
woul d be to invade Afghanistan. | do not believe that this

country was ready to invade Afghani stan before Septenber 11th,
notwi t hstanding the fact we had a president who, in 1996, said
this is the challenge of our generation, this is the threat of
our generati on.

MR. KERREY: | don't -- | nean -- you persuaded the American
people that mlitary effort was necessary in Bosnia. You didn't
have the House of Representatives with you. You barely had a
majority in the Senate. You persuaded the Anerican peopl e that
war was necessary to get Slobodan Ml osevic to stop his terror in
Kosovo.

MR. BERCGER: Yeah, and we al so had 19 denocracies in NATO and
both of those cases that were standing with us together.

MR. KERREY: The point is only that -- the argunents that |
find to be nost unpersuasive is, say, we couldn't have gotten it
done because nobody had been with us, because there are several
exanples during the dinton adm nistration where you all wanted
to do sonething, you believed it was inportant, and you cane to
the American people over and over and over, | thought, heroically
and correctly, to get public opinion on your side. That's what
it's all about. If you' d cone to Congress and said, "W're at
war . Sonebody just declared war on us,"” and | coul d understand
not doing it until the 7th of August. But after the 7th of
August, it seens to ne that should have been the U. S.
decl aration, and every policy option we had should have foll owed
that, and all diplonmacy shoul d have been abandoned.
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MR. BERGER: | think we were at war after the 7th of August
using mlitary, covert instrunents, rolling back al Qaeda cells,
trying to put as much econom c and ot her pressure on the Tali ban.
What we did not do is invade Afghani stan, and we'll just have to

di sagree on this, Senator. | do not believe that was conceivable
before 9/11.

MR KEAN:. Congressman Roener.

VR. RCEMER: Thank you, M. Chairman. Wl conme, M. Berger.
Thank you, again, for your service through the Clinton years in
fighting terrorism Thank you for your tinme today, and thank you
for the thoughtful recomrendati ons that you put in your
statenment. | hope we get a chance to discuss those a little bit

since part of our mandate is to | ook forward and try to nake the
country safer.

Let me, wi thout beating a dead horse or poking a dead horse
or enbal m ng a dead horse here, poke a little bit nore on the
US S Cole. In our staff statenent, we say that there was an

exchange between you and M. Tenet, where M. Tenet ended up
wal ki ng out of the room Was that over the U S. S. Cole?

MR. BERCER: You know, | read that, and | do renenber --
obviously -- first of all, George Tenet is a good, close,
cherished friend of mne. Passions run strong sonetimes on issues
such as this, and | do renenber there was one epi sode where
George left early.

(Laught er)
And suddenly, but | can't honestly say that | --

MR. ROEMER -- was he in a good nood or a bad nobod when he
left?

MR. BERGER He was not in a good nbod at ne, but | can't
honestly renenber exactly what the approxi mate cause of that was.

MR. RCEMER: Do you renenber the approxi mte date for his bad
nood?

MR. BERGER: No, | don't. It didn't happen often. It didn't
happen --

MR. ROEMER:. There is a great deal of frustration, | think,
for sonme of us in |ooking back, as you said, through the rearview
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mrror, which is easier to do, and we see sone of these
prelimnary judgments put forward by the CIA where they can't
get command and control up to Osama bin Ladin, but it was
definitely operatives of al Qaeda. And we have a tough tine
understanding that -- why we can't go forward and retaliate

agai nst al Qaeda generally. Did you, in your frustration and your
concern about this, did you try to push the President on a nore

forward-| eani ng, aggressive approach to the guilt with respect to
the U S.S. Cole?

MR. BERCGER | think that |I believe that the CIA and the FB
was doi ng everything possible. Now, we had sone problens with the
Yemeni s during the Cole investigation, and they were restricting
sonme access to sone of our people, and the President of the
United States called the President of Yenen, | believe, on two
occasi ons but certainly on one occasion.

MR. RCEMER: This is on the Yeneni investigation -- and FB
and the CIA, and he is calling on the --

MR. BERCGER: -- and the President called the President of
Yenen and said, "You' ve got to cooperate with our people. W're
not going to put up with this," and that problem was resol ved.

Qoviously, there were an awful ot of Anmericans suddenly swarm ng
into Yenen after the Cole.

So we were providing support to the CIA and the FBI as they

conducted their investigation. | don't believe they were draggi ng
their feet.

MR. RCEMER: | know | am putting you in a difficult position
with both M. Tenet and the President, but back to ny question --
do you recall trying to push the President a couple of tinmes --

MR. BERGER: | wasn't trying to be non-responsive,
Congressman. | don't believe there was because | don't believe
they were dragging their feet. | left off the first half of ny
sentence. | nean -- | don't think that our perception was that
t hey needed a kick in the rear end on this. My view was that the
hi ghest levels in the CIA felt the same -- you know, Ceorge and |
tal ked about this issue, you know, behind ny closed door two or
three tines a week in 1999 and 2000, and | had no doubt in ny
mnd that he felt the sane sense of urgency that | did.

MR. RCEMER: Back to the briefing --

MR. KEAN:. -- |ast question, Congressman.
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MR. RCEMER: Back to the briefing that you gave to Dr. Rice,
whi ch you have said several times, and | think that she has
acknowl edged. Did that briefing include any reference to sl eeper
cells in the United States? | know the dinton adm nistration had
done an after-action report on the MIIlennium and found the
presence of sleeper cells. Did you brief that or did M. d arke
or did anybody el se brief adm nistration officials on that
particul ar aspect?

VMR. BERCER: There was two parts of ny interaction with Dr.
Rice. One was in nmy office, and one of the two or three tines
that we had a chance to neet during the transition. She was stil
in California -- she was commuting back and forth. And as -- 1've
al ready reported on that conversation. There was a detail ed,
specific, factual slideshow briefing that she was given, along
with others, and that was conducted by M. Clarke. | cane to the
begi nning of that in the situation roomand said | wanted to show
up to show up. I wanted to show up because | wanted to enphasize
how i nportant this was as far as | was concerned, and | stayed,
perhaps, for the first five mnutes, and then | left. So | don't
know what the substance of that briefing was and whet her
specifically sleeper cells cane up.

MR. ROEMER Thank you. Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR. KEAN. Thank you, Congressman. Comm ssioner Fi el ding.

MR. FI ELDI NG Thank you, M. Chairman. M. Berger, |'Ill just
try to ask three brief things just to kind of fill in sone
bl anks. First of all, followi ng up on Conmm ssi oner Roener, you

know, we're studying an event that is a colossal and tragic
failure of our system and there was one bright light as we're

| ooki ng through this, and that was the M I Il ennium Pl ot and the
success of the MIlenniumPlot in averting problens. And, as
under stand, there was conmm ssioned and presented in March of

2000, an after-action report on that. To your know edge, was that
after-action report ever shared with the incom ng Adm nistration?

MR. BERGER: Let ne put it in context -- first of all, |
requested the after-action report. It was presented to ne in
February. We had a principals neeting on it on March 10th. There
were 29 recomendations. They basically were accepted subject, in
sone cases, to funding. Sonme of them-- a lot of themhad to do
Wi th donestic security issues, and the President then subnitted a
$300 mllion supplenental to the Congress for additional noney
and reprogramred $79 million within the Cl A budget to counter
terrorism
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Now, sone of those reconmendati ons were inplenented; as we

| earned since 9/11 sone of themwere not. | do not know whet her
or not that was presented to Dr. Rice but, of course, the people
who had originally drafted it were still at the Wite House.

MR. FlI ELDI NG Okay, so we should | ook el sewhere for the
answer to that?

MR. BERGER Ri ght .

MR. FI ELDI NG GCkay, thank you. Now, | thought |I had the
authorities issue nailed down until you said sonething.

MR. BERGER: Ckay, |I'msorry if | confused you

MR. FIELDING No, no, you said that your interpretation with
George Tenet was saying was that the capacity was the real issue,
and that if he had the chance to do a kill, he would have gone
and gotten the authority to do it.

MR. BERGER: | believe that to be the case and | believe that
to be the way | heard M. Tenet this norning.

MR. FIELDING Right. But if that's the case -- that's what |

t hought, too. But if that's the case, wouldn't the inference be
that he didn't have the authority?

VMR. BERCGER: No, he didn't have the capability.

MR FI ELDING No, but wouldn't it also be the inference --

MR. BERGER: These MONs -- you know, they're not -- Tal nudic
is one way to describe them

MR. FIELDING So I've heard.

MR, BERGER: But the instructions -- that was not your
descri pti on.

MR. LEHMAN:. You can use "Jesuitical" if you'd rather.

MR. BERGER: |'m not going to --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | have sone influence on laynmen in the
interim
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MR. BERGER: Right. But they're drafted with the CIA Oten

they're usually drafted initially at the CIA. The instructions to
the field are drafted by the CIA. W don't draft themat the NSC

So nmy view was, did sonme of these say -- sone of these were
strictly -- sone of these authorities -- and I'mon very thin ice
here; the chairman will rule nme out of order if |I get too far --
some of these authorities explicitly involved killing. Some of
the authorities were capture or kill. W don't open up the spider
hole in Iraq and bl ow out Saddam Hussein's brains. Capturing has
sonme value. If we could bring this guy back and shake hi m down,

t hat woul d be a good thing.

But there was never any question in nmy mnd that, if capture
was not possible, kill was acceptable and that if they wanted
nore explicit authority, that was anbi guous; if they thought that
capture was a predicate to kill, attenpt to capture.

| imagine a confrontation with bin Ladin and what shoul d be a
ot of guns fired. And chances are he'd be killed. And maybe, if
we were |ucky, we'd catch a convoy and sonebody woul d be able to
get his car, but no one's going to take -- none of the people we
were dealing with were going to take a heck of a lot of risk to
do that.

So, you know, | anticipated he would be killed. | also
believed that if Director Tenet wanted nore explicit authority,
nore specific authority, nore targeted authority, he certainly
understood that he could go back to the Wite House and he had a
very synpathetic president and a very synpathetic national
security adviser

MR. FIELDI NG OCkay, well, thank you. Let ne just -- one | ast
t hi ng, because |'ve been trying to run sonething to ground.

MR KEAN: (OFf mike.)

MR. FIELDI NG Yes, M. Chairman. But when we're tal king about
the three occasions between Decenber '98 and md-'99, |I'm
particularly trying to get a handle on who and why the so-called
desert canp incident was aborted. And what happened there? Nobody
seens to say, "Well, it was our decision.” There seened to be
really good intelligence, and it went for a period of days, and
then suddenly it was aborted. So anything you can shed --

MR. BERCGER: | cannot distinguish that incident fromthe two
or three other incidents where | would get information either
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fromM. Clarke or fromM. Tenet that we had sonme opportunity,
that we were watching this very, very carefully; stay tuned.

| would get them authorization fromall the principals and
put the President on alert that something m ght be possible. In
each of those cases, the director of CI A would cone back to ne
and say, "I do not believe we have reliable enough intelligence
to recommend going forward." And we did discuss it, as he said
this norning. It was interactive. But there was never a situation
in which we were presented information that bin Ladin was here
and we didn't take it because of civilian casualties or any other
reason.

The only other thing | would add is, |I've been told that a
subsequent revi ew of that episode suggested bin Ladin never was
there. | don't know whether that's true or not. At the tine, we
were told -- the assessnent was it was not reliable information.
And the judgnment was to fire a bunch of cruise mssiles, or, as
Presi dent Bush has said, $10 mllion cruise mssiles to knock
down a $10 tent, woul d have made bin Ladin | ook stronger,
glorified himin the Islamc world, created nore terrorists, and
not made us | ook stronger or advance the cause of fighting
terrorism

MR. FIELDI NG But there was an after-action report.

MR. BERGER |'m sure there was.

VMR. FI ELDI NG Thank you.

MR. BERGER Let ne --

MR. FIELDING OCh, |I'm sorry.

MR. BERCER: Excuse ne. Let ne correct the record. |'m not
sure there was. | believe there was, M. Fielding. And | renenber

being told that, but |I've never seen an after-action report.

VMR. FIELDING Well, thank you, sir. Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR. KEAN:. Qur |ast questioner before lunch will be
Conmi ssi oner Gorelick

MS. GORELI CK: Dangerous to stand between this comm ssion and
| unch.
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Very qui ck questions, then. First of all, as | understand it,
you have now associ ated yourself with the cormments of Secretaries
Al bright, Powell, Runsfeld, Cohen, echoing the testinony of
Deputy Secretary Wl fowitz, that it would have been inpossi bl e,
both in ternms of Pakistan's willingness to provide the necessary
assistance and in terns of the Congress of the United States, to
have i nvaded Afghanistan in the way that woul d have been

necessary to tear down the Taliban and get bin Ladin prior to
9/11. Is that correct?

MR. BERGER: Yeah, | think it would not have been feasible and

it would not have been sustainable, either donestically or
i nternationally.

MS. GORELI CK: Second of all, while we cannot discuss -- we
were not able to discuss the issue of covert authorities other
than in vague generalities with Director Tenet, he did say that
if he wanted nore authority fromyou, if he wanted to clarify an
anbiguity with you, it is his viewthat it was his obligation to
cone to you. Is that your understanding as well?

MR. BERGER: Absolutely -- yes, although it could have worked
the other way as well. If | had sonething that | wanted himto
t hi nk about, I'm sure he would have entertained it. But

generally, if he had nore capability, he would have cone back to
us and said, "W need nore authority.”

M5. GORELICK: Third, with respect to this issue of the Col e,
just assune with nme for the nonment that on January 25th, when
there was a new adm nistration, the CIA's advice to that new
Adm ni stration was equally as hedged as it was when you | eft
of fice and that admi nistrati on nmade no conclusion with regard to
responsibility for the Cole until the President announced post -
9/11 that it was the responsibility of al Qaeda.

Do you think that adm nistration had an obligation, until the

advi ce was unhedged, if you will, to take action in retaliation
for the Col e?

MR. BERCGER: Let ne say this. This is not a static situation.
This information is devel oping every day. Every day they're
getting nore informati on. The investigation gets farther, nore
concl usi ve.

As we left, it was a prelimnary judgnent. As they cane in,
it was a prelimnary judgnment. The point at which it no | onger
becanme a prelimnary judgnent, becane a judgnent, there would
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have been a responsibility to make a decision with respect to how
to respond.

M5. GORELICK: I'll make two factual comrents just as a
comm ssi oner here. Nunber one, our staff has a view on whether
the CI A's hedgi ng was appropriate, based upon the factual record
that we have. And nunber two, Deputy National Security Adviser
Hadl ey has told us that his Administration's response would cone
via this new policy that was in the works in the spring and
summrer of 'O01.

Thank you very nuch for your testinony and your service to
t he country.

MR. KEAN. | have one | ast question. W' re through, but this

guestion conmes from sone nenbers, sone famly nenbers, so |
wanted to make sure and ask it.

Prior to 9/11, did you have any intelligence that planes
could be used as m ssiles?

MR. BERGER: | saw no intelligence which drew our attention to
that as any nore likely than truck bonbs, car bonbs,
assassinations, enbassies. Wiat |I'msaying is, there were
hundr eds of thousands of pieces of intelligence.

Were there -- | take it fromthe G aham Goss report there
were a nunber of documents which tal ked about that. But | do not
recall ever being told that this was a nodality that was |ikely,
any nore likely than others. Indeed, | think, you know, the
intelligence took us to other kinds of nethods of terrorism
rather than this one.

MR. KEAN:. Thank you very nuch, M. Berger. Thank you very
much for your testinony and thank you for your service. If we

have additional questions later on, | hope we can get themto
you.

| do have a note fromthe Capitol police saying, "Please do
not | eave unattended bags or packages on your chairs or seats or
in the roomor they nay not be here when you get back.”

We're going to have a brief lunch, because we have to stay on
time. And | would ask the Comm ssion to be back at 1:30.

MR. KEAN:. 1'd like to call the hearing back to order. And we
have our w tnesses here and should be com ng out shortly.
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( PAUSE)

Qur next witness is M. R chard d arke, who served as the
former national coordinator for counterterrorismat the National
Security Council. M. Carke served on the National Security
Council staff with great dedication. W are pleased to have him
here with us, to join us.

M. Carke, could | ask you to raise your right hand so we
may place you under oath?

Do you swear or affirmto tell the whole truth and not hing
but the truth?

MR. Rl CHARD CLARKE: | do.

MR. KEAN. Thank you very nuch, sir. Now, M. C arke, your
witten remarks will be entered into the record in full. W'd ask
you to sunmarize your statenent, and pl ease proceed.

MR. CLARKE: Thank you, M. Chairman. Because | have submtted
a witten statenent today, and | have previously testified before
this comm ssion for 15 hours, and before the Senate-House Joi nt
Inquiry Conmittee for six hours, | have only a very brief opening
st at enent.

| wel cone these hearings because of the opportunity that they
provide to the Anerican people to better understand why the
tragedy of 9/11 happened, and what we nust do to prevent a
reoccurrence. | also welcone the hearings because it is finally a
forum where | can apol ogize to the | oved ones of the victins of
9/11, to themwho are here in the room to those who are watching
on tel evision, your governnent failed you. Those entrusted with
protecting you failed you. And | failed you. W tried hard, but
that doesn't matter because we failed. And for that failure, |
woul d ask, once all the facts are out, for your understandi ng and
for your forgiveness.

Wth that, M. Chairman, | would be glad to take your
guesti ons.

MR. KEAN: The questioning will be | ed by Senator Gorton --
are you |l eading off, or Conm ssioner Roener?

MR GORTON: Timis.

MR. KEAN: Conmi ssi oner Roener.
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MR. RCEMER: Thank you, M. Chairman. Wl cone, M. d arke.
want to thank you, as | start ny questions, for your 30 years of
public service to the American people. | want to thank you for
your sworn testinony before the 9/11 Conm ssion, over 15 hours.

And | really want to say, M. Carke, that there are a | ot of
di stractions out there today -- the books, a lot of news nedia, a
| ot of accusations flying back and forth. | want you to
concentrate, to the degree you can, on the nenos, on the e-nmail
on the strategy papers, and on the tine that we're tasked with
| ooking at on this 9/11 Conm ssion between 1998 and Septenber the
11t h.

You coordi nated counterterrorismpolicy in both the dinton
and the Bush administrations. | want to know, first of all, was
fighting al Qaeda a top priority for the dinton adm nistration
from 1998 to the year 2001? How high a priority was it in the
Cinton admnistration during that tinme period?

MR. CLARKE: My inpression was that fighting terrorismin
general, and fighting al Qaeda in particular, were an
extraordinarily high priority in the Cinton adm nistration,
certainly no higher a priority. There were priorities probably of
equal inportance, such as the Mddl e East peace process, but |
certainly don't know of one that was any higher in the priority
of that adm nistration.

MR. RCEMER: Wth respect to the Bush adm nistration, fromthe
time they took office until Septenber 11th, 2001, you had nuch to
deal with -- Russia, China, G8, Mddle East. How high a priority
was fighting al Qaeda in the Bush adm nistration?

MR. CLARKE: | believe the Bush adm nistration in the first
ei ght nonths considered terrorisman inportant issue but not an

urgent issue. They -- well, President Bush hinself says as nuch
inthe -- his interview w th Bob Whodward in the book "Bush at
War." He said, "I didn't feel a sense of urgency." George Tenet

and | tried very hard to create a sense of urgency by seeing to
it that intelligence reports on the al Qaeda threat were
frequently given to the President and other high-level officials.
And there was a process underway to address al Qaeda. But

al though | continued to say it was an urgent problem | don't
think it was ever treated that way.

MR. ROEMER Now, you have said, in many ways you' ve issued
some blistering attacks on the Bush adm nistration, but you have
not held those criticisns fromthe Cinton adm nistration either
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We heard from M. Berger earlier that you were critical of the
Clinton adm nistration on two areas: not providing aid to the
Northern Alliance, and not going after the human conveyor belts
of jihadists com ng out of the sanctuaries in Afghanistan. Are
there nore in the dinton admnistration years -- the U S S
Col e, the response there?

MR. CLARKE: Well, | think, first of all, M. Berger is right
to say that al nost everything | ever asked for in the way of
support fromhimor President Cinton | got. W did enornously
i ncrease the counterterrori sm budget of the federal governnent,
initiated many prograns, including one that is now called
honel and security. M. Berger is also right to note that | wanted
a covert action programto aid Afghan factions to fight the
Tal i ban, and that was not acconplished. He is also right to note
that on several occasions, including after the attack on the
Col e, | suggested that we bonb all of the Taliban and al Qaeda
infrastructure, whether or not it would succeed in killing Bin
Ladin. | thought that was the wong -- the wong way of | ooking
at the problem

Now - -

MR. RCEMER: Let ne --

MR. CLARKE: -- | think the answer is essentially M. Berger
got it right.

MR. ROEMER: Ckay. Let's nove into, with my 15 mnutes, let's
move into the Bush adm nistration. On January the 25th, we've
seen a neno that you had witten to Dr. Rice, urgently asking for
a principals review of al Qaeda. You include hel ping the Northern
Al'liance, covert aid, significant new '02 budget authority to
help fight al Qaeda --

VMR. CLARKE: Unh- huh.

MR. RCEMER: -- and response to the U . S.S. Cole. You attached
to this docunent both the Del enda Pl an of 1998 and a strategy
paper from Decenber 2000. Did you get a response to this urgent
request for a principals neeting on these, and how does this
affect your tinme frane for dealing with these inportant issues?

MR. CLARKE: | did get a response. The response was that in
the Bush adm nistration | should, and ny conmttee, the
counterterrorismsecurity group, should report to the deputies
commttee, which is a sub-cabinet |evel conmttee, and not to the
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principals, and that therefore it was inappropriate for ne to be
asking for a principals neeting. Instead, there would be a
deputi es neeting.

MR. ROEMER So, does this slow the process down to go to the

deputies rather than to the principals or a small group, as you
had previously done?

MR CLARKE: It slowed it down enornously, by nonths. First of
all, the deputies commttee didn't neet urgently in January or
February. Then, when the deputies commttee did neet, it took the
i ssue of al Qaeda as part of a cluster of policy issues,

i ncludi ng nuclear proliferation in South Asia, denocratization in
Paki stan, how to treat the problens, the various problens,

i ncl udi ng narcotics and ot her problens in Afghanistan , and,

| aunched on a series of deputies neetings extendi ng over several
months to address al Qaeda in the context of all of those

interrelated i ssues. That process probably ended, | think, in
July of 2001, so we were readying for a principals neeting in
July, but the principals' calendar was full, and then they went

on vacation, many of them in August, so we couldn't neet in
August, and therefore the principals net in Septenber.

MR. RCEMER: So, as the Bush admnistration is carefully
considering frombottomup a full review of fighting terrorism

what happens to these individual itens, |ike a response to the
US S Cole --

VR. CLARKE: Wl --

MR. ROEMER: -- like the Predator? Wiy aren't these decided in
the shorter time frame as they're al so going through a |arger
policy review of howthis policy affects Pakistan and ot her
countries -- inportant considerations, but why can't you do both?

MR. CLARKE: The deputies conmmttee, its chairman, M. Hadl ey,
and ot hers, thought that all these issues were sufficiently

interrel ated, that they should be taken up as a set of issues,
and pieces of them should not be broken off.

MR. ROEMER: Did you agree with that?

MR. CLARKE: No, | didn't agree with nmuch of that.

MR. ROEMER Were you -- were you frustrated by this process?
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MR. CLARKE: | was sufficiently frustrated that | asked to be
reassi gned.

MR. RCEMER: VWhen was this?

VR. CLARKE: Probably May or June -- certainly no later than
June. And there was agreenent in that tine frame, in the May or
June tine franme, that | would be -- ny request woul d be honored
and | would be reassigned on the first of October to a new
position to deal with cyber security, a position that | requested
be creat ed.

MR. ROEMER: So, are you saying that the frustration got to a
hi gh enough level that it wasn't your portfolio; it wasn't doing
a lot of things at the sanme tinme. It was that you weren't getting
fast enough action on what you were requesting?

MR. CLARKE: That's right. My view was that this
Adm nistration, while it listened to nme, either didn't believe ne

that there was an urgent problemor was unprepared to act as
t hough there were an urgent problem

And | thought, if the Adm nistration doesn't believe its
nati onal coordinator for counterterrori smwhen he says there's an
urgent problem and if it's unprepared to act as though there's
an urgent problem then probably |I should get another job.

| thought cyber-security was and | still think cyber-security
is an extraordinarily inportant issue for which this country is
very underprepared. And | thought perhaps | could nmake a
contribution if I worked full-tinme on that issue.

MR. RCEMER: You then wite a letter or a meno on Sept enber
the 4th to Dr. Rice expressing sonme of these frustrations.
Several nonths later, if you say the tine franme is May or June
when you decided to resign, a nenop cones out that we have seen on
Sept enber the 4th.

You are blunt in blasting DOD for not willingly using the
force and the power. You blast the ClIA for bl ocking Predator. You
urge policynakers to i magi ne a day, after hundreds of Anericans
| ay dead at hone and abroad after a terrorist attack, and ask
t hensel ves what el se they coul d have done. You wite this on
Sept enber the 4th, seven days before Septenber 11th.

MR. CLARKE: That's right.
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MR. RCEMER: What el se coul d have been done, M. d arke?

VR. CLARKE: Well, all of the things that we recommended in
the plan or strategy -- there's a | ot of debate about whether
it's a plan or a strategy or a series of options -- but all of
the things we recomended back in January were those things on
the table in Septenber. They were done. They were done after
Sept enber 11th. They were all done. | didn't really understand
why they couldn't have been done in February.

MR. ROEMER. Well, let's say, M. Clarke -- | think this is a
fair question -- let's say that you asked to brief the President
of the United States on counterterrorism Did you ask that?

MR. CLARKE: | asked for a series of briefings on the issues
in ny portfolio, including counterterrorismand cyber-security.

MR. ROEMER: Did you get that request?

MR, CLARKE: | did. | was given a briefing opportunity to
brief on cyber-security in June. | was told | could brief the
President on terrorismafter this policy devel opnent process was
conplete. And we had a principals neeting and a draft nationa
security policy decision that had been approved by the deputies
comm ttee.

MR. ROEMER: Let's say, M. Carke, as gifted as you m ght be
in el oquence and silver-tongued as anyone could be, and let's
say, let's imagine, that instead of saying no, you asked for this
briefing to the President, you said you didn't get it after eight
months of talking -- let's say you get this briefing in February,
after your nmeno to Dr. Rice on Septenber the 25th, and you neet
with the President of the United States in February and you bri ef
himon terrorism

Tell me how you convince the President to nove forward on
this and get this principals neeting that doesn't take pl ace

until Septenber the 4th noved up so that you can do sonething
about this problenf

MR CLARKE: Well, | think the best thing to have done, if
there had been a neeting with the President in February, was to
show himthe accunul ated intelligence that al Qaeda was strong
and was planning attacks against the United States, against
friendly governnents.
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It was possible to nake a very persuasive case that this was
a major threat and this was an urgent problem

MR. RCEMER: And you think this would have sped up the
deputies process and the principals process? Do you think the
Presi dent woul d have reached down then and said sonething to the
national security teamto --

MR CLARKE: | don't know.

MR. ROEMER: -- expedite this?

MR CLARKE: | don't know.

MR. ROEMER: Well, you worked for President Cinton. You saw
what neetings with presidents could do there. Is this a nmagical
solution, or is it sonething that presidents m ght say right back
to you, "Listen, Dick, |I've got nmany other things |I've got to do
here -- the M ddl e East peace process, Bosnia, Kosovo, the Korean
peninsula.” How likely is it that we are able to see sonme kind of
result froma neeting like that?

MR. CLARKE: | think it depends in part on the President.
Presi dent Bush was regularly told by the director of Central
Intelligence that there was an urgent threat. On one occasion --
he was told this dozens of tinmes in the norning briefings that
George Tenet gave him On one of those occasions, he asked for a
strategy to deal with the threat.

Condi Rice cane back fromthat neeting, called nme and rel ayed
what the President had requested. And | said, "Well, you know,
we've had this strategy ready since before you were inaugurated.
| showed it to you. You have the paperwork. W can have a neeting
on the strategy any tinme you want."

She said she would look into it. Her looking into it and the
President asking for it did not change the pace at which it was
considered. And as far as | know, the President never asked
again. At least |I was never inforned that he asked again. | do
know he was thereafter continually informed about the threat by
Ceorge Tenet.

MR. RCEMER: Let ne ask you, with nmy yellow light on, a
question about the sumrer 2000 alert. You were saying, the CA
was sayi ng, everybody was saying, "Sonething spectacular is about
to happen” -- spiking in intelligence; sonething terrible was
about to happen.
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You told us in sone of our interviews you only wi sh you would
have known at that tinme, in that sumrer, what the FBI knew with
regard to Moussaoui, the Phoenix nmeno and terrorists in the
United States.

What could you have done with sone of that information, with
the spiked alerts, with the spectacular attack on the horizon, in
t he sumrer of 20017

VMR. CLARKE: Well, Congressman, it is very easy, in

retrospect, to say that I would have done this or |I would have
done that. And we'll never know.

| would like to think that had I been inforned by the FB
that two senior al Qaeda operatives who had been in a planning
meeting earlier in Kuala Lunmpur were now in the United States,
and we knew that, and we knew their nanes -- and | think we even
had their pictures -- | would like to think that | would have
rel eased or had the FBI release a press release with their nanes,
with their descriptions, held a press conference, tried to get
their nanes and pictures on the front page of every paper --
Anerica's Most Wanted, the evening news -- and caused a
successful nationw de manhunt for those two, two of the 19
hi j ackers.

But | don't know, because you're asking me a hypothetical,
and | have the benefit now of 20/20 hindsight.

MR. RCEMER: Thank you, M. Carke. M. Chairman, thank you
for the patience on the tine.

MR KEAN:. Ckay, thank you, sir. Senator GCorton.

MR GORTON. M. Carke, you got the position as the head of

this Counterterrorismand Security Goup, CSG when? In about My
of 1998. Is that correct?

MR. CLARKE: No, Senator, actually | got it in the first Bush
adm nistration, in the fall of 1992.

MR GORTON. But it got to the level of being up there at the
Wi te House and being a very inportant position in 19987

MR, CLARKE: What happened in 1998 -- |let ne go back. The
Counterterrorism Security Goup, the CSG goes back to the Reagan
adm nistration. It's been around for that long. | started

chairing it during the last few nonths of the Bush adm nistration
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in 1992; continued to chair it throughout the Cinton
adm ni stration and into the second Bush adm ni strati on.

In 1998, President Cinton signed a presidential directive
that created a newtitle for the chairman of that group. The
chai rman had al ways been a special assistant to the President.
That was the title.

Under the new directive in 1998, the title becane nationa
coordi nator for counterterrorism But | think there's sonething I
need to say about that title. The actual title was national
coordi nator for security, infrastructure protection and
counterterrorism And the press, thinking that title was too |ong
and not sexy enough, imrediately turned it into “terrorismczar.”

I f you | ook at the presidential decision directive in 1998
that created this position, it is replete with what the nationa
coordi nator cannot do and what resources the national coordi nator
woul d not have.

It was not a counterterrorismczar, especially when conpared
to people like the drug czar. It gave ne --

MR, GORTON:. It was a staff position, not an action position,
i n other words.

MR. CLARKE: It gave ne all of the responsibility and none of
the authority.

MR, GORTON: And |ater in 1998, of course, we had the
expl osions, the attack on the two enbassies.

MR. CLARKE: Right.

MR. GORTON: And shortly after that, the adm nistration took
its one mlitary response to terrorismin the attacks on
Af ghani stan and the Sudan. Were those actions taken on your
recomrendati on? Were you a part of the decision-making process in
calling for that reaction?

MR. CLARKE: Senator, | was. But if |I may be a little picky,
this was not the admnistration's first or only use of mlitary
action in response to terrorism The adm nistration began in the

first five nonths of the Cinton adm nistration -- the first five
nonths of the adm nistration -- six nonths -- to use mlitary
force --
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MR, GORTON: -- the first to al Qaeda --

MR. CLARKE: -- the first time that we had an al Qaeda attack
on the United States facilities. It was the first time that al
Qaeda had attacked us and we had been told it was al Qaeda. In
retrospect, many years after these attacks occurred, FBI and C A
began to say that things |ike the World Trade Center attack in
1993 m ght have been done by an early-stage al Qaeda.

VR, GORTON: In August of 1998, did you recommend a | onger -

lasting mlitary response or just precisely the one that, in
fact, took place?

MR. CLARKE: | recommended a series of rolling attacks agai nst
the infrastructure in Afghanistan. Every tine they would rebuild
it, I would propose that we blow it up again, nmuch like, in fact,

we were doing in lrag, where we had a rolling series of attacks
on their air defense system

MR, GORTON: And shortly after that you cane up with the so-
called "Delenda Plan,” as | understand it? And is our staff
report accurate in saying that it had four principal approaches -
- di pl omacy, covert action, various financial nenbers, and
mlitary action? Is that a reasonable summary that our staff has
gi ven us?

MR CLARKE: Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

MR. GORTON. And also is our staff accurate in saying that the
strategy was never formally adopted, but that you were

authorized, in effect, to go ahead with the first three but not
with the fourth?

MR CLARKE: Yes, sir.

MR. GORTON. And at various times thereafter, you did

recomrend specific mlitary responses under specific
ci rcunstances, did you not?

MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir.

MR, GORTON:. Each of which was rejected for one reason or
anot her ?

MR CLARKE: That's correct.
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MR. GORTON:. Then, in the early winter of 1999, when the C A
cane up with a plan to attack a hunting canp in Afghanistan
which it felt that Gsama bin Ladin was present or was not
present, that reconmmendation or that plan, you know, was
ultimately aborted. Did you recomend agai nst that plan?

MR. CLARKE: Yes, Senator, what | did was to call the director
of Central Intelligence and say that | had finally been presented
with satellite photography of the facility, and it was very clear
to me that this | ooked |ike sonmething other than a terrori st
canp. It looked like a luxury hunting trip, and I asked himto
ook into it personally. Wen he did, he called back, and he said
that he was no | onger recomendi ng the attack.

MR, GORTON:. Ckay. So you never reconmended either for or
agai nst an attack on that canp?

MR. CLARKE: Well, | think -- | don't want to split hairs. By
calling the director of Central Intelligence and suggesting to
himthat this did not ook to ne like a terrorist facility and
urging himto look into it, he certainly had the inpression that
| wasn't in favor of it, absolutely.

VR, GORTON: Well, did it nmake any difference as to what kind
of canp it was if it was likely that Osama bin Ladin was there?

MR. CLARKE: Well, it did in two respects. The adm nistration
had adopted a policy with regard -- let nme back up -- after the
bombi ngs in 1998, we kept submarines off the coast of Pakistan
| oaded with cruise mssiles for the purpose of |aunching a
foll owon attack when we could |ocate bin Ladin. The intelligence
that we got about where bin Ladin was, was very poor. The DCl,

M. Tenet, characterized that intelligence hinself on repeated
occasions, as very poor. On one occasion we thought we knew where
he was, and there were two problens. One, the intelligence was
poor, according to George Tenet and, two, the collateral damage
woul d have been great, accordi ng to the Pentagon.

When | | ooked at this facility, it looked to ne |ike the
intelligence was, again, poor, because it didn't |look like a
terrorist canp. And the probability of collateral danage woul d
have been high, | thought, since |I believed, based on the
satellite photography, that people other than terrorists were
there. The decision ultimtely was George Tenet's, and CGeorge
Tenet recommended no action be taken. | don't know, in retrospect
-- your staff mght -- but I don't know, in retrospect, whether
it proved to be true that bin Ladin was in the vicinity or not.
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MR. GORTON:. In any event, every recomendation for mlitary
action or covert action fromlate 1998 until the year 2000 ran up
agai nst the objection of actionable -- that it was not based on
actionable intelligence, that wonderful phrase we've heard in the
| ast two days. Is that not correct, because of uncertainty as to
whet her bin Ladin was present; uncertainty about coll ateral
damage, et cetera?

MR. CLARKE: That's true in describing actions ainmed at Osama
bin Ladin hinself. There were other covert-action activities
taken, which we obviously can't go into here, but there was a
pre-existing finding on terrorismunder which Cl A was operating
and CI A was able to do sonme things outside of Afghanistan agai nst
the al Qaeda network using that authority.

MR, GORTON:. And at the very end of the Cinton
adm ni stration, after the attack on the Cole, there was
triggered, either by the Cole or by everything else, that a new
set of initiatives resulting in what is called a “Blue-Sky meno,”
is that correct?

MR. CLARKE: That's right.

VR, GORTON: And were you a part of that? Was that -- did you
draft it? Was it your plan?

MR. CLARKE: The Bl ue-Sky nmeno | believe you are referring to
was part of an overall update of the Delenda Plan. And it was a
part generated by the Central Intelligence Agency. W, ny staff,
generated the rest of the update.

MR. GORTON. And the goal of that plan was to roll back a
Qaeda over a period of three to five years, reducing it
eventually to a runp group, like other terrorist organizations
around the worl d?

MR. CLARKE: Qur goal was to do that to elimnate it as a
threat to the United States, recogni zing that one m ght not ever
be able to totally elimnate everybody in the world who thought
they were a nmenber of al Qaeda. But if we could get it to be as
ineffective as the Abu N dal organization was toward the end of
its existence, it didn't pose a threat to the United States.
That's what we wanted. The CIA said if they got all the resources
t hey needed, that m ght be possible over the course of three
years at the earliest.
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MR. GORTON:. And then Del enda and that Bl ue-Sky proposal,
take it, were pretty much the basis of what you recomrended to
Condol eezza Rice in January of 2001, covert assistance to the
Northern Alliance, you know, nore noney for ClA activities,
sonet hing cal |l ed choosing a standard of evidence for attributing
responsibility for the Cole, new Predator reconnai ssance m ssions
and nore work on funding?

MR. CLARKE: That's right, Senator. The update to the Del enda
Plan that we did in Cctober-Novenber-Decenber of 2000 was handed
to the new National Security Advisor in January of 2001. It
formed the basis of the draft National Security presidential
directive that was then discussed in Septenber of 2001 and signed
by President Bush as NSPD-9, | believe, later in Septenber.

MR GORTON. What do you nean by a standard of evidence? |'m
troubled by this fuzzy phrase, "actionable intelligence,” and
let's take the Cole on that. As we've heard from Director Tenet,
in Novenber and then, nore precisely, in Decenber of 2000, they
pretty much concluded that the Cole was took place through al
Qaeda people, but they couldn't prove that it had been directed
by GCsama bin Ladin. Was the anount of intelligence available in
Novenber and Decenber of 2000 -- in 2001, in your view,

actionable intelligence that could have been the appropriate
basis for a specific response to the Col e?

MR. CLARKE: The phrase that you read, "the standard for
actionabl e,” was a way of ny addressing this problem and |
wanted to get us away from having to prove either in a court of
| aw | egal standard or even in sonme fancy intelligence community
standard, that went through a prol onged process that took nonths.
| thought we could disassociate the attack on the Col e from any
attacks that we did on the Taliban and al Qaeda. If people wanted
to further study who was guilty of attacking the Cole, and the
FBI had depl oyed hundreds of people to do that, and Cl A was
saying that there were sone people involved who m ght have been
al Qaeda.

| thought, "Fine, if you want to have that kind of standard,
and you want to have that kind of process, fine, then let's
separate that, and let's bonb Afghani stan, anyway, and not tie
the two together."” But it seened to ny staff -- and we're | ooking
at the sanme intelligence that the CIA was |ooking at -- it seened
to us within two days of the attack on the Cole that we could put
together an intelligence case that this was an al Qaeda attack by
the local al Qaeda cell in Yenen. And that is of course the
conclusion that the CIA cane to in January or February of the
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next year, based on pretty much nothing but the evidence that we
had available to us wthin tw days.

MR. GORTON. Now, since nmy yellow light is on, at this point
my final question will be this. Assum ng that the recommendati ons
that you made on January 25th of 2001, based on the |line of --
based on Blue Sky, including aid to the Northern Alliance which
had been an agenda itemat this point for two and a half years
wi t hout any action, assum ng that there had been nore Predator
reconnai ssance m ssions, assumng that that had all been adopted,
say, on January 26, year 2001, is there the renotest chance that
it would have prevented 9/117

MR. CLARKE: No.

MR, GORTON: It just would have all owed our response after
9/11 to be perhaps a little bit faster?

MR. CLARKE: Well, the response would have begun before 9/11.

MR, GORTON:. But -- yes, but we weren't going to -- there was
no reconmendati on on your part or anyone else's part that we
declare war and attenpt to i nvade Afghanistan prior to 9/11?

MR. CLARKE: That's right.

MR. GORTON: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

MR. KEAN. Thank you, senator.

| just have one question. Taking it back further, you' ve been
there | onger than anybody really in this particular slot, and
| ooking at terrorism and |looking at it well, if you -- is it
resources? Is it change of policy? O what is it over the years,
taking all your years there for two administrations or three
adm ni strations even, what could we have done? And I'mtrying to
find not only what we could have done but what should we be doing
perhaps in the future because we were beaten. | nean, we were
really beaten by these guys, and 3,000 people died. And what --
is there anything that you can think of over that |ong period had
we done differently as a country, as a policy, what have you,
t hat coul d have made a difference?

MR, CLARKE: Well, | think, governor, there's a lot in
retrospect, wth 20/ 20 hi ndsight.

MR. KEAN:. Yeah, |'m asking in 20/20 hindsight.
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MR. CLARKE: Because we have that opportunity now. | think,
you know, al Qaeda probably cane into existence in 1988 or 1989,
and no one in the Wite House was ever infornmed by the
intelligence community that there was an al Qaeda until probably
1995. The exi stence of an organization |like that was sonething
t hat nmenbers of the National Security Council staff suspected in
1993. National Security Adviser Anthony Lake urged CIA to create
a special programto investigate whether there was sone
organi zation centered around bin Ladin. It was not done because
Cl A deci ded there was probably an organi zation; it was done
because the national security adviser thought there was probably
an organi zati on.

Had we a nore robust intelligence capability in the late
1980s and early 1990s, we m ght have recogni zed the exi stence of
al Qaeda relatively soon after it cane into existence. And if we
recogni zed its existence and if we knew its philosophy, and if we
had a proactive intelligence covert action program-- that's both
nore on the collection side and nore on the covert action side --
then we m ght have been able to nip it in the bud. But as George
Tenet | think explained this norning, our HUM NT program our spy
capability, had been eviscerated in the md 1980s and early
1990s, and there was no such capability, either to either know
that al Qaeda existed, let alone to destroy it.

And there's sonething else that | think we have to understand
about the CIA's covert action capabilities. For many years they
were roundly criticized by the Congress and the nedia for various
covert actions that they carried out at the request of people
like nme in the Wiite House -- not ne, but people |ike nme. And
many Cl A seni or managers were dragged up into this room and
others and berated for failed covert action activities. And they
becanme great political footballs.

Now, if you're in the CIA and you're growing up as a ClA
manager over this period of tinme, and that's what you see goi ng
on, and you see one boss after another, one deputy director of
operations after another being fired or threatened with
indictment, | think the think you learn fromthat is that covert
action is a very dangerous thing that can damage the Cl A as much
as it can damage the eneny

Robert Gates, when he was deputy director of Cl A and when he
w as director of CIA and when he was deputy national security
advi ser, Robert Gates repeatedly taught the | esson that covert
action isn't worth doing. It's too risky. That's the | esson that
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t he current generation of directorate of operations managers
| earned as they were growi ng up in the agency.

Now, George Tenet says they're not risk averse, and |I'm sure
he knows better than | do. But fromthe outside, working with the
DO over the course of the last 20 years, it certainly | ooks to ne
as though they were risk averse, but they had every reason to be
ri sk averse, because the Congress, the nedia, had taught them
that the use of covert action would likely blow up in their face.

MR KEAN:. Ckay, thank you very nuch
Commi ssi oner Ben- Veni st e.

MR BEN- VENI STE: Good afternoon, M. Clarke. | want to focus
on the role of the national security adviser and your
relationship with the national security adviser in the Cinton
adm nistration as conpared with the Bush admi nistration. Can you
point to any sinmlarities or differences?

MR. CLARKE: Well, | think the simlarity is that under al
four national security advisers for whom| worked | was told by
each of the four, beginning with Brent Scowcroft, that if | ever
had any -- | hate to use the word, senator, but "actionable
intelligence" -- the phrase -- if | ever had reason to believe
that there was sonething urgent that they could act on, that |
could interrupt anything that they were doing -- that | had an
open door at any tinme | needed it, day or night, if there was
sonet hi ng about to happen.

| think the difference between the two national security
advisers in the Cinton adm nistration and the national security
adviser in the Bush adm nistration is that on policy devel opnent
| dealt directly with the national security advisers in the
Clinton adm nistration, but policy devel opnent on
counterterrorism| was told would be best done with the deputy
national security adviser. So | spent less tine tal king about the
problenms of terrorismwth the national security adviser in this
Adm ni stration.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Let ne nove to substance in terns of the
| evel of threat during the summer of 2001 and your involvenent in

coordi nation of both foreign and donestic intelligence. That was
definitely a part of your function, was it not?

MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir.
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MR. BEN- VENI STE: Now, before | get to that, and before I
forget doing so, | want to express ny appreciation for the fact
that you have cone before this commi ssion and stated in front of
the world your apology to what went wong. To ny know edge,
you're the first to do that. (Applause.)

This does not detract fromthe fact that there were so many
peopl e who we have net over this past year who were engaged in

trying to keep our country safe and who have worked tirelessly to
achi eve that goal

In the MIIlenniumthreat we knew -- and we've covered this
wi th Sandy Berger to sone considerable extent -- that sleeper
cells in North America had been activated and that we had rolled
t hem up and prevented, anong other things, an attack on the Los
Angel es International Airport. Wth respect to the | evel of
threat and the intelligence information that you were receiving,
isit fair to say that in the sunmer of 2001 the threat |eve
ei t her approached or exceeded anything that you had previously
been receiving?

MR. CLARKE: | think it exceeded anything that George Tenet or
| had ever seen.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And | think the phrase which has received
some currency in our hearings of soneone's hair being on fire
originated with you, of saying that basically you knew t hat
sonet hing drastic was about to happen, and that the indicators
were all consistent in that regard.

MR. CLARKE: That's right.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Did you nake a determ nation that the threat
was going to come from abroad as an excl usive proposition, or did
you understand that given the fact that we had been attacked
before, and that plans had been interrupted to attack us before,

that the potential existed for al Qaeda to strike at us on our
honel and?

MR. CLARKE: The CIA said in their assessnents that the attack
woul d nost |ikely occur overseas, nost probably in Saudi Arabia,
possibly in Israel. | thought, however, that it mght well take
place in the United States, based on what we had | earned in
Decenber '99, when we rolled up operations in Washi ngton State,

i n Brooklyn, in Boston
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The fact that we didn't have intelligence that we coul d point
to that said it would take place in the United States wasn't
significant in ny view because, frankly, sir -- | know how this
is going to sound, but | have to say it -- | didn't think the FB
woul d know whet her or not there was anything going on in the
United States by al Qaeda.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, the FBI was the principal agency upon
whi ch you had to rely -- is that not the case?

MR. CLARKE: It is.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Now, with respect to what you were told --

you we the principal coordinator for counterterrorismfor the
chi ef executive, flowing up and down through you, correct?

MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Did you know that the two individuals who

had been identified as al Qaeda had entered the United States and
were presently thought to be in the country?

MR CLARKE: | was not inforned of that. Nor were seni or
| evel s of the FBI.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Had you known that these individuals were in
the country, what steps -- with the benefit of hindsight, but
i nfornmed hindsi ght, would you have taken, given the |evel of
t hreat ?

MR. CLARKE: To put the answer in a context, | had been saying
to the FBI and to the other federal |aw enforcenent agencies, and
to the CIA that because of this intelligence that sonething was
about to happen that they should |lower their threshold of
reporting -- that they should tell us anything that | ooked the
slightest bit unusual.

In retrospect, having said that over and over again to them
for themto have had this information sonewhere in the FBI and
not told me | still find absolutely inconprehensible.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Was --and | will have to end it here,
although 1'd like to go further -- was the information with
respect to Moussaoui and his erratic behavior in flight school
ever communi cated to you?

MR. CLARKE: Not to ne.
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MR. BEN-VENI STE: G ven the fact that there was a body of
information with respect to the use of planes as weapons within
the intelligence comunity's knowl edge, had you received
i nformati on about Mussaoui training to fly a comerci al
ai rplane? Wul d that have had some inpact on the kinds of efforts
whi ch m ght be made to protect conmmercial aviation?

MR. CLARKE: | don't know. The information to which you refer,
information in the intelligence community's know edge about a
Qaeda havi ng thought of using aircraft of weapons -- that
information was old, relatively speaking -- five years, six years
old -- hadn't recurred to nmy know edge during those five or six
years, and has to be placed -- to give the intelligence conmunity
a break -- it has to be placed in the context of the other
intelligence reports. The volunme of intelligence reports on this
kind of thing, on al Qaeda threats and other terrorist threats,
was in the tens of thousands -- probably hundreds of thousands
over the course of five or six years. Now in retrospect to go
back and find the report six years earlier that said perhaps they
were going to use aircraft as weapons is easy to do now. But |
think the intelligence community anal ysts can be forgiven for not
t hi nki ng about it, given the fact that they hadn't seen a lot in
the five or six years intervening about it, and that here were so
many reports about so many other things.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And yet -- wth your indul gence, M.
Chai r man.

MR. KEAN:. -- indul gence. (Laughter.)

VR. BEN-VENI STE: And yet an FAA advisory went out. The FAA
advi sed on the potential for donestic hijackings.

MR. CLARKE: | asked themto.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And had you known on top of that that there

was a jihadist who was identified -- apprehended in the United
States before 9/11, who was in flight school, acting erratically?

MR. CLARKE: | would like to think, sir, that even w thout the
benefit of 20/20 hindsight, | could have connected those dots.

VR BEN- VENI STE: Thank you

MR. KEAN:. Comm ssi oner Kerrey.
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MR. KERREY: M. Clarke, first of all, let nme thank you for
doing what | think all of us who had any responsibilities during
the late 1990s-early 2000 have responsibility to do, which is to
apol ogi ze to the famlies for letting themdown. | think it was a
courageous gesture, and | think it'd be a | ot easier for us to,
in a non- judgnental fashion, figure out what went wong and what
to do in the future if we'd all sort of start off our inquiries
with that declaration. | appreciate very nmuch the sincerity of
t hat .

And let ne also say | feel badly, because | presune that you
are at the noment receiving terrible phone nessages and e- mail
messages. And | hope you don't take it personal, because it --

you're just caught in one of these nonents -- | can barely see
you because of all the canmeras |I'm having to | ook through. No,
it's okay. I'mjust kidding. I"'mjust trying to illustrate the

attention that's being paid to you. And --

MR. CLARKE: Senator, | -- | think | knew what the price would
be.

MR. KERREY: | think -- well, you're a smarter man than nost
of us, then, because | think you can sort of know it
theoretically, but until you get init, it's -- it can be quite
surprising. And let ne also thank you for over a quarter-century
of public service. | nean, you really in many ways are an exanple

of a single individual comng to government and denonstrating
that you can make a difference over a long period of tine. And
you have. And | think as badly as you feel toward the famlies
that are sitting behind you, there are many famlies that are

t oday unknowi ngly the recipient of your service, because we did,
thanks to you and thanks to many others who were working with
you, prevent an awful | ot of bad things from happening as well.

So let me start off with that. And let nme also start off by
saying that | think that one of the things we got to try to do is
get to a point where we can have honest di sagreenents and | et

t hose di sagreenents permt us to discover where -- where, in
fact, we've got common ground. | find, in fact, argunents al nost
bei ng necessary -- and you, again, are a very good denonstration

of that. You al nost always, with your declaratories, provoke a
good argunent. And it's those argunents that allow us to discover
where our common ground is.

Let ne say, in one area | disagree with you -- it's on the
Del enda. You said in response to Senator Gorton earlier that it
woul d not have prevented 9/11. It would not have resulted -- it
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was not a declaration of war. You weren't advocating decl aring
war. | believe Del enda woul d have necessitated a decl aration of
war, and probably one of the reasons that it was rejected, as
wel | as other options that | think would have substantially
reduced the risk of 9/11 had we foll owed your advice -- one of
the reasons it probably was not taken up by the National Security
Council and the President was that it would have required that
draconi an of a step, and |I've -- you' ve heard ne say it before,
but | think it's one of the m stakes that we made.

Let nme ask you, just specific to the use of airplanes as a
weapon, because it -- you know, it seens so obvious -- and agai n,
it seened obvious -- this seens so obvious after the fact. |
mean, it was such a sinple and easy strategy that was put in
pl ace. But in your case, in '96 with the Aynpics, you raised a
concern about a small Cessna being used to attack the Aynpics in
At | ant a.

In 1 think it was -- was it '98, in Decenber '98? -- you were
head of the CSG when -- chairman of the CSG-- when there was a
bi g concern on the East Coast about the possibility of soneone
connected to Gsama bin Ladin hijacking a cormmercial aircraft out
of New York City. That warning went out.

During the M1l enniumscare, as well, you sent a nmeno to
Berger discussing the possible donestic threats, and the quote is
that is there a threat to civilian aircraft. In March 2001
another CSG itemon the agenda nentions the possibility of
alleged bin Ladin interests in "targeting U S. passengers pl anes
at the Chicago airport,"” end of quote.

And it seens to nme that we had a broad, general understanding
that it was possible that hijacking m ght be on the list of
things that were going to be used. And I'mjust -- | renenber
Adm ni strator Garvey, when she canme before this conm ssion a
nonth or so ago, all their attention was overseas, she said. |
mean, if you listen and | ook at the docunents on the day of 9/11,
it just inescapably | eads you to the conclusion that we were
surprised by hijacking. And | just -- | wonder if you' ve got a
perspective on howit's possible that we were surprised by
hijacking, let alone a multiple hijacking sinmultaneously
occurring at the sane nonent.

MR. CLARKE: Well, Senator, | would distinguish between
hi j acki ngs in general and hijackings that then turned the
aircraft into suicide weapons. There had been hijackings by
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terrorists going back for 20, 25 years, and the United States had
sone prograns in place to deal with that.

In 1996, after the TWA 800 crash, the President appointed a
comm ssion on aircraft safety and security, that | ooked at
whet her we needed to augment our protection against hijacking.
And it nade several recommendations. Mst of those
recomrendati ons were carried out; not all of them One of the
things it rejected was federalizing the aircraft searching
process that is now done by the Transportation Security Agency,
because it woul d have cost so nuch noney, and it woul d have
requi red such a big federal bureaucracy. At the tinme, when there
had been no recent hijacking, | assune the Conm ssioners on that
comm ssi on thought they were nmaking the right recomendati on.
Many of their recomrendations for increased security, however,
were carried out.

But as to your question about using aircraft as weapons, |
was afraid, beginning in 1996, not that the Cessna would fly into
the A ynpics but that any size aircraft would be put into the
A ynpics. And during ny inspection of the Atlanta O ynpic
security arrangenents a nonth or two before the ganmes, | was
shocked that the FBI hadn't put into effect any aircraft air
defense security arrangenents. So | threw together an air defense
for the Atl anta games, somewhat quickly, but | got an air defense
systemin pl ace.

We then tried to institutionalize that for Washi ngton, to
protect the Capitol and the Wiite House. And that system would
have been run by the Secret Service. It would have invol ved
m ssiles, anti-aircraft guns, radar, helicopters. Secret Service
devel oped all the plans for that. Secret Service was a big
advocate for it. But they were unable to get the Treasury
Departnment, in which they were then |located, to approve it, and I
was unable to get the Ofice of Managenent and Budget to fund it.

MR. KERREY: But certainly, there's just the two-sentence

response -- | nean, the papers were full of stories about nen and

wonen using suicide as a device in carrying out terrorist

obj ectives. The second intifada was in full force in -- beginning

inlate 2000 through 2001. So | -- perhaps on the second

question, if | get the chance, we can continue this discussion.
MR. CLARKE: Well, 1'd enjoy that. The bottomline here is, |

thought | -- | agree with you, and | thought | had nmade a

persuasi ve case that we needed an air defense system as well as
an airport system not just to stop hijackers at baggage
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i nspection, but to deal with themif they got through that and
were able to hijack an aircraft. | thought we needed an air
defense system And we got a little of that air defense system
i npl enented, but only a little.

MR. KERREY: Put ne on the list, if we have a chance to do a
second round.

MR KEAN. WII| do.

Gover nor Thonpson.

JAMES R. THOWSON: M. Clarke, as we sit here this afternoon
we have your book and we have your press briefing of August 2002.
VWhich is true?

MR. CLARKE: Well, | think the questionis a little
m sl eadi ng. The press briefing you're referring to cones in the
foll ow ng context.

Ti me magazi ne had published a cover story, article,
hi ghl i ghti ng what your staff briefing tal ks about. They had
| earned that -- as your staff briefing notes, that there was a
strategy or a plan and a series of additional options that were
presented to the national security adviser and the new Bush team
when they cane into office. Tine nagazine ran a sonewhat
sensational story that inplied that the Bush adm nistration
hadn't worked on that plan, and this, of course, comng after
9/ 11, caused the Bush Wiite House a great deal of concern.

So | was asked by several people in senior levels of the Bush
White House to do a press backgrounder to try to explain that set
of facts in a way that mnimzed criticismof the Adm nistration.
And so | did.

Now, we can get into semantic ganes of whether it was a
strategy, or whether it was a plan, or whether it was a series of
options to be decided upon. | think the facts are as they were
outlined in your staff briefing.

MR THOWPSON: Well, let's take a | ook, then, at your press
briefing, because | don't want to engage in semantic ganes.

You said, "The Bush adm nistration decided then, you know,

m d- January" -- that's md-January 2001 -- "to do two things:
one, vigorously pursue the existing policy"” -- that would be the
Clinton policy -- "including all of the lethal covert action
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findi ngs, which we have now nmade public to sone extent.” Is -- is
that so? Did they decide in January of 2001 to vigorously pursue
the existing Clinton policy?

MR. CLARKE: They decided that the existing covert action
findings would remain in effect.

MR. THOWVPSON: Ckay.

"The second thing the Adm nistration decided to do is to
initiate a process to | ook at those issues which had been on the
table for a couple of years and get them decided."” Now, that
seens to indicate to nme that proposals had been sitting on the
table in the dinton adm nistration for a couple of years, but
that the Bush admi nistration was going to get them done. |Is that
a correct assunption?

MR. CLARKE: Well, that was ny hope at the tine. It turned out
not to be the case.

MR, THOWPSON. Well then, why in August of 2002, over a year
|ater, did you say that it was the case?

MR. CLARKE: | was asked to nake that case to the press. | was

a special assistant to the President. And | nade the case | was
asked to nake.

MR. THOVPSON:. Are you saying to ne that you were asked to

make an untrue case to the press and the public and that you went
ahead and did it?

MR. CLARKE: No, sir. Not --

MR. THOWMPSON: What are you sayi ng?

MR. CLARKE: -- not "untrue". Not an untrue case. | was asked
to highlight the positive aspects of what the Adm nistration had
done, and to mnimze the negative aspects of what the
Adm ni stration had done. And as a special assistant to the
President, one is frequently asked to do that kind of thing. |'ve
done it for several presidents. (Pause, |aughter.)

VR. THOVPSON:. Wl |, okay.

"Over the course of the sumrer they devel oped i npl enentati on
details. Principals nmet at the end of the summer, approved them
intheir first meeting, changed the strategy by authori zing the
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increase in funding fivefold.”" Did they authorize the increase in
fundi ng fivefol d?

MR. CLARKE: Authorized, but not appropri ated.

VR, THOWPSON:. Wel |, but the Congress appropriates, don't
they, M. O arke?

MR, CLARKE: Well, in this -- within the executive branch
there are two steps as well. Wthin the executive branch there's
the policy process, which you can conpare to authorization, which
isto say, we'd like to spend this anmount of noney for this
program And then there is the second step, the budgetary step,
which is to find the offsets. And that had not been done. In
fact, it wasn't done until after Septenber 11th.

VR. THOWPSON: " Changing the policy on Pakistan" -- was the
policy on Paki stan changed?

MR CLARKE: Yes, sir, it was.

MR. THOVPSON:. "Changi ng the policy on Uzbekistan" -- was it
changed?

MR. CLARKE: Yes, sir.

VR. THOVWPSON: "Changing the policy on the Northern Alliance
assi stance" -- was that changed?

MR. CLARKE: Well, let me back up. | said "yes" to the |ast
two answers. It was changed only after Septenber 11th. It had
gone through an approval s process, it was going through an
approvals process with the deputies conmttee. And they had
approved it, the deputies had approved those policy changes. It
had then gone to a principals conmttee for approval. And that
occurred on Septenber 4th. And those -- those three things which
you' ve nentioned were approved by the principals. They were not
approved by the President. And therefore, the final approval
hadn't occurred until after Septenber 11th.

VR. THOVPSON: But they were approved by people in the
Adm ni stration below the | evel of the President --

MR. CLARKE: Approved - -

MR. THOWPSON:. -- and were noving towards the President. Is
t hat not correct?
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MR. CLARKE: Yes, over the course of many, many nonths. They
went through several committee neetings at the subcabinet |evel,
and then there was a hiatus, and then they went to, finally, on
Sept enber 4th, a week before the attacks they went to the
principals for their approval. And, of course, the final approval
by the President didn't take place until after the attacks.

MR, THOWPSON. Well, is that eight-nonth period unusual ?

MR. CLARKE: It is unusual when you are being told every day
that there is an urgent threat.

VR. THOWVPSON:. But woul d the policy involved, changing, for
exanpl e, the policy on Pakistan -- right? So you woul d have to
i nvol ve those people in the Adm nistrati on who had charge of the
Paki stani policy, would you not?

MR. CLARKE: The secretary of State has -- as a nmenber of the
principals commttee has that kind of authority over all foreign
policy issues.

MR. THOVPSON. Changing the policy on the Northern Alliance
assi stance: that would have been DOD?

MR. CLARKE: No, governor, that woul d have been the Cl A But
again, all the right people to nmake those ki nds of changes were
represented by the five or six people on the principals
comm ttee.

MR THOWPSON: Well, they were al so represented on the snaller
group, were they not, the deputies conmttee?

MR. CLARKE: But they didn't have the authority to approve it.

They only had the authority to recomrend it up -- further up the
process.

MR THOWPSON: Well, is policy usually nade at the |evel of
the principals commttee before it cones up?

MR. CLARKE: Policy usually originates in working groups,
recomendations and differences, then are floated up from working
groups to the deputies committee. If there are differences there,
policies -- policy reconmendations and differences are then
floated up to the principals. And occasionally, when there's not
a consensus at the principals |level, policy recomendations and
options or differences go the President. Now, the President nakes
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t hese kinds of decisions. By law, in fact, many of the kinds of
deci sions you're tal king about can only be nade by the President

MR. THOVPSON. And you said that the strategy changed from one
of rollback with al Qaeda over the course of five years, which it
had been -- which I presune was the Cinton policy -- to a new
strategy that called for the rapid elimnation of al Qaeda. That
isin fact the tinmeline, is that correct?

MR. CLARKE: It is, but it requires a bit of elaboration. As
your staff brief said, the goal of the Del enda plan was to rol
back al Qaeda over the course of three to five years so that it
was just a nub of an organization, |like Abu Nidal, that didn't
threaten the United States.

| tried to insert the phrase early in the Bush adm nistration
in the draft NSPD t hat our goal should be to elimnate al Qaeda,
and | was told by various nmenbers of the deputies conmittee that
that was overly anbitious, that we should take the word
"elimnate" out and say "significantly erode.” And then follow ng
9/11 we were able to go back to ny |anguage of "elim nate" rather
than "significantly erode.” And so the version of the nationa
security Presidential Decision Directive that President Bush
finally got to see after 9/11 had ny original |anguage of
"elimnate," not the interimlanguage of "erode."

MR. THOVPSON. Then you were asked when was that --

MR KEAN:. Ckay. Governor, one nore question

MR. THOWPSON: -- thank you, M. Chairman -- when was t hat

presented to the President, and you answered the President was
bri efed throughout this process.

MR. CLARKE: Yeah. The President apparently asked on one
occasion that I'maware of for a strategy, and when he asked that
he apparently didn't know that there was a strategy in the works.
| therefore was told about this by the national security adviser.
| cane back to her and said, well, there is a strategy; after
all, it's basically what | showed you in January. It's stuck in
the deputies commttee. She said she would tell the President
that and she said she would try to break it out of the deputies
commi ttee then

MR. THOWMPSON: So you believe that your conference with the
press in August of 2002 was consistent with what you' ve said in
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your book and what you've said in press interviews the last five
days about your book?

MR. CLARKE: | do. | think the thing that's obviously
bot hering you is the tenor and the tone. And |I've tried to
explain to you, sir, that when you' re on the staff of the
President of the United States you try to nake his policies |ook
as good as possi bl e.

MR, THOWPSON: Well, with all respect, M. Carke, | think a
| ot of things beyond the tenor and the tone bother nme about this.

Thank you, M. Chairman.
MR. KEAN. Thank you, Governor.
Conmi ssi oner Gorelick?

M5. GORELI CK: Thank you, M. Chairman, and thank you, M.
Cl arke, for your testinony today.

You have tal ked about a plan that you presented to Dr. Rice
i medi at el y upon her becom ng national security adviser and that
in response to questions from Comm ssioner Gorton you said that
el enents of that plan, which were devel oped by you and your staff
at the end of 2000 -- many el enents becane part of what was then
called NSPD 9, or what ultimtely becane NSPD 9.

Wien Dr. Rice wites in The Washi ngton Post, "No al Qaeda
pl an was turned over to the new Admnistration,” is that true?

MR. CLARKE: No, | think what is true is what your staff found
by goi ng through the docunents, and what your staff briefing
says, which is that early in the Adm nistration, w thin days of
the Bush adm nistration conmng into office, that we gave themtwo
docunents. One -- and in fact, | briefed Dr. Rice on this even
before they canme into office. One was the original Del enda plan
from 1998, and the other docunent was the update that we did
following the Cole attack, which had as part of it a nunber of
decisions that had to be taken. So that she characterizes it as a
series of options rather than a plan. I'd like to think of it as
a plan with a series of options. But |I think we're getting into
semantic differences.

MS. GORELI CK: Thank you.
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l|'"d like to turn to NSPD 9, the docunent that was wending its
way through the process up until Septenber 4th. The docunment is
classified, so |l can only speak of it in generalities.

But as | understand it, it had three stages which were to
take place over -- according to Steve Hadl ey, the deputy national
security adviser -- over a period of three years. One -- the
first stage was we would warn the Tali ban. The second stage was
we woul d pressure the Taliban. And the third stage was that we
woul d | ook for ways to oust the Taliban based upon individuals on
the ground other than ourselves, at the same tinme naking mlitary
conti ngency pl ans.

|s that correct?

MR. CLARKE: That's right. Al though the mlitary contingency
pl ans had al ways been around, but there was no -- there's nothing
in the original draft NSPD that was approved by the principals to
suggest U.S. forces would be sent into Afghanistan on the ground.

MS. GORELICK: And the covert -- in addition to that, Director
Tenet was asked to draft anew sone additional covert action
authorities. Is that right?

MR. CLARKE: That's right; in part because M. Hadl ey found
the existing six nmenoranduns of covert action authority to be
Talmudic. It's actually, | think, M. Hadley who gets credit for
t hat word.

But it wasn't neant to expand them significantly, other than
providing aid, direct aid, to Afghan factions.

MS. GORELI CK: Now you have just described, then, the
skeleton, if you will, of what was approved by the Adm nistration
as of Septenber 4th, and we know that no further action was taken
bef ore Septenber 11th. And so | would read to you -- and these
are questions | would have put to Dr. Rice, had she been here,
and I will put to her -- the White House desi gnee, Secretary
Armtage -- she says, "Qur strategy," she says, "which was
expected to take years, marshal ed all el enments of national power
to take down t he network, not just respond to individual attacks
with law enforcenment nmeasures. Qur plan called for mlitary
options to attack al Qaeda and Tali ban | eadership, ground forces
and other targets, taking the fight to the enenmy where he lived."

I s that an accurate statenent, in your view?
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MR. CLARKE: No, it's not.

M5. GORELICK: In addition to the itenms that were | eft hangi ng
during this period of time that we've tal ked about, in your view
-- the Predator, the issue of aid to the Northern Alliance, your
response to the Cole -- the other itemthat we have heard about
that was deferred until the policy emerged was action on the set
of covert authorities or the draft of covert authorities that
Director Tenet supplied to the NSCin -- | believe it was March
of '01. Is that true?

MR. CLARKE: Yes.

MS. GORELICK: And no action was taken on those until after
9/11. Is that correct?

MR CLARKE: That's correct.

M5. GORELICK: After the MIIlennium you were asked by Sandy
Berger -- and he testified about it this norning -- to do an
after- action report. And he described how there were 29
recommendati ons and a huge suppl enental, et cetera.

The report doesn't address sone of the system c issues, and
you, above maybe anybody el se, saw the system c problens. | nean,
you have descri bed yourself the problens with the FBI, the wall
between the FBI and the CIA W' ve heard about the disconnect
between the State Departnent watchlist and the FAA no-fly Ilist.
W' ve heard about really the inadequacy of our visa program and
consul ar effort.

So ny question for you is this. You had a great shot after
the MIllenniumto take a whack at these problens, which you no
doubt nust have seen, or maybe -- I'I|l give you the benefit of
t he doubt; perhaps there's sone you hadn't seen.

Wiy was the after-action report, post-MIIlennium as nodest
as it was? Wiy didn't it address these fissures and these gaps in
t he systenf

MR, CLARKE: Well, it nmade 28 or 29 recommendations. Had al
of those recomendati ons been easy to do, they would have been
i mpl emented before or after the after-action report. Many of the
28 or 29 recommendations were inplenmented, but sone of them
weren't, because we went pretty far in the art of the practical,
the art of the possible with those recommendati ons. And that's
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probably why sonme of them never got done. And sone of themstill
haven't been done.

|"ve learned over tine that if you go for the perfect
solution, the best solution, you don't get very far in actually
achieving things. You can wite nice reports if you're at the
Br ooki ngs conm ssion or sonething, but if you want to get
sonet hing done in the real world, you do what is doable and you
try to do a little bit nore, but you don't shoot for the noon.
And | think sonme of the systemic things that are obvious to you -
- | know they are -- were nore practical after 9/11 than they
were after the MIIennium

Renenber, in the MIIennium we succeeded in stopping the
attacks. That was good news. But it was not good news for those
of us who al so wanted to put pressure on the Congress and
pressure on OVB and ot her places because we were not able to
point to -- and | hate to say this -- body bags. You know,
unfortunately, this country takes body bags -- it requires body
bags sonetines to nake really tough decisions about noney and
about governnental arrangenents.

And one of the things | would hope that conmes out of your
comm ssion report is a change -- a recommendation for a change in
the attitude of governnment about threats; that we be able to act
on threats that we foresee, even if acting requires bol dness and
requi res noney and requires changing the way we do busi ness, that
we act on threats in the future before they happen. The probl em
is that when you nmake that recomrendati on before they happen,
when you reconmend an air defense system for Washi ngton before
there's been a 9/11, people tend to think you're nuts. And | got
a lot of that. You know, when the Cinton adm nistration ended,
35 Anericans had died at the hands of al Qaeda over the course of
ei ght years. And a | ot of people said behind ny back, and sone of
themto ny face, why are you so obsessed with this organi zation?
It's only killed 35 Anericans over the course of eight years. Wy
are you maki ng such a big deal over this organization?

That's the kind of mndset that made it difficult for us,
even though the President, the national security adviser and
others, the DCl, knew there was a problem and were supporting ne,
but the institutional bureaucracy in the FBI and in DOD and in
ClA and in OWMB and on the Hill, because | spent a lot of time up
here trying to get noney and trying to get -- change authorities,
couldn't see the threat because it hadn't happened.
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MS5. GORELICK: Well, that's a very sobering statenent,
particularly from soneone whose reputation is as aggressive as
your reputation is. And it makes me think that individuals who
are less of a "pile driver," to use Sandy Berger's words, nust
feel even less able to push for change.

Thank you.
MR. KEAN. Secretary Lehman.

MR. LEHVAN:. Thank you.

Dick, since you and | first served 28 years ago in the MBFR
del egation, | have genuinely been a fan of yours. |'ve watched
you | abor wi thout fear or favor in a succession of jobs where you
really nmade a difference. And so when you agreed to spend as much
time as you did with us in, as you say, 15 hours, | was very
hopef ul .

And | attended one of those all-day sessions and read the
other two transcripts, and | thought they were terrific. |
t hought, here we have a guy who can be the Rosetta stone for
hel ping this conmm ssion do its job to help to have the Anerican
peopl e grasp what the dysfunctional problens in this governnent
are. And | thought you let the chips fall where they nmay. You
made a few val ue judgnents which coul d be debated, but by and
| arge, you were critical of the things, institutions and people
t hat could have done better and sone that did very badly.

And certainly the greater weight of this criticismfel
during the dinton years, sinply because there were eight of them
and only 7- 1/2 nonths of the Bush years. | don't think you, in
the transcripts that we have of your classified interviews,
pul | ed punches in either direction. And frankly, a lot of ny
guestioning this past two days has been drawn from sone of the
things that you articulated so well during the Cinton years,
particul arly because they stretched fromthe first, as you
poi nted out, attenpt by Saddamto assassi nate President Bush 41
right up through the end of the adm nistration.

But now we have the book. And |'ve published books, and |
must say | amgreen with envy at the pronotion departnment of your
publ i sher. | never got Jim Thonpson to stand before 50
phot ogr aphers readi ng your book. (Laughter.) And | certainly
never got "60 Mnutes" to coordinate the showing of its interview
with you with 15 network news broadcasts, the selling of the
nmovi e rights and your appearance here today. So | woul d say bravo
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-- (laughter) -- until | started reading those press reports. And
| said, this can't be the sane Dick C arke that testified before
us, because all of the pronotional material and all of the spin
in the networks was that this is a rounding, devastating attack,
this book, on President Bush. That's not what | heard in the
interviews. And | hope you're going to tell nme, as you apol ogi ze
to the famlies for all of us who were involved in nationa

security, that this trenendous difference -- and not just in
nuance, but in what it is you choose to -- the stories you choose
totell -- is really the result of your editors and your

pronoters, rather than your studied judgnment, because it is so
different fromthe whole thrust of your testinony to us.

And simlarly, when you add to it the inconsistency between
what your pronoters are putting out and what you yourself said as
| ate as August '05 (sic), you've got a real credibility problem
And because of ny real genuine long-termadmration for you, |
hope you'll resolve that credibility problem because |I'd hate to
see you becone totally shoved to one side during a presidenti al
canpai gn as an active partisan selling a book.

VR. CLARKE: Thank you, John. (Laughter.)

Let me tal k about partisanship here, since you raise it. |'ve
been accused of being a nenber of John Kerry's canpai gn team
several tinmes this week, including by the Wite House.

So let's just lay that one to bed. I'"mnot working for the
Kerry canpai gn

Last tinme | had to declare ny party loyalty, it was to vote
inthe Virginia primary for president of the United States in the
year 2000, and | asked for a Republican ballot.

| worked for Ronald Reagan, with you. | worked for the first
Presi dent Bush, and he nom nated me to the Senate as an assi stant
secretary of State, and | worked in his Wite House. And |'ve

wor ked for this President Bush, and I'm not working for Senator
Kerry.

Now, the fact of the matter is, | do co-teach a class with
sonmeone who works for Senator Kerry. That person, whose name is
Randy Beers. Randy Beers and | have worked together in the
federal government and the Wiite House and the State Departnent
for 25 years. Randy Beers worked in the Wite House for Ronald
Reagan. Randy Beers worked in the Wiite House for the first
Presi dent Bush, and Randy Beers worked in the Wiite House for the
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second President Bush. And just because he is now working for
Senator Kerry, | amnot going to disassociate nyself from one of
nmy best friends and sonmeone who | greatly respect and have worked
with for 25 years. And yes, | will admt | co-teach a class at
the Harvard University and Georgetown University wwth M. Beers.
That, | don't think, makes nme a nenber of the Kerry canpai gn.

The Wiite House has said that nmy book is an audition for a
hi gh- | evel position in the Kerry canpaign. So |l et ne say here,
as | amunder oath, that I will not accept any position in the

Kerry adm nistration, should there be one -- on the record, under
oat h.

Now as to your accusation that there is a difference between
what | said to this commission in 15 hours of testinony and what
| am saying in nmy book and what nedia outlets are asking ne to
comment on, | think there's a very good reason for that. In the
15 hours of testinony, no one asked nme what | thought about the
President's invasion of Iraq. And the reason | amstrident in ny
criticismof the President of the United States is because by
invading Iraq -- sonething | was not asked about by the
Commi ssi on, but something | chose to wite about a ot in the
book -- by invading Iraq, the President of the United States has
greatly underm ned the war on terrorism

(Pause.)
MR.  KEAN: Conmmi ssioner Fi el di ng.

FRED F. FIELDING M. darke, thank you for being here.

| guess | shared John's feelings when | read your interviews
with the staff as well, because it gave a perspective of sonebody
that bridged different adm nistrations and really had a chance to
see it. And of course you were looking at it froma different
| evel than sonme of the other people we'd interviewed.

And |ikewise, | was a little taken back when | saw the hoopl a
and the pronotion for the book, and where | saw this transcript
that just cane forward today.

But what's bothering ne nowis that not only did you
interview with us, but you also spent nore than si x hours with
the congressional Joint Inquiry. And I've read your infornmation.
And, | nean, that's a very serious body and very serious inquiry
-- not that we're not. But | can't believe that over six hours
you never expressed any concern to themthat the Bush
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admnistration didn't act with sufficient urgency to address
these horrible potential problens, if you felt that way. And, |
mean, did you ever list for the Joint Inquiry any of the measures
that you thought should have been taken that weren't?

MR. CLARKE: | think all the neasures that | thought should
have been taken were in the plan that | presented in January of
2001, and were in the NSPD that the principals approved in
Sept enber, Septenber 4th, 2001. There were no additional neasures
that I had in mnd, other than those that | presented. And as
did explain, both to the Commi ssion and to the Joint Inquiry,

t hose proposals which ultimately were adopted by the Principals
Comm ttee took a very, very, very long tine to make it through
the policy devel opnent process.

MR FIELDING Well, | understand that. But -- but | think the

charges that you' ve nade are nuch nore -- | think they're nmuch
deeper than that.

Let me ask you a question, because it's been bothering nme as
wel I . You've been involved intimately in PDD 39 and in PDD 62.
The latter certainly very nuch inplicates your own position. How
long did it take for those to be devel oped and si gned?

MR, CLARKE: I'mnot sure | recollect that answer. Perhaps the
staff could find out. Your general answer about how | ong does it
take PDDs to be signed, |'ve seen themsigned in a day, and |'ve

seen themtake three years.

MR. FIELDI NG Well, of course, we've all seen that. But these
were -- obviously, 62 was a very inportant one. Cbviously the one
that we're tal ki ng about that was devel oped was an extrenely
i nportant one, and it was one that you put a lot into yourself,
and it was in the beginning of a new adm nistration.

Anyway - -

MR. CLARKE: Sir, if I may?

MR. FlI ELDI NG Yeah.

MR. CLARKE: There's also the issue that was raised earlier by
anot her nenber of the Conm ssion as to whether all of the pending
deci sions needed to be rolled up into a national security
presidential directive or whether, based on the urgency of the
intelligence, sone of themcouldn't -- |ike armi ng the Predator
to attack and kill bin Ladin, why did that have to wait until the
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entire policy was devel oped? Weren't there pieces |ike that that
coul d have been broken off and decided right away? | certainly
urged that. | urged that beginning in February when | realized
that this policy process was going to take forever.

MR. FIELDING Oh no, | understand and | understand your
testinmony that you did that. What | don't understand is if you
had t hese deep feelings and deep concerns about the |ack of
ability and urgency within the Bush adm nistration that you
didn't advise the Joint Inquiry. | nean, was the -- did you fee
it not necessary to tell themthat the Bush adm nistration was
too preoccupied with the Cold War issues or lraq at that point?

MR. CLARKE: | wasn't asked, sir. | think | provided the Joint
I nquiry -- as a nenber of the Administration at the tinme, please
recall, | provided the Joint Inquiry all the facts it needed to
make the concl usi ons which | have made about how long it took and
what the devel opnent of the policy process was |ike and the
refusal of the Adm nistration to spin out for earlier decision
things like the armed Predator.

MR. FIELDING Well, it obviously will be that -- the nenbers
of the Joint Inquiry to nake that decision and judgnent, but you
nmust agree that it's not like -- going before a Joint Inquiry is
not |ike going before a press background briefing. And as you
said -- | think your description was | tried to highlight the
positive and play down the negative, but the Joint Inquiry wasn't
asking you to do that. They were asking you to cone forward,
weren't they?

MR. CLARKE: | answered very fully all of the questions the
Joint Inquiry had to ask. They said that thenselves in their
comments to ne and in their report. | testified for six hours and
| testified as a nenber of the Bush adm nistration. And | think,
sir, with all of your experience in this city you understand as
well as | do the freedomone has to speak critical of an
adm ni strati on when one is a nenber of that adm nistration.

MR. FIELDING | do understand that, but | al so understand,
you know, the integrity with which you have to take your job.

But thank you, sir.

MR. KEAN Thank you. We're starting on a second round now of
questi oni ng.

Congr essman Roener.
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MR. RCEMER: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Havi ng served on the Joint Inquiry, the only person of this
9/ 11 panel to have served on the Inquiry, | can say in open
session to sone of M. Fielding's inquiries that, as the Joint
| nquiry asked for information on the National Security Counci
and we requested that the national security advisor, Dr. Rice,
come before the Joint Inquiry and answer those questions, she
refused and she didn't cone.

She didn't cone before the 9/11 Conmm ssion. And when we asked
for sone questions to be answered, M. Hadley answered those
questions in a witten form So | think part of the answer m ght
be that we didn't have access to the January 25th nmeno. We didn't
have access to the Septenber 4th nmeno. We didn't have access to
many of the docunents and the e-mails. W're not only talking
about M. C arke being before the 9/11 Conmm ssion for nore than
15 hours, but | think in talking to the staff, we have hundreds
of documents and e-nmmils that we didn't previously have, which
hopefully infornms us to ask M. C arke and ask Dr. Rice the tough
guestions. And | have sone nore tough questions for you, M.

Cl arke. (Appl ause.)

On the FBI, you've said that the FBI did not do a very good
job. I think I'm paraphrasing you in nuch easier |anguage than
you' ve used, but that during the MIIlennium which may be the
exception to the rule, they perfornmed extrenely well in sharing
i nformati on. How do we get the FBI to do this on a regular basis?
W still have problens here today. O is that not an option for
us?

W don't have tine, M. Carke -- | nean, | appreciate
everybody going after everybody in Washington, D.C. W don't have
time to nake these kinds of argunents and attacks if we're going
to get this situation right in the future in this country and
prevent, or hopefully prevent, the next one; when we do know
something for certain, and that is that groups |like al Qaeda want
to get dirty bonbs, they want to get chem cal and bi ol ogi cal
weapons, and they want to conme after America.

So how do we get this situation solved, M. darke? Wat do
we do with the FBI? What's your reconmendati on?

MR. CLARKE: In a perfect world, | believe we could create a
donestic intelligence service that woul d have sufficient
oversight; that it would not infringe on our civil liberties. In
a perfect world, | would create that donestic intelligence
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service separately fromthe FBI. In the world in which we live, |
think that would be a difficult step to go directly to. And so
what | proposed instead is that we create a donestic intelligence
service within the FBI, and as fast as we could, develop it into
an aut ononobus agency.

| amvery fearful that such an agency woul d have potential to
infringe on our civil liberties, and therefore |I think we would
have to take extraordinary steps to have active oversight of such
an agency. And we'd have to explain to the Anerican people in a
very conpelling way why they needed a domestic intelligence
servi ce, because | think nost Americans would be fearful of a
secret police in the United States. But frankly, the FBI culture,
t he FBI organi zation, the FBI personnel are not the best we could
do in this country for a domestic intelligence service.

MR. ROEMER: W will certainly be looking to people in future
hearings for their recommendations in a host of different areas.
So | hope that you might think through this area a little bit
nore and be available to us.

M. Clarke, let me ask you sone difficult questions for you
to get at the conplexity of our relationship with the Saudis. On
the one hand, | think it's fairly -- there's a great deal of
unanimty that the Saudis were not doing everything they could
before 9/11 to help us in a host of different areas. Fifteen of
the 19 hijackers came fromthere. W had trouble tracking sone of
the financing for terrorist operations, that we still have too
many of the madrassas and the teachings of hatred of Christians
and Jews and others com ng out of sonme of these madrassas. W
need to broaden and deepen this relationship. I wll ask you a
part A and a part B. Part Ais where do we go in this difficult
relati onship? And part Bis, to further look at that difficulty
here, you nade a decision after 9/11. And I'd like to ask you
nore about this -- to allow a plane of Saudis to fly out of the
country. And when nost ot her planes were grounded, this plane
flew fromthe United States back to Saudi Arabia. I'd like to
know why you nade that decision, who was on this plane, and if
the FBI ever had the opportunity to interview those people.

MR. CLARKE: You're absolutely right that the Saudi Arabian
governnent did not cooperate with us significantly in the fight

against terrorismprior to 9/11. Indeed, it didn't really
cooperate until after bonbs blew up in R yadh.

Now, as to this controversy about the Saudi evacuation
aircraft, let ne -- let ne tell you everything I know, which is
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that sone -- in the days follow ng 9/11, whether it was on 9/12
or 9/15 1 can't tell you, we were in a constant crisis managenent
nmeeting that had started the norning of 9/11 and ran for days on
end. W were making |lots of decisions, but we were coordinating
themw th all the agencies through the video tel econference
procedure. Soneone -- and | wish | could tell you who, but |
don't know who -- soneone brought to that group a proposal that
we authorize a request fromthe Saudi enbassy. The Saudi enbassy
had apparently said that they feared for the lives of Saudi
citizens, because they thought there would be retribution agai nst
Saudis in the United States as it becanme obvious to Americans
that this attack was essentially done by Saudis, and that there
were even Saudi citizens in the United States who were part of
the bin Ladin famly, which is a very large famly -- very | arge
famly.

The Saudi enbassy, therefore, asked for these people to be
evacuated; the sane sort of thing that we do all the tine in
simlar crises, evacuating Anmericans.

The request cane to me and | refused to approve it. |
suggested that it be routed to the FBI and that the FBI | ook at
the nanmes of the individuals who were going to be on the
passenger manifest and that they approve it or not. | spoke with
the at that time the nunber-two person in the FBI, Dale \Wtson,
and asked himto deal with this issue. The FBI then approved --
after sone period of tine, and | can't tell you how long --
approved the flight.

Now, what degree of review the FBI did of those nanes, |
cannot tell you. How many people there are on the plane, | cannot
tell you. But | have asked since, were there any individuals on
that flight that in retrospect the FBI wi shes they coul d have
interviewed in this country, and the answer |'ve been given is
no, that there was no one who left on that flight who the FBI now
wants to interview.

MR. ROEMER Despite the fact that we don't know if Dale
Wat son interviewed themin the first place.

MR. CLARKE: | don't think they were ever interviewed in this
country.

MR. ROEMER. So they were not interviewed here. W have al
their names. We don't know if there has been any follow-up to
interview those people that were here and flown out of the
country.
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MR. CLARKE: The last time | asked that question, | was
informed the FBI still had no desire to interview any of these
peopl e.

MR, ROEMER Wbhul d you have a desire to interview sone of
t hese people that --

MR. CLARKE: | don't know who they are.

MR. ROEMER: W don't know who they are.

MR. CLARKE: | don't know who they are. The FBI knew who they
wer e, because they --

MR. RCEMER: G ven your confidence and your statenents on the
FBI, what's your |evel of confort with this?

MR. CLARKE: Well, I will tell you in particular about the
ones that get the nost attention here in the press, and they are
menbers of the bin Ladin famly. | was aware for sone tinme that

there were nenbers of the bin Ladin famly living in the United
States. And, let's see, in open session | can say that | was very
wel | aware of the nenbers of the bin Ladin fam |y and what they
were doing in the United States, and the FBI was extraordinarily
wel | aware of what they were doing in the United States. And |
was infornmed by the FBI that none of the nmenbers of the bin Ladin
famly, this large clan, were doing anything in this country that
was illegal or that raised their suspicions. And | believe the
FBI had very good information and good sources of information
about what the nenbers of the bin Ladin famly were doing.

MR. ROEMER: |'ve been very inpressed with your nenory,
sitting through all these interviews that the 9/11 Comm ssi on has
conducted with you. | press you again to try to recall how this
request originated, who m ght have passed this on to you at the
White House Situati on Room or who m ght have originated that
request for the United States governnent to fly out -- how nany
people on this plane?

MR. CLARKE: | don't know.

MR. ROEMER: W don't know how many people were on a plane
that flew out of this country. Wio gave the final approval, then,
to say "Yes, you're clear to go, it's all right with the United
States governnent to go to Saudi Arabia"?
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MR. CLARKE: | believe after the FBI cane back and said it was
all right with them we ran it through the decision process for
all of these decisions that we were making in those hours, which
was the I nteragency Crisis Managenment Q oup on the video
conf erence.

| was making -- or coordinating a |lot of decisions on 9/11 in
the days immediately after. And | would |Iove to be able to tell
you who did it, who brought this proposal to ne, but | don't
know. The two -- since you press ne, the two possibilities that
are nost likely are either the Departnent of State of the Wite
House Chief of Staff's Ofice. But | don't know.

MR. ROEMER: Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR KEAN Senator Gorton?

MR, GORTON: One nore question on that subject. Wen the
approvals were finally nmade, and when the flight left, was the
flight enbargo still in effect or were we flying -- or was that
over? W were flying once again?

MR. CLARKE: No, sir. No, Senator. The reason that a deci sion
was needed was because the flight enbargo -- the groundi ng was
still in effect.

MR. GORTON. We talked a little bit in my earlier round of
guestioning about this frustrating phrase "actionable
intelligence.” And one of your recommendations to the new
Adm ni stration, according to our staff report, was to choose a
standard of evidence for attributing responsibility for the Col e,
and deciding on a response. Did that express a frustration that
you had had for the previous several years that the phrase
"actionable intelligence" often seened to be an excuse for people
not doi ng anything that perhaps they had ot her reasons for not
wanting to do? Did you want a broader definition either of how
much intelligence one needed or how broad action should be?

MR. CLARKE: Yes.

MR. GORTON: Yes to both?

MR. CLARKE: Yes to both.
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MR, GORTON:. Ckay. Could you tell ne, you know, what your

previous frustrations had been and what kind of test you would
have i nposed?

MR, CLARKE: Well, | think if you go back to 1993 when the
attenpted assassination on the first President Bush occurred in
Kuwait, the process we put in place then was to ask the FBI
working with Secret Service, to devel op a set of evidence, and
ClA to devel op separately an intelligence case.

And that took from February of '93 through the end of May.
And it was done in a way that was rem ni scent of a crimnal
process. At |least the FBI case was. The Cl A case was an
intelligence case and had different sources of information,

di fferent standards for what was adm ssible, and a nore |enient
standard for making a determ nation. But | think beginning then,
| was frustrated by that kind of evidentiary process.

Now, | heard Sandy Berger this norning point out that
i medi ately follow ng the Pan Am 103 terrorist attack, the
assunption in the intelligence and | aw enforcenent conmunities
was that it was a Syrian attack. And | recall that. He's quite
right. And it turned out not to be a Syrian attack. He pointed
out that in the days and weeks after the TWA 800 crash we assuned
that it was a terrorist attack. There were eyew tnesses of what
appeared to be a missile attack. But after exhaustive
i nvestigations that went of for years, in the case of the NISB --
and the FBI -- a determ nation was nmade that it was not a
terrorist attack. And | believe that that is the accurate
determination. M. Berger made ot her exanples: Cklahoma City and
what not .

| think we have to distinguish between rushing to judgnent
after a terrorist event, which, as M. Berger said, is a m stake,
because soneti nes the evi dence changes, sonetines the evidence
devel ops. W saw this in Spain just two weeks ago, where for the
first day after the attacks in Madrid the evidence really | ooked
like it was the Basque Separatist Goup. And | know there are
political charges against the Spani sh governnment for having
distorted intelligence, but there was a |lot of intelligence the
first day that suggested it was the Basque terrorist group. So we
do need to be careful not to rush to judgnent after a terrorist
attack.

On the other hand, what |'m suggesting, what | was suggesting

in that paper that you referred to, is that we not necessarily
have to wait for a terrorist attack in order to attack a
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terrorist group. But when you sonetines do that, you get into
t roubl e.

President Cinton got into a lot of trouble, a |lot of
criticismfor blowng up a chem cal plant in Sudan.

To this day, there are a | ot of people who believe that it
was not related to a terrorist group, not related to chem cal
weapons. They're wong, by the way. But the President had deci ded
in PDD 39 that there should be a | ow threshold of evidence when
it cones to the possibility of terrorists getting their access --
getting their hands on chem cal weapons. And he acted on that
basi s, and when he acted on that basis, he and his advisers were
all heavily criticized.

So | was suggesting there and what | am suggesting here now
is that while Sandy Berger is right and we should not rush to
judgnment after a terrorist attack as to who did it until there is
anple intelligence evidence, not crimnal evidence; on the other
hand, we should feel free to attack terrorist groups w thout
waiting for themto attack us, if we nmake a policy and an
intelligence judgnent that they pose a threat.

MR, GORTON: | have one foll owup question on that. Between
January and Septenber of 2001, was there any actionable
intelligence, under either the narrow or broader definition, that
caused you to recomend an imediate mlitary response to sone
provocation?

MR. CLARKE: | suggested, beginning in January of 2001, that
the Col e case was still out there and that by now, in January of
2001, CIA had finally gotten around to saying it was an al Qaeda
attack and that therefore there was an open issue, which should

be deci ded, about whether or not the Bush admi nistration should
retaliate for the Cole attack.

Unfortunately, there was no interest, no acceptance of that
proposition, and | was told on a couple of occasions, well, that,
you know, that happened on the dinton adm nistration's watch. |
didn't think it nade any di fference. | thought the Bush
adm nistration, nowthat it had the ClA saying it was al Qaeda,
shoul d have responded.

MR. GORTON:. But there was no ot her January-to-Septenber
i ncident that caused you to recommend a mlitary response, |
gat her.
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MR. CLARKE: In the general definition, |I think there was. You
know, what we had di scussed in the general definition was not
waiting for the terrorist attack but feeling free to use mlitary
activity as a -- or covert action activity; it doesn't have to be
mlitary -- covert action activity as a way of taking the
of fensi ve against terrorist organizations that |ook |ike they
threaten the United States. And what our plan or strategy or I|ist
of options included was covert action activity to be taken -- to
go on the of fensive against al Qaeda in Afghanistan.

MR. GORTON:. Through surrogates or through direct
i ntervention?

MR. CLARKE: That was a conbination of both, but it was -- the

determ nation of how that would be structured would be left to
the C A

MR. GORTON:. Thank you, M. Chairnman.

MR. KEAN:. Senator Kerrey?

MR. KERREY: Well, M. Carke, let ne say at the begi nning
that everything that you' ve said today and done has not damaged
my view of your integrity. It's very nuch intact as far as |I'm
concerned, and | hope that your pledge earlier not to be a part
of the Kerry admnistration did not preclude you fromconng to
New York sonetinme and teaching at the New School. (Laughter.) So
-- And let ne also say this docunent of Fox News earlier, this
transcript that they had, this was a background briefing, and al
of us that have provi ded background briefings for the press
before shoul d beware. | mean, Fox should say “occasionally fair
and bal anced” after putting sonething |ike this out -- (laughter)
-- because they violated a serious trust. (Applause.) Al of us
that conme into this kind of an environnent and provi de background
briefings for the press I think wll always have this as a
rem nder that sonetimes it isn't going to happen; that is,
background. Sonetines if it suits their interests they're going
to go back, pull the tape, convert it into a transcript and send
it out into the public arena and try to enbarrass us or discredit
us. So | object to what they have done and | think it's an
unfortunate thing they did.

Let nme say as well that you and | have sonme di sagreenents and
l"mgoing to get into them First of all, | do not want to go
back to the bad ol d days when covert operations could be done in
an environnent where the people thought they could do sonething
inviolation of U S. law or that they could come to Congress and
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lie about it, thinking that that was okay. | nean, that's what we
-- (chuckles) -- were directing our attention to. Perhaps there
were sone personnel m stakes that were made in the response to
the problens in Guatemala in particular, but I don't want to go
back to the bad ol d days where guys could go out there and
operate, not have to worry about U S. |law and not have to worry
about whether or not they cane and |ied to Congress.

MR. CLARKE: Nor do |, Senator.

MR. KERREY: And secondly, | don't see it, as you do, that the
war in lrag has increased the threat of terrorism | honestly
don't, unless you say that the threat of terrorismin Iraq has
unquesti onably gone up as a consequence of al Qaeda feeling even
nore opposition to freedomin Iraq than they do to freedomin the
United States. They feel nuch nore threatened by having an Arab
denocracy than they do by having a denocracy in the United
States, and so | don't see it that way.

And though | don't go as far as the Adm nistration has done

with drawi ng the connection to al Qaeda, | do think that the
presence of Abdul Rahman Yasin in Iraq certainly causes sone
suspicions to be raised. And | wonder -- | presune you know who

Abdul Rahman Yasin is, and | wonder if you could comment on that.
| nmean, what concl usions do you draw by the fact that we have an
i ndi vi dual who we believe was a part of the conspiracy to attack
the Wrld Trade Center in the -- Wrld Trade Center 1 in February
of -- February 1993; an associate of Ranzi Yousef, who was
connected at least indirectly to the second attack; | wonder what
concl usi ons you draw fromthe fact that Yasin has been given at
the very |l east a place that he could hang out? And he is on the

| am again; we're still hunting himand trying to find out where
he is in Iraq today.

MR. CLARKE: Let ne go back into the history of 1993, which is
when we first heard about this man. In 1993 when the truck bonb
expl oded at the World Trade Center, we didn't know there was an
al Qaeda. No one had ever said that. And the initial reports --
and | nmean initial by the sense of about a year or two -- the
initial reports fromthe FBI's investigation of that attack
suggested that the attackers were sonehow a gang of people from
five or six different countries who had found each other and cone
together, alnost |ike a pick-up basketball team that there was
no organi zation behind it. Eventually, in retrospect the FBlI and
the CIA were able to discover that there was an organi zati on
behind it, and that organization is what we now call al Qaeda.

147



Most of the people directly involved in that conspiracy were
identified and tracked down by the FBI and ClI A and arrested or
snat ched and brought back to the United States. M. Yasin was the
one who wasn't. And the reason he wasn't was he was an lraqi. He
was the only Iraqi in the group. There were Egyptians, there were
other nationalities. He was an Iraqi, and therefore, when the
expl osi on took place and he fled the United States, he went back
to Irag. And we were obviously, for obvious reasons, unable to
ei ther snatch himor get himto be extradited to the United
St at es.

But the investigation, both the CIA investigation and the FB
investigation nade it very clear, in '95 and '96 as they got nore
information, that the Iraqi governnent was in no way involved in
that attack. And the fact that one of the 12 people involved in
the attack was lraqi hardly, it seens to ne, is evidence that
they were, that the Iragi government was involved in the attack
The attack was al Qaeda, not Irag.

The Iraqgi governnent, because, obviously, of the hostility
bet ween us and them didn't cooperate in turning himover, and
gave him sanctuary, as it did give sanctuary to other terrorists;
but the allegation that has been nade that the 1993 attack on the
Wrld Trade Center was done by the Iraqi government | think is
absol utely w thout foundation.

MR. KERREY: Can you see where a reasonabl e person m ght say
that if Yasin is given a safe haven inside of Iraq prior to 9/11,
that the Iraqis are at least unwilling to do what is necessary to
bri ng sonmeone that we believe is responsible for killing
Anmericans in 1993 to justice?

MR. CLARKE: Well, the lraqgis were, absolutely, the Iraqis
were providing safe haven to a variety of Palestinian terrorists.
as well. absolutely. As were the Iranians, as were the Syrians.

MR. KERREY: Thank you.

MR. KEAN: Commi ssi oner Ben-Veni ste.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | just wanted to say that having sat in on
two days of debriefings with you, M. d arke, and having seen
excerpts from your book, other than questions you weren't asked,
| have not perceived any substantive differences between what you
have said to us and what has been quoted from your published
wor K.
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Having said that, I'll cede ny tine to Congressnman Roemer, if
he'll give nme his tinme with Condol eezza Rice. (Laughter.)

MR. CLARKE: That may not be a good deal.

MR. ROEMER: Submit those questions for the record, M.
Comm ssi oner.

MR. KEAN:. Is that all?
Commi ssi oner Thonpson?
MR, THOWPSON:. M. Clarke, in this background briefing -- as

Senat or Kerrey has now described it -- for the press in August of
2002, you intended to mslead the press, did you not?

MR. CLARKE: No, | think there's a very fine line that anyone
who has been in the Wiite House, in any admnistration, can tel
you about. And that is when you are special assistant to the
President and you're asked to explain sonething that is
potentially enbarrassing to the Admi nistration -- because the
Adm nistration didn't do enough or didn't do it in a tinely
manner, and is taking political heat for it, as was the case

there -- you have a choice. Actually, | think you have three
choi ces.
You can resign, rather than do it. | chose not to do that.

Second choice is --

MR. THOWPSON. Why was that, M. darke? You finally resigned
because you were frustrated.

MR. CLARKE: | was at that tine, at the request of the
President, preparing a national strategy to defend Anerica's
cyber space, sonething which | thought then and think nowis
vitally inportant. | thought that conpleting that strategy was a
| ot nore inportant than whether or not | had to provi de enphasis
in one place or other while discussing the facts of this
particul ar news story.

The second choi ce one has, Governor, is whether or not to say
things that are untruthful. And no one in the Bush Wite House
asked nme to say things that were untruthful, and I would not have
said them
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The third choice that one has is to put the best face you can
for the Adm nistration on the facts as they were, and that is
what | did. And | think that is what nost people in the Wite
House in any admi nistration do when they're asked to explain
sonething that is enbarrassing to the Adm ni stration.

MR, THOWPSON:. You will admit that what you said in August of
2002 is inconsistent with what you say in your book?

MR. CLARKE: No, | don't think it's inconsistent at all.
think, as | said in your last round of questioning, Governor,
that it's really a matter here of enphasis and tone, and that
it'"s really -- | nmean what you're suggesting perhaps is that as
speci al assistant to the President of the United States, when
asked to give a press backgrounder, | should spend ny tine in

t hat press backgrounder criticizing him | think that's sonewhat
of an unrealistic thing to expect.

MR. THOVPSON:. But what it suggests to nme is that there is one

standard -- one standard of candor and norality for Wite House
speci al assistants and anot her standard of candor and norality
for the rest of America. | don't get that.

MR. CLARKE: | don't think it's a question of norality at all.
| think it's a question of politics.

MR THOWPSON: Well, | -- (interrupted by applause). I'mnot a
Washi ngton insider, |I've never been a special assistant in the
White House. I"'mfromthe Mdwest. So | think I'll leave it
t here.

MR KEAN: Congressnman Roener ?

MR. ROEMER Thank you, M. Chairnman.

| appreciate your patience, this has been, I'msure, a |ong
day for you M. Clarke. | want to explore a little bit nore,
since we've heard from M. Tenet on this issue today, the
Predator issue. As you know, the Predator first cane out of use
in Kosovo, and it was used in various activities to -- with a
laser on it to track Serb tanks to help us go after these tanks.
It was flown in 2000 in the Clinton adm nistration as a recon
vehi cl e, unmanned recon vehicle. In 2001 we had a debate, a
conpl ex debate that | can understand both sides of. Took several
months to try to resolve it. There are two issues here on the
recon Predator and on the arned Predator. M. Tenet said that
they were not bl ocking the arned Predator. You have said that
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they were bl ocking the arnmed Predator. How do we reconcil e these
two? And pl ease take us through a little bit of this. | want to
ask you if it would have made nmuch of a difference getting the
unarmed up, and if the armed coul d have been put up earlier than
Cct ober of 20017

MR. CLARKE: Let nme begin in the first few nonths of the year
2000. President Clinton was enornously frustrated because he had

authorized, in effect, the assassination of bin Ladin and his
lieutenants by ClA

He had al so authorized in principle the use of mlitary
forces -- cruise mssiles -- to attack and kill bin Ladin and his
i eutenants. And none of this had happened because the Cl A had
been unable to use its human intelligence resources in
Af ghanistan to provide -- I'msorry, senator -- actionable
intelligence. (Light laughter.) On the occasi ons when we had
things that | ooked |i ke actionable intelligence, the three or
four occasions, the director of CIA hinself said the intelligence
wasn't good enough.

So the President was very mad. And he asked Sandy Berger and
me to cone up with a better way. | asked the director of the
Joint Staff, Admral Fry, and the associate DCl, Charlie Allen,
to forma task force to come up with a better way. They proposed
flying the Predator in Afghanistan. CIA's Directorate of
Operations, the director of the Directorate of Operations,
opposed the use of Predator in 2000 for reconnai ssance purposes.
He said that if there were additional resources avail able to pay
for the Predator operation, he would prefer to use them on hunan
intelligence.

MR. RCEMER: And how nuch are we tal king about, M. C arke?

MR. CLARKE: Pennies, relatively.

MR. RCEMER: Hundr eds of thousands of doll ars?

MR. CLARKE: Sonme of it cost hundreds of thousands. The whol e
programwas in the low mllions, | think.

In any event, this slowed things down, obviously. M. Berger
took up ny cause with the director of Central Intelligence and
got their agreenent that they would fly the reconnai ssance
version. It was flown in Septenber and Cctober of 2000, 11
flights. And the Directorate of Operations put a |ot of
restrictions on those flights, in part because they were afraid
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that the aircraft would be shot down and they woul d have to pay
for it. | tried to point out that even if the aircraft were shot
down, the pilot would return safely to hone. But that didn't seem
to persuade them

In any event, during those flights, at CIA s insistence, they
wer e designed as a proof of concept operation, neaning that we
could not have cruise mssiles, other mlitary activity, other
covert action -- capabilities cued to this, so that when the
Predator did see bin Ladin, as it did, | think, on three
occasions, but clearly on one in that tine frame, there were no
mlitary assets available, there were no covert action assets
avai |l abl e at the insistence of the CIA because they wanted this
only as a proof of concept operation.

Fast forward to 2001. The flights had been suspended because
of the winter, during which they couldn't fly. W then becane
aware that there was a long-termprogramin the Air Force to arm
t he Predator. Johnny Junper, the head of the Air Force, thought
that it m ght be possible to crash -- probably the wong word - -
to accelerate this programand armthe Predator right away.
General Junper directed that that happen. It happened in a matter
of nonths, not a matter of years, and it appeared to work in
tests in the western United States.

When on Septenber 4th we held the principals neeting that's
been di scussed, the issue on the table was would the CIA fly the
armed Predator. And CIA took the viewin the principals neeting
that it was not their job to fly arnmed UAVs and they did not want
to fly the arned Predator under their authority. | was informed
by people who had -- who were in the CIA that during the
di scussions inside CIA people in the Directorate of QOperations
had rai sed objections saying, for exanple, that if CTAflies the
arnmed Predator and it kills bin Ladin, then ClIA agents all around
the world will be at risk of retaliation attack by al Qaeda. |
didn't think that was a very persuasive reason because | thought
Cl A agents were already at risk of attack by al Qaeda.

In any event, as the Septenber 4th principals neeting ended,
Cl A had not agreed to fly the mission. Septenber 11th happened.
ClA then agreed to fly the armed Predator mssion. It went into
operation very quickly in Afghanistan. It found the mlitary
conmmander --

MR. RCEMER: Wthin a nonth?
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MR. CLARKE: | think within a nonth. It found the mlitary
commander of al Qaeda, and because it was arned then, it could
not only find things, it could kill them And it |aunched a
mssile, a Hellfire mssile, at the mlitary commander of al
Qaeda and killed himand his associ at es.

| hope that answers the question.

MR. ROEMER That answers the question.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR KEAN:. Ckay.

M. darke, thank you very nuch. Thank you not only for your
testi nony today, but thank you for your extraordinary tine you
spent already with the Comm ssion and your willingness to help us
with our report. (Applause)

MR. KEAN:. (Strikes gavel.) WIIl the hearing -- back to order,
pl ease.

W would -- the final official appearing before us today is
Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armtage. W appreciate very
much hi s appearing before us today. W would have -- in place of
Condol eezza Rice. W would have |liked to have Dr. Rice today. W
appreciate Dr. Rice's testinony to us in private session. W w sh
she had appeared today in public session, but since she has not,
we appreciate you and your |ong public service and thank you very
much for comng, sir.

Now, as | understand, Dr. Armitage is not going to issue a

statenent -- oh, yes. Wuld you raise your hand, sir? You're
al ready sworn, | think --

MR _: (Of mike.)

MR. KEAN:. Doesn't |ast over fromthis norning?
MR _: (OFf mke.)

MR. KEAN:. How | ong does a swearing-in |ast before --

MR. ARM TAGE: (Of mke) -- that, M. Chairman. (Laughter.)

MR. KEAN:. Is it |like sonething that wears off? (Laughter.) |
think you're still sworn, sir.
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MR. BEN-VENI STE: Your still under oath.

MR. KEAN:. Yeah. Thank you very nuch. So we will -- the -- you
have an openi ng st at enent.

VMR. ARM TAGE: Well, not -- it's not nuch of a statenent. |
jotted sone ideas down. |I'mnot sure | can read them because |

was in the car

MR KEAN: (Chuckl es.) Yeah.

MR ARM TAGE: But it's not nore than a m nute or two, M.
Chairman, if | may.

| think, regarding Dr. Rice, I'mvery pleased to hear you say
how forthcom ng and candid she was. She's of course prepared to
nmeet with you all in canera at any tinme. This is, | think, not

her personal wish; it's a matter of separation of powers and
thi ngs of that nature.

M. Ben-Veniste is the |lawer here; he can take it wherever
he wants. |'m not.

Rl CHARD BEN VENI STE: Overrul ed! (Laughter.)

MR. ARM TACGE: Not yet. (Laughter.) You'll have your tine.

| want to just take two mnutes, sir, and tell you where |
think we are, at least fromwhat |'ve gleaned thus far. Each
i ndi vi dual who wi tnesses these hearings and the inportant work
you all are doing will make their own mind up. But here's what
" m kind of hearing.

| think there was a pretty snooth hand-off fromthe
adm ni stration of President Cinton to the Adm nistration of
Presi dent Bush, particularly in the counterterrorism area.

The reason | say that is because there was, for transitions,
| think a stunning continuity. When the Bush admi nistration cane
in there were a nunber of issues that had been on the table for a
coupl e of years. And they weren't on the table because the
Clinton adm nistration wasn't working |i ke crazy; they were on
the tabl e because -- we're neeting on these matters -- they were
on the table because they were difficult, knotty issues.

W made the determ nation under the guidance of Dr. R ce and
the President to vigorously pursue the policy which we inherited
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whi | e devel opi ng our own approach to the problem of al Qaeda
specifically and terrorismnore generally, and along the way we
tried, at |east though the deputies |evel, to make deci si ons and
to approve things and push themup the food chain. The President
said that he was tired of swatting flies, gave us a little nore
strategic direction. It was clear to us that roll back was no

| onger a sufficient strategy and that we had to go to the
elimnation of al Qaeda. And to that end, at |east through the
deputies prior to the horror of Septenber 11th, decisions were
approved to armthe Predator, to increase the assistance to
Uzbeki stan, to work with the Northern Alliance in a bigger way,
totry to reinvigorate what was going on with Pakistan. And
certainly, in order to bring sone stability to South Asia, we had
to have a different relationship with India and one that's not
hyphenat ed, | ndo- Pak.

So | saw in both adm nistrations a | ot of people working
terrifically hard, doing the best jobs they could. But a |ot of
peopl e in successive adnm nistrations working just as hard as they
can on the issue is not a source of any satisfaction for anyone.
| don't think any of us or anyone who's worked on these issues
can feel any sense of satisfaction with 3,000 of our fellow
citizens horribly nurdered.

So the inevitable evisceration of OGsama bin Ladin personally
will be a very good thing, but initself it's not going to bring
any satisfaction or justice. True satisfaction and true justice,
inmy belief, will only come for Americans, and for that matter
now for Spaniards and Turks and Saudi s and Moroccans, when we' ve
put an end to terrorism The terrible thing is I'mafraid that's
going to be at sonme far out date in the future, and we just have
to steel ourselves for it.

So thank you, M. Chairman and M. Vice. | |look forward to
your heari ng.

MR. KEAN. Thank you very nuch for your opening comrents.
Conmmi ssi oner Ben-Veniste wll now begin the questioning.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: M. Secretary, | want to thank you for your
service to the country.

MR. ARM TAGE: Thank you

VMR. BEN-VENI STE: And ny comments to you are not neant as any
personal criticism You are here because the Adm nistration asked
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you to cone here. We asked for Dr. Rice. The NSCis the |ead on
coordi nating and i nplenenting counterterrorismin its policy
during the key investigative period that we are charged with

i nvestigating, from 1998 to 9/11/2001.

The State Departnment was one of several |ine agencies that
White House staff worked to coordinate. It was a spoke in the
wheel , not the hub. The hub was Dr. Rice. Just as Sandy Berger
was for the dinton admnistration, Dr. Rice would be to provide
us with our understandi ng here.

In sone respects, | think you're in the position of Admra
St ockdal e when in 1992 he said, "Wy am| here?" (Laughter.) 1'd
like to ask that question of you. When did you learn that you
woul d be the person to testify, that the Wite House woul d
request that you cone here today?

MR. ARM TAGE: First of all, the 13th Amendnent applies to ne
as well as it does to all of ny coll eagues, M. Ben-Veni ste.

(Laughter.) And I'munder no force to be here. They did request
ne.

|"mhere, | think, in |large neasure because like D ck C arke,
who is a long-tine colleague, | was in on the beginning, | was in
on the take-off of this back in 1983, and through the initial
enbryoni c setting up of counterterrorismcenters, and the
enbryonic efforts at the agency, et cetera, and the rendering of
Fawaz Yunis and these fellows. So |I'm here because |'ve been
i nvolved for a while.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, M. Carke said that the folks in the
Bush adm ni stration, Bush Il, cane in with nore or |ess the sane
agenda that they had left with in Bush I. And so in certain
regard, you actually were not in on the transition, isn't that
so? You did not receive classified briefings until your
confirmation, which | believe was in March. Is that right?

MR ARM TAGE: Yes, it was.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And so all of the initial briefings, you
were not party to. Is that correct?

MR ARM TAGE: | was not in the initial briefings for the
President. | was on his team of course. And | did have a
cl earance from 1997 on because of nmy work on the National Defense
Panel , which eventually formed the basis for the President's
Citadel speech and honel and security.
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MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, you told us that you were not privy to

the initial briefings because the powers that be decided that
t hose who were not yet confirned would not get those briefings.

MR. ARM TACGE: The powers that be and the U S. Senate, who
| ooks very poorly on any adm nistration -- incom ng
adm ni strati on peopl e even being perceived as taking an active
participation role in decision-making. However, in the period of
time leading up to ny confirmation, | certainly had briefings
fromthe entire organization in the State Departnent, to include
counterterrorism

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Now, the 13th Amendnent notw t hstandi ng, may
| ask you when it was that you were advised that you woul d be

requested by the Adm nistration to cone up here in lieu of Dr.
Ri ce?

MR. ARM TAGE: |'d say about 10 days ago.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Hhm That's interesting.

MR. ARM TAGE: It m ght have been a week, but 10 days -- so a
week to 10 days.

VMR. BEN-VENI STE: W were advised not quite that |ong ago that
you woul d be coming. And the --

MR ARMTAGE: No, | think in fairness, | was told that if |'d
doit, I'd be wel cone. However --

VR. BEN-VENI STE: W wel conmed you yesterday.

MR. ARM TACGE: However, there was a big debate in the
Adm ni stration about this because, as | said in nmy opening
remarks, | think Dr. Rice, if she were left to her own persona
j udgnment, she'd be very pleased to appear.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, you know, | agree with you. W had a
useful period of tinme with her. She understood that we woul d need
to question her again because we did not have the PDBs and ot her
materials that she recogni zed woul d be necessary to conpl ete her
interview at the tine that we did question her. On the other
hand, there are a nunber of things which we would have liked to
explore with her in person.

And | just want to end with saying that fromny persona
st andpoi nt, al though the Conm ssion has unani nously requested
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repeatedly that Dr. Rice cone before us, ny ow viewis that the
President has said repeatedly through his spokesperson that he
remains conmmtted to full cooperation with this comm ssion.

Now, |'ve brought to your attention, and all joking aside,
the fact that other national security advisers have cone before
t he Congress and have testified in open session, including M.
Berger, including Zbigniew Brzezinski. And ny point is that if
the Wiite House wanted to fully cooperate and nake Dr. Rice
avai l abl e, there would be no inpedinment for their doing so.

And I'Il leave it at that.

VR. ARM TAGE: Well, if | may, sir. | was under the very
strong inpression that sitting national security advisors have
not testified in open session before. However, they have, as Dr.
Rice did, certainly participated in comm ssions as far back as --
that | know to the Tower Comm ssion

MR. BEN-VENI STE: That's why | offered you this report from
t he Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress,
whi ch docunented times and pl aces for Brzezinski and tw ce for
Berger, who did in fact cone and testify in open session.

MR ARMTAGE: | was also -- | see you're the attorney, |I'm
not. You went to |law school, | went into the Navy. | defer to
your |egal judgnments on this. But --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | think it's not a fair fight, frankly --

ARM TAGE: If | may --

BEN- VENI STE: And | think the --

2 35

ARM TAGE: If | may --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | think the Wlite House has again "over-
| awyered” this, because they' ve created inpressions here that are
unnecessary, in ny view-- and just speaking for nyself.

I"d like to get into substance.

MR ARMTAGE: |'d love to, but 1'd just say | think those
situations which you describe, sir, are all distinguishable, one
fromthe other, for different reasons. But, as | say, you're the
l awyer. |I'mnot.
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MR. BEN-VENI STE: They're all for reasons that |'ve expl ai ned
on the record; none of which, | would have to say, sir, even
approaches the seriousness of the mssion of this comrttee --
that is looking into howit was that this country was attacked
and 3,000 souls lost on 9/11/2001, in the worst attack on our
honel and in the history of this country.

Now, substance. Start the clock. (Laughter.)

MR. ARM TAGE: It's going to be one of those afternoons, is
it? (Laughs.)

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Is it correct that -- let nme go to the
period of just prior to 9/11. At this point you were confirmed.

MR ARM TAGE: Yes, sir.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: At this point you were aware -- were you
not? -- of the nost heightened alert level in the United States
up to that point, with respect to the potential for a terrorist
attack of significant magnitude.

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, | was. | was one of those to whom Director
Tenet turned, along with other seniors in the Adm nistration, and
made it very clear that we had a big problem He didn't know
where and he didn't know when. But he said it was com ng.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And we have heard from M. darke -- who
continued on into the Admi nistration as the coordi nator for
counterterrorism although in a somewhat reduced capacity from
his status in the Cinton adm nistration -- that there certainly

was no way that they could rule out an attack upon the United
St at es.

MR. ARM TAGE: Ri ght.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: And do you agree with that?

MR. ARM TAGE: Oh, yes, | do.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Now, Dr. Rice told us that M. C arke had

briefed her that there were al Qaeda sleeper cells in the United
St at es.

Dr. Rice told us that she did not know what basis M. C arke
had for that. She told us that the FBI was trying to actively
find al Qaeda personnel. She did not, she told us, talk to
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Ri chard Clarke prior to 9/11 about the potential for al Qaeda

sl eeper cells. Were she here, | would ask her the question as to
why she did not discuss the issue of al Qaeda sleeper cells in
the United States with her counterterrorism coordinator. Do you
have any information you m ght be able to shed on that subject?

MR. ARM TAGE: No, of course not.

MR, BEN-VENI STE: Dr. R ce, followng 9/11, nade a statenent
that -- | want to nake sure | get it right -- (searches
docunents) -- she said, "I don't think anybody coul d have
predi cted that those people could take an airplane and slamit
into the Wrld Trade Center, take another one and slamit into
t he Pentagon, that they would try to use an airplane as a
m ssile, a hijacked airplane as a nmssile." Do you recall that
she made that statenent publicly?

MR ARM TAGE: No, | didn't see that.

MR BEN-VENI STE: Simlarly, yesterday Secretary of Defense
Runsfel d nade a statenent with respect to anticipating the use of
comrerci al airplanes as weapons, and then, after | questioned him
about it, he retracted that statenent and said that he personally
could not have -- or did not imagine that such a thing m ght
happen. Dr. Rice told us privately that she wi shed to correct
t hat statenent which she had nade publicly by saying to us that
she m sspoke, and that she, |ike Secretary Runsfeld yesterday,
woul d say that she could not have imagi ned using planes as
m ssi | es.

Can you shed any light on who, then, in the apparatus of
protecting the United States against threats both foreign and
domestic, ought to be coordinating this information for the
benefit of the President?

MR. ARM TAGE: | know that the director of Centra
Intelligence had on at | east one occasion, to ny know edge,
tal ked about hijacking of aircraft. | just don't think we had the
i magi nation required to consider a tragedy of this nmagnitude.
don't know what other answer to tell you. We didn't have a
honmel and security czar. W've traditionally generally in
terrorismunfortunately | ooked overseas. O course, that's the
maj or direction of Secretary Powell's and ny attention.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, can you tell nme, since you're sitting
in for Dr. Rice, what it was that Dr. R ce had before her to
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suggest that the United States mght be a target in this period
of extraordinarily heightened threat during the sumrer of 20017

MR ARMTAGE: Ch, | can't.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Dr. Rice told us that at sone point, | think
it was in early July, because of the extraordinarily increased
threat level that the intelligence services were picking up that
the President asked her to go back and collect for her or get a
report for her on what the potential was for a donestic incident
of some magnitude. Are you famliar with the fact that Dr. Rice
took that position?

VR. ARM TAGE: No, |'m not.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: | believe she's expressed it publicly in
recent days.

MR ARM TAGE: |I'mnot aware of it.

MR. BEN- VENI STE: Have you paid attention to at | east sone of
t he appearances Dr. Rice has made on the airwaves?

MR. ARM TAGE: No, actually I haven't.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: You own a tel evision?

MR. ARM TAGE: Yeah, and it's generally on, and | won't tel
you what it's on. (Laughter.)

MR BEN- VENI STE: (Laughs.)

MR. ARM TAGE: But - -

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | guess it -- (chuckles) -- wasn't on any of
the talk shows --

VR. ARM TAGE: Look, | --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: -- because she's been on about every one of
them --

MR. ARM TAGE: You know what --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: -- but not here before the Conm ssion.
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MR. ARM TAGE: Administration witnesses are on those shows al
the tine. And |I'm sorry; when you see one of your colleagues up
there, you don't stop in the airport and stare. (Laughter.) You
don't stop everything you're doing. You do your work because it's
hard enough as it is wthout being diverted.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, | appreciate that --

TI MOTHY J. RCEMER M. Ben-Veniste, you m ght want to have
M. Armtage clarify his remarks. I'msure the TV is on
basketbal |l these days. Isn't it, M. Armtage? (Laughter.)

MR. ARM TAGE: You know a little too much, Conmmi ssi oner
Roener !

MR. ROEMER | hope to know nore. Dr. Rice --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: You know, it's tough serving on a comm ssion

with two of these Hoosiers, let ne tell you. (Laughter.) Al they
want to do is watch basketball

But in seriousness, with respect to your position here as --
in --

MR. KEAN. This is the | ast question.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, actually, | get a couple nore because

of the initial non-substantive areas that that we went back and
forth on.

MR : (Of mke.) (Laughter.)
MR. KEAN | don't think that's the rules, but --
(Laughter.)

IMR. BEN-VENI STE: Ckay. But it's --

MR. LEHMAN : Tal nudi ¢ reasoni ng

VR, BEN- VENI STE: (Chuckl es.) No whi ngi ng!

If the chairman will indulge me for just two questions, in
preparation for appearing here as Dr. Rice's doppel ganger, did it
not occur to you to famliarize yourself with what it was she was
sayi ng or had said?
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MR ARM TAGE: |"'mnot here as Dr. Rice's replacenent. |I'm
here as sonmeone who's been involved in counterterrorismfor
several adm nistrations, over a long period of tine. That's why
"' m here.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, you -- | thought you were here
yesterday in that capacity. But with --

MR. ARM TAGE: | was here yesterday to support the secretary
of State, sir.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Let nme ask you whether you were aware of the
fact that the CI A has now said that the August 6th, 2001,
Presidential Daily Brief, which Dr. Rice has indicated to us,
privately, was prepared at the request of the President, was in
fact prepared i ndependently of any request, so far as they knew,
by the C A

MR ARM TAGE: | read the docunent sonetinme after it was

passed around to the seniors, which is generally what happens to
t he deputies, and was unaware of that.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: M. Chairman, | woul d have nore questions of

the Dr. Rice-Arnmtage -- (laughter) -- team and if we have
remaining tine, 1'd like to ask those.

MR KEAN:. You may. W& may.
Commi ssi oner Thonpson.

JAMES R. THOWPSON: Well, M. Secretary, I'mwlling to accept
you in your own capacity --

MR. ARM TAGE: Thank you, Governor. (Laughs.)

MR, THOWPSON. -- not as anybody's substitute.

When the Bush admi nistration took office in January of 2001,
you had, | believe, quite a |long and conplex foreign policy
agenda. |s that right?

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sSir.

VR. THOWPSON: China, Russia, mssile defense, Iragq, Mddle
East peace process, just to nane a few.

MR. ARM TAGE: India was on there as well.
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MR. THOWPSON. And I ndia, Pakistan, nuclear power in Asia. The
list probably is endless and probably changed daily -- or was
added to daily, let nme clarify.

Wul d you give a sort of a rough order ranking, if you could,
or if it's appropriate, and then indicate to ne where you think
the issue of terrorismand counterterrorismfit into that order
of priority?

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sir. | don't know that | can adequately
order them But | can say that Secretary Powell's view, | think
as evidenced by the fact that the first briefing that he
received, at his request, was on counterterrorismwas that this
was a real problem And he'd seen it fromseveral different
seats, NSC as well as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

But we don't have the luxury, as | think he tried to explain
yesterday, of actually ranking themin order. I'Il tell you why.
Let's say that in early April the entire adm nistrati on was
spending the entire day on counterterrorism and we had a
mlitary aircraft knocked out of the sky by a Chinese fighter.
And so for the next 13 days, Secretary Powell and | and the
President and Dr. Rice were intimately involved and continually
involved in that. And then when that resolved itself, we went
back to the other agenda. And then there are trips and neeti ngs
of people who are com ng and going that raise issues to a higher
level for atime, or lower themfor a tine.

So | don't think I can satisfy you with a one, two, three.
From our point of view, terrorismand counterterrorismwere
urgent.

MR. THOVPSON. You were a new adm nistration, so | presune
that during this period of tinme you were sort of besieged by
anbassadors and representatives of other nations wanting to take
make your neasure and comruni cate with you

MR. ARM TAGE: | know you'll be shocked to find out that nost
of them already had during the canpai gn. They generally do make
sure they check with the political opposition just so they won't
be surprised at anything when a new administration starts.

MR. THOVPSON:. Both in his book and his testinony here today,
M. C arke conplained that the eight-nonth gap between the tine
t he Adm nistration took office in January of 2001 and the tine
that the PSDB was produced in Septenber, | believe Septenber 4th
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of 2001, was an inordinately long tinme to formulate a process. Do
you agree with that?

MR. ARM TAGE: No, | don't. But I'd like to say the words of
Sanmuel Clenmens conme to mnd, and that is even though you're on
the right track, you can get run over if you' re not going fast
enough.

And | think it is the case, it's certainly in hindsight that
we weren't going fast enough.

Now, you can nake your own judgnents about whether we were
novi ng faster or slower than other adm nistrations. But there
were a | ot of conplex issues, and we thought we were getting --
or trying to get our arns around ALL of them and not just pieces
of them

MR. THOMPSON. The establishnent of a policy dealing with al
Qaeda that was finally presented -- ready for presentation to the
President in Septenber of 2001 obviously involved nore than
sinply a mlitary response to al Qaeda. Pakistan was involved, is
that correct?

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sir.

MR. THOVPSON:. And so, those charged with the responsibility

of dealing with Pakistan and trying to bal ance between keepi ng
t he Pakistanis flexible had to be a part of the policy, is that
right?

VR. ARM TAGE: Governor -- yes, thank you. This is an
inmportant point, and it gets to sonething Senator Kerrey was
tal king about, | think tw ce yesterday, he was quite frustrated
Wit h.

You know, the giving of an order by the President inproved
the rel ationships with Pakistan so that we can have a better
chance of uprooting the Taliban, et cetera. That's a pretty
sinple statenent, and it doesn't | ook |ike nmuch. But if you peel
back the onion, what you see in Pakistan's case is we'd had over
10 years of divorce fromtheir mlitary, we had no inroads there,
we had very limted intelligence work, we had no political
relationship worth a damm with them W had stopped all the Wrld
Bank or international financial institutions |lending. W didn't
have many pl aces of purchase. So, the order given to inprove
rel ati onships with Pakistan, then the far -- as you go down the
food chain, there are nore and nore and nore activities that are
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associ ated with doing just what the President wanted, and that's
true of all these issues. You could add in the al Qaeda case Iran
-- was part of it, as we -- we actually had to work with Iran
once we were -- if we had mlitary action. So, it is conplicated.

MR THOWPSON: Uzbeki st an?

MR. ARM TAGE: Uzbeki stan was a special conplication for two
reasons: the affection for human rights there was not what we
wanted and desired, and that we're -- we had sonme questions about
whet her we' d be able to base there, and what woul d be the
reaction of the Russian Federation? So we had to work those
t hi ngs out.

MR. THOVPSON. You needed nore fundi ng?

VR. ARM TAGE: Funding, | think Dick C arke and others have

spoken to it. Making a decision to fund is one thing, and then
goi ng through the appropriations process is quite another.

MR, THOWPSON. How to get arns to the Northern Alliance, if
that was to be the policy.

VMR. ARM TAGE: Getting arnms to themwas not so difficult. It
was nmaking sure that we woul dn't be, one, enbarrassed by what
they were. And no matter the charismatic nature of Ahned Shah
Massoud, and he was quite charismatic, that doesn't make up for
rapi ng, drug dealing, et cetera, which many of the Northern
Al'li ance had been involved with. So it's not easy. And that's
why, | think, you don't see -- we're not sitting up here saying,
"Well, why didn't people do it in the '"98 tinme frane? They had
two years." The fact, they're hard. It's difficult. It's not |ike
falling off a | og.

VR, THOVPSON:. During the Bush administration -- the early
part of the Bush adm nistrati on when the deci sion was made to put
the CSG under the Deputies Commttee rather than under the
Principals Commttee, where it had sat during the Cinton
adm nistration, did M. Carke ever conplain to you about that
change?

MR. ARM TAGE: Not to nme, sir, no. But | was not in the entire
Bush administration. | was in and out. | three tines did special
j obs, one of them-- two of them which took a year apiece, but |
was out as a private citizen for sone of that tine as well.
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MR. THOVPSON:. You've been quoted as saying earlier that the

Deputies Commttee hasn't worked as speedily before since 9/11.
VWhat did you nean by that?

MR ARM TACGE: | was frustrated as anyone else that it takes a
long time to fashion a policy. I"'mone of those -- a difference
wi th Comm ssioner Gorelick -- | think we need fewer neetings, not
nore, as we've all got to put into effect the decisions that are
made at these neetings. So that's been a frustration of mne. |
t hi nk Paul Wol fowi tz evidenced his own frustration with it
yest er day.

VMR, THOWPSON. O course, on sone of these issues, you can
never wor k speedily enough; is that correct?

MR ARM TACGE: |'msorry, sir?

MR. THOWPSON:. On sone of these issues, you can never work
speedily enough. It's part of the --

MR. ARM TAGE: No, that's unfortunately true.

MR, THOWMPSON: Let ne go back to ny previous question because

| think you m sunderstood ne. | wasn't tal king about the first
Bush adm nistration, | was tal king about the second.

MR. ARM TAGE: |'msorry.

MR. THOVPSON. During the period January to Septenber, 2001,
did M. Carke ever conplain to you or wwthin your hearing or to
anybody el se, to your know edge, about the switch from-- his
activities being taken fromthe Principals Conmttee to the
Deputies Commttee?

VR. ARM TAGE: No, sir.

MR, THOWPSON: WAs there a reason why the Bush adm nistration
did not respond to the attack on the Cole, even though the
Clinton adm nistration had not responded?

VMR. ARM TAGE: W were comng to the view that al Qaeda was
responsi bl e. The President had been frustrated by sort of |ack of
a real target that he could hit in a neaningful way. And it was
when that NSPD was franed up, finally, for the President it was -
- a strong nention of the Cole was in it.
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As | recall -- 1 know ny own building, when I first got
there, would give us warnings to be careful; the evidence is not
deep enough, it's not strong enough. It certainly wouldn't have
held up in a court of law, but | think there was a good deal of
frustration: it would hold up in a court of our opinion. But for
the reasons | spoke, we didn't nove.

MR. THOVPSON. The NSPD on al Qaeda, do you know how t hat cane

about? Who was witing it? Who was directing it? Wo was
contributing to it?

MR. ARM TAGE: Well, Dick was witing sonme of it, Dick d arke,

and others in the regional bureaus were witing sone of it. Wen
the deputies | ooked at it, we would nmake conments on it.

| have one difference with ny former coll eague, Dick d arke,

on what | just heard backstage. | remenber the version that the
deputies had having "elimnation” of al Qaeda in it, and Dick
think said it didn't -- it wasn't in the -- it was renoved by the

deputies. And | nust say that is not in ny recollection at all,
but I"'msure the staff has the draft of the NSPDs and you can
come to your own concl usion.

VR. THOVPSON: Do you want to give us a summary of sort of
what our relations with the Saudis were prior to 9/11 and then

afterwards? Were you ever conpletely happy with the Saudis and
the cooperation they were giving us in the war on terrorisnf

MR. ARM TAGE: Nobody has been satisfied. The rel ationship has
been descri bed as conplex. Okay -- (chuckles) -- it's nore than
that. It's also one that occasionally has real troubles in it,
troubl es. W've had severe di fferences of agreenent over
everything fromreligious freedons -- and the Saudi s have been
cited in all three of the Religious Freedom Reports of this
Adm ni stration. W' ve had problens at OPEC on occasion with them
We've had a | ot of problens. We had problens in counterterrorism
cooperation until My 12, and after the May 12 bonbings in Riyadh
| would say the scales fell fromtheir eyes and they' ve been
really getting after it. That's the version -- or that's the view
of our counterterrorismfol ks, Cofer Black and others who are
working wwth him It's the view !l think of our Treasury folks,
who finally are getting real purchase on financing and the
informal financing networks that feed these horrible people.

MR, THOWMPSON: Do you know anyt hi ng about the decision that

was nmade to allow the Saudis to fly their people out of
Washi ngton i medi ately after Septenber 11th?
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MR. ARM TAGE: No, sir.

MR, THOWPSON:. Part of our responsibility, M. Armtage, is to
|l ook to the future and to find ways to present to the
Adm ni stration and to the American people and to the Congress
that we can, if humanly possible, |essen the odds on anot her
Sept enber 11th. Wuld you give us sonme notions of what you, if
you were in our place, would recommend on that score?

MR. ARM TAGE: | think you ve got a terribly heavy
responsibility; the responsibility to be conpletely fair and
honest w t hout being seen as being partisan. It's hard. It's hard
when this tragedy has built up over -- | think since 1989,
frankly. It culmnated in the attack on 2001. 1'd like to give
you the easy answer and say, oh, we've got to conpletely de-
politicize the people who work in the organization, the
counterterrorismfield.

But that's the wong answer, because you do need occasionally
some new blood to cone into the herd and to spur things up and
make sure you're not drinking your own bath water; that you do
things in a new way on occasion and that you don't just rely on
the old tried-and-true tricks. So | don't know that | have any
corner on wisdom Clearly, we have to continue to | ook very
closely at the CIA |l aw enforcenent and personal liberties of our
citizens issues and weave our way through those very carefully,
but very astutely. And it seens to ne that's the first issue.

The second is | think the direction that Director Tenet has
taken the Central Intelligence Agency has been extraordinarily
not eworthy, but some of us were around at a tine when the agency
was frightened away from doing the dirty, hard and dangerous work
that needs to be done to secure our nation. And | think to the
extent that you can nake covert actions nore acceptable and nore
under stood nore broadly, then you'll be doing the Lord s work.

MR. THOWPSON. Whuld it cheer you to know that in the nore
than a year that this comm ssion has been in operation, we've
never taken a partisan vote?

MR. ARM TAGE: |'m not surprised.

THOVPSON: Have you read this book?

ARM TAGE: |I'mthe only honest person in Washi ngton.

I I

THOVPSON: ( Laughs.)
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MR. ARM TAGE: | gave it the Washi ngton read.

. .NR. THOVPSON: You | ooked in the index to see if your nane was
init.
MR. ARM TAGE: And then what was said about ne. (Laughter.)
MR, THOWPSON. | think I ought to quit there, M. Chairnman.
MR. KEAN:. Ckay. |'ve got a brief question, M. Secretary.
MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sir?
MR. KEAN. W've had a response com ng out of, | guess -- |

don't know if they canme out of the Congress, previous

adm ni strations, but the policy generally is that we expect the
world really to live up to our values, particularly in areas |ike
human ri ghts; and when they don't, we have certain sanctions. And
we do the sanme thing if sonebody is proliferating a nuclear --
peopl e who do things that we think are bad and don't |ike; we
have various sanctions that we inpose. But every tinme we inpose a
sanction -- (inaudible) -- you had with Pakistan on this one --
every tinme we inpose a sanction, we |essen our contact or our

| everage on that particular society or that particular country.
So as they have |l ess and | ess contacts and | everage from us,

they' ve, of necessity, turned sonetines to our enemes, sonetines
ot her places. And it al nost seens to be counterproductive.

Now, | understand the reasons for the policy. But in this new
world we live in -- in a wrld where terrorismis the eneny, and
particularly Islamc terrorism-- is this always the best policy

to pursue, to sort of isolate these countries who are doi ng
things that we don't approve of internally?

MR. ARM TAGE: No executive branch witness of any politica

stripe will ever argue for sanctions or for anything that in any
way inhibits the power of the only nationally el ected | eader. You
can just take that as a given. And I'm-- (chuckles) -- right on

board with that.

There has to be a way to show -- it has to be discipline, in
any adm nistration, to be able to show our displeasure and to
oursel ves wi thhol d assistance or stop trips, all these mllions
of things that go -- short of sanctions. But bureaucracies do go
on, and they kind of run on their own steam and left to their
own devi ces, no bureaucracy is going to say, "Oh, no, you can't
cut ny assistance to Pakistan,” you know, “voluntarily.”
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By the sanme token, nenbers of Congress get extraordinarily
frustrated with sone of the sane old State Departnment and ot her
W tnesses com ng up, saying the sane old things. And they want to
feel good, and they want to do something, so they put sanctions
on. And when they do that, we argue as strenuously as we can to
pl ease give us the flexibility, the presidential waiver
flexibility, et cetera, sonmetines with effect and sonetinmes to no
effect.

But | think it's generally accepted now that engagenent is
better than non-engagenent, except in the nost abhorrent
countri es.

MR. KEAN: Conmmi ssioner Gorelick?

JAM E S. GORELI CK: Thank you, M. Chairman. And thank you,
Secretary Armtage, for returning to us as a witness in your own
right and also for Dr. Rice.

MR. ARM TAGE: Thank you.

MS. GORELI CK: You are a wonderful public servant, and we

appreci ate your service. And you may be the | ast honest person,
al t hough we didn't ask the other witnesses if they | ooked at the
i ndex.

You're in a difficult position for the questions | have,
because | have been troubled personally by what | feel are
hyperbol i c statenents by National Security Adviser Rice about the
matters that we have under discussion, statenents that she's nade
in the press but not to us here publicly, where we can discuss
them with her.

" mnot going to ask you rhetorical questions. I'"'mgoing to
ask you questions | do think that you can answer.

The first is this. W seemto have a consensus of every
Cabi net officer of the two adm nistrations that we've had before
us in tw days of questioning that -- A, that you could not have
i nvaded Pakistan -- I'msorry; it's late in the day -- that one
coul d not have invaded Afghanistan prior to 9/11. And that --
your boss testified to that. And do you agree with that?

MR. ARM TAGE: Wl |, yeah, there was no way to get there
wi t hout overflight. | think we could have put troops in

Af ghani stan. W woul dn't have been able to support them So |
certainly agree with it.
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MS. GORELI CK: But you coul dn't have gotten congressiona
approval ?

MR ARMTAGE: I'mnore inclined to Senator (Kerrey's view on
that. | was one of these who -- in the |ate '80s, when we had a
ot of trouble in the Persian Gulf, the U S Senate was entirely
opposed to an QOperation Earnest WIIl, where we wanted to actually
escort ships that were getting attacked by the Iranians.

And the President and his team showed the | eadership and got
it done. And | generally think that the executive branch, when
they put the point on the spear, can get things done.

M5. GORELICK: Well, let's explore that sonme. Secretary
Runsfeld, | think in a very persuasive statenent, when asked
about what could have been done with regard to the Cole, said
that he advised the President that the only response that he
coul d nake that would be effective would be to put people on the
ground, boots on the ground.

Do you agree with that?

MR. ARM TAGE: | think given what we've heard over the |ast
two days about lack of targets or targetable intelligence --
what ever Senator Gorton was saying -- yes, | would.

M5. GORELI CK: Now, you all in the Deputies Conmttee, and

ultimately the Principals Commttee, worked for seven-plus nonths
on NSPD 9.

MR. ARM TAGE: That's right.

M5. GORELI CK: As we've been tal king about, that's the policy
that went to the principals on Septenber the 4th of 'O01.

MR. ARM TACE: Right.

M5. GORELICK: And as we see it, it had three elenments. The
first stage was warning the Taliban in no uncertain ternms. The
second stage was pressuring the Taliban -- diplonmatic pressure,
ot her pressures on the Taliban. And the third was trying to
figure out a way to oust the Taliban, but not with our boots on
the ground, with sonebody el se's boots on the ground, and then
maybe -- and then have sone contingency planning, although as
Dick Adarke said, that was part of the usual process to have
contingency plans in the w ngs.
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You just said that you m ght have suggested -- and nmaybe | --
| don't want to put words in your nmouth -- that the President
coul d have, should have advocated to Congress and to policymakers
putting boots on the ground. | don't see any boots on the ground
in NSPD 9. Is that correct?

MR. ARM TAGE: Well, first, it's not necessarily correct that
| woul d advocate putting boots on the ground.

M5. GORELICK: Ch, | didn't nmean to put words in your nouth.

MR. ARM TAGE: No, but it's an inportant point. As far as this
citizen is concerned, the decision to commt nmen and wonen, who
are al so sons and daughters, to conmbat is an extraordinarily
i nportant one, and not to be done to just feel good; to be done
to absolutely acconplish a mssion. Now, sonetines |I'm accused of
bei ng, you know, a foot-dragger, not wanting to go along on the
use of force. But I'"'msorry, that's ny view.

Having said that, the Taliban -- there were a | ot of reasons
we were handling them somewhat gently.

Some of our citizens were still there. Some of OUR NGOs were
the only thing keeping sone segnents of the Afghan popul ation
alive, through feed prograns and things of that nature. So you
don't want to throw the baby out with the bath water, generally.

And so, it -- the question with the Taliban is a tough one.
There was no question about -- | think in anybody's m nd about
the desirability of putting soldiers on the ground if we could
catch or capture or kill bin Ladin, but as a discreet elenent.

MS. GORELI CK: That would be nore -- right. Not a -- |I'm
tal ki ng about an invasion of the sort that we did post-9/11. And
there is nothing in that -- in the NSPD 9 that came out of

Septenber 4th that we could find that had an invasion plan, a
mlitary plan. And even that plan, Deputy National Security
Advi ser Hadl ey said, was contenplated to take three years.

MR. ARM TACE: Right.

M5. GORELICK: So | would ask you whether it is true that --
whether it is true, as Dr. Rice said in the Washi ngton Post, "CQur
plan called for mlitary options to attack al Qaeda and Tal i ban
| eadershi p, ground forces and other targets, taking the fight to

the eneny where he lived." Was that part of the plan as -- prior
to 9/11?
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MR ARM TAGE: No, | think that was amended after the horror
of 9/11.

MS. GORELI CK: Pardon ne?

MR KEAN: Your tine.

M5. GORELICK: Oh, | seeny -- | see ny tine is up. | have
nore questions to which | would like to return, if I maght.

MR. HAM LTON: Comm ssi oner Lehman.

MR. LEHVAN: Thank you.

M. Secretary, | think it's particularly appropriate that
you're here as wap-up witness along with Dick O arke, because
you and Dick nore or less started in the counterterrorism
busi ness at about the same tine ---

MR. ARM TAGE: Actually, | was before him (Laughs.)

MR. LEHMAN. Sorry -- as particularly -- as boots on the
ground. But 1'd like to get your perspective on the |long view,
specifically back to a trauma that you and | both lived through
in the Pentagon in '83, when our Marines were killed in the
terrorist suicide attack in Beirut. And it's particularly apropos
to this -- to our mssion, because Osama bin Ladin has cited that
as a semnal event in his awakening to the vulnerability of the
US And it also illustrates, particularly since in the |ast
year, as a result of a trial, sone of the nost sensitive
classified docunents have becone declassified, it illustrates
some of the deep dysfunctions in our governnent, particularly in
the handling of intelligence and in nmaking of decisions based on
intelligence.

And as you'll recall, we did not retaliate even though, we
now know, that there was an intercept directly of the Iranian
governnent ordering the assassination of our Marines. And that
was in the hands of a few, although not all, policynmakers. And as
a result, even though the President wanted a retaliation, no
retaliation was ever ordered for that.

And GCsama is our authority to say that the fact that there
was no retaliation and it was foll owed by the wi thdrawal of the
United States from Lebanon, exactly what the purpose of the
attack was to achieve, laid the groundwork for a tide of
subsequent terrorist acts.
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There were repetitive and growi ng i nstances of terrorismover
the years. There were a few instances of retaliation. | would
have to say they were episodic. The Tripoli bonbi ng was one. But
I"d really like to have you share with us your overal
perspective of both the effects of imediate retaliation -- |ike
we did not do in '83, we did not do for the Cole, we did not do
in the "93 Wrld Trade Center, we did not do after '98 -- and
al so the reasons why we didn't that seemto run through so many
of them which is stovepiping and | ack of full picture, and
al ways voices saying, well, we don't yet have a full picture;
there may be Lebanese civilians in the target area; or, we don't
know whet her the Cole was really -- whether they were al Qaeda.

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sir.

As you, | was personally affected by that tragedy, those
Marines and Navy corpsnmen who were kill ed.

And | remenber a discussion with you when you and | were on
the sane page. W wanted to put a cruise mssile in the w ndow of
the Iranian anbassador in Danmascus. |Is that not a quote that you

LEHMAN: That is correct.

MR
MR. ARM TAGE:. -- and we thought it would be very salutary.
MR

LEHVAN: Had themall in New Jersey.

MR. ARM TAGE: However, the Beirut bonbing -- | think the

reason we were very slow and did not retaliate had to do nore
with the huge policy differences about why we were there.

Renmenber the m ssion of the Marine Corps there? You argued
against it. It was called presence. W didn't know what presence
was. And slowly, over tine, we becane a factor in soneone else's
civil war and we were seen as taking sides, and boom we got hit.
That's exactly what happened. So | think each episode is a little
bit sui generis.

Now on the question of Hezbollah, who did that, | don't think
that we knew -- why, we didn't know t hen what we know now about
the worl dwi de nature of these guys. |I've called themthe real A-
team of terrorismbecause they are global and they can reach out
when they're ready. W have to nake sure we understand what we're
getting into. And I would have said the Beirut bonbing, though
you and I were on the sane side, |I'mnot sure we understood what
we were getting into.
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And | think each of these other things are sui generis. The
decision of M. Cdinton to knock out the intelligence
headquarters was great. Qur decision in '86 to bounce Tri pol
around a little bit, and we al nost got the colonel. And that
woul d have been a fine thing, but you renmenber the discussion we
had in the U S. Congress at the tine? Big debate about whether we
were trying to assassi nate sonebody. And we won that debate
because he was the mlitary conmander and this was a nilitary
retaliation, so it wasn't a violation of 12333, the executive
order. But these are the kind of things that, in that day, we'd
argue about. Because of the horror of 9/11 it's been pretty nuch
swept aside. | think we're in a new day fromthe fights that we
used to have, not with each other but in general.

VR. LEHVAN: (Chuckles.) Thank you.

MR. KEAN: Congressman Roener.

MR. RCEMER: Thank you.

| just have one question --

MR ARM TAGE: Yes, sir.

MR. ROCEMER: -- for the secretary, and I will yield the rest
of ny time to Conmi ssioner Gorelick, who has sone nore questions.

| join in thanking the Comm ssion -- or thanking you fromthe
Commi ssion, M. Secretary. In nmy 16 years as a nenber of Congress
and as a staff nmenber up on Capitol HlIl, your reputation is one
for directness, for honesty, refreshing coments to peopl e,
dedi cation to public service, and | appreciate you being here and
appreciate the tough role that you' re serving in in serving our
country.

That doesn't nmean to say that | wouldn't Iike to have Dr.
Ri ce here to continue the good dial ogue that she gave us in
private in public. And if the Adm nistration has this conpelling
and convincing story that | think the American people should
hear, it shouldn't be in the privacy of a SAF [ Secure
Conpartnmented Information Facility]. It should be out in public
because we do have sone di sagreenents, fromwhat M. C arke said
t oday.

And M. Carke and Dr. Rice had sone of these conversations.

So it would be helpful -- | would really hope that the
Admi ni stration mght reconsider their decision because Dr. Rice
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is such an articulate and conpel ling person, as you are, to tel
the story --

MR. ARM TAGE: Much less articulate and nmuch | ess conpelling!
(Laughter.)

MR. ROEMER: Actually, very refreshing and very direct. And

that's how M. Clarke | think has a reputation for being direct -
- trying to get things done.

One of the things that you said in your private interview to
the 9/11 Comm ssion staff was that you're not a patient guy, you
like to get things noving along. You said that the deputies
process has not worked, quote, "speedily before or since 9/11."
Unquot e.

Can you expand on that a little bit?

MR. ARM TACGE: Yeah. |'ve long held the view, and it's well
known in the Adm nistration, as | said, we ought to have |ess
neetings and be more crisp. | mss some things, but I'mfairly
crisp.

| was inpatient on this and other issues. But | think all of

nmy col |l eagues wanted to get it exactly right. And 1'Il tell you
fromny point of viewin the Departnent of State, and this is a
factual point, it is not a partisan comment; | found a State

Departnent, and Secretary Powel| stepped into a State Depart nent
which for alnost 12 years had been neglected in ternms of
managenent, in terns of budgets and everything else. And ny

i npatience with a ot of these neetings had to do with the
necessity of getting back to try to do our part, along with our
col l eagues in the Departnment of State, to resuscitate that place
and make it sonething that woul d make you and the nenbers of our
public at |large proud of what they did. That's where ny

i npati ence canme from

VMR, ROEMER: Well | appreciate and respect that desire to try
to get things done in Washington, D.C., M. Secretary.

And as M. Carke said today, in about the spring of 2001 he
becanme very frustrated with this process that you said was noving
too slowy.

And in an interviewon TV with Lisa Myers, Dr. R ce said

this, and | quote, "W were then able to really, on an
accel erated basis, over the next 230 days to put in place a
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policy that was nore robust, that really did envision a fairly
dramatic restructuring of our diplomatic initiatives, that put
real funding behind the intelligence.”" And she went on.

Now, let's just have a legitimate di scussion about was there
real funding for that? People have said no, there was not rea
fundi ng behind that.

Was it an accel erated basis? No. Sonme people wanted that
process to nove nuch nore quickly. How can we get it done better
in the future?

So that's the only point I'"'mmaking. I'd yield the rest of ny
time to Conm ssioner CGorelick. (Laughter.)

MR. ARM TAGE: Conm ssioner, do you want nme to --

MR. RCEMER: You have 30 seconds, | think, Conm ssioner
CGorelick. (Laughter.)

MR. ARM TAGE: Conmi ssioner, do you want ne to respond or --

MS. GORELICK: (OFf nike.)

MR. RCEMER: |I'mon a roll. No -- if you want to, M.
Secretary.

MR. ARM TAGE: The definition of whether eight nonths was too
Il ong or not, each of you will have to conme to your own concl usion
on. | would suggest you need to bounce it against other such
del i berations of those who canme before, and probably people wll
be deliberating this long after. It's a relative thing, and it's
relative to what. And as we | ook back, clearly, as |I said
earlier, in the Samuel Cenmens -- that we were on the right
track. W weren't going fast enough.

Now |"'m-- as every witness up here has said is -- is -- |
don't need these to | ook backwards.

MR. RCEMER: Thank you, sir.

MR. KEAN: Conmmi ssi oner Ben-Veni ste.

MR, BEN-VENI STE: | want to enphasize publicly what
Comm ssi oner Ji m Thonpson had said, and that is that this
commi ssi on has never had a partisan vote. And | think the public
needs to hear that, because there's a lot of interest in the
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medi a and el sewhere in this town in trying to nmake this

comm ssion into sonme partisan operation. That's not the case. W
have worked together now for a year, under extraordinary

| eadership fromour chair and vice chair. And we may have

differing opinions -- and we do, and we express those to each
other -- but this has not been a partisan conmm ssion. And |
believe that we will be able to satisfy the expectations of the

public in doing our work in a nonpartisan way, in an objective
and professional way, which will nmake for a credible final report
that this conmission will issue.

Let me ask two things. One, | thank you for your refreshing
and direct answers and candor, M. Secretary. Wen you indicated
that you | ooked through the index of M. C arke's book, that
sparked ne to borrow M. Thonpson's copy and take a | ook at page
30. And in that regard, there is a discussion of the i medi ate
aftermath of 9/11, when the top | eaders of our country assenbl ed
at Canp David with the President.

On that occasion, according to M. Carke -- and, | guess, as
previously reported by nmy friend Bob Whodward in his book --
there was a discussion of the possibility of an invasion of Iraq,
utilizing 9/11 as the pretext for that invasion. According to M.
Cl arke's book, both you and Secretary Powel|l resisted any notion
put forward by Secretary Runsfel d or Deputy Secretary Wl fow tz
that the events of 9/11 justified the invasion of Iraq. Could you
comment on that?

MR. ARM TAGE: | was not at Canp David. | was off on another

m ssion for the President, to go to Russia. My secretary was
there. He spoke about his renenbrance of what went on there.

There was no question in our m nd that Afghanistan was where
we had to go. Secretary Runsfeld and M. Wl fow tz have their own
views. | don't think it was unreasonable in the wake of this
horror to speculate on how nmuch of an interaction al Qaeda and
ot hers m ght have had with Irag. But the President, as was
reported to nme by the secretary, listened carefully, made the
decision to renove the others fromthe table, and concentrate on
Af ghani stan when he canme down from Canp Davi d that Monday.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Putting aside the Canp David part of ny
guestion, is it correct that you discussed with M. Carke in the
aftermath of 9/11 the fact that the secretary of Defense and his
deputy were advocating for a strike agai nst Irag?
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MR ARM TAGE: | don't recall that conversation; it's
possi bl e.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Do you recall the event itself, that the
secretary and the deputy were advocating for an invasion of Iraq?

MR ARM TAGE: | was not at that -- | don't have that separate
know edge.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: No one told you about that.

MR. ARM TAGE: Oh, we've had the debates in this
Adm ni stration about Iraq, about when and how to strike Iraqg. But
on the inmediate aftermath of Septenber 11th, | think everyone
quickly fell in line. But the President had nade his decision
that's where we're going to spend our efforts.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, prior to the decision being nade, ny
question focuses on whether it was advocated for.

MR. ARM TAGE: You've read M. Wodward' s book and you' ve
tal ked to the secretary. He said that M. Wl fowitz had strong
views, that he's not bashful, and I think the President wel cones
all those views. But | was not there. | can read the book -- |
mean, and just report that. But I -- | wasn't there.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Finally, with respect to the Cole, in your
interviewwith our staff you indicated that as of the transition

t he evidence was not yet presented to the White House that a
Qaeda was responsible for the Cole. Is that correct?

MR. ARM TAGE: | recall the staff nmenbers who talked to ne
indicating there was -- what they felt was a very stunning piece
of intelligence and asking nme had | seen it, regarding the Cole.
And | had not.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: In the "stunning piece of intelligence" --

MR. ARM TAGE: The inplication to ne was that this was sort of
a snoking gun, but | had not seen it.

IMR. BEN-VENI STE: That indicated that, in fact, while
reasonabl e peopl e may have had sonme doubt prior to this piece of
intelligence being presented, that follow ng the presentation of
this piece of intelligence there was little doubt or no
reasonabl e doubt --
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MR. ARM TAGE:. They did not show ne the intelligence and |
haven't seen it, so | don't know what they were tal king about.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, let's just then focus on your state of
mnd --

MR. KEAN:. Last question --

MR BEN-VENI STE: -- as of the transition. Was the FBI telling

you, was the CIA telling you, the new Adm nistration, that a
Qaeda was responsi ble for the Col e?

MR. ARM TAGE: | did not have conversations with the FBI and
had conversations with the CIA only after I got in. My
conversations during the transition -- nmy transition into office
-- were primarily with the counterterrorismstaff. Secretary
Powel | had made it very clear to ne that he felt this was a big
probl em and he wanted me to spend ny tine with the
counterterrorism-- our counterterrorism people, |earning what
tools we had, what was available to us and how we coul d i npl enent
t hem

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, when did you learn for the first tine
that al Qaeda was responsible for the Cole?

MR. ARM TAGE: | don't know the exact date. | think it's just
like building coral -- came to the concl usion.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Sone tine after March.

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, that would be ny recollection.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Thank you, M. Chairnman. And thank you, M.
Secretary.

MR KEAN Senator CGorton?

MR, GORTON. M. Secretary, | want to go through a bit of our
history with al Qaeda and our attenpts to get at bin Ladin, and
make a few statenents and see whether or not you agree with them
di sagree with themor want to suppl enent them

| think we've pretty nmuch found -- it's in our staff reports
-- that the United States didn't recognize, begin to recognize,
t he seriousness of bin Ladin as nore than a financier until
essentially after he had | eft Sudan and had found refuge in
Af ghani st an.
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Secondly, that very shortly after he got to Afghanistan, the
Tal i ban seized control of a large part of the country.

Third, that while there were many diplomatic efforts in the
Clinton adm nistration, and perhaps -- and even sone -- even one
-- at least one last one in the Bush adm nistration, through
di plomacy to get the Taliban to give up bin Ladin, in retrospect,
in this 20-20 hindsight, that was going to be absolutely
i npossible. As it turned out, the Taliban was willing to be
destroyed before it would give up bin Ladin. But it would have
been, for all practical purposes, inpossible for anyone to have
made -- cone to that conclusion any earlier than it actually
happened.

Fourth, that effective mlitary action, either against a
Qaeda or against the Taliban itself, required a | arge Anerican
presence that was inpossible without the aid and assi stance of
Paki stan or Iran, which we weren't going to get, or Uzbekistan,
because they're the only significant countries that border on it.

And fifth, that while some of the policies that were at | east
i nchoate in the Bush admi nistration were to change our policies
toward Pakistan, it was actually only 9/11 that, in effect, gave
us the ability to say you're with us or against us, and to
require a really quick decision on the part of Pakistan to be on
our side in what was now evidently a war as far as everyone in
the world was concerned, and that you would have had a very
difficult tinme in getting Pakistan to that point in the absence
of a 9/11.

I s that an accurate statenent of our history, in your view as

MR ARMTAGE: | think it is an accurate statenent. If | can -

- | don't want to advise (sic) and extend your remarks --
(chuckl es) --

MR GORTON: | think you shoul d.

MR. ARM TAGE:. -- or whatever you used to say.

MR GORTON: | want you to.

MR. ARM TAGE: But on the question of Pakistan, we did give
them a bl ack and white choice, | nmean no question about it, and
gave them one day to think about it. But | don't think they could
have even cone to that decision if there hadn't had been sone
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preparatory di plomatic work by the President of the United
States, who had conmmuni cated at |east twice with President
Musharraf, and the secretary of State who was al so devel oping a
relationship with himand his foreign mnister at the tine,
Foreign Mnister Sattar, as well as by others in our departnent
who were traveling back and forth.

So the ability to say yes by Pakistan, | think, was to sone
degree -- and you can put whatever percentage on it you want -- a
function of the diplonmacy and the credibility that the President
and his Adm nistration had shown to the Pakistanis that we woul d
stick with themthis tine. One of their major gripes was that we
used them and pitched them as soon as the Soviet war was over,
and they don't want to be a Dixie cup. And so |I think that to a
certain extent that seven or eight nonths of diplomacy that went
into Pakistan made it easier for themto say yes w thout
condi tions.

MR. GORTON. And per haps one other conmentary. There was a

very serious attenpt -- Dick O arke expressed his frustration
soneti mes when there was no action -- to find and elimnate Csama
bin Ladin, nore than al Qaeda as a whole, for an extended peri od
of time. And in retrospect, | take it that's been a | ot nore

difficult task. We haven't been able to find bin Ladin at this
poi nt after two-years-plus in Afghanistan on the ground, and so |
suppose it's probably accurate to say that the chances of finding
himwith a cruise mssile or with any of the |ess invasive ways
than we actually engaged in was going to be extraordinarily
difficult, if not inpossible?

MR. ARM TAGE: Yes, sir.

VR. GORTON: Thank you.

MR. ARM TAGE: | agree with that.

MR, KEAN:. Conmi ssi oner Corelick.

VR. GORTON: Thank you.

M5. GORELICK: M. Secretary, | have just a few additiona

guestions. You indicated that in the NSPD 9 that was the subject
of the Septenber 4th neeting, that there was a strong nention of
the Cole init. |I think that's what you said; | don't nean to put

words in your nouth if that's not what you said. But in any
event, there was no response to the Cole init.
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MR. ARM TAGE: No. The response canme after the 9/11, and it
was wrapped in our activities in NSPD 9 after 9/11, which the
President finally signed, wapped in. So | mght have m sspoken
on this.

M5. GORELICK: Well, | think you were trying to say -- well,

let's not have nme tal k about what you were trying to say. But as
of Septenber - -

VR. ARM TAGE: (Laughs.) | need the help.

MS. GORELI CK: (Laughs.) You need hel p? W all need help. It's
very late in the day.

As of Septenber 4th, the steps contenplated -- warning the
Tal i ban, pressuring the Taliban, et cetera -- were not -- there
was no mlitary or other forceful response to the Cole in that as
of Septenber 4th. Is that correct?

MR. ARM TAGE: There were contingency plans, but they're not
specific to the Cole.

M5. GORELICK: O -- and they were way down the line. They got
-- they got --

MR. ARM TAGE: Truncat ed.

M5. GORELICK: -- the third stage got -- becane the first

stage after 9/11, but they were not the first stage as
cont enpl ated on Septenber 4th.

In addition to -- and | don't nean to seemfixated on this,
but it just -- it kind of sticks in ny craw. In addition to
saying in the Washi ngton Post and to Russert and ot her news shows
that this -- the policy that was bei ng devel oped in the spring,
marshal ed mlitary m ght against al Qaeda and the Taliban, which
it did not do, Dr. Rice also says that because 16 of the 19
hi jackers were here as of June 2001 nothing that coul d have been
done that spring would have nade a difference, the hijackers
al nost certainly, she says, would have carried out their plan. |

woul d note that of the four -- that 18 of the 19, including three
of the four pilots, came to this country after April. So it
depends on what date you choose, and others canme -- the three of

the four pilots cane in after June. So while it is true that |
have said why didn't you neet -- why didn't you -- why didn't you
act on these urgent matters while you were doing the policy, I'm
not somebody who | oves neetings for neetings. My question is,
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wasn't -- in retrospect, don't you think that there were actions
you coul d have taken prior to 9/11 on an urgent basis totry to
address the very high level of threat that you were seeing?

MR. ARM TAGE: Well, given all that we know now, anyone who
woul dn't say yes would be wong. So obviously, the answer has to
be yes. We've found out these characters were down in San Di ego.
If we'd have known about that, that woul d have done sonet hi ng.
You heard M. C arke earlier say he hoped he could have connected
all the dots, had he known all those things. But we didn't. And
so, that's where we are, and the chips will fall where they nay.

On the question of neetings, | don't think that the
significance of the director's neeting with the President al nost
every day, personally directly, and the principals having a phone
call every day in which they discussed not only intelligence, but
any inpending policy issues, that that is a new way of doing
busi ness. Now, you'll say, oh, the tel ephone calls, everyone
makes calls. Not in a consistent way with the purpose of talking
about what went on, or what's on that day, or the intelligence
they've all just read because they had the CIA briefers in.

So |l don't want to -- I'mnot going to quarrel with you --
(chuckl es) -- on the question of neetings at all, but neetings
al one don't acconplish much. There were a | ot of things that went
on in this Admnistration in the beginning that had been --
weren't the fault of the Cinton admnnistration. They weren't the
fault of any specific admnistration. But a | ot had atrophied and
a lot of old- think was still around. It had been around from
successi ve generations -- successive adm nistrations, and all of
that had to be cleared out.

MR. LEHVAN:. Just a correction for the record. | believe that
all of the pilots were in the country by the 1st of January and
all of the muscle by June.

M5. GORELICK: No, they went in -- three of them went out and
cane back in in the spring.

MR. KEAN. All right, with that, we'll --

M5. GORELI CK: They canme back -- | nean, we have that -- we
have that -- we --

MR. LEHMAN:. They had arrived. Sone went in and out, but they
were --
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MS. GORELI CK: They cane back again was the point | was --

VR. LEHVAN: They were coming in and out.

M5. GORELICK: -- was trying to -- what | was trying to nmake,
and the record is what it is.

Again, | very nmuch appreciate your testinony. You are not
Condi Rice, but you have been very hel pful to us neverthel ess.
Thank you.

MR. KEAN. M. Secretary, thank you very nmuch. W hope we can
ask you perhaps sonme nore questions for the record as tine goes
on before we finish. I thank you and all those who have testified
before us today and the public who's taken the trouble to attend.

This now concl udes our hearing. W will hold our next hearing
in Washington, D.C. April 13th and 14th, when the Conm ssion w ||
focus on | aw enforcenent and the issue of intelligence. (Sounds
gavel .) Adj our ned.

END.

PRESS CONFERENCE FOLLOW NG HEARI NGS DI RKSEN SENATE OFFI CE BUI LDI NG,
WASHI NGTON, D. C.
5:15 P.M EST, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 24, 2004

AL FELZENBERG (deputy for comruni cations): A couple of ground

rules before we start. I'mAl Fel zenberg. I'mthe deputy for
comuni cations for at the 9/11 Comm ssi on.

Governor Kean and Congressman Hamlton will nake a brief
openi ng statenent, and then when they finish, what I'd |like to do
is when | call on you, would you pl ease give your name and your
affiliation. And try to talk |Ioudly because you don't have m kes.
These acoustics are better than we had last tine, but they're not
good.

So with that, I'Il turn it over to Governor Kean and
Congressman Ham lton. | thank you all for staying wwth us for two
days.

MR. KEAN. Yeah, thank you. It's been a | ong two days.

We want to begin our remarks with these three observati ons,
and then we'll nmake sone comments about what we've |learned in the
just concl uded heari ngs.
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First, we'd both like to commend our fellow conm ssioners for
their questions, for their strong participation in the hearings.
We've had a civil discussion on sonme grave questions and sone of
the nost difficult questions that a governnment can possibly face.

Second, we will observe that there really aren't as many
di sagreenents as we m ght have expected on the facts. There is
substanti al agreenent anong partici pants about what did occur and
did not occur with respect to the key elenents of policy on 9/11.

Third, we would observe that we and our fellow comm ssioners
have experienced considerable frustration these past two days. W
keep westling with the question: Wat could have been done and
what shoul d have been done at sone stage or other over the past
ei ght years to prevent 9/11?

And this |leads to a discussion of what we have |learned in
t hese hearings. W' ve | earned of systematic failure. There was
poor conmuni cation between | aw enforcenent and intelligence, and
t here was poor conmunication within the FBI. These points were
made to us by National Security Adviser Berger, the director of
Central Intelligence, and Richard C arke. DCl Tenet told us, "W
raced fromthreat to threat to threat.

There was not a systemin place to close the seans. W did
not devel op a systematic approach.”

We | earned of the DCI's perspective and the speci al
authorities the President provided him He stressed the
i nportance of foreign intelligence collection. He stressed that
better intelligence led to the devel opnment of better
capabilities, and that better capabilities preceded asking for
new authorities. National Security Advisor Berger told us he
woul d have reconmended favorably that the President approve any
request for additional authorities.

MR. HAM LTON: Thank you, Chairman.

We | earned that policynakers were reluctant to use force.
They wanted strong evidence and cl ear judgnents about
responsibility before recomendi ng the use of force in response
to attacks on American interests.

We learned that the mlitary briefed policynmakers on mlitary
options and the risks of mlitary operations.
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We | earned that senior officials, both civilian and mlitary,
were prepared to proceed with the use of force when the
intelligence was good enough, when they thought the intelligence
was acti onabl e.

We | earned that the departnents of State and Defense in two
adm ni strations took nany actions to address terrorism The |ist
of actions is long and detailed. W are also left with the
i npression that the national security priorities of both
adm ni strations were to a |arge extent focused el sewhere.

W do not want overstate the criticism As Secretary Al bright

remnds us, it is hard to renmenber how the world | ooked before
9/ 11, because it changed so nmuch because of 9/11.

Every admi ni stration faces terrible choices about how it
allocates its limted tine and resources. Every decision is
revisited in the light of what happened afterword. W heard
strong argunents about why nore could not have been done. An
i nvasi on of Afghanistan was inconceivable; cruise mssile strikes
were too hard. There was one thing we did not hear: no one
offered a pre-9/11 strategy to w n.

We | earned that policies to persuade the Taliban to give up
bin Ladin failed. We, as a nation, learned too |ate that Mill ah
Omar woul d rather surrender his country than surrender bin Ladin.

We | earned that the United States had many inportant
priorities inits priorities toward Pakistan. The clarity of a
single policy choice for Pakistan -- you're with us or agai nst us
in the war against terrorism-- did not enmerge until after 9/11.

We | earned that Saudi Arabia was an inportant player in
diplomatic efforts to force the Taliban to surrender bin Ladin,
but its cooperation on intelligence-sharing and tracking finances
before 9/11 fell short.

We | earned that senior officials in both adm nistrations do
not believe Congress or the Anerican public would have supported
| arge- scale mlitary operations in Afghani stan before 9/11.

We thank each of our w tnesses, past and present officials,
for their testinony yesterday and today. They have advanced our
under st andi ng of the choices policynakers faced and the choices
t hey made.
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Thank you, and the governor and | are prepared to respond to
questi ons.

MR. FELZENBERG Ckay. When | call on you, will you pl ease
give your nane and affiliation and try to speak up? The gentl eman
up here. Thank you.

QI'mLance Gay with Scripps-Howard Newspapers. Wthin the
next year or so, Congress is going to plan to take up the issue
of reauthorizing the PATRI OI Act, which includes the right of the
ClAto get material out of grand jury indictnments. Could you ask
both of you, in Iight of what you' ve discovered fromthis
experience, do you think that that provision has nerits or
doesn't have nerits? And your comm ssion doesn't get into the
other civil rights issues, the privacy issues other people are
rai sing about this, but if you can just conmment on what Congress
should do with that --

MR. HAMLTON:. | don't pretend to be expert on the PATRI OT
Act. | think all of us are concerned about taking steps that
m ght be harnful to civil liberties, and we certainly will be
reviewi ng carefully the PATRI OT Act.

| do think there is one elenment of the PATRI OT Act that we
find beneficial to policy, and that is that part of it which

reduces the stovepiping, the fact that you don't -- did not have
prior to 9/11 the connecting of the dots, the flow of information
anong agencies, and even within agencies. | amnot enough of an

expert in the PATRIOT Act to be able to point you to the
provision that deals with that, but we had several w tnesses
comment that the PATRI OT Act was responsible for breaking down
t hose barriers.

MR. KEAN. Yeah, we also had -- and |I'mnot an expert on the
act, either, and obviously it'll be part of our recomrendations
when the whol e conm ssion discusses it, but we did have w tness
after witness tell us that the PATRI OT Act has been very, very
hel pful, and if the PATRIOT Act, or portions of it, had been in
pl ace before 9/11, that woul d have been very hel pful. So what
we've got to do is ook at the whole act and recogni ze the fact
that there nay be pieces of it that need revision at this point,
and -- but that hopefully nobody will throw out the baby with the
bat h wat er

MR. FELZENBERG WMs. Zakari a? Yeah.

Q After all that you've heard --
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MR. FELZENBERG Could you tell themyour affiliation, please?

Q Oh, sorry. Toby Zakaria with Reuters. After all that you've

heard in these |ast two days, do you believe that 9/11 could have
been prevent ed?

MR. KEAN. Well, 1've gotten in trouble for this before.
(Laughs, laughter.) I1t'll be, obviously, sonme of the concl usions
of our report; |I've always said yes. But | believed that when we
started. So it's not -- tone it's not a new belief, and it's not

bl am ng anybody.

It's just a whole series of events that | think, had they
gone differently in one way or another, it m ght not have
occurred.

VR. FELZENBERG Davi d.

Q David Corn from The Nation. At the end of today's hearings,
sone of the famly nmenbers were quite upset. They wal ked out when
Arm tage was speaking, but they also called for the resignation
of the executive director, Philip Zelikow, over there, citing his
i nvolvenent in the transition briefings and his relationships --
wor ki ng rel ationship with Condol eezza Rice and noting that a | ot
of the issues that you have or sone of the conflict that you have
i nvol ved the Presidential Daily Briefs, Condol eezza Rice's
appear ances here, what happened in that transition period. What
do you say to the fam |y nmenbers who now believe that the
Commi ssion is not being run by sonmeone who they have full faith
and confidence in?

MR. KEAN. Sinply that we don't agree with them | have ful
confidence in our executive director. If you had seen the
candi dat es who appeared before us for the position, he was by far
the nost qualified. I don't have any question about his
integrity. He's taken the sane recusals as nenbers of the
Comm ssi on and ot her nmenbers of the staff. There is nothing

that's come out in the last nonth or so that -- or nore -- that
we didn't know al ready as conm ssioners, and so nothing has cone
out that has changed our opinion. He will not participate in

t hose areas of the work that were part of the transition.

Q Do you see any appearance issue when -- you know, w thout
chal l enging his qualifications or even his integrity, that people
-- these are very contentious issues, and the fellow in charge of

the Conmission is in some ways a participant and in sone ways
cl ose to key participants.
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MR, HAM LTON. | nust say | don't know that | have heard from
the famlies specifically what they nean by conflict of interest

and why there is a conflict of interest beyond the fact that he
was a part of the transition team

Now, as you'll recall, in the Bush adm nistration the
transition was a very abbrevi ated period of tinme because of the
Fl ori da controversy, so M. Zelikow worked on that transition
teamfor a very short period. W apply the sane rules to himas
we apply to the Conm ssioners, and that is, they recuse
t hensel ves fromthose matters in which they were directly
i nvol ved, and he has done that.

| would reinforce what the chairman has said. |I've worked now
with Phil Zelikow for about a year and three or four nonths. |'m
not of the sanme political party that he is. I have found him
extremely conpetent, very know edgeable. | have never once found
him | think, in any way pulling his punches with regard to this
i nvestigation. Indeed, ny experience with himhas been the
opposite, that he has been very aggressive in trying to fulfill
t he mandate of the Conm ssion.

So | share the chairman's confidence in him W've got a very
talented staff. It's a very diverse staff. It is not an easy
staff to lead, for a variety of reasons, and | think he's done a
very, very good j ob.

VR. FELZENBERG The | ady up here, please

Q Anne Hoy with Newsday. The Denocrats on the Conmission seem

to stress one line of questioning and the Republicans another. Is
t he Conmi ssion too divided along partisan |lines, and woul d that
in any way affect the way you' re going to wite the report?

MR. KEAN. No, | don't believe so. Every now and then there's
a question or two from sonebody that nmay cross the line a bit and
be seen as parti san.

But if you take the fact that, you know, we're in an el ection

year in this town, whichis -- this town is nore divided than
|'ve ever seen it; it's an awful atnosphere. I'mgetting on a
train shortly, and 1'Il be very happy. (Laughter.) But in that
at nrosphere -- we've now been working a year; we've had sonme very
contentious issues -- there's never been a vote on the Conm ssion

where five Republicans have opposed five Denocrats. W' ve had
di fferences, but they' ve been across party line, not on party
lines. And | believe, you know, these are 10 Americans that want
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to a job together, and I know all of us have talked, and we're
going to do our very best to get a unani nobus report. | mean,
whet her we'll be able to achieve that, | don't know, but I
suspect if we're not able to achieve it, it may not be on
partisan ground. It nay be because sonme of us just have very
strong feelings on how things are going to be worded or issues
are going to be handl ed.

But | believe that -- as | say, well, it's very hard, and
occasionally a bit of partisanship breaks out, but | think that
overall, this is a commssion that is -- this is a conm ssion

who's struggling to be nonpartisan or bipartisan at a very
difficult tinme in this country's history.

MR. HAM LTON. | mght just say that | think your question and
your observation is a correct one. W certainly did have in the
| ast two days sone questions and comments that had nore of a
partisan tinge to themthan they -- we've had in the past. But
just keep in mnd when this hearing occurred. | nean -- (Il aughs)
-- it occurred right at the point of Dick Carke's book com ng
out. It occurred right after a weekend in which the partisan guns
were firing at full blaze here. And this conm ssion does not
operate in a sterile vacuum W're part of the process that goes
on here in Washi ngt on.

So | can understand the question, but | fully agree wi th what
the chairman has said. And | believe in the hearings that'l
follow, you'll see a different tone and fewer partisan shots.

MR. KEAN. | might say, by the way, working with the Vice
Chair is one of the real joys of this job, and I think since
we've -- since we've been working together, | think we've had
only one di sagreenent where we voted different ways, and at that
point, he voted with the Republicans and | voted with the
Denocr at s.

(Laughs.)

MR. FELZENBERG Larry?

MR. HAM LTON: And only one instance when the chairnman was
wrong. (Laughter.)

MR. FELZENBERG Larry, please.

Q Larry Arnold, Bloonberg News. Do you believe that the
docurment that M. C arke hel ped put together at the end of the
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Cinton adm nistration and was handed over to nenbers of the Bush
adm nistration in that first week was a plan? The word clearly
has becone inportant as to whether a plan was handed over from
one adm nistration to the other.

MR. KEAN:. | don't know. Again, how do you use the word
"plan"? Cobviously they had sone strategies; whether it was a
conplete plan, | don't know. But | think everybody has their own
definitions of that.

MR. HAM LTON:. | mnust say, | don't have a precise recollection
of what's in that docunent. | think |I have seen it. But it does

seemto ne to be a very semantic kind of a problem but | don't
think I can comment directly on your question.

MR. FELZENBERG The gentleman in the yellow tie back there

Q David Goldin fromthe New York-1. Do you find that M.
Cl arke's book com ng out this week nmay have been a distraction?
And woul d the Conmm ssion and those of us watching the Comm ssion
and peopl e at hone readi ng about it and watching about it had
been better off if this book had cone out, say, even next week?
(Laughter.)

MR. KEAN. Well, he noved the publication date on us, to the
sane date as the hearing. W couldn't do anything about that. But
he -- and so here we were, and we handled it as best we coul d.
M. Carke's been very helpful to us over tine. He gave us 15
hours of testinmony in private. He's a pivotal figure. He said

today, | guess, his change in tone fromhis private testinony to
his public testinony was because of his very strong opposition to
the war in lraq, | guess -- the position on Iraqg and what he felt

that did to the war on terrorism So that may have changed his
position a bit.

But it's not anything we can do anything about, that timng
of that book.

Q So was it appropriate for himto nove the publication date?

MR, KEAN. | think his publisher nmust have thought it was very

appropriate -- (laughter) -- and it's been very successful.
(Laughs.) As sonebody said in the Conm ssion, would it were ny
book! (Laughs.)

VR. FELZENBERG The gentleman in the back. M. Mrris. In the
back, yeah
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Q Vince Murris with the New York Post. There's a fair anount
of testinony that suggests that Director Tenet was very cauti ous
the |l ast few years, maybe cautious to a fault. Do you agree with
t hat ?

MR. KEAN:. | believe that -- and | accept what Director Tenet
said, that -- while he says the CIA did not get gun-shy, | think
-- and this is ny personal opinion, it's not a conm ssion
opi nion, but that the events of the '80s, early '90s, where the
Congress, as he said -- or sonebody el se, | guess Armtage said,
where really director after director, and operative after
operative was called up and sort of reamed out by the United
States Congress, or in sonme cases brought up on charges, really
di d have a danpening effect not only on what they felt they could
do, but also on recruitnment. | nean, he said it would take him --
what did he say, six -- five, six, seven years to rebuild the CIA
fromthat period.

The CIA was not a very good thing to go into for a while.
Wien | was in college, | think the guy who recruited for the CA
was the dean of the college. It was a very prestigious
organi zation to go into. Sone years later, the CI A was kicked off
canpus and nost good colleges didn't even allow themto recruit
on canpus because of the kind of reputation they got after sone
of those hearings.

And so, yes, | think they were a little gun-shy -- nmy own
opi ni on.

But secondly, there was sone reason. And thirdly, it's a
national tragedy that we |ost a trenendous -- a generation of
very good people who m ght have been into the -- gone into the
Cl A, might have had the | anguage skills, m ght have had the
expertise, and m ght have really been out there hel ping the
country very dramatically at this point.

MR. HAM LTON. One of the things that inpressed nme in the two-
day hearings was the fact that the policymakers, many of whom
obviously have different parties and different views, the policy
makers al nost unani nously were very cautious in their -- in their
use of force, in their approval of the use of force. Wile those
of us who do not have the official responsibility of sending
young nen and wonen into battle were a little nore enthusiastic
about the use of force, | don't know that that's a bad thing.
It's an awesone deci sion.
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|'ve had to vote any nunber of tines on sending young nen and
wonen into battle. And you may think it's a casual thing, but
believe you ne, it's not, because you know your vote, even though
it my be a large margin or a small margin, is going to nmean the
end of sonebody's life. So | think there's an awesone sense of
responsibility that conmes upon a policymaker when they nmake this
decision. And it's very easy for those of us to | ook back and
say, oh, my gosh, we should have used force there; it's now clear
that if we'd have knocked out bin Ladin, we'd have saved
ourselves a | ot of trouble.

And | think Madel eine Albright said to -- said to soneone, |
guess you were right. | think she said that to Senator Kerrey.
It's easy in retrospect to do this.

But believe nme, | want public -- personally -- |I'm expressing
a personal opinion here -- | want public officials who | ook at
this question of the use of force with very great care and who
demand, as Director Tenet did, a second opinion or a second
source, and who wei gh carefully the consequences of the use of
force. W cannot predict the consequences of force. And sone good
t hi ngs happen as a result of it, but alnobst invariably sone bad
t hi ngs happen as wel | .

So this came through to me as one of the inportant conments
or the inportant thenmes, if you would, of the hearings.

MR. FELZENBERG Shawn Waternman. Wiy don't we go over here.

Q Yes, Shawn Waterman from UPI. Just picking up on that
point, sir, and wi thout w shing to appear enthusiastic about the
use of force, it seens fromstaff statenents and the testinony
over the last couple of days that there was at | east one occasion
on which a consideration other than actionable intelligence --
viz, the presence of nmenbers of the royal famly of the United

Arab Emrates -- mght have been -- you know, m ght have i npinged
on the decision to use force. 1'd like to hear your opinions
about that.

And secondly, Congressnman Ham | ton, you said invasion was out
of the question. You tal ked about cruise mssile strikes. M ssing
fromthe list was the use of special forces. And | wondered
whet her you m ght have any initial reflections on the direction
policy-w se you nmight be thinking in now that it's clear the
Custer plan was there, that there was -- you know, that there may
have been m ssed opportunities in that regard as well.
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MR HAMLTON: |I'mnot sure | can comment on the first one,
because | don't feel like | know that nmuch about the
circunstances of it.

Wth regard to the second point, | think that you al ways want
to have the capability of special forces available. It does give
t he policynmaker an additional tool. And I think we' ve been noving
inthat direction now for sone tine, and | think it's been
accel erated under Secretary Runsfeld. Now, special forces can
mean an awful lot of different things, but you want the
capability that special forces can give. But even if you think of
special forces as being 10 or 20 or 50 or several hundred people,
you're still putting theminto risks and you're still talking
about killing people and you're still talking about the
possibility of thembeing killed, and so it's a very serious
matter.

MR. KEAN:. Yeah. This is the choice, by the way, which
fascinated nme that Director Tenet was tal king about we had. W
were trying to use surrogates. | guess we didn't want to use
special forces, so we were trying to get these -- sone of these
Af ghan groups, who we knew because they had worked with the Cl A I
guess in the jihad against the Soviets, and use them as
surrogates. And sonme of themwent to change sides and sone of
t hem were taking noney, and |I guess we weren't quite sure who was
who, and it's very, very difficult. So in sone cases, you know,
you make a decision: special force or no special forces, but when
you try to use surrogates it's not always so successful.

MR. FELZENBERG The gentleman in the back next to M. Kerrey
up here. Ckay.

Q Yes, hi. I'mR ch Dubrath from NBC News. After listening to
the testinony for the past two days, are you accepting of Dr.
Rice's reluctance to testify publicly?

MR. KEAN. Well, there's one thing -- the first thing about
Dr. Riceis that she wll answer all our questions, so there is
not a question that we have today that she will not answer or a
guestion we've had in the past that she won't answer.

Q I's that under oath?

MR. KEAN. The problemis that she has not done it in public.

W would like her to do it in public, and we'd |like her to do
it in public, frankly, because she's so good. | nean, in ny own
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personal opinion, she is one of the nost able people that's
currently serving in the governnent, and she was integral to the
kind of story which we're investigating. So when we have a whol e
bunch of people testifying, and she doesn't cone, there's a gap
there. And what we heard in private, we would |like to have the
public hear al so, not because there's anything to hide, but
because there's stuff to | earn.

And | think this Adm nistration shot itself it in the foot by
not letting her testify in public. I think she woul d have been a
real asset, not only to the hearing, but an asset to this
Adm ni stration, had she testified today.

VR. FELZENBERG The gentl eman over here. The red tie. Sorry.

Q Dick Stevenson with The New York Tines. M. darke
testified today that the Bush adm nistration pre-9/11 brought
| ess urgency to the job of confronting terrorismthan had the
Clinton adm nistration. Does that, do you think, accurately
capture your inpression of what they did in those seven or eight
nmont hs? And what do you make of what was or wasn't in NSPD 9 as
of Septenber 10t h? And do you think that that adequately woul d
have addressed the problemthat we saw erupt on 9/11?

MR. KEAN. Well, that second part first -- | think it would

have been -- it was too |late, obviously, at that point. | nean,
had it been done a couple years earlier, it m ght have.

But the first part -- we're going to have to sort that out as
a conm ssi on.

| mean, we have very different degrees of testinony, from
what we heard today from M. Carke, to people who said, no,
there was a hei ghtened sense of interest in this Adm nistration.
And as a matter of fact, M. Tenet said "I was neeting every day
with the President, which | wasn't in the |ast adm nistration,
giving himthis stuff. And he was engaged, and he was actively
working on it." And so, we've got a lot of -- we've got sone
conflicts here. And as a conm ssion, we've just got to go over
the various testinony, over all the various conflicts, and cone
out where we cone out.

Q Can you give us a personal view on that at this point?

MR. KEAN: | do not -- | get in great trouble wth fellow
commi ssi oners when | express too many personal views. So |I'd
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rather wait till we have a full discussion on the Conmm ssion, and

MR. FELZENBERG This gentleman in the first row here.

MR. HAMLTON:. | -- | mght just say --
Q Sorry.
MR. HAMLTON: | -- I'msorry, go ahead.

Q No, go ahead, sir

MR. HAM LTON. Well, on the question of where do you rank the
terrorismin the |ist of national security threats, we had a | ot
of testinony fromboth adm ni strations about how hi gh they ranked
it. And that's -- that's a question | have on ny m nd, frankly,
and | don't pretend to have a conclusion at this point. And
think it's one of the key questions that the Comm ssion will have
to address.

| think it was Dick C arke who said that the Bush

adm ni stration | ooked at the counterterrorismpolicy as inportant
but not urgent, if | recall his |anguage.

And | renmenber thinking to nyself, that's sonmething we've
really got to cone to a conclusion on. This is the toughest
probl em of governnment, ranking of priorities. And it is one that
it's very, very hard to pin a policymker down on because it is
so tough. And yet it's so critically inportant that they do it
because you don't have resources to do everything and you don't
have the tine to do everything.

So that's a roundabout way of saying that that question is
still very active in my m nd.

MR. FELZENBERG Wy don't we take two nore questions. One up
here, the gentleman.

Q Brad Wight fromCNN. O the systemic failures that -- or
of the poor systens that Director Tenet tal ked about in his
testi nony today, how many do you think are still in place, if the
same thing were to happen over again?

MR. KEAN. Ch, that's a tough question and one I'm not sure

I"mready to answer. W' re |ooking at those things and we're
getting testinony froma nunber of areas on the various systens
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that were in place on 9/11 and the changes that have been nade,
both the CIA, FBI, a nunber of other agencies. But |'mnot sure
|"mready to nmake a conclusion at this point.

MR HAMLTON: | don't have any doubt that the Adm nistration
officials are trying very hard to reduce the so-called systemc
failures or the connecting-of-the-dots problem And |I basically
found nyself nodding in agreenent as Dr. Tenet tal ked about the
systemc failures. Now, the difficulty with this is it is such a
huge task. The governnent receives at any given point in tinme
literally hundreds of thousands if not mllions of bytes of data.

And the problemis to get the right information to the right
person at the right time. And a lot of that data cones to you in
| anguages ot her than Engli sh.

So the director's correct | think. W have to see what can be
done to i nprove the managenent, if you would, of an enornous

anount of data, | nean, unbelievable anmounts of data. You just
cannot i magi ne unless you' ve seen it how nmuch data we can produce
in a mtter of seconds in this -- with this technol ogi ca

capability that we have. And 99.999 percent of it is totally
irrelevant and has nothing to do with what you're interested in.
But whatever the percentage is left there -- (laughs) -- becones
absolutely crucial to you when it is connected -- naybe not by
itself, but when it is connected to other bits of data. And so
you've got to extract that, you' ve got to put it together, and
you' ve got then to get it to the right person. It doesn't do you
a bit of good if the President of the United States knows the

i nformation, and the commander in the field at the barracks, the
Mari ne barracks in Lebanon did not have the information. |I'm not
suggesting that was the case there, but you see the illustration
| f the commander doesn't have the information, it doesn't help
you.

MR. FELZENBERG Jason, did you have one back there?

Q1 was just wondering -- Jason Ryan with ABC News. Wien do

you intend to neet with President Bush and Vice President Cheney,
and also with fornmer presidents (sic) Cinton and Gore?

MR. KEAN. We haven't got the Bush-Cheney neetings on the
schedule as yet. W've -- we're still hoping that he'll -- he
will nmeet with the whol e conm ssion. The whol e conm ssion very
much wants to neet with him But at this point, it's the chairnman
and the vice chairman and a nenber of the staff. But we're stil
pushi ng on maki ng our request.
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MR. FELZENBERG Alright. Thank you very nuch, gentlenen,
| adi es.

END.
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