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REFORM OF THE UNITED STATES
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

DAY ONE
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 18, 2004

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:41 p.m., in room
SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. Pat Roberts (Chairman
of the Committee) presiding.

Committee Members Present: Senators Roberts, Hatch, DeWine,
Bond, Snowe, Hagel, Chambliss, Rockefeller, Levin and Mikulski.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PAT ROBERTS

Chairman ROBERTS. The Committee will come to order.

Today the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence meets in open
session to continue our examination of intelligence reform issues.
Since the Congress adjourned on July 22, 11 committees have held
or intend to hold a total of 21 hearings on the topic on intelligence
reform. I welcome my colleagues on other committees as they begin
to examine the issues with which this Committee has wrestled for
over 27 years.

As anyone who is familiar with the intelligence community well
knows, it reaches across many government agencies and dis-
ciplines. So it is appropriate that other committees within the Sen-
ate and House take an interest in the facets that touch upon their
respective areas of responsibility. We agree with that.

There is, however, one committee whose jurisdiction and man-
date encompasses every facet of this topic, and that is the Senate
Intelligence Committee. It is this Committee that must weigh not
only the interests of the national users of intelligence, but also the
military users. We must, by necessity, balance the needs of each
without presuming the primacy of either.

As this Committee has attempted reforms over the years, many
of which were intended to accomplish the same goals that we are
discussing today, we have found that other committees of jurisdic-
tion often hold the keys to success. It is with that in mind that we
intend to work very closely with our counterparts on the other com-
mittees to ensure that they have the full benefit of this Commit-
tee’s long history and experience and also professional staff exper-
tise.

As I stated publicly on Monday before the Government Affairs
Committee, we are working to draft legislation that we will share
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with the appropriate committees when we have reached general
agreement among our own ranks. I believe we can accomplish that
within a relatively short, short period of time.

Our goal is to address the major concerns outlined by the 9/11
Commission to implement their goals as well as those of the joint
and Senate-House inquiry into 9/11, and our report on prewar in-
telligence on Iraq and this Committee’s experience over the past
two decades. Translating those important ideas, some of which are
long overdue, into legislative language is very complicated, how-
ever. As they say, the devil is in the details.

As members of this Committee well know, the missions of the in-
telligence community are as diverse as the 15 intelligence commu-
nity members themselves. While counterterrorism rightly stands
foremost among our concerns, we must not legislate reform that
hardwires an intelligence community to fight a single threat, as we
did with the cold war.

Terrorism will not be the last threat that this Nation faces.
Therefore, we must provide a legal framework and provide ample
resources to allow the executive branch the flexibility required of
the demanding and changing threats. Congress should then be pre-
pared to provide its required oversight. Our ability to do so effec-
tively should also be examined closely, as recommended by the
Commission.

In this discourse on reform, many of the terms used to craft the
“lanes in the road” and justify the missions of any particular agen-
cy are ambiguous, even to the experts, and some may even be obso-
lete. I would challenge anyone to clearly define the boundary be-
tween national intelligence and military intelligence or where the
strategic intelligence ends and the tactical intelligence actually be-
gins.

The light infantry forces fighting us in Vietnam were a tactical
concern. The light infantry forces fighting us in Tora Bora in Af-
ghanistan are of national interest in our global war on terrorism.
The small boat that killed 18 of our sailors on the USS COLE may
have been a tactical concern to the commander but it was of great
strategic concern to our national policymakers. How we consider
tactical elements both as consumers and collectors of intelligence,
and vice versa, for national entities is central to much of this de-
bate.

We must also seriously discuss whether the constructs of the
past have any meaning for the future. By this, I am referring to
the primacy of the Department of Defense vis-a-vis the defense
agencies, such as the National Security Agency, the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, the National Reconnaissance Of-
fice, and the Defense Intelligence Agency.

Why would a national intelligence director with actual budget
and line authority over these agencies be any less responsive to the
needs of the Department of the Defense than the Secretary of De-
fense? They both must answer to the same President and achieve
jointly the same goals. I suspect the answer lies in realizing that
easy separations are no longer feasible. This will provide even fur-
ther impetus to breaking down institutional structures, biases, and
cultures. We often refer to those as stovepipes.
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These divisions exist not only between agencies, but between the
concepts of strategic versus tactical and national versus military.
Reflecting these ambiguities and divisions are intelligence budgets
which are often similarly very vague. The National Foreign Intel-
ligence Program, or NFIP, funds all non-DOD intelligence activities
as well as four national entities that reside within the Department
of Defense.

The Joint Military Intelligence Program, or JMIP, funds the
DOD-level activities of interest to more than one service or the uni-
fied commands. The military services Tactical Intelligence and Re-
lated Activities, or TIARA, fund their individual intelligence activi-
ties. Yet JMIP and TIARA monies also help fund national agencies.
Budget lines are often as fuzzy as functional lines.

As we deliberate granting further NFIP budget authorities to a
national intelligence director, we must be certain to understand the
often-nuanced ramifications to the Department of Defense’s other
intelligence budgets, the JMIP and also TIARA. We must also
clearly understand what budget authority means and how we in-
tend to distinguish it from the authorities already granted the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence in the National Security Act of 1947.
I would repeat that: already granted the Director of the Central In-
telligence in the National Security Act of 1947.

Underlying actual statutory authorities is a bureaucratic and po-
litical dynamic and, as General Myers said yesterday before the
Armed Services Committee, a corporate culture that I believe we
will never be able to legislate away. In other words, we should be
realistic in what we can expect even if we make significant changes
and how long it will take for those changes to work their way down
to the working level, i.e., to the warfighter or that intelligence
agent or that intelligence analyst.

The fact that such changes will take time to effect is, however,
only more reason for Congress to act quickly. One thing is certain:
We are in a window of opportunity that should not be squandered.
Rarely does the President and the entire Congress focus on a single
issue with such intensity.

If the elected officials of the executive and legislative branches
of government are once again unable to change the bureaucracies
that they manage and oversee, respectively, we have done a grave
disservice to the people who bestowed this high honor upon us. I
hope that today’s hearings will illustrate that necessity and provide
further insights into these very difficult issues.

So today we welcome Dr. Amy Zegart, Dr. David Kay and Gen-
eral Charles Boyd. All have extensive backgrounds in national se-
curity and intelligence issues. All bring different experiences and
views of these same issues. Because none are currently serving in
the government, all are what we call disinterested parties with a
great deal of expertise.

The members have full bios for each in their binders. Those are
at tabs B, C and D, I would tell my colleagues.

Dr. Amy Zegart is currently an assistant professor at the UCLA
School of Public Affairs and author of the book, “Flawed By Design:
The Evolution of the CIA and the JCS and the NSC.”

Dr. David Kay is a very well-known witness to this Committee,
as an expert on counterproliferation issues, most recently as the
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head of the Iraq Survey Group. I should mention that both Dr. Kay
and Ms. Zegart were profiled by the National Journal as key ex-
perts in the ongoing debate for intelligence reform.

General Charles Boyd, United States Air Force, retired, brings
his valuable experience as the executive director of the Hart-Rud-
man Commission, as well as hard-won experience from 35 years of
active duty service, which included 2,488 days as a prisoner of war.

Let me say this on behalf of General Boyd. We've had the
Bremer Commission, we’ve had the Gilmore Commission, we’ve had
the CSIS study, we’ve had the Aspin-Brown Commission and we
have had the Hart-Rudman Commission. General Boyd somehow—
somehow—with a magical ability to bring people together, got Ju-
lian Bond, Newt Gingrich, Warren Rudman and Gary Hart all to
work together. This is no small achievement.

We thank our witnesses for being here today. Before I turn to
our witnesses for any opening statement they wish to make, I rec-
ognize my distinguished colleague and friend, Vice Chairman
Rockefeller.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV

Vice Chairman ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My re-
marks will be brief and deal more with process.

I also welcome our witnesses today, one of them back for the
third or fourth time, and I honor their service and their experience.
Dr. Zegart, you were on the National Security Council, weren’t
you?

Dr. ZEGART. Yes.

Vice Chairman ROCKEFELLER. See, that’s not necessarily—if
you're a UCLA law professor, people don’t make the quick jump to
NSC, but that becomes a very important part of your expertise, so
there’s some questions I want to ask you.

The Chairman I think has been very good in making sure that
we get started on this. We got started on this actually before we
went out of session, we had a hearing on reform. I think, like all
of my colleagues, we have looked over the 9/11 Commission book,
read it, looked at the reform proposals, and I think probably for the
most part agree with many of them, making up our minds about
some of them and listening to experts like yourselves to help us get
closer to the rest.

We've also looked at proposals offered by Senator Feinstein, Sen-
ator Snowe, Representative Harman, and others both inside and
outside the government. Our hearings and those held by other com-
mittees have been invaluable to looking at those relative merits in
terms of the 9/11 recommendations.

So in terms of process, as the Chairman has indicated, over the
days and weeks that are before us, I'll be working with the Chair-
man, also with members on both sides, committee members, to pull
together what we achieved in our first report, which was a bipar-
tisan consensus, which doesn’t happen very often around here, but
did happen on WMD, which was not necessarily an easy subject.

We had a 17-to-nothing vote because we just got together and de-
cided we were going to put other interests above whatever small
disagreements we might have.
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We have to restructure. We have to strengthen our intelligence
community. We know that.

I've already shared with the Chairman, for my part, my views—
written views—as well as my colleagues on the democratic side—
my views on what the 9/11 Commission’s are like: Do I say, “yes”,
“no”, “maybe”; yes, but modified; no, but modified, to list those out,
to give a sense of at least how I come down on some of them so
far.

I know that the Chairman also is in the process of writing or has
written either a bill or a list of principles and recommendations. I
look forward to getting those soon so that I can see where our
views are common and we can continue our discussion.

But it’s not just a discussion between the Chairman and the Vice
Chairman. It’s a question in that the Intelligence Committee has
general responsibility for oversight. It’s what do all of our col-
leagues think. This is a process that clearly, in order to achieve a
bipartisan consensus, we have to go through and take very seri-
ously. The Chairman and Vice Chairman have certain things they
can do, but one of the things that we cannot do is make decisions
on behalf of our colleagues, and we don’t wish to because we want
to have a bipartisan consensus on this.

So we have to bring our collective expertise and judgment to the
ongoing reform debate in the Senate and to the Congress as a
whole.

The Senate leadership, as the Chairman pointed out, asked the
Government Affairs Committee to take the lead in drafting reform
legislation. I've talked with both Susan Collins and Joe Lieberman,
and pledged to them—twice, actually, now—and pledged to them
our assistance as this legislative process moves forward, because
we want to be helpful. We want to help shape the debate. We are
a part of the debate formally by resolution and also, obviously, by
the expertise of the Committee. Both agreed that our Committee
has a very strong place at the table during these discussions.

I'm hopeful, and I believe that the Chairman shares my hope,
that our Committee will be in a position to share with the Govern-
ment Affairs Committee the fruits of what we collectively, as a
committee, think when the Senate reconvenes next month, or
shortly thereafter. That’s easier said than done. There’s a conven-
tion coming up. People are still away in some cases. So there’s a
lot of pressure on us to bring ourselves together.

I think it’s not going to be actually as difficult a process as I
would have expected. The Chairman and I agree on a great deal.
We've already found that out. I think that there will be a lot of
agreement, and then there will be some argument.

But the bipartisan consensus is very, very important to both the
Chairman and myself. It’s what allows things to stand out around
here. And tasking ourselves, you know, if the Congress and the
President can’t reach agreement on meaningful reform, then what
are we here for?

Some people say, “Well, we’re trying to make a show of it in Au-
gust.” Yes, we’re making a show of it in August. But it’s more than
a show; it’s laying a predicate. When you take actions by holding
committee hearings, by inconveniencing folks like yourself to come
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and testify before us, we prepare ourselves for this, we do our com-
mission homework, which is basically what we’ve been doing.

I didn’t even go to our national convention, but just stayed home
and worked on the 9/11 Commission, because I thought it was—not
more important, I guess—but yes, more important, maybe, in that
the outcome in one is fairly certain and the outcome in the other
is relatively uncertain.

So we have to do our job or we will have failed the American peo-
gle. That is not something that Chairman Roberts and I choose to

0.

I thank the Chairman.

Chairman ROBERTS. Let me just say that I want to thank my col-
league. I think we burned the phone lines down in the last 2 weeks
and we've met individually. I appreciate his summary in regards
to what the 9/11 Commission has suggested and polling his mem-
bership. I've shared that with our side.

I might add that we are also working with the administration,
and that is a work in progress. Our national security director, Ms.
Rice, has indicated there will be mechanisms that will be made
public, and we've urged her to do that. We have shared sort of an
idea, in regards to what we both believe, with the administration.
We have done that with the leadership. As the Vice Chairman has
pointed out, we have done that with Senator Lieberman and Sen-
ator Collins and the Government Affairs members.

We're also doing that in reaching out to the staff members of the
9/11 Commission and that of the families. While there are a lot of,
I guess I would say, players or moving parts here that have to
come together to fit what we hope is realistic and credible and
practical intelligence reform, we are reaching out as best we can.

We're doing so because we know we have 22 excellent profes-
sional staffers and we have a history in regards to the prewar in-
telligence report on a 17-0 vote. We think we can get this job done,
and we think we can be a positive influence in this business.

With that, we would like to recognize first Dr. Zegart and then
Dr. Kay and then General Boyd.

Dr. Zegart, welcome to the Committee.

STATEMENT OF AMY B. ZEGART, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC POLICY, SCHOOL OF PUBLIC
AFFAIRS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

Dr. ZEGART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Rockefeller, dis-
tinguished members of the Committee. It is an honor to be here
today. This Committee has done extraordinary work in highlighting
critical problems in the intelligence community and in leading the
path toward reform.

I am an assistant professor at UCLA. I have been researching
and writing about the intelligence community for a decade now. I
have written one book on organizational problems in the CIA and
I am currently writing a book about why the intelligence commu-
nity adapted poorly to the rise of terrorism after the cold war. As
Senator Rockefeller mentioned, I worked on the National Security
Council staff as a consumer of intelligence.

Mr. Chairman, I have submitted more extensive written re-
marks. Today I would like to briefly touch on three main points.
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The first is, as you mentioned, the fleeting opportunities for reform,
the second is the need for structural overhaul, and the third is the
critical importance of cultural change. The bottom line is that
structural reform of the intelligence community is crucial, long
overdue and not enough.

Mr. Chairman, as you so astutely mentioned in your opening re-
marks, major overhauls to our national security apparatus are ex-
tremely difficult and rare. The National Security Act of 1947 took
4 years to pass and succeeded against overwhelming opposition and
great odds. The New York Times called it a brass-knuckle fight to
the finish.

Reforming the Pentagon, as you know, took nearly 40 more
years, despite the grave stakes we faced during the cold war and
the fact that critical organizations were well known. As Secretary
Powell once put it when I spoke to him, the performance of the JCS
before its reform in 1986 could only be described, and I quote, “as
barely adequate.”

As you know, in the past 57 years, despite the great efforts of
this Committee and more than 40 different studies of the intel-
ligence community recommending reform, no President and no
Congress has succeeded in overhauling our intelligence system.

History’s lesson is to make the most of reform opportunities
when they arise because they do not arise often and they do not
last long. We have one of those rare windows of opportunity now.
If the past is any guide, there will not be another chance for a gen-
eration. These realities mean that reforms should be sweeping, be-
cause they will be lasting. The choices you make will be with us
all for decades to come.

Mr. Chairman, let me turn briefly to structure. Stacks of intel-
ligence studies over the past 50 years have examined a number of
diverse issues but have reached stunning consensus on one point:
The director of central intelligence needs help.

The National Security Act of 1947 gave the DCI two jobs, as we
know—running the CIA on the one hand and managing the entire
community on the other. But it did not give him the power to do
both of these jobs effectively. Now there has been great debate
about whether fixing this problem is best done by allowing the DCI
to keep his two hats and bolstering his power or by creating a new
director of national intelligence, separate from the CIA.

Let me put three thoughts on the table.

First, Mr. Chairman, as you mentioned, the devil lies in the de-
tails. For either approach, success hinges on giving either an em-
powered DCI or a new director of national intelligence much great-
er budgetary authority, greater personnel authority and the staff
and systems capabilities to make use of these legal authorities.
These are must-haves for reform.

Second, no organizational structure is perfect. Grappling with
the weaknesses inherent in each approach is crucial, not only for
selecting a new intelligence structure but for maximizing its effec-
tiveness as well. Anticipating problems is one of the best ways of
avoiding them. Knowing that your car tends to veer off course
helps you keep it on the road.

In particular, I believe that separating the community head from
the CIA has drawbacks that may be less obvious than the benefits.
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One concern is that a director of national intelligence who is not
tied to the CIA will be more likely to view intelligence needs and
assets through tactical lenses.

Now let me be clear. Tactical intelligence that supports the
warfighter should always be a priority; I think everyone can agree
about that. The question is, how much of a priority? Our system
has a natural gravitational pull toward providing tactical intel-
ligence, a pull that has only grown stronger in recent years with
the marriage of intelligence and precision-guided weaponry as
we’ve seen in Iraq and Afghanistan.

But in light of our strategic intelligence failures related to 9/11
and Iraq, we need to consider seriously whether a DNI, a director
of national intelligence, will be able to strike the right balance be-
tween national intelligence and military intelligence.

A third consideration, and I believe this is an important one, is
that both of these solutions offer a vast improvement to keeping
the current flawed structure intact.

Let me turn briefly to culture. Organizational culture is the si-
lent killer of innovation. Building new organizational arrangements
with more people and more power will not make us safer if intel-
ligence officials still view the world through old lenses and hoard
information in old stove pipes. Fixing the cultural pathologies that
have crippled our system is hard, but it is not impossible. Legisla-
tion can help.

Two good first steps would be to change training and career in-
centives. The FBI faces a daunting cultural challenge: transforming
its crime-fighting culture into an intelligence one. Our nation’s
best-known law enforcement agency must somehow teach itself not
to think like one. Training programs are crucial in this effort.
Today, however, counterterrorism training constitutes only 2 weeks
out of the 17-week new agent course at Quantico. Now, that’s more
than it used to be, but it is still less time than new agents get for
vacation in their first year.

Then there is the unspoken 11th commandment of intelligence:
Thou shalt not share. Here, too, a large part of the problem is cul-
tural. As this Committee knows well from its investigation of our
analysis in Iraq, reluctance to pass information across agency lines
is deeply ingrained, based more on habit and values than policy or
organization charts. Here, too, training is key. Creating a one-team
approach to intelligence requires developing trust and building in-
formal networks between officials in different agencies.

Now, this is best done by cross-agency training programs early
in officials’ careers, before they become good and indoctrinated into
the stovepipes. By current policies, however, most intelligence pro-
fessionals can spend 20 years or more without ever experiencing a
community-wide training program. Institutional bridges will al-
ways be hard to build and information always hard to share when
one side does not trust or understand the other.

Now, several past reform studies have recommended improving
information sharing by requiring the rotation of personnel across
intelligence agencies. This has not happened. Several years ago,
DCI Tenet issued a directive requiring that officials do a rotational
tour in another intelligence agency to get promoted. According to
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senior intelligence officials, every single agency in the community,
including the CIA, ignored that directive.

Taking temporary assignment in another agency is still viewed
as a career-limiting move. Here’s what one senior intelligence offi-
cial told me: “I often think of writing a vacancy notice for tem-
porary detailees to the agency that says only stupid people doing
unimportant work need apply.”

Now, the 9/11 Commission has recognized the seriousness of
these problems, but has recommended a solution that I believe will
not solve them. It has proposed that the new director of national
intelligence set policies for education and training and facilitate as-
signments across agency lines. Now this is good in theory. In prac-
tice, however, it leaves too much work for a new official whose
other job responsibilities include advising the President, managing
the entire community, creating a unified intelligence budget and
overseeing new national intelligence centers. It does not take much
to see which duties will come first.

Instead, intelligence reform legislation should explicitly require
the establishment of community-wide training programs early in
officials’ careers and legislation also should make rotational assign-
ments to other intelligence agencies a requirement for promotion.

I cannot stress this enough. As the 9/11 Commission and so
many others have concluded, a similar provision in the Goldwater-
Nichols Act transformed the culture of the Defense Department
from a service-first attitude to a truly joint outlook.

Mr. Chairman, successful intelligence reform must change more
than the organization’s structure. It has to change the minds of
those who work inside it.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Zegart follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. AMY B. ZEGART

Mr. Chairman, Senator Rockefeller, distinguished Members of the Committee, it
is an honor to be here today to discuss reform of our nation’s intelligence system.

My name is Amy Zegart. I am an Assistant Professor in the School of Public Af-
fairs at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). For the past decade, I
have been researching and writing about the Intelligence Community. I have writ-
ten a book about organizational problems in the CIA and other agencies called
Flawed by Design: The Evolution of the CIA, JCS, and NSC (Stanford University
Press, 1999). I have worked as a consumer of intelligence on the National Security
Council staff. And I am currently writing a book about why the Intelligence Commu-
nity adapted poorly to the rise of terrorism after the Cold War ended.

Mr. Chairman, my remarks cover three main points:

o The fleeting opportunities for reform;

e The need for structural overhaul; and

e The importance of cultural change.

The bottom line is that structural reforms are crucial, long overdue, and insuffi-
cient.

INTELLIGENCE REFORM OPPORTUNITIES ARE FEW AND FLEETING

Major overhauls of national security agencies are difficult and rare. The National
Security Act of 1947, which created the CIA, National Security Council, and unified
the military services under a single Department of Defense and Joint Chiefs of
Staff, took 4 years to pass and succeeded against great opposition and long odds;
The New York Times called the political battles between the military services a
“brass knuckle fight to the finish.”

Completing the job at the Pentagon took nearly 40 more years, despite the grave
stakes we faced during the Cold War and the fact that critical organizational prob-
lems were well known. Although Democrats and Republicans alike issued major
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studies and repeated calls for reform, it took four decades of pressure and the con-
vergence of a number of extraordinary circumstances—including a string of rapid-
fire operational problems in Iran, Beirut, and Grenada; the unprecedented push for
reform by two sitting JCS members; and a determined campaign by key Congres-
sional champions—to win passage of the landmark Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reor-
ganization Act of 1986.

As you know, in the past 57 years no President and no Congress, despite the great
efforts of this Committee and more than 40 studies recommending reform, has suc-
ceeded in overhauling our intelligence system.

This is no accident. Problems in national security agencies are extremely hard to
fix, even when they are clear, stakes are high, and danger is imminent. Three rea-
sons explain why.

(1) No Organization Changes Easily On Its Own

Even businesses, which are blessed with few management constraints and the
knowledge that they must adapt or die, fail to respond to shifting environmental de-
mands at surprising rates. Nearly a third of the 5.5 million businesses tracked by
the U.S. Census over a 4-year period in the 1990’s did not survive.l In the past 3
years, more than 200 major corporations have declared bankruptcy, including
United Airlines, K-Mart, Global Crossing, and Bethlehem Steel.

Government agencies are even less able to make internal changes. The Army kept
a horse cavalry until World War II. Compared to firms, government agencies have
more limited resources, less managerial discretion, and are hardwired to perform
routine tasks in standard ways rather than nimbly responding to changing de-
mands.2 For example, this Committee’s Joint Inquiry learned that the CIA failed
to watchlist Khalid al-Mihdhar, one of the September 11th hijackers, for 18 months
before the attacks, even though the agency suspected al-Mihdhar was an Al Qaeda
terrorist and knew he held a multiple entry visa to the United States.3 The simplest
explanation for this failure is that the CIA was not in the habit of watchlisting ter-
rorists. For 50 years, Cold War priorities, thinking, and procedures were not geared
to keeping foreign terrorists out of the country. When the principal threat to Amer-
ican national security changed, the Intelligence Community was naturally slow to
change with it.

(2) Rational Political Interests Do Not Favor Reform

By rational political interests I do not mean coldhearted calculations or selfish in-
tentions. Rather, the idea is that sober-eyed elected officials who want to maximize
the benefits they provide to their constituents do not have strong incentives to ex-
pend the enormous amount of time, energy and political capital that intelligence re-
form requires.

Presidents have good reason to consider the effectiveness of the Intelligence Com-
munity. The problem is that Presidents are short on time, have only so much polit-
ical capital, few formal powers, and long agendas. In fact, no President since Tru-
man has tackled major intelligence reform and only one, Eisenhower, ever took the
lead in seeking a major restructuring of the Pentagon. Instead, Presidents have
tried to mitigate the worst organizational problems they face in lower-cost ways, by
creating new agencies through unilateral Executive action. The National Security
Agency, and more recently the Terrorist Threat Integration Center, both were cre-
ated in this fashion. Unfortunately, this approach may only make coordination prob-
lems worse. As Nobel laureate Herbert Simon noted, the more organizations there
are on the scene, the harder it is for the entire system to change. Tight coupling
between government agencies means that changes must occur in m