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~ By Ronald Brownstein
~ Times Staff Writer

October2,2003 | . - |

 WASHINGTON — Beset by reversals at home and ébroéd; Presidént'Bush has seen his job-approval
rating tumble to its level before the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, and he now faces an electorate as narrowly
split as in the 2000 election, new polls have found. - = R o

In a succession of surveys, Bush's support has eroded — amid public anxiety over the rising price tag - - -
and casualty count in Iraq and the continued sluggishness of the domestic economy — to the point '
where Americans divide almost exactly in halfon whether he is doing a good job as presidentand- .
whether they prefer him or a Democrat in the 2004 election. - s = ' T

- Both in its precarious balance and its sharp polarization along lines of partisanship, race and education,

- the country's assessment of Bush today closely resembles the achingly close divide that defined the 2000
" vote and the first months of his presidency. ‘ . R e

_ "We are back to where we were in 2000 and where we‘VWere on Sept. 10 [2001]',7* said Andrew Kohut,

director of the nonpartisan Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. "In a sense, we are back to -
square one." o - ‘“ B

~ Most analysts in both parties agree that Bush is stronger today than he was before Sept.:11 in one key
aspect — voters have more confidence in him as a leader, particularly in the war against terrorism. And
in next year's campaign, Bush should benefit from an enormous fund-raising lead over the eventual
Democratic nominee, as well as a formidable Republican effort to turn out supporters. -

But growing doubts about Bush's policies on Iraq and the economy have depressed his support inmost
polls to the 50% level that experts in both parties consider the danger zone for an incumbent. :

GOP stfate’giSts were quick to point out that other presidents with approval ratings even lower than ,
Bush's during their third year — including Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton — easily won reelection.

* But the approval ratings for Reagan and Clinton were rising around this point in their presidencies. In

. the last 50 years, the only presidents whose approval ratings were unambiguously falling in Gallup .
. surveys as they entered their election year were Gerald R. Ford and George H. W. Bush, the president's
 father. Both were defeated. : - : R e :

“There is plenty of time still for [the younger Bush] to recover," said Alan Abramowitz, a political
scientist at Emory University in Atlanta. "But the trend is more worrisome for him at this point than
where he is in absolute terms.” - ‘ ’ A
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Bush's approval ratings fell after an avalanche of bad news. He has been hurt by continuing UsS.
casualties in Irag, public sticker shock over his request for $87 billion that would mostly go to that
- country for security and rebuilding efforts, and the reluctance of allies who resisted the war to contribute
troops or money. ' : . EREE ‘

~ At home, he is struggling against a continued loss of jobs — almost 2.7 million since he took office —
that threatens to leave him the first president since Herbert Hoover to preside over a net job loss during a
full term. » ' RN S )

Also, the Census Bureau reported recently that in 2002, the income for average families declinied for the -
second consecutive year, poverty shot up by 1.7 million (the largest one-year increase since the elder

Bush was president) and the number of ‘Americans without health insurance grew by 2.4 million (again,
the biggest annual increase since his father was in office). : R ‘ '

" On top of that, Bush now faces a brewing scandal. As Democrats push for an independent counsel, the
Justice Department is investigating reports that administration officials disclosed to journalists the name.
of a CIA operative to retaliate against her husband, former diplomat Joseph C. Wilson IV. Wilson had .
concluded in a study for the CIA that there was no evidence to support claims Bush voiced in his State
of the Union speech in January that then-Iraqi President Saddam Hussein had tried to obtain enriched
uranium for nuclear weapons in Niger. » , o

Stanley B. Greenberg, a leading Democratic strategist, said Bush's iroublés,might-yhaVe crystallized
“when he gave his speech in early September unveiling the $87-billion spending request — apparently far
more than most Americans were expecting. - R ‘

 “For two years, he was the cbmrﬁénder in chief and his image-.waé'shaped by that circumstance and
people's desire for him to succeed," said Greenberg. "What happened in Iraq was people lost confidence - -
both in what was happening on the ground and his honesty, and that led people to look at him d_ifferently

on all aspects. Suddenly, problems that were accumulating matter a lot more."

Abramowitz, who specializes in studying the relationship between public opinion, economic -
“performance and election outcomes, says the good news for Bush is that all this bad news is coming
now. Most voters don't solidify their opinions on a president until his fourth year, with attitudes about
- the economy hardening about six months before election day, he said. T ol

That leaves Bush a substantial window of opportunity to rebuild support.. However, in a judgment
echoed by other analysts, Abramowitz said Bush's decline in support has left him largely hostage to
events: He's unlikely to see his approval rating rise enough to guarantee an easy reelection unless he can
point to tangible improvements at home andinlraq. = ‘ Lo .

For Bush to find himself in such a position is a remarkable chahge in the political laﬁdsé'ape. After Sept.
11, he enjoyed the most sustained boost in approval that any president in recent times had experienced
amid a national crisis. S ‘

Before Bush, every president who got such a boost had seen his approval ratings fall back to pre-cﬁsis -'

levels in 46 weeks or less, GOP pollster Bill Mclnturff found.

But Bush's boost lastéd just over two years. Ina CNN/U SA Today/Gallup Poll taken just before the
2001 attacks, 51% of Americans said they approved of his performance. He remained above that level
until last week, when the latest CNN/USA Today/Gallup survey put him at 50%, the weakest showing

of his presidency.

httn://www.latimes.com/la-na-tumb]e200t02,l,1826822,print.story o ' 10/2/2003
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Five other new national surveys have shown Bush hovering between 49% and 55%. Likewise, polls -
matching Bush against a generic Democrat, or asking whether he deserves a second terin, are now.
consistently finding the country divided almost exactly in half — just as it was in the 2000 race between
Bush and Democrat Al Gore. ’ - '

Indeed, careful examination of the recent polls suggests .th’at Bush is once again strong where he was
* strong in 2000, and weak where he was weak. R g : . '

The new Pew Center survey, for instance, found that 45% of Americans would vote to reelect Bush
‘today, while 43% would prefer the Democrat. Bush led by 12 percentage points among men; in 2000, he
carried men by 11 points, according to network exit polls. .

Women, who gave Gore an 11-point margin in 2000, preferfed the Deinocrat by‘seven points in the Pew
-Center poll.. o : o o ‘

Bush led ambng Repub]ic‘:ansbby 83 percentage points (exactly his margin in>‘2000), ahd frailed among
Democrats by 67 points, a slight improvement from his showing three years ago. Independents in the
survey preferred Bush by two percentage points — exactly his margin in 2000. N '

. While these numbers indicate that Bushbretains‘a solid base of support among Republicans and
conservative-leaning independents, they suggest that he has failed to significantly expand that base.

"Where he is now suggests that he hasn't capitalized on the positive feelings that the publie had for his
administration in the weeks, months and even year following [Sept. 11]," Kohut said.-

Matthew Dowd, chief strategist for Bush's reelection committee, says it is unrealistic to believe that the
president can secure lasting allegiance from voters outside his base because the nation has become so
polarized in its political attitudes. . R e ‘ R '

"You've got 80% to 90% of the country that look at each other like they are on separate planets," Dowd
said. 2R

But others believe that Bush may have squandered the opportunity to win over voters attracted to his
leadership on terrorism by advancing an ideologically polarizing agenda centered on tax cuts at home
and the pursuit of war in Iraq without explicit U.N. approval. - .

* "His style has been to p]_éy to his base," Abramowitz said.

That approach could still carry Bush to victory next year. McInturff noted that ineumben{ presidehts
~usually lose only when they suffer significant defections within their party and face strong primary ‘
challenges — the circumstances that helped doom Ford in 1976, Jimmy Carter in 1980 and Bush's father

in 1992,

Still, with the huge wave that lifted him after Sept. 11 having dissipated, Bush appears to be
approaching the 2004 election much the way he began his term: with the country polarized almost -
evenly for and against him, and a critical slice of swing voters ready to break the tie based less on
personal allegiance than the results he delivers. : ‘ ' R

if you want other stories on this topic, search the Archives at latimes .comfarchives.
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From’ St kr@gaorgewbish Gom] T

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2003 11:57 AM

To: Goergen, Barbara J.

Subject: : . Fw: Fwd: "What's Wrong with the CIA?" by Herbert E Meyer, Hillsdale College Speech

'What's Wrong with
_the CIA?" b...

Sent from my,BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

----- Original Message--—--- : -

From: Thirdwave2@aol.com <Thirdwave2@aol.com>

" To: Karl Rove <kr@georgewbush.com>; jbolten@omb.ecp.gov <jbolten@omb eop.gov>

Sent:  -Sat Nov 22 11:01:07 2003

Subject: Fwd: "What's Wrong with the CIA?" by Herbert E Meyer, Hillsdale College Speech

Tt .<<"What's Wrong with the CIA?" by Herbert E Meyer, Hillsdale College Speech>> his is
well worth reading newt ’




Goerggn, Barbara J

From: ‘ E Joseph West_ (b)(6) T
Sent: . - Sunday, October 46 PM

"To: , ~ Alvin S Felzenberg (E-maul) Alvin S Felzenberg (E-mail 2)

'Subjoct; o “What's Wrong with the CIA?" by Herbert E Meyer Hlllsdale College Speech
Thls ought to be requ1red reading for the 9 11 Comm15510n members and anyone else ‘who-

thlnks they know what alls the CIA,

Best regards,
Joe v

“Joe

<http://Www.hillscale.edu/gift_estate/images/Spaceiigif>&
<http://www.hillsdalefedu/gift_estate/images/spacer.gif>

<http //www hillsdale. edu/gift_ estate/lmages/spacer g1f>
<http //www hlllsdale edu/neW1mpr1mls/default htm>
Octoberlrmprigle
whatfs Wrong with the CIA?
- Hereextks. Meyer

‘Rerbert E. Meyer is founder and president of Real-World Intelligence, Inc., a company that
designs business .intelligence systems for corporations and financial lnst‘eutlons, and of
Storm King Press. During the Reagan administration, he served as special assistant.to the
director of the Central’ Intelllqence Agency and as vice chairman of the CIA's Nat10na1 :
Intelligence Council. He is the recipient of the Natlonal Intelligence DlStlthlShed

'»Service Medal, the intelligence community's highest honor. Prior to his service with the

" government, Mr. Meyer was an associate editor of Fortune, where he specialized in
international reporting. He has wriften widély in heéwspapers “arnd periodicals,—including—
the Wall Street Journal, Policy Review and National 'Review Online, and (s the“author of
several books, including Real-World Intelligence, The War Against Progress and Hard
Thinking. He has also produced a new video entitled The Siege of Western Civilization

<http:/[www.hillsdale.edu/newimprimis/2003/october/Meyer large.jpg>
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The following is adapted from a lecture at a Hillsdale College seminar entitled “The

jmuiqynryfJpnnpoqemapderopriepyfqﬁﬁgySﬁLIQQg%}iggnge&Agﬁivitiesﬁ?;heldAOn.the Hillsdale . .

campus on September 14-18, 2003.

What's Wrong with the CIA?

It's obvious that something is wrong with the CIA. The 9/11 attacks were, by definition,
the worst intelligence failure in our country's history. More recently, we have had
trouble locating Iraq's weapons of mass destruction and have been consumed by the flap
over whether the CIA signed off on President Bush's accurate observation in his State of
the Union speech that British intelligence believes Saddam Hussein had tried to purchase

,uranium ore in Niger.

In each of these cases, the CIA was asleep at the switch, not guite on the ball, or
tossing a banana peel under the president's feet. In the midst of a war in which -
intelligence must play a central role, we need a CIA that is razor sharp and playing

~_offense, not one that blindsides the country or embarrasses the commander-in-chief.

~So what's the problem? Before answering this-question, we need to acknowlédge two .points:

First, intelligence is the riskiest, toughest business in the world. Compared with:trying

‘te project the future of world politics or discovering a country's most closely guarded

secrets, day trading in the stock market is child's play and exploring for diamonds is a
piece of cake. In the intelligence business, no one gets it right every time - or even
most of the time - and it's easy to take potshots at honorable people who: are doing their -

best under difficult circumstances.

The second point is that the CIA erploys someé of the hardest working and most decent men
and women I have ever known. They are absolutely wonderful; we a:e lucky to have them and
we owe. them our gratitude. :

The problem with the CIA lies within its structure and. culture. It doesn't match the task,
because the analytic side of intelligence is unlike any other function of government. It
is unlike budget-making, diplomacy, or the setting of policy for trade or agricuiture.

‘Intelligence is like science, which means that success depends utterly cn having the most

brilliant people studying a problem. Only ‘they will know how to go about finding the right
answer - and how to communicate it clearly and early enough to make a difference. o

,As geniuses like Albert Einstein and Jonas Salk remind us, in science there is no

substitute for sheer intellectual firepower - in other words, for brains. This is why

. scientific research institutes hire the smartest people they can find, and why they place
© scientists at the top who aré even more brilliant -to manage the team and, when necessary,

to decide which of their proposed experiments to back and which to stop. That's why so

~many leading research institutes are headed by Nobel laureates. And it's why the big

breakthroughs in science come from research institutes rather than government-operated’
labs. : ' - ‘

During World War II, we had the_kind of ‘intelligence service that matched this model. It

_was the Office of Strategic Services. Led by 'a brilliant and tough-minded lawyer named
"William J. Donovan, the 0SS was a free-wheeling collection of our country's best minds.

Donovan recruited them from Wall Streety-the“corporate-world;—acadenia,research-labs.=
wherever they were working. They were lawyers, administrators, financiers, economists,
technicians, writers and university. professors. What they had in common - besides a
burning sense of patriotism - was a special Kind of brilliancé that you find in scientists
and must have in intelligence analysts: the ability to spot a pattern with the fewest
possible facts. They didn’t wait until two.and two were sitting on their desks to realize
they had four. They could make intuitive and logical leaps quickly and figure out what the’
indicators meant before it was obvicus/to everycne. And they articulated their conclusions
clearly enough, and early enough, to get the policymakers moving before it was too late.
To' this day, intelligence experts consider the 0SS to be among history's greatest and most
effective intelligence services.

How Reagan Did It




When the Cold War revved up . in the late 1940s, Congress created the CIA to pick up where

the 0SS had left off. Indeed, in its early years the CIA was led and staffed by scores of

0SS veterans. But cver the years, the CIA became more like every other government agency -
AhesCommerce: Departmentsor the Agriculture Department oxr what have.you. It began to hire ... - .
young people who joined in hopes cf making the CIA their careers. Their ‘objective was to
do well, move up through the ranks, and provide their families with a decent inccme, good’
health~care coverage and a government pension. To be sure, some truly brilliant analysts

did join up. Sometimes they would become so frustrated by the CIA's culture that they

would. resign. Others stayed and did their heroic best in a culture that rarely appreciated
their contributions and all too often blocked them from rising to positions their talents
deserved. :

By the time President Reagan took office in 1981, the CIA had become bureaucratic,\
sclerotic and woefully inadequate to its mission. The man President Reagan chose as his
Director of Central Intelligence, William J. Casey, understood the problem. Indeed, during
World War II, Casey had been Bill Donovan's protégé, based in London as head of secret
operations for the 0SS. Casey did two things to 'solve the problem, of which only the first
has received much attention. He strived mightily to improve and reform the CIA itself, and
"his efforts generated more leaks, lies, smears and congre551onal lnqu1r1es than any of us
"who worked with Bill Casey care to remember. : : .

“And while .all this gave the Washington establlshment something juicy to blather about at
their lunches and dinner parties, Casey did something else that the kibitzers failed to
notice and that few people other than President Reagan understood: He created an 0SS
within the CIA ‘itself. That is, he brought in a small cadre of outsiders to work with him
- people whom he could protect from’bureaucratic attacks - to get the job:done.

As one of those privileged to be-among that cadre, let me try to give:.you a sense cf what
it was like on the inside. In doing so, please keep in mind that I am talking about the
CIA during the Reagan administration, and that was quite some time ago. Nevertheless, it's
clear that, -in the years since President Reagan led our country, the CIA has reverted to
its pre-Reagan culture. It's better now than it.was before 9/11 - especially in operations
‘- but still it falls short of where it needs to be. And again I remind you that the CIA

. then and now includes many fine people - and a few who are just outstanding: It's the
culture in which they work that's the problem, and which I am trying. to describe.

The most strikaing feature of the CIA's analytlc culture was its blandness. The secrets
were fascinating, of course, but intellectually it was a boring place to work. Most of the
analysts simply weren't as well read as they should have been. For instance, they seemed
not to have read much more in history than most college graduates. That may be acceptable
for people elsewhere in the government, but not for people on whom the president relies to
'know what is really going on in the world and to predict the future.soon enough so that he
can change that future before it happens. They read the Washington Post, the New York

. Times, Time or Newsweek, perhaps U.S. News & World Report, .and occasionally the Zconomist.
T rarely met anyone who read Commentary, National Review, the Wall Street “Journal
editorial page, or any other cutting-edge publication where the world's leading thinkers
expound their ideas and perceptions about. the world. The CIA's analysts. thought that the
secret information to which" they alone had access made all of that "open source” 1n51ght
unlmportant

In addition, the analysts weren't as well-connected as they ought to have been. Because
they had spent most, :if not all, of their careers at the agency (and, in fairness, because
_of the agency's stringent rules about. talking with outsiders), they hadn't had the

opportunity to meet and get to know people who were forging high= powered “careetrsTin”
. business, in the investment community and in pOllthS As a result, the analysts were cut
off from some of the world's smartest people, from the ideas tHese people were bringing
into the commercial and intellectual marketplaces and, perhaps more importantly, from the
information about the world these people were picking up along the way. The CIA's analysts
worked hard - very hard, actually - but all too often they just didn’t have the knowledge
or the-intellectual firepower you would find at our country's leading think tanks or.
university faculties. _ S S

Connecting the Dots

Getting CIA analysts to "connect the dots" was sometlmes excruc1at1ng One now-famous
incident involved a National Intelligence Estimate regarding state-sponsored terrorism.
The questlon was whether the Soviet Union was itself involved. The analysts insisted it
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was not. "But look," I said. "We know there are terrorist training camps”in Soviet-bloc
countries - we have pictures of them. It just isn't possible those governments are unaware
of these camps. And we know these governments don't so much as buy a box of paper ciips

- wdthouts M-.QS"OW,..,'Sé:’i{“{‘"ﬂ"ﬁlz 250 fhpSOVlerUnlonmUStknowabOUt these”camps’;andlfy thev s e b

.“would permit the analysts to say whatever they

know about them and allow them to operate, that means the Soviet Union is involved."

The analysts responded with the classic CIA reply: "We have no evidence of that." They
wouldn't concede that it was the logic of the situation that comprised the evidence,
rather than some purloined document from the safe in Leonid Brezhnev's office. One ‘reason

. they wouldn't concede the point is that they simply didn't grasp it. Another reason-- and

I'm dragging my heels as I say this, because it's impressionistic rather than provable,
but it simply must be said to understand the problem - is that they didn’'t want to see it.

To put this as bluntly as possible, when I was there, most career CIA analysts - like
their civil service counterparts in agencies throughout the government - .weren't Reagan
supporters. They didn't like the president, and they thought his policies were misguided
or even downright nuts. So they didn't want to give him any ammunition he could use to
make his case and drive his policies forward. I am not suggesting that the analysts
withheld supporting evidence on purpose., Rather, I am suggesting that. they are human

‘beings like the rest of us, and it is human nature not to go out of your way to help

someone accomplish a goal you believe is wrong or dangerous. .

Sometimes we were able to convince the analysts to modify the final product. Other times
we were able to bludgeon them into making the changes we wanted - although these episodes
had a nasty habit of turning up in the next day's edition of the Washington Post. Then,
before lunch, Casey would find himself hauled before some congressional committee and
shredded by senators or representatives - mostly, but not always, Democrats - who
professed to be outraged that -a bunch of right-wing extremist ‘crazies were "interfering

"with the intelligence professionals" or pressuring them to ‘change their judgments to

support the president's policies.

When convincing -and -bludgeoning failed, our last resort was to go two ways at ‘once: Casey
" wanted in their report or estimate. Then,
very gquietly and often with no paper trail to be found later, he would authorize one or
another member of his inner circle - the 0SS he had built within the €IA - to produce an
alternate memo that reflected their, and his own, judgment .  He would allow the official

.report to be published and distributed, so no one could accuse him of “interfering with
“the intelligence professionals."” But he would put. a few copies of 'the upofficial memo: in

his briefcase ‘and head down to the White House to hand them out persQnally to President
Reagan and other key members of the administration, all the while suggesting ~ with Bill's
version of a wink and a nod - that when they had finished reading the official CIA

‘version, they take a moment to read this, too. It wasn't elegant or pretty. But it was

legal (really, it was), and it reduced the chances of President'Reagan“being»blindsided'by

-a:CIA whose career analysts weren't as good as they should have been or embarrassed by a .
_bureaucracy that disliked him and his policies and- just plain hated to give him any
"ammunition: . o s

President Bush deserves no less. He needs a CIA that is razor Sharp, playing offense and

" led by people whé support him and his policies. Alas,” he doesn’t have that. For instance,
the ‘incumbent Director of Central Intelligence, George Tenet, is a Clinton.administration’

holdover. Of course, the War on Terrorism is different from the Cold War. And today,

“unlike in the Reagan years, the president's party controls both Houses .0of Congress. So,

the Reagan/Casey sclution of creating an 0SS within the CIA may not be the right way to

Tgo. But it's. the idea of finding some way to jump-start the Agency that remains valid;— =~

indeed vital. The good news for President Bush is that our country is fairly teeming with
talented men and women from all walks of life who want to help fight ‘and win the War on
Terrorism, and who would make superb intelligence officers. It's up to the president to
figure .out how best to harness all of this talent and make.tcday's CIA-the sharpest, most
effective intelligence service the world has ever known. : :
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‘QUESTIONS
1. The pre-war intelligence was wrong. - |

e  “That fundamental question is, are we using or are we abusing intelligence data to make the case with regard
to foreign policy? And if that intelligence data 15 abused, what circumstances were created that allowed for
. that to happen and what do we do about it?” (Sen Tom Daschle On CNN's “Inside Pobtics,” 7/15/03)

‘e “Ifs adis that the case for war seems to have been based on shoddy initelligence, hyped intélligcnce ,
and even false intelligence. All the evidence points to the conclusion that they’ve put a spin on the
intelligence and a spin on the truth. They have undermined America’s ptestige and credibility in the world.”
(Sen Ted Kennedy On CNN's “Inside Pohics,” 7/15/03) ) .

2. We were delibe_rately misled into wat.

o “Rockefeller said U.S. worries about Iraqi nuclear weapons were not based primarily on the documents, but
‘there is a possibility that the fabrication of these documents may be part of a larger deception campaign
aimed at manipulating public opinion and foreign policy regarding Iraq.” (Ken Guggenheim, “Rockefeller Requests FBI
Investigauon Of Forged 1raq Documents,” The Associated Press, 3/14/03) : i )

e “He said, for example, it was the White House, not the intelligence community, that tried to connect Iraq to
the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks -- although such a link has never been proved. It 1s increasingly clear that much
f the intelligence ‘was not accurate,” id. “But I think a2 greater problem is whether jt was

shaped, whether it got that way because of influence or ntimidation.” (Sonm Efron and Greg Miller, “Intelligence’

Veteran Faults Iraq Arms Data,” Las Angeles Times, 10/29/03)

3. Iraq wasn’t an imminent threat.

e  “Itis clear to me that there was not an imminent threat from weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. ) e
Saddam Hussein may have had aspirations to develop such weapons, but, as the interim report indicates,
whatever aspirations he had ran well beyond Iraq's capabilines. Because the threat was not imminent, there
was certainly time for more diplomatic efforts to be made before we went to war.” (Rep Nancy Pelos, “Statement
after Meeting with Weapons Inspector Dawd Kay,” Press Releasc, 10/3/03) :

e “Last fall, I came here to reaffirm my conviction that 9/11 had not nullified the lorig-standing bastc
principle that war should be the last resort, and to argue the case that America should not go to war agatnst
Iraq unless and untl all other reasonable alternatives had been exhausted. Then - as now - I believed that
the threat posed by Saddam Hussein was not serious enough ot imminent enough to justfy cush to war,
and that we were going to war under false pretenses.” (Scn. Ted Kenriedy, Remarks At The Johns Hopluns University's School
OFf Advanéed Internationat Studies, 7/15/03) ‘ -

4. We've abandoned the wat on terror.

e  “Well, let me first say I voted against the resolution that authorized war in Iraq, not because of the issues of

Niger but because I thought it would take our focus away from the principal enemy to the people of the
United States, al-Qaida and other international terrorist groups, and that is precisely what has happened.
They have been allowed to regroup, regenerate, and now conduct a series of terrorist attacks in one of
which seven Americans were killed.” (Senator Bob Graham On CBS’ “Face The Nauon,” 7/20/03)

e “[A]s long as Iraq continues to dominate our attention, we cannot give other aspects of the war against
terrorism the focus they deserve. Has the American occupation of Iraq defeated Osama bin Laden and Al
Qaeda? No. Has it increased our security agamst the continuing Al Qaeda threats in Afghanistan and other
tetrorist sanctuaries? No. Has our action in Iraq led Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda to lay aside their sworn
purpose of killing Americans and destroying our way of life? No. It is not just what happens in Iraq itself, as
important as that issue is, but the continuing urgency of the ongoing fight against terrorism that should
compel this Administration to enlist our allies in an international plan to put Iraq back on track. Otherwise,
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we run the grave risk of exposing our;nation to moe terrorist attacks.” (Sen Ted Kcnnedy, Remarks At The Johns
Hopkins University’s School Of Advanced ]n;emnu'om]'Studxes, 7/15/03)

“We are presently engaged in not one, but two was. There is the war begun by Osama Bin Laden who
attacked this nation on the 11th of Septembet, 2001. Then there is the war begun by George W. Bush-
when he directed U.S. forces to attack the city of Baghdad on March 19, 2003. The first war was thrust
upon us. ... The second war was 2 war of out choosing. It was an unnecessary attack upon a sovereign..
nation. This President and this Admintstration have tried mightily to convince the people of America that
attacking Iraq was critical to protecting them from terrorism. The case they make is false, flimsy, and, the

war, I believe, was unwise. The war against Iraq has crippled the global effort to counter terrorism.” (Sen
Robert Byrd, Rémarks On “Losiag Dollars and Sense in Iraq,” 9/17/03) = : . . ) .

5. We won the war but we’re losing the peacé.

“On May 1, President Bush announced aboard the USS Abraham Lincoln that the United States and our
allies had prevailed and that ‘major combat operations’ in Iraq had ended. Not exactly. American troops in -
Iraq are now serving as police officers in a shooting gallery. In recent weeks, they've been subjected to 10 to
25 violent attacks a day by hostile fighters or forces. In the 76 days that have passed since the President
spoke, 81 more American troops have died. For the men and women of our armed forces who are dodging
bullets in the streets and alleys of Baghdad, and other parts of Iraq, the battle is far from over. President
Bush says of the attackers, Bring em on.” But how do you console a family by telling them that their son or

daughter is a casualty of the post-war period?”” (Sen. Ted Kenncdy, Remarks At The Johns Hopkins School Of Advanced
Inteenational Studies, Washington, DC, 7/15/03)

“Senate Democratic leader Tom Daschle of South Dakota distinguished between the war itself and the
handling of its aftermath. It’s the building of peace that has been the subject of a great deal of criticism,’
Daschle said. It’s very important that we draw the distinction. And it’s in that keeping of the peace and

building up a new peaceful Iraq thacl think the president has failed so far.”™ (Ken Guggenhenm, “A Year After War
Vote, Frustrated Democrats Agatn See Little Chosce On Iraq,” The Asioauated Press, 10/13/03) - o

6. 'We should only have gone in with a real international coalitionvunder the U.N. or NATO

“In our view, they have failed diplomatically. In our view, they are rushing to war without adequate concern -

for the ramifications of doing so unilaterally or with a very small coalition of natons.” (Senator Tom Daschle As
Quoted In Card Hulse, “Top Democrats Say A War Aganst Iraq Is Premature,” The New York Tumes, 3/1/03)

«\We would have been better off if we had intematiénalized this from the start, but we didn’t. ... We must

internationalize the effort so our troops are not taking all the risks and our taxpayers paying all the bills.”
(Rep. Nancy Pelosy, Congresuonal R:mrd, 10/16/03) . : : -

“We knew — or should have known - that if we went into this without the genuine support of the
international community, there would be no easy way out. As [Assistant Secretary of Defense and Secretary -

- of the Navy in the Reagan Administration] James Webb also warned, ‘Those who are pushing for a

unilateral war i Iraq know full well that there is no exit strategy if we invade and stay.” (Sen. Ted Kennedy, - '

Remarks At The Johns Hopkins Scheol Of Advanced Internationa] Studies, Washington, DC, 7/15/03)

7. We need to turn Iraqi tecon}stn_lction‘ over to United Nations.

“In his speech today, the President missed an opportunity to show his commitment to securing 2 United
Nations mandate for an international force. to bring security and stability to Irag. I had hoped the President
would have sought international consensus in a spirtt of cooperation. By not doing so, the President
underscored how much difficult work remains before we geta significant amount of international
participation in the effort to stabilize Irag.” (Rep. Nancy Peloss, “President Bush Missed An Opportunity Ac The UN. Today,™
Press Release, 9/23/03) : .

«As we all know, 2 number of countries supported our military action against Saddam Hussein. Many others
did not. But if the Admunistration is willing to put the national interest ahead of its own ideological pride, I
believe that we can secure broad international support and participation in the stabilization and :
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reconstruction of Iraq. After all, so much is clearly at stake for the rest of the world.” (Sen. Ted Kennedy, Remarks
At The Johns Hopkins School Of Advanced Intemational Studies, Washington, DC, 7/15/03) : S '

8. Preemptive doctrine is wrong and dangerous.

o “This is the war we should not have fought. It’s a war to carry out the precmptive strike doctrine. That’s
what it really began with. And so now we’re in Iraq. We're having real problems that we did not foresee.
And we're trying to wrap the Iraq problems around the 9/11 disaster that hit this country. We’re trying to.
view everything now in the context of the war on terrorism, which began under the preemptive strike:
doctrine. That’s why we’re in Iraq. I was opposed to it. I thought we could achieve everything we were
seeking to achieve just by using a little more patence, the word, General [Myers], that you used.” (Sen Robert

 Byrd [D-WV}, Committec On Armed Services, U S’ Senate, Hearng, 9/9/03) '

¢  “Now this preemptive wat doctrine bothers me, because T'used to hear that during the Cold War when we
were squared off against the Soviet Union. And you'd hear these strident voices, why don't we hit those

- buggers now when we have a nuclear lead? We didn't do that. We contained them. We deterred them with
our own nuclear force. And eventually both China and Russia have swung around to a more moderate,

constructive position. ... This is the course I'd really like to see us follow with regard to Saddam Hussein.”
(Former Sen. George McGovem, Fox News' “Hanmty & Colmes,” 10/21/02) R o

9. We should have given more time to diplomacy and inspections.

e  “I say that if waiting a month will get Russia, Gezmany, France, Chile, Canada, Angola, you know, these
countries -- to say - you know, the American people, the people in Nevada want another resolution. The
president told us in his press conference. There’s going to be 2 vote. Let people be accounted -- let
countries be accounted for how they stand on this issue. I think we should have another resolution and a
vote on it.” (Sen. Harry Rad [D-NV] On CNN's “Late Edinon,” 3/t6/03) -

10. We've angered important allies and alienated the U.S. from the international ,Communjty. |

o - “Atissue are the stability and the future of the entire highly volatile region. None would be immune from
the dangers that a disunited and disorganized Iraq could present for tts neighbors and for nations
everywhere. These are not just American or British concerns. They are true international concerns. We need
to take the chip off our shoulder, mend fences with France and with Germany, and stop the divisiveness.
America cannot be effective in its mission in Iraq if old wounds don't heal and bitterness continues to
fester.”” (Sen. Ted Kennedy, Remarks At The Johns Hopkins School OF Advanced Intemational Studies, Washington, DC, 7/15/03) :

e “Instead of linking arms with a world which offered its heart in sympathy after the brutality of the terrotist
attack in September of 2001, this White House, through hubris and false bravado, has slapped away the
hand of assistance. This Administration has insulted our allies and friends with its bullying, and go-it-alone
frenzy to attack the nation of Irag. In order to justify such an attack, it was decided somewhere in the
White House to blur the images of Saddam Hussein and Osama Bin Laden.” (Sen. Robest Byrd, Rermarks On “Losing
Dollacs and Sense n 1raq,” 9/17/03) : ‘ .
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Aside from the daily violence, Dep. Sec/Defense Paul Wolfowntz said Iragis "fear" that
Bush may lose WH 20004. He said "one worried resident ... of Najaf asked him ... at a town hall
meeting, "What's going to happen to us if George Bush loses the election?" Wolfowitz "said he
tried to assure the Iragis, but 'when they hear the message that we might not be there next year,
they get very scared." DNC spokesperson Debra DeShong: "Iraqis are more worried about.
bombs and bullets than they are about ballots" (Slsk, New York Dazly News, 10/31).

Clock's Ticking...

The Senate Intell Cmte sent a letter to Rice demanding that the WH "lift "its Ob_]eCtIOIIS and -
hand over ... documents related to intelligence about Iraq" and its WMD "before the war." The
"panel set a deadline of noon" today "for compliance" by the WH, "the same as it has set" for the
CIA, the State Dept. and the Pentagon "to provide documents and schedule interviews that the
committee has been seeking for months. ... Among the documents sought by the committee ...
are copies" of Bush's "Daily Brief, a document prepared by the CIA that the White House has'
until now maintained was off limits to Congress because of executive privilege." Cong. officials
“said the documents also included" memos "between the CIA and the White House discussing
disputed claims that Iraq was seeking to obtain enriched uranium from Niger for its nuclear
weapons program" (Jehl, New York Times, 10/31). WH officials "said they were cooperating
with the committee" (Miller, Los Angeles Times, 10/31).

.. Tick-Tock, Tick-Tock..

Dallas Morning News' Leubsdorf writes, "The Bush White House could be asking for
trouble by resisting demands from the independent commission investigating” 9/11. "The
commission is believed to be especially interested in the text of briefings in the weeks before"
9/11. "That might show the extent to which" Bush "had any warnings of the attacks. ... That, in
turn, could help to answer the question of whether he could have done anything to prevent them.

.. Ultimately, the truth about how" Bush "handled any pre-Sept. 11 warnings will come out. But
lt looks as if the White House would just as soon have this happen later rather than

“sooner" (10/30).

Washmgton Post: "If Mr. Bush did not mean to share the country's most sensitive secrets
with the commissioners, he should not have signed the bill in the first place. Since he did so, it
makes.no sense for him now to refuse it access to material its members regard as critical. It isn't
reasonable to expect commissioners to put their names on a report they know to be based on
incomplete information, only to look like fools when that information comes out and- contradlcts :
their conclusions (10/31).

Politicians Have Long Memories ' - v

The House "approved the Iraq package on a vote of 298 to 121 ., and the Senate was -
expected to follow on" 11/3 to send Bush the bill providing $87B for Iraq and Afghanistan. "But
beneath the apparent victory" for Bush "lie deep tensions even among" GOPers "who have felt

} shut out and taken for granted.”

Sen. Chuck Hagel (R-NE): "They have treated us hke a nunsance and appendage" (Hook,
Los Angeles Times, 10/31).

More Hagel, on the relatlonshlp between Bush and Congress on Iraq: "We need to ask
questions, and sometimes that requires a little tension. But tension grinds down flabby policy
and flabby arguments. And to just go along with the president because he's my party or my
president is not a responsible action on my part. I fail my country when I do that. And I would

_hope the president himself and his administration understands that each of us, elected by the

people, take the same oath of office as he does. And we have responsibilities to be partners. It is
a co-equal branch of government. The Constitution is clear on that. And I think those where
we've had some break down, not only in understanding responsibility but appreciating how
much knowledge and experience and help the president can get from the Hill if he will reach out

J
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE - CONTACT: »Phil Singer
October 29, 2003 ‘ : 3 (202) 224-7433

STATEMENT OF SENATOR SCHUMER ON'
" NOMINATION OF JAMES COMEY

I want to thank James Comey for the opportunity to introduce him. It’s a sign of the kind of
person Mr. Comey is that after we met yesterday, he still wanted me to introduce him. Because
while I told him I’d praise his experience, reputation, and character, I was going to insist on
answers to some tough questions about the CIA leak investigation before I would decide how to
vote. Nonetheless, Mr. Comey wanted me to introduce him and I'm proud to do so.. o

Before I get to his professional qualifications, I should note that Jim is a Yonkers native and, if
he’s confirmed, my state will lose seven constituents: Jim, his wife Patrice, and their five
children. I've gotten to know Jim personally and I'm convinced that he’s a man of honor and
integrity. He puts family and country before all other interests and every day he works hard to
ensure he serves both to the best of his abilities. ‘ o ' .

'Everyone you talk to who knows him says great things about him and in a world where it’s easy
to make enemies, Jim Comey has managed to do nothing but win admirers. When it comes to
the professional, it would be hard to find a more impressive resume and reputation. -

Jim Comey is a prosecutor’s prosecutor. When Mary Jo White left her post as the US Attorney
in the Southemn District of New York, she left some pretty big shoes to fill. The White House
proposed Jim Comey and I don’t know that they could have come up with a better man for the -
job. With his terrorism prosecution experience — including handling the Khobar Towers case —
his management experience running the US Atiorney’s office in Richmond — and his reputation
as a guy who doesn’t pull punches, it was an easy choice to support him.

Since he became the Southern District’s top prosecutor, Jim has only burnished his reputation.
He has been an excellent US Attorney and has solidified his standing as one of the best.

So there’s no question that he’s qualified, there’s no question he’s a fine man, and, under normal
circumstances, there would be no question of my unqualified support for him. But these are not
normal circumstances. ’

, Over the paSt» several weeks, the Department of Justice has been handling — or should I say
mishandling — the investigation into who leaked the identity of a covert CIA agent.
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HEADLINE: THE WAY WE LIVE NOW: 10-26-03: ON LANGUAGE;
Frog, March! ’ ’ o o

BYLINE: By William Safire

Lo

BODY:
*It’s of keen interest to me," said the former ambass
revelation of his wife’s name'as'a’C.LA. agent; *to
- out of the White House in handcuffs." o

IV, a war Cr}i:t_i}c furioﬂsWiﬂth the -
an getKarl Rove frog marched

Unable to produce any evidence that Rove, the top White House political adviser, was the one who "outed"
his wife, Wilson modified his charge to say that Rove "condoned" the leak. But Don Imus, the radio.

- interviewer, unfamiliar with the British colloquialism, put the question to Wilson of more direct interest to -
word-watchers: "What does frog-marched mean?" o : : ’

"Maybe you should ask Mr. Safire," Wilson said.
' "Was he the one -- 7" |
'b'No,y" Wilson assured him, absolving me of being a néfaﬁous leakee, "but isn’t he the arbiter of vlanguakge?'." o

This doesn’t need an arbiter of usage as much as an etymologist of slang. (An arbiter would address
" Wilson’s whether or not, in which the or not is pleonastic -- excess verbiage - but has long been common
‘usage.) Wilson’s own understanding of the phrase he popularized was "two \-guys', one on either side; -
marching somebody out.” ' | o i el

" Close, but no cigar. The Briton John'C. Hotten, in his classic 1873 Slang Dictionary, defined frog’s march '
as "the manner in which four or more policemen carry a drunken or turbulent man to the station-house. The
: victim is held face downwards, one constable being-at each shoulder, while the others hold on above the
- knees. Often another officer beats time on the recalcitrant hero’s pos-teﬂors." e o

Afté/r, Wilson’s well-publicized usage, the usual suspects in the derivation dodge were rounded up by David
© Montgomery in The Washington Post. A prisoner so carried "was thought to look like a frog," speculated
' Jesse Sheidlower of the O.E.D. At Webster’s New World, Mike Agnes offered his personal mental image:
~ "A guard on each side grabbing one arm and lifting both feet off the ground, and the legs are scrambling -
for purchase on the ground, and hence kinked like a fr'(')g’s_;."f The author of the Harry Potter series, LK
Rowling, who used the colorful verb in one of her books for children, gave her understanding of the
. compoundto a questioner on the "Today" show: "That’s when two people stand on either side of a third

10f2 Sl e e 0703 435




XIS® View Printable Page- R —_— : : R hnp:/(www.pe‘xis.cqnﬂresear¢h/§q§i;ch]spbm§LYingég; ,

'pe,ﬂr_son and they force -them to walk along. It’s like you're under arrest.”

Is the meaning”as‘s’ociatcd with the slur frog, directed at a French person? That _dcliberaté offense, possibly
“influenced by the use of frog’s legs as a delicacy in French cuisine as well as the fr sound, can be found in a

1772 British doggerel: "They will fly at the French with the stomach of hogs/Arid, like storks, in a trice

. clear the sea of the frogs." In a 1922 letter, Emest Hemingway asked, "Do you speak frawg?" .

My judgmeht is tvh'at frog-march is not limited t(’)_:the' manharidlihg of French péople. The meaning now has '

‘been generalized to "hustle out, under restraint” prisoners of any nationality. In his 1998 "Picturesque -

Ex'p'ressions,‘f Larry Urdang notes French walk as the American equivalent of the British frog’s march. He
defines it as synonymous with the bum’s rush, exquisitely described as "the forcible removal or expulsion
of a person, usually from a public place, especially by lifting him by the shirt collar and the seat of his

‘pants to a walking position and propelling him toward the door."

A subtle difference exists, however, .,rel.avting to the conclusion of the acﬁon. Today’s frog march (asa noﬁn,

two unhyphenated words) implies incarceration after the spread-eagled carriage or its modem grabbing of

‘the arms. A bum’s rush -- the Americanism’s first citation is 1910 -- suggests the rushee is left lying at the

doorway of the saloon after being ousted, roughed up but free. ’

The slang synonym is the old heave-ho, perhaps o‘ﬁ ginating in sailors’ lingo and coined in its metaphoric
sense -- to discard a spouse or lover -- by the columnist Damon Runyon in the 1930’s. Strictly speaking --
and that’s what we do in this space -- the old heave-ho is the act of rejection, while the bum’s rush is the act
of ejection.. ' ' S : o N

Who wants my wont?

"Both of the senators," said Dr. Howard Dean of Senators John Kerry and Joe Liebexjman, "wit_h_all_ due
respect, are exaggerating, as 15 sometimes our wont in politics." IR ' '

"This morning," wrote Jonathan Chait in (oh?) The New Republic Onl_ine, "1 W’asi reading The National

" Review Online, as is my wont."

Oxymoronic as it sounds, this archaism is in vogUe. The pronunciation wunt is awkward, somewhere
between "I won’t dance™ and "I want out.” : i

1t means "custom; habit; usual practice.” Frank Sinatra could have suhg "I’:’\'lyl do it my wont." It comes from
" the Old English verb wonen, "to dwell, to be accustomed to the surroundings,” and appeared in the legal
phrase ought and wont, "due and customary." L e o o

Listen for this arch archaism in coming political debates, as candidates strain to become front-runners. As
- the king said of Gloucester in the second part of :S;hake_spearﬁ’_s:v"Hc:nry ‘._YI,_"_'v' *Tis not his wont to be the

hindmost man."

http://www:;nytimes.com :
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_ Thaf much-

ballyhooed ~
“liberal press”

Bush as it was on his
predecessor. One key

reason: Bush’s controversies
have involved policy rather
than personal peccadilloes, and
the media have a much bigger
appetite for the latter. But does

the weapons of mass destruction
flap presage a shift?

News Media

- Soft on
Bush?

hasn‘t been nearly
‘as tough on President

inety-four reporters gathered in the -
stately East Room of the White House
tobearmmesstoarantymGeorge
W. Bush’s presidency: a solo, prime-
time press conference.

At 8 pm. on March 6, Bush began his

remarks about “our war against terror,” flatly

asserting that Saddam Hussein “possesses
weapons of terror” and that he and his weapons -
#are a direct threat to this country” Bush then -
parried with 18 reporters, who asked 30 ques-
tions about the looming war ageainst Iraq

BY RAC H EL SM 0 LKIN and three about North Korea's develop-

16

ment of nuclear weapons. Nary a word
passed from reporters hps about the
balloomng deficit, rising oil prices, surging

unemployment, soaring prescription drug

American Journalism Review




LARRY DOWMING/REUTERS

prices or any other domestic issne. . .

If a sure loser emerged from that evening
assembly, it was the White House press corps.
Scathing commentary followed. New York Press
contributing writer Matt Taibbi likened the
press conference to “a mini-Alamo for American
journalism, a final announcement that the
press no longer performs anything akin to a

real function.” Washington Post TV critic Tom.

Shales panned Bush’s performance, then said
that the “lethargy was contagious; correspon-
dents were almost as logy as Bush was. Nobody
even bothered to ask a questlon about Osama
‘bin Laden.”

ABC News White House correspondent Terry

Moran, who participated in the questioning, told .

~ the New York Observer that Bush wasn’t “suffi-

October/November 2003

Journalists .
covering President
Bush’s March 6
press conference
were roundly
criticized for

their meek perfor-
mance. One writer
called the session
o “mini-Aloamo

for American
journalism.”

ciently challenged” by reporters and that the
president’s performance left the press corps
“looking like zombies.” Letters posted on Poynt-
er's Romenesko Weblog branded the news con-
ference a “sorry spectacle™, one observed, “the
pack appears to have been totally domesticated.”
~ Bush himself acknowledged the event was
“gcripted” when he called on CNN’s John King
from a predetermined list of reporters. Critics
argued the press should not have succumbed so
meekly to such an indignity, and some even
accused the White House press corps of submit-
ting questions for advance approval—an allega-
tion that beat reporters vehemently denied.

“ was amazed at the reaction after the press
conference,” says George E. Condon Jr., Wash-

_ington bureau chief of Copley News Service, who
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- asked two of the three North Korea questions
and thought mest queries were appropriately
tough. “It just became an article of faith among a
lot of people: ‘Look at this White House press
corps; it’s just abdicated all responsibility” ”

That pre-war press conference crystallized
critics’ frustration with coverage of Bush, While
complaints about reporters’ treatment of a presi-

~dent are as widespread as political polls, these

protests cannot be dismissed merely as the howls

of liberals stranded in the wilderness.

Reporters have handled Bush gingerly, par-
ticularly after the September 11 terrorist attacks
prompted a surge of patriotism. The administra-
tion skillfully capitalized on that sentiment, just
asg it excelled at controlling information, staying
on message and limiting access to Bush from the
nascent days of his presidency.

Bush and his allies also have benefited in
press coverage from having a weak opposition
party. Democrats foundered after 9/11; then the
discordant voices of 10 presidential candidates
diluted attempts at a unified message.

And as voices from the right saturate radio
and cable talk shows, the media have become
increasingly sensitive to the venerable conserva-
tive shibboleth of liberal bias, a development
that also favors the first Republican prwident in
eight years,

These factors softened the adversarial cover--

age that defined Bill Clinton’s presidency—at
least until July, when 16 words from Bush’s Jan-
uary State of the Union address sparked the first
sustained negative coverage of the president
since the terrorist attacks.

“Any objective person would say that in some
ways Clinton was covered too aggressively in
some areas, and Bush is not covered aggressive-
ly enough,” says ABC News Political Director
Mark Halperin, Among stories receiving insuffi-
cient attention in his view: the growing deficit,
the lack of transparency regarding energy policy
formation and, at least initially, the rationale for
committing troops to the war in Iraq.

_Halperin attributes the uneven coverage in
part to the demise of the Independent Counsel
law used relentlessly by Clinton’s opponents and
to the dwindling prestige of the White House
beat after the Cold War that gradually led to
“less experience and, in some cases, less skill”
among White House correspondents. “People
like (ABC’s] Terry Moran and [CBS] Mark

Knoller are not able to battle the White House -

by themselves,” says Halperin. The president
and his staff know the public mistrusts the press

and that they can “dismiss us and steamroll .

over us.”
Darrell West, a Brown University political
- gcience  professor, concurs “there certainly has

. been a dramatic change in scandal coverage in -

that Bush has gotten much less scrutiny than
Clinton. Bush has not had lifestyle scandals the
way that Clinton did, but there are lots of ques-
tions about the energy commission and possible
conflicts of interest within the Bush administra-

10

ABC’s Terry
Moran says that
President Bush’s
performance
made the White
House press
corps look “like
zombies” at o
March' 6 press
conference.

. tion, and those have gotten relatwely little atten-

tion.” The terrorist attacks “made everybody
focus on external problems more than internal
ones, and that has played to the Bush adminis-
tration in a lot of different ways. It’s helped the
Bush administration set the agenda on security
grounds, which always makes it more difficult for
the press to do their jobs.”

Frank Sesno, former CNN senior vice presx-
dent and Washington bureau chief, says the ris-

ing influence of Fox News Channel and concerns
“about allegations of liberal bias also have

shaped coverage. “American )ou.rnahsm has

- been Foxified essentially, es] y television,”

Sesno says. “The combination of the Fox influ-
ence, and the overhang from 9/11, and the over-
all presumption in America that the media have
leaned terrifically left, have made it harder for
tough questions to be asked.”

, fcourse, the notion that the press has
A bestowed kinder, gentler treatment
upon Bush is by no means unani-
mous. “Each president I've covered

@ued” dating back to [Gerald] Ford thinks
no other president gets more heated coverage
than he did—they all think they get it hotter
than their predecessors, says CBS' Knoller.
'I'hattellsmethatthepmsmtreatmgeach
president without fear or favor.”

Tucker Carlson, conservative cohost of CNN's
“Crossfire,” adds; “I never thought that anybody
could whine more about the media than the
right. But it turns out I was wrong. The left has
turned out to be every bit as whiny as conserva-
tives ever were.” Carlson says the dmputed pres-

_ idential election fueled unfounded charges from

the left about soft media coverage. “There are
people who believe that [Bush] won unfairly or
didn't win,” Carlson says. “If you believe that,
you're casting about for ways to explain how it
happened.” :

A July report released by the nonpartisan

‘Council for Excellence in Government examined

the first year of three presidential administra-
tions—Ronald Reagan’s, Bill Clinton’s and
George W. Bush’s—and concluded that coverage
was predominantly “negative” for all three.
“Bush is being treated normally for a president,
which is to say negatively” says S. Robert

 Lichter, president of the Center for Media and

American Journalism - Review




President Bush and
his lievtenants “are
the best I've seen at
getting their message

thought

sage,” says Copley’s
George E. Condon Jr.

Public Affairs, an independent group that con-
ducted the study. “The media are 'mugb on presi-
dents.”

Investigators analyzed the evemng news pro-
grams of ABC, CBS and NBC (but not the cable
networks) and the front pages of the New York
Times, the Washington Post and four regional
newspapers—the Austin American-Statesman,
Des Moines Register, San Jose Mercury News
and St. Petersburg Times. They determined that
TV and print favored Clinton's administration
over Reagan’s to a statistically significant
degree, and Clinton’s personal coverage did not
diverge significantly from the two Republicans’.

" The national media had treated Bush’s adminis-
tration about the same as Clinton's “except for a
slight tilt toward the Clinton team’s domestic
policies in the New York Times.” However, the
regional papers studied favored Clinton’s admin-
istration to Bush’s. The most pronounced pro-

" Clinton coverage emerged in the Des Moines
Register; the Mercury News and the American-
Statesman provided thé most balanced ‘White
House coverage.

The study also found that although Bush
was covered more favorably after 9/11, overall
coverage of his administration became more
critical. But the report, which purports to be
objective because it crunches numbers, does not
distinguish between appropriate skepticism—
the role of an engaged press corps—and unjust
negativity.

Despite these findings of pro-Clinton lean-
ings, some critics perceived gentler handling of
Bush early in his term. In “What Liberal Media?”
Eric Alterman, a liberal media columnist for The
Nation, contends that Bush “received extremely
indulgent coverage from the so-called Tliberal
media’ long before September 11.” Alterman dis-
sects coverage of the short-lived China “criais”
after a US. spy plane collided with a Chinese
fighter in spring 2001 and concludes the Bush
administration “succeeded in manipulating the
media to the point where its incompetence was
portrayed as heroism.”

On May 6, 2001, former Washmgton Post
White House correspondent John F. Harris
observed in a story in the paper’s Outlook sec-
tion that “this new president has done things
with relative impunity that would have been '
huge uproars if they had occurred under Clin-

than 'the
ught But

was wrong,

CARLSON

'CNN's

ever were.”
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out and making it S .
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“The left has
turned out o
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n.... What is being hailed as Bush’s shrewd
diplomacy [regarding the surveillance plane]

would have been‘savaged as ‘Slick Willie’ con-

tortions.”

These observations hxghhght two Bush
advantages that softened coverage from the
early days of his presidency: the media’s minimal
expectations of his acumen, and their propensity
to fixate on peccadilloes rather than pelicy.

Rich Lowry, editor of the conservative
National Review, conténds the prevailing nar-
rative about Candidate Bush shaped mislead-
ing coverage of President Bush. “The press for
a long time was locked into a totally unwar-
ranted and clichéd view of Bush: that he was
gort of a dim weakling led around by his wily
adviser, Karl Rove, and propped up by other
advisers,” including Vice President -Dick

Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald H.

Rumsfeld. The media’s attitude was no doubt
unfair to Bush, but it alse triggered positive
stories about the president’s prowess whenever
he exceeded media expectations, as the spy
plane incident illustrates. This tone in cover-
age, noticeable before 9/11, became even more
pronounced after the terrorist attacks, when,
as the New York Times editorial page put it
on October 12, 2001 Bush displayed a “new
gravitas.”

Bush also preapxt&ted favorable coverage .

early on by managing to avoid salacious faux
pas: He fired no travel office employees; he
solicited no exorbitant haircuts on the tarmac at
Los Angeles; International Au'port' he had no
Paula Jones specters stalling him in the White
House.

Bush's controversies generally have centered
not on character but on policy, an arena where
newspaper and television reporters are less com-
fortable characterizing -actions. New Republic
Editor Peter Beinart says newspapers today
allow reporters more freedom to analyze a politi-
cian’s character and gaffes, “but there's still this
notion that on policy you need to convey both
sides.” For example, many of the administration’s
tax-cut claims, he says, have been “probably
bogus.” But reporters have balanced Democrats’
criticisms and the administration’s defense
“without arbitrating in that dispute.... [The Bush
administration has) benefited a2 lot from the
media’s reticence.”

'SP ine months into Bush's term, the ter-
4 rorist attacks transformed the
N3 nation’s mood and heightened media
&8 restraint. Confronting unfathomable

& horror, the press largely abdicated its

watchdog role. In late January 2002, Washington
Post reporters Bob Woodward and Dan Balz
penned a nearly 40,000-word, eight-part series

offering an “inside account® of what happened

from September 11 to September 20 but skirting
the issue of whether the administration missed
signs of terrorism. American flags fluttered on
newscasts and anchors’ lape] pins, and Bush was
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portrayed as a bravé leader shouldering a
painful burden.
“Principally on cable television, journalists

have sounded off in a very pro-administration, -

very pro-patriotic tone,” says Marvin Kalb, a
senior fellow at Harvard University’s Joan
Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics and

" Public¢ Policy, who coedited “The Media and the

HO/REUTERS
R

v i ap e irare i, e et e

War on Terrorism” with Stephen Hess of the
Brookings Institution. The flags in news broad-

casts had “very little to do with journalism, very

much to do with patriotism.”
"James P. Pinkerton, a Newsday columnist

. and former aide to presidents Ronald Reagan

.and George H.W. Bush, says the current Bush’s

“war on terror” is larger and less tangible than-

Clinton’s controversies. “The Clinton scandals,
such as they were, were kind of embraceable:

did or did not cheat on his wife, did or did not -

cheat on his real-estate deals, did or did not
molest Paula Jones,” says Pinkerton, a contrib-
utor to Fox News Channel. “It’s a little harder

. "when you come across the Bush doctrine. It

takes a little longer to get your legs under you
intellectually.”

Scandals in the Clinton administration pro-
vided easy targets for reporters. ABCs Moran
gays Clinton coverage “was way over the top,
excessive scandal-mongering, pointless.” He
believes Bush has been covered aggressively, with

'examinations of his environmental, fiscal and for-

eign policies. But rather than *fully and fairly -

informing the American public’ Moran says
White House reporters tend to focus on scandal—

a tendency that did not evaporate after 9/11.

In January 2002, when the press learned

the scandal-plagued Enron Corp. had sought
help from the Commerce and Treasury secre-
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Cable news
networks aired
five coverage
and adoring
commentary of

President Bush’s
- “Top Gun”-style

londing on the
USS Abraham
Lincoln on
May 1.

President Clinton
was covered too
aggressively while
President Bush

has not been
covered aggres-
sively enough,
says ABC News
Political Director
Mark Halperin.

taries, Moran was awaiting then-White House
Press Secretary Ari Fleischer’s arrival in the
briefing room when he overheard some print’
reporters. “I heard people saying, ‘All right,

" were back, to hell with ‘the war [in

Afghanistan),’ as if chasing the shadows and
ghosts of potential appearances or possible con-
flicts of interest was more important than the
war the country had been
thrust into,” Moran says.
I was shocked.... ’'m not
sure that lower Manhat-
tan had actually ‘stopped
smoldering.”

But White House ties to
Enron never exploded into
a  full-fledged Bush
“Gate”—as in Travelgate,
Filegate or other early
Clinton brouhehas—and
only briefly marred lauda-.
tory coverage of the presi-
dent in the months after -
the terrorist attacks.

National Review’s
Lowry concedes “coverage

the wake of September
11... There were excep-
tions, certainly, including
the New York Times,” par-
ticularly. when the Times
in August 2002 inaccurate-
ly described Henry Kis--
ginger as one of the “lead-
ing Republicans” breaking ranks with Bush over

his administration’s “high-profile planning for -

war with Iraq” The ensuing outcry stoked per-
ceptions that now-deposed -Executive ‘Editor
Howell Raines was using the news pages to
advance a personal agenda. '

But the Kissinger misstep hardly embodies

" the media’s performance prior to the war in Iraq.

In the weels before the Pentagon commenced its
“ghock and awe” campaign in Iraq, questioning of
the -administration’s assertins—a subject that
dominated coverage in July—was noticeably
absent. ' -

. On March 17, Bush ordered Saddam Hus-

" .sein to leave within 48 hours or face invasion.
The next day, Washington Post national securi-

American Journalism Review

was relatively favorable in - .



. Conservative
complaints cbout
the “liberal media”
used to have merit,
but now the pendu-
" lum has swung
" wildly rightward on
radio and TV, says
former CNN execu-
tive Frank Sesno.

ty reporter Walter Pincus and White House cor-
respondent Dana Milbank wrote that the
administration was preparing to attack Irag
based on a number of allegations “that have
been challenged--and in some cases dis-

proved—by the United Nations, European gov-

ernments and even US. intelligence reports”
Among the evidence “refuted by subsequent dis-
coveries™ Bush’s assertion that Iraq had sought
to .purchase uranium. The story, headlined
“Bush Clings To Dubious Allegations About
Iraq,” was buried on page A13, while coverage
of Bush’s- ultimatum appeared on the front
page—but it was one of the few stories to chal-

lenge the administration’s evidence at the out- -

“set of war.

Although reporters lacked access to intelli-
gence reports and security briefings, they should
have treated administration declarations more

. skeptically—even emphasized that some claims

- could not be independently confirmed—and pub-
lished and aired dissenting international voices
more prominently.

“Did the media do their job in the march up
to the war? asks former CNN Vice President
Sesno. “I certainly don’t think the broadcast
media were sufficiently rigorous. There was not
sufficient discussion as to why the French, Ger-
mans, Chinese, Japanese and Turks felt as they
did. There was not sufficient healthy skepticism
as to why the administration’s case was not
strong.... I was told flat-out by a network pmduc-
er that there were not more international voices
put on the air because it would have been arat-
ings killer.”

But Sesno qualifies his remarks by saymg,
“Certainly post-9/11, there has been some excel-
lent and even heroic journalism.”

New Republic Editor Beinart says the press
“really needs to take a step back and look at the
way in which certain claims and statements
were repeated go often that they were just taken
as fact.” At some point, the media dropped cau-

tious phrasing about weapons programs that

Iraq might have, opting for assertions such as
“they have” or “they possess.”

The media also permitted the nnpendmg
war to dominate coverage, neglecting impor-
tant domestic issues. Brookings' Hess, a one-
time speechwriter for President Eisenhower,
deems the March 6 Q&A session a “terrible”
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Iraq. :
Bush received much more muted coverage of

press conference. “When it was quite clear that
the president wasn’t going to say anything
about Iraq,” he says, reporters “should have
changed the subject to try to get some other
news.” o

Once combat began, the press quickly dis-
carded upbeat dispatches in favor of dire predic-
tions that the war could drag on for months. But
those negative assessments predominantly
focused on Rumsfeld’s strategy rather than
Bush’s leadership. (See "Medxa Mood Swmgs
June/July)

When Bush celebrated the war's official con-

clusxon on May 1 with a “Top Gun”-style landing

on the USS Abraham Lineoln, cable news net-
works aired live coverage and adoring commen-
tary. Bush arrived in “historic, spectacular fash-
ion,” Fox News Channel host John Gibson
gushed. On’ rival MSNBC, correspondent Bob
Kur enthused, “Now, a little bit more on what
we're calling the president’s excellent adventure
today,” while- Kur's colleague, John Elliott,
exclaimed, “It's cpol. I mean, it’s history in the
making.... And that’s new to me from Bob Kur,
that we're calling it the president’s excellent
adventure. I like that. Kudos to the gang at
MSNBC.”

The on-air team at CNN was a bit more.
restrained—although correspondent Chris:

Burns observed that Bush “used to fly with the
National Guard in his younger days, so this is
not a big, big new thing for him,” but failed to
mention that Bush had never flown in combat
situations.

“That was not, journalistically speaking, a
reason for wall-to-wall coverage,” Kalb says.
“Nothing happened, so the idea of having him be
carried live by all of the cable operations seemed
to me excessive.”

Newspapers devoted fmnt-page coverage to
Bush’s evening address, even though Pentagon
officials had declared an end to major combat
operations on April 14. New York Times White
House reporter David E. Sanger wrote in a page
A17 sidebar that Bush “walked across the flight

deck with a swagger that seemed to suggest he .

had seen ‘Top Gun."... Even in a White House that
prides itself on its mastery of political staging, Mr.
Bush’s arrival on board the Lincoln was a first of
many kinds. Never before has a president landed
aboard a carrier at sea, much less taken the con-
trols of the aircraft.” (A correction published May
3 stated that while Bush was the first president

-to land in a plane on a carrier, other presidents

have flown in helicopters to carriers.) :
Although several reporters, including Sanger,

. noted White House officials “clearly. intend” to
use the triumphal image in the 2004 presidential -

campaign, few questioned the political wisdom of
staging a victory lap when chaos still reigned in

a July 2 challenge to Iraql militants attackmg
U.S, troops. “My answer is: Bring 'em on,” Bush
declared “We've got the force necessary to deal
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with the security situation.” Washington Post
reporters Milbank and Vernon Loeb wrote about
Bush’s “colloquial taunt” in a front-page story:
“The colorful challenge by Bush provoked iridig-
nation from some congressional Democrats, who
said the president’s bravado was inviting attacks
on US. soldiers.” )

But other major newspapers buried or
ignored the president’s controversial declaration.
The New York Times tacked Bush'’s quote to the
end of a page A10 story by Amy Waldman head-

lined, “U.S. Attributes Explosion at Iraqi Mosque -

to Bomb-Making Activity.” Below the story came
this cursory addendum by the Times: “Reaction
From Bush,” followed by two paragraphs with
Bush's quote and no context or reaction from
Democrats, Bush’s declaration appeared on page

14A of the Baltimore Sun; USA Today published

a wire report on page 16A.

n early July, the media seized on the first
i prolonged controversy surrounding Bush
4 since the September 11 devastation. At is-
R sue were 16 ill-fated words from Bush’s Jan-
% uary State of the Union address in which he
decla.red despite earlier CIA warnings to avoid
the dubious claim: “The British government has
learned that Saddam Hussein recently sought
significant quantities of uranium from Africa” for
its nuclear weapons program. But even this
media firestorm needed four months to kindle.
As early as March 7—the day after the cata-
. tonic press conference at the White House—
Mohamed ElBaradei, director general of. the

International Atomic Energy Agency, announced

that documents purportedly showing Iraqgi offi-
cials shopping for uranium in Africa were “not
authentic” Seymour M. Hersh tackled the
administration’s culpability in a tough New
Yorker piece March 31 headlined, “WHO LIED
TO WHOM?, Why did the Administration
endorse a forgery about Iraq’s nuclear program?”

Hersh included the soon-to-be infamous State of

the Union sentence and noted that the forgery
“became the object of widespread, and bitter,
questions in Europe about the credibility of the
United States. But it initially provoked only &
few news stories in America, and little sustained
questioning about how the White House could
endorse such an obvious fake.”

~ Hersh then posed some poihted questions:
“Who permitted it to go into the President’s State
of the Union speech? Was thé message—the
threat posed by Iraq—more important then the
integrity of the intelligence-vetting process? Was
‘the Administration lying to itself? Or did it delib-
erately give Congress and the public what it
knew to be bad information?”

After this explosive piece, questions about
faulty intelligence and Bush’s State of the Union
speech faded, overshadowed by the war and its
aftermath. Anxious to appear supportive of U.S.
armed forces, congressional Democrats muted
their criticisms of Bush—an attitude not shared
by their counterparts in London, who merciless-

{
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Editor Rich Lowry

says President
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able” coverage
in the wake of
September 11.
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| and very;

createda -
‘ ly hounded British Prune Minister Tony Blair.
The uranium dispute did not take off in the
mainstream US. media until July 7, when the
Bush administration acknowledged for the first
time that the allegation should not have been
included in the speech. -
The previous day, Joseph C. Wilson IV, a for- *
mer US. ambassador, disclosed on the New York
Times’ op-ed page that he traveled to Niger at the
ClA’s behest in February 2002 and concluded
then that “it was highly doubtful” the uranium
transaction had occurred. “I have little choice but
to conclude that some of the intelligence related.
to Iraq’s nuclear weapons program was twisted to
exaggerate the Iragi threat,” Wilson wrote.
Then, on July 7, a British parliamentary
report questioned the credibility of British intelli-
gence—the same intelligence Bush cited in bol-
stering’ his case ‘for war. After a “day of ques-
tions—and sometimes contradictory answers
from White House officials,” in the words of the
New York Times’ David Sanger, the administra-
tion released a statement conceding that the ura-
njum declaration should not have appeared in
Bush’s address. .
With postwar fatalities in Iraq mounting, no
promised weapons of mass destruction in sight
and an admission of fallibility from the White
House, the press corps finally seized on the 16-
word controversy. A White House famons for dis-
cipline and message control for the first tune
could not straighten out its story:
" Energized Democrats called for investiga-
tions, further fueling coverage. The Washington -
Post in particular played the uranium dispute as
igh-profile story, publishing 15 front-page
amcles on that issue or related intelligence con-
troversies from July 8 to July 30, when Bush

message

system that

media went -

walk,” says
at Harvard

stein Center

solo news conference of his presidency. The ura-
nium contretemps in-that time period earned
seven page-one stories in the New York Times,
four in the Los Angeles Times and one in USA
Today—a story leading with Secretary of State
Colin Powell's defense of the administration.
“We're looking 4t information that Bush gave
to t.he public [to) cast a light on that and hope to
hold' the president accountable for his words,”
says Post National Editor Liz Spayd. The admin-
istration’s arguments for war “began to be drawn
more into question once the war had largely

Politics and

American Joumalism Review

took responsibility for his words during the ninth -




New Republic
Editor Peter Beinart
N says journalists
have lots of
running room fo
cover scandals and
gaffes, but general-
ly give both sides
equal weight in
policy disputes.

ended, and we had had ‘no success in finding
weapons of mass destruction. It became obvious

that at least there were a lot of questions about ,

assertions the administration had made.... We all
began to look harder at some of the claims pre-
ceding the war.”

Unfortunately the Post, like other major
media outlets, did not consistently play up cover-
age of precarious intelligence claims until after
the war. But Pincus had provided excellent,
albeit not very prominently showcased, reporting

“on Iraq intelligence questions long before such
stories became en vogue. In addition to the
March 18 “dubious allegations” story he wrote
with Milbank, Pincus authored an Al7 story on
March 16 headlined “US. Lacks Specifics on
Banned Arms” that examined the “concerns
among some members of the intelligence com-
munity about whether administration officials
have exaggerated intelligence.” On' February 7,
two days after Powell's speech to the UN. Secu-
rity Council, Pincus wrote an A21 story, “Alleged
Al Qaeda Ties Questioned; Experts Scratinize
Details of Accusations Against Iraqi Govern-
ment.” On January 30, he and Dana Priest wrote

“an Al4 story, “Making The Case Against Bagh-
dad; Officials: Evidence Strong, not Conclusive.”
In late May, the Post began playing Pincus” sto-
ries more prominently. He wrote or co-authored
seven page-one stories on Iraq intelligence
claims from May 29 to June 30.

Once the uranium issue ignited in July, the
Post stories dissected inconsistencies in admin-
istration statements and called for accountabili-
ty. “In the face of persistent. questioning about
the use of intelligence before the Iraq war,
administration officials have responded with
evolving and sometimes contradictory state-
ments,” wrote Priest and Milbank in a page-one
story on July 15. Two weeks later, on July 29;
Milbank wrote in his White House Notebook,
“five times, questioners have invited the presi-
dent to take responsibility for the Irag-uranium
allegation that found its way into his State of
the Union address. Five times, Bush has deflect-
ed the question” The Posts editorial page,

- which had vociferously supported the war in
Iraq, that day called on Bush to hold a news con-
ference; the next day, he did just that, telling
reporters, “I take personal responsibility for
everything I say, of course.”

-October/Novemt}er 2003

= otwithstanding its July stumbles, the
3 White House communications team
has molded coverage throughout
Bush’s incumbency by limiting press
access, plugging administration leaks,

: rahomng information, crafting images and coor-

dinating messages. This mirrors the way the
Bush administration handled the media while he

- was governor of Texas (see “On Message,” April

2001).

“You could certainly argue that being so
incredibly disciplined and controlling leaks has
led to 1mproved coverage” from the administra-
tion’s point of view, Copley’s Condon says. “When
you don’t have leaks you have fewer stories
about internal dissension. They are the best P've
seen at getting their message out and making it
difficult for you to get beyond that message.” -

Harvard’s Kalb agrees Bush aides have put
together an “exceptionally effective press pro-
gram.... This White House very wisely and very
effectively created a message system that madeit - -
seem as [if] the Bush administration walked on
water, and the media went along for the walk.”
Each day, a single message is delivered by a sin-
gle person, or by multiple people echoing one
another. '

Team Bush is equally proficient at fashioning
the resplendent television pictures that served
Reagan so well. In a front-page New York Times
story published May 16, White House xeporfzr
Elisabeth Bumiller asserted that Bush’s carrier
landing “wes only the latest example of how the
Bush administration, going far beyond the foun-
danonsmstagemﬁsetbythel?eaganwmte
House, is using the powers of television and tech-
nology to promote a presidency like never before.”
The White House has stocked its communications

’ operatmn with former network television experts

in lighting, camera angles and backdrops, and
Burmller quoted Michael K Deaver, Reagan’s
image guru, as observing that Bush’s aides
“understandthewsualaswellas anybodyevet
has”
Bushsheamalsoknowswhmhsethngst.be'
president prefers, and the extended press confer-
ence i8 not among them. As of August 29, Bush
had held 58 press conferences, compared with
Clinton’s 101 at the same point in his first term
and George H'W. Bush’s 101 as well, says Martha
Joynt Kumar, a Towson University political sci-
ence professor who specializes in White House
communication. The younger Bush had held only
nine solo news conferences without a foreign
leader or administration official joining him, com-
pared with Clinton’s 34 and his father's 63. And
he had held only two in prime time: one March §,
the other October 11, 2001, four days after.
launching . airstrikes  against targets - in

Bush has “turned ihe tradition-into a ranty,
both because of his distaste for the format and -
his staff’s determined message management,”"

* Washington Post White House reporter Mike

Allen wrote March 7. Allen also noted that

23




Bush’s aides say he frequently takes short bursts
of questions in other settings, particularly when
cameras are allowed for photo-ops at the begin-
ning or end of a presidential event.

Those controlled bursts do not. satisfy many
White House reporters, who crave more sus-
tained interrogations of the president. “A
spokesman can never replace the president of the
United States” says Hearst Newspapers colum-
nist Helen Thomas, who has covered every presi-
dent since John F. Kennedy. “We want to hear it
from the horse’s mouth.” Thomas calls press con-
ferences “indispensable to a democracy” and “the
only forum we have to make a president account-
able”

Brookings' Hess says pres1dents generally
maintain contrel even during press conferences,
where questioning isn't usually too aggressive.
“Reporters have lost the art of asking the sort of
tough question that it’s very difficult to avoid,”
Hess says. “There was a time when I thought that
Sam Donaldson was a master at that—oconstruc-

tion of a queahon [in a way] that the premdent
answered it or looked devious for not answering
it”

But Donaldson himself felt “great sympathy”
for the press corps during the March 6 news con-
ference. “T'm not going to sit back here in my
retirement chair and hurl brickbats [at] the
White House press corps,” says the ABC News
correspondent and former White House reporter.
“I don’t put the problem of obtaining information
from this president at the reporters’ doorstep as
much as I put it at the president’s doorstep. Pve
never seen a president who is so confident in not
answering the question that the public will not
think ill of him in any way."

Because Bush is so successful atstnﬂ'armmg

While Britain’s

- Tony Blair was

hounded for
months for
asserting lraq
had weapons of
mass destruction,
the Bush adminis-
tration fook little
heat in the media
over the issuo
until July.

Heorst News-
papers columnist
Helen Thomas
calls press confer-
ences “the only
forum we have to
make a president
accountable.”

the press -corps, Donaldson suggests that
reporters ask direct questions and eschew multi-

part queries. “Like the old World War II torpedo

language it’s got to be hot, straight and true” so
the viewer or reader will realize when Bush

dodges a question. Donaldson also advises
reporters to “remember that this is not a social
occasion” and skip comments such as “Thank you
for taking the questlon or

“Good evening, sir” “You

can be respectful, but

when called upon, you rise
and ask a direct question,’

Donaldson says. Still, he

. emphasizes there is only so
much reporters can do. “If
he’s not going to answer
the question, he's not going

_to.... You can’t hog-tie him,
throw him down and stand
there and debate him.”

Complaints also have
surfaced over White House
treatment of reporters who
annoy the administration.
Robert Kutiner, coeditor of
the liberal American Pros-

" pect, argued in a July 16
Boston Globe piece that
“the press has given the
administration an aston-

- ishingly free ride.” Kuttner
contends the Bush team is
“very effective at pressur-
ing and isolating reporters

who cntunze Bush, so working reporters bend

over backwards to play fair. And the administra-
tion benefits from a stage-managed, right-wing
media machine that has no counterpart on the
liberal lef” In an interview, Kuttner cited the
doggedeIbankas’tbeclasmcexample.They
freeze him out. They don't return his phone calls.”
{(Milbank says his calls are returned, although he
can't judge whether White House officials returmn
them as quickly as those of other reporters.) :
In “What Liberal Media?” Alterman asserts

. the “Bush team plays a kind of hardball that

the Clintonians were never able to master” He
cites Houston Chronicle reporter Bennett
Roth’s May 10, 2001, question to Fleischer
about  underage drinking by the president’s

American Joumalism Review




ABC News
correspondent Som
Donaldson says,
“V've never seen a
-president who is
so confident in not
answering the ques-
tion that the public
will not think ill of
him in any way.”

daughter. Fleischer later cailed Roth and omi-
nously informed him that his question had been
“noted in the building”

More recently, then-Washington Post gossip
columnist Lloyd Grove disclosed on July 18 that
somebody at the White House was “apparently
hopping mad” over a story by ABC News corre-

_spondent Jeffrey Kofman about declining morale
among U.S. soldiers in Iraq. Internet gossip Matt
Drudge told Grove that “someone from the White
House communications shop” tipped him to the
ABC story and a profile of Kofman in the Advo-

. cate, a gay newsmagazine. Drudge “quickly
linked the two stories on his popular Web site,”
wrote New York Times columnist Maureen Dowd
on July 20, “first headlining the Advocate piece
‘ABC NEWS REPORTER WHO FILED TROOP

DIAN’ Eight minutes later, he amended the
headline to read, ABC NEWS REPORTER
WHO FILED TROOP COMPLAINTS STORY IS
CANADIAN! ” Dowd concluded: “Beset by prob-
lems, the Bush team responds by attacking those
who point out the problems.”
. Scott McClellan, who replaced Fleischer as
press secretary, said in a July 23 briefing that if
-there were any truth to reported White House
involvement, “it’s - totally inappropriate...that’s
. gimply. not the way we operate.” But he added
that he had “no reason to believe that there is
any truth that that has happened.”
Drudge is but one example of the legion of
- ‘conservative columnists, radio talk-show hosts,

administration’s views, overpower a muffled cho-
rus of liberals and blame the media for purport-
ed bias. In “What Liberal Media?” Alterman con-
structs a compelling case challenging conven-
tional wisdom that the media lean left. “The
myth of the liberal media’ empowers conserva-
tives to control debate in the United States to the
point where liberals cannot even hope for a fair

shake anymore,” Alterman writes.
Former CNN executive Sesno concurs that
. the “discussion about liberal bias has gotten alto-
, . pether skewed and altogether out of proportion.
’ There were legitimate complaints by the right a
few years ago, but now the pendulum has swung
wildly to the other side in terms of radio and talk

~ shows on television.”

CNN and MSNBC, he adds, are “dealing with

" October/Novermber 2003

COMPLAINTS STORY - OPENLY GAY CANA- -

cable hosta and pundits who disseminate the

the harsh reality that Fox has become the rat-

ings leader, built on the pretention that it is ‘fair

T . B and balanced’ ” The Post’s Shales in late July

8 BV RO TR called Fox “shamelessly pro-Republican in its

DRI (rcatment of the news” (Fox officials declined
W PPR NS  rcpeated requests for comment for this article.)

' art of aSkmg When the uranium story exploded in July,

“Réportefs , j,’_: '

L ! B some conservatives pounced on the media.
SR CEL S CO SRS William Kristol, the influential conservative edi-
SRR BB tor of The Weekly Standard, wrote in the July 28
' ugh question issue that “American journalism’s frenzy over
[ BN the thing—the hyperbolic, rush-to-judgment,
et e : believe-the-worst character of the coverage—has
o tha:t ,‘t s vgry ' been plenty bad enough.” ~
N 38 But Sesno offered a more positive take. “I’s
i VO ort of like the media is finding their voice
SRR M _ again,” he said in late July, adding, “the question
- id” B is, do they immediately transition into a feeding
- avoid,” says frenzy, which is just as illogical” . The American
Prospect’s . Kuttner, while arguing that the
“politicization of intelligence” is a larger story
e , than articles about the State of the Union sen-
" Institution’s tence indicated, nevertheless says he's glad the:
o B press covered it as a serious issue. “This could be
STEPHEN HESS.

 the Brookings

a real turning point both in the Bush presidency
and in the way the press treats the Bush presi-
oo : dency;” Kuttner said July 21. One day later, the
There wasa. deaths of Saddam’s sons knocked the 16 words
: - off newspapers’ front pages.
time when ! - The deaths of Uday and Qusay Hussein
R o showed the futility of trying to predict a turning
\ point in coverage during this volatile, post-Sep-
REIOIRUEAGR | 11 [ostolraq war period. Rising US. fatal-
ities in Iraq and a reinvigorated debate over the
Sam Donaldson quality of intelligence that led us to war may
‘ darken coverage of Bush's presxdencythD;v@ghte
‘ S White House efforts at damage control, the -
was a master ington Post has continued to chip away at pre-war
claims about the Iraqi menace. The headline for a
5,587-word, front-page story on August 10 by
‘ = Barton Gellman and Pincus declared, “Depiction
i1 1ai (Si0 B of Threat Outgrew Supporting Evidence.” As the
: 2001 terrorist attacks recede into painful history
and the 2004 presidential election nears, cover-
age will turn'more adversarial, particularly when
. a Democratic victor emerges from the swarming
TLERIENTRG UM fiecld of contenders.
Unless the Bush admmxstratxon unearths
the president' those elusive weapons of mass destruction.-Or
Congress passes a prescription drug bill. Or
kS another unfathomable terrorist attack shakes
HERC U IS . Or the Democratic candidate fails to find an
effective line of attack. Or...
or looked “With the deaths of Saddam Hussems sons
on Tuesday in Iraq, a bad political month fo;
O President Bush got palpably better,” New Yor
de lOlIVS for not Times White House reporter Richard W. Steven-

'at that—

of a question

) e e son wrote in a story published July 24. “Sudden-
_answering it. ly the big summer story was no longer whether
Mr. Bush had misled the nation in his State of -
the Union address.” e

" Contributing writer Rachel Smolkin wrote about
. the Salt Lake Tribune in AJR’s August!Septem-
ber issue.
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Whopper of the Week: Joseph Wilson : ‘ ’ o
Say goodbye to Plamegate. :

Posted Wednesday, Dec. 3,2003,at 11 29 AM PT

Any goodwill that has come my way, and there has been an overwhelming support
from Republicans who are highly indigent about this as well as some Democrats, but
any goodwill accrues to my wife. Not to me. And my wife has made it very clear
that—she has authorized me to say this—she would rather chop off her right arm
than say anythmg to the press and she will not allow herself to be photographed
[italics Chatterbox's]. So while I believe she would make a wonderful politician, it i is
tough to run a campaign if you're not talking to the press and you're not being
photographed [italics Chatterbox s].

'—-—Joseph Wilson on Meet the Press, October 5.

Former CIA officer Valerie Wilson (nee Plame) made her first public appearance
among journalists yesterday as she watched her husband, Joseph C. Wllson Iv,
receive the first Ron Rldenhour Award for Truth-Tellmg

Wilson, 53, is the retired diplomat who was sent by the CIA to Niger last year to
investigate claims that Iraq had tried to buy 'yellowcake' uranium there for possible
use in nuclear weapons. In July he accused the Bush administration of using the
bogus allegations to help make a case for war. President Bush later backed away
from the claim.

After Wilson went public, Valerie Wilson's name and occupation were leaked to
journalists in what her husband calls retaliation for his criticism of the
administration. The Justice Department is investigating the leak.

Wilson was most emotional when addressmg his wife's exposure. 'I'm sorry for
that,' he said, looking at her and fighting back tears. 'If I could give you back your
anonymity ... I would do it in 2 minute.’ ’

She sat quietly, wiping away a tear, as her husband added, 'Frankly, frog-marching
is too good for those who decided that their political agenda was more important
than either American national security or your life.'

...Valerie Wilson would not talk to reporters and attended the event only after
receiving assurance that she would not be photographed [italics Chatterbox's].

v —Reilly Capps, "Paying Homage to Truth and Its Consequences," in the Oct. 1 6
Washington Post.

Even before the president's budget director parked his motorcycle outside the front
door, there was an only-in-Washington feel to the Sunday night sendoff of NBC
News White House correspondent Campbell Brown, on her way to New York and
Today show stardom.

12/3/2003 4:01 PM
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At the buffet at Brown's home in Adams Morgan, former ambassador Joseph

Wilson IV waxed indignant about the perfidies of the senior administration officials
who he believes leaked the identity of his CIA-agent wife, Valerie Plame Wilson. ...
The buzz, though, focused on a shy and attractive blonde who sat mbblmg finger
sandwiches and dlscreetly introduced herself only as 'Valerie.' ‘

—Washmgton Post "Names and Faces" column QOct. 22

Plame ... mingled unobtrusnvely last month at a party at the home of the
Washington Post's Ben Bradlee and Sally Quinn. :

—Howard Kurtz, "CIA Agent Valerie Plame Goes Undercover in Vanity Fazr in the
Dec. 3 Washmgton Post. ‘ . : .

—Vanity Fair, January 2004 (on newsstands today). The photograph by Jonas Karlsson,
was taken Nov. 8 and "styled by" Ann Caruso .Hair, makeup, and groommg by Terri
Grauel for T H.E. Artist Agency.

"The plctures should not be able to identify her, or are not supposed to,’ Wilson said
yesterday. 'She's still not going to answer any questions [italics Chatterbox's] and _
there will not be any pictures that compromise her.' The reason, said Wilson, is that
'she's still employed' by the CIA 'and has obligations to her employer.'

—Howard Kurtz, "CIA Agent Valerie Plame Goes Undercover in Vaniry.Fair, " in the
Dec. 3 Washington Post.

Plame talked to Vanity Fair writer Vicky Ward on a not—for-attribution basis. ...
—1bid.

Comment. Chatterbox spares Plame Whopper status, p0551bly on grounds of rmsplaced gallantry But
Plame's extended striptease, enthusiastically touted by her husband, now has Chatterbox wondering
how much of Wilson's story to believe. (It also has Chatterbox wondering when the couple will start
renting themselves out for birthday parties.) Regardless of the merits, this photograph will surely give
the Bush Justice Department whatever slim ]ustlﬁcatlon it seeks in dropping its Plamegate

. investigation. ~

- Got a whopper? Send it to chatterbox@slate.com. To be considered, an entry must be an ‘
unambiguously false statement paired with an unambiguous refutation, and both must be derived from
some appropriately reliable public source. Preference will be given to newspapers and other
documents that Chatterbox can link to online.

Whopper Archive:
Oct. 31,2003: G.W. Bush .
Oct. 17, 2003: Grady Little
Sept. 16, 2003: John Ashcroft
Sept. 5, 2003: Christy Whitman

- ‘Aug: 29, 2003: Donald Rumsfeld

- Aug. 22, 2003: Arianna Huffington
‘Aug. 8,2003: Howard Dean
July 25, 2003: Condoleezza Rice
July'18, 2003: President Bush
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R?lston, Susan B. o » | : ] . | : | §>¢ /} ?

From: Karl Rove [kr@georgewb’dsh.com]
Sent: -~ Monday, September 28, 2003 7:42 PM
To: Ralston, Susan B.

Subject: . Please run this off

Interview With Bob Novak .

> CNN> '> s Wolf Blitzer Reports

> October 1, 2003

> . :

-> CNN> ''> s WOLF BLITZER:. He s at the center of this storm, the.

> CNN> controversy that . o

is raging here in Washington. The naming of the CIA operative appeared in his column back
on July 14. That popular columnist syndicated across the country by “~“The Chicago Sun-
Times.'' And he's well known, of course, to our CNN viéwers as the co-host of '

" CROSSFIRE.'' Joining me now for an exclusive conversation, the veteran journalist, is my
colleague, Bob Novak. Bob, thanks very much for joining us. Let's talk about this. What
made you decide to go out, first of all, and write about former Ambassador Joe Wilson?

>

> CNN>"'> s BOB NOVAK Former Ambassador Wilson broke the secrecy that a

> CNN> retired

diplomat, unknown, had gone teo Niger in the year 2002 to 1nvest1gate whether the Iraqls
tried to buy yellow cake, uranium from Niger.

> .
> BLITZER: You mean when he wrote that op-éd’ page article in " "The New
> York

Times''?

> , _ . v
> NOVAK: "~ 'New York Times.'' That was on a Sunday morning On Monday, I

> began to _
report on. something that I thought was very curious. Why was 1t that Ambassador Wilson,
who had no particular experience in weapons of mass destruction, and was a sharp critic of
the Iraqi policy of President Bush and, also, had been a high-ranking official in the
Clinton White House, who had contributed politically to Democrats--some Republicans, but
mostly Democrats--why was he being selected? I asked this question to.a senior Bush
administration official, and-he said that he believed that the assignment was suggested by
an employee at the CIA in the Counterproliferation Office who happened to be ambassador
Wilson's wife, Valerie Plame. I then called another senior official of the Bush
administration, and he said, Oh, you know about that? And he confirmed that that was an
accurate story. -I then called the CIA. They said that, to their knowledge, he did not--
that the mission was not suggested by Ambassador Wilson's wife, but that she had been
asked by her colleagues in the Counterproliferation Offlce, to contact her husband. So she
was 1nvolved : )

S . :
> BLITZER: Because he was a former ambassador in Gabon, he knew that

> part of .
“Africa, and that's, presumably, why they wanted to send him on this mission.

> . ,

> NOVAK: I'm not going into motives. I thought it was strange because he

> is not . o ' . .

an expert in counterproliferation. He had not been ambassador to Niger, he had served in
Niger at one time. '

BLITZER: But he was a senior on African affairs at the NFC under
Cllnton°

VVVVVYV

NOVAK: Under Clinton, that's correct. So that was the story I wrote,
was . about ' . C
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the details of Ambassador Wilson's missioﬁ, which created a great storm. And in the sixth
paragraph of a ten-paragraph story I mentioned that two senior administration officials
had sald it was suggested by his wife, who worked at the CIA

> : .

> BLITZER: Now, in today's column, I think you wrote in " *The Chicago o
Sun-Times'': and " "The Washington Post, '’ appearing.as well, you wrote this: ~"He asked me
not to use here name,'' referring to a CIA official, "‘saying she probably never again

will be given a foreign assignment, but that exposure of her name might cause difficulties
if she travels abroad. He never suggested to me that Wilson's wife or anybody else would
be endangered. If he had; I would not have used her name.'' How much did they press .you

- and say, you know what, this is really a problem° Please don't use her name. She's a
covert operatlve. : -

>
> NOVAK: It was what I call a weak request. In journalism we are asked

> not to ’

use things constantly I'm sure you have ‘been. Don't use that, Wolf. I was asked by the:
CIA official not to use it. He did not, at any point, say her life was in danger. He did
not press it. I thought it was in the nature of a pro forma request after a conversation
in which he had detailed Ambassador Wilson's mission, explained to me that the mission--
that there was never a wrltten report A lot of people don't even know that. There was no
wrltten report > '

>

> (CROSSTALK)

>

> NOVAK: .. oral report And that it was not very convincing, not a very

convincing report. But it was--and at the end of that suggested that I not—-asked me,
requested that not use the name.

> .

> BLITZER: But the notion, even that she would never be able to have a

> foreign -

assignment, shouldn't that alone have been enough to maybe give you pause?

-

NOVAK: Oh, no. Let's read what I said, Wolf, not what you said.
BLITZER: This is in today's column.
NOVAK: Yes, read wﬁat I said.

BLITZER: °“He asked me not to use her name saying she probably never
again

will be given a foreign assignment.''

> v oo v :
> NOVAK: Yes. That was not anything--whether I wrote anything or not, he
> said

she would never be given a foreign a551gnment That was a fact that _she: had moved on to a
different phase of her career. It was not because of anything I was wrltlng )

VVVVVVVVYV

{CROSSTALK)

BLITZER: ... this would only cause her difficulties? That's what they
said to ' ‘ ’ ‘
you? '
> v .
> NOVAK: Difficulties if she was traveling abread, I guess, on vacation

> or L ‘ . ‘ ‘ _

something. But they said she would not be given a foreign assignment. I thought that was a
very weak request, let me repeat. And the editor of °'The Washington Post,'' Fred Hyatt,
said in an editorial as well that if the request had been made by the CIA not to put this
information in for the fear of the safety of Mrs. Wilson or anybody else, I certainly
would not have used her namé. But that .request was not made. Now, why was it not made?
There's one of two reasons. One possible reason is that it was a mistake by the CIA. They
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, screwed it up. The other reason is they didn’ t thlnk her llfe was in danger. I: don't knowl

>

the answer. It s one of the two though.

>

> BLITZER: It is the subject of an 1nvest1gatlon rlght now. The other

> issue

that's coming oat is the use of your word operatlve" to suggest that you knew  she was a
covert, clandestine operative as opposed to an analyst. There's been some debate. She's"
currently an amalyst, but according to all the sources we have, she used to be an )
operative. ' ‘ '

> : _ S B o .
> NOVAK: Well 1 have sources, too. I have sources that' 'tell me that she

> was o . - :
never an analyst-—I mean, never an operative. She was never covert. She was never covert
Put it that way. She was never covert She was ‘always what they call "“light covert.

That is, she was covered, she was working under the cover of another government agency,
but she was not a covert operator. I have been told that by other sources...

(CROSSTALK)

NOVAK: But I just want to say that the word operatlve that I said in

today's ] o
column, Wolf, was a mistake, using that word on my part. I have called hack politicians -
operatives if -you'read my column carefully over 40 years. And it's just kind of 'a throw-
away word. I had no knowledge whether or not she was an operative.

VVVVV

> BLITZER: All right, the other issue that's come out is this article

> that’ _ ' : L : LT
appeared in ' “Newsday,'' the newspaper on Long Island, July 22 after your July 14 column.
The 'reporters said this. They were following up on your story. "~ “Novak, in an interview;

. said his sources had come to him with the information. I didn't dig it out. It was giveﬁ_

to me,' he said. "They thought it was significant, they gave me the name, and I used.''’'

> v .
> NOVAK Now, ‘these reporters made a bad mlstake. They sald they came to

> me with .

the information. I never told them that. And that‘sfhot in quotes, is it?

> :
> BLITZER: They said that the sources said they——your sources had come
> to you,. :

>

> NOVAK: Yes, but that's not in quotes.

BLITZER: That's not in quotes.

vV VvV

> NOVAK: So then they made that up. I never said that. T said T didn't

> dlg ie .+ o

out' in the sense I went through the files of the CIA. It was given to me, as I just told
you. There's no inconsistency there at all. But that is--you have to be very careful,
Wolf, with these things because. they say that the idea that--they're saying they came to
me. They did not come to me. >.

(CROSSTALK)

V'VVVYV

A C - . .
‘BLITZER: ... the quote part is correct, "'I didn't dig it out. It was
q1ven to . . )
me'',

N . » Lol : :

> NOVAK: I just told you it was given to me. I didn't dig it out of the

> files . . .
there. Let me tell you this. There are people putting out stories that the White House was
trying to find a pawn to put out this information. They went through six people...

3




> (CROSSTALK)

> :

> BLITZER: ... to smear Joe Wilson.

> NOVAK: Yes. And finally came to me. That's not true. As I have told’
> you in

detail this story, nobody came t6 me. Nobody came to me. I never said that. The stofy‘in
“Newsday'® is absolutely incorrect. It's not in my quotes. They never came to me. I went
to them in reporting that story. ’

>

> BLITZER: Other reporters are suggestlng that they got these calls, but
> they

dldn t do anythlng

>

> NOVAK: I don’'t know if they did or not. But I resent--and I resented

> it when o

you said it the other day, I really resented when you said that they went to six people
and:finally found Novak. That is just -not the truth. Nobody came to me with this story. I
was reportlng on Joe Wilson. :

D>
> BLITZER: This was your initiative?
> : '
> NOVAK: Entirely.
S .

> BLITZER: All right. Now let's--speaking of Joe Wilson, he was on

> “°"Nightline'!' s -

last night. And he said, as he has in the past, some very, very derogatory words about
Karl Rove, the chief political adv15er to the pre51dent Let's listen precisely to what
Joe Wilson said. .

> . v | :' (

> (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP)

>

> JOE WILSON, FRM. U.S. AMBASSADOR What I do know or what I have
> confidence in, N

based upon what respectable press people in this town have told me, is that a week after
the Novak article came out, Karl Rove was still calling around, talking to press people
'saying Wilson's wife is fair game.

>

> {END VIDEO CLIP})

>

> BLITZER: And the suggestlon has been made--and we're not going to ask
> you to

reveal your souxrces because I know you would never reveal your sources--that Karl Rove
somehow 1s manipulating thls whole thlng to get even w1th Joe Wilson who was crltlcal of
the president.

>

> NOVAK: Ambassador Wllson, I'm not going to call him a liar. Certainly,

> it

seems highly improbable that after the story had appeared in. prlnt and it was not—-I would
like to say that this was a hell of column that rocked Washington. It didn't. It was in
the sixth paragraph of a ten-paragraph story. But after it appeared, Mr. Rove, the idea
that he would be going around trying to péedal this columr after it appeared in print, it
doesn't make sense to me. Maybe it did happen, maybe it didn'‘t. I have no information of
that. I would like to see the names of the reporters, though, wouldn't you?

>
> BLITZER: Definitely. A lot of people want it a lot more. And I'm sure

presumably in the days and weeks to come we'll know a lot more. We're almost out of time.
But a couple--just to wrap a couple things up. Had you known that this information,
releasing. the name, could have endangered her or her colleagues, you would never have




5 reported this?

> * _ , .

> NOVAK: No, no. I want to rephrasé your question. Had I known. You're

> saying it _ ; . -
would have endangered her and her COlleagues I still don't know that to this day. I will_

tell you this. If a CIA official said, "“You are endangering the life of Mrs Wilson and
her colleagues;" I never would -have printed it. '
>

_ > BLITZER: But do you have any reason to belleve that the source or

- > 'sources that ' .
you spoke to in the administration themselves knew that by giving her name or telling you
about her, that this would be causing her any kind of problem’ :

> . , o » , ,
> NOVAK: I really resent that premise that it endangers her life because.
> you're : ' '
saying. if they knew that...

‘

>

> {CROSSTALK} :

> » :

> BLITZER:'...‘they may have thought she was simply an analyst,; too.

> : . / '

> NOVAK: She might have been. You don't know whether she was and I don't
> know : ;

whether she was. There's no way--we do not know that fact. “I havé beenftold,‘not by the
official sources at the CIA, but the unofficial sources, that she was not a covert
operative ‘whose life was in danger. > o :

> v . :

> BLITZER: Because this is significant, as you know, because the law

> also states

that you have to have intent, you have to know that by reveallng the identity of a covert
agent, you're commlttlng this crime. They may not have known

>

> NOVAK: Let me say one other thing I had in today s column The person

> who gave |

me the original story, I said it was given in an off-handed way during in this
conversation and he was not a partisan gun slinger. I said that. I'm not going to go into
more description, but I did feel that the idea that this was sdme kind of a carefully
arranged plot to destroy this woman and her husband, as far as I'm concerned, was
nonsense. It -didn't happen that way, and this kind of scandal that has perpetrate 1n
Washlngton is Washlngton at its worst.

\

BLITZER: Bob Novak speaklng bluntly as he always does. Thanks very
much.

NOVAK: Thank you, Wolf.

BLITZER: Thank you and good luck.

VVVVVVVVVYV



MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

FROM: Terry Good

RE:  Karl Rove material --- case #576004

This page -- 16 of 57 -- was received from Karl Rove’s office.
It appears that the information of interest was related to “Speaking of Arnold

not “And The Wilson Affair Contlnues

- copied.

” Otherwise, page 17 of 57 would have also been



e “The Hctline, National Journal's Daily Briefing on Politics‘ , » Page 16 of 57

s

70 00
"By and large," NH voters "are as fiercely independent, fiscally conservative and socially |
tolerant as they were back in 2000." However, "the times have gotten tougher," and the Bush

reelection team "has to hope voters feel they are changing for the better 13 months from now."
Ex-NH GOP exec. dir. Charles Arlinghaus: "If jobs come back, the president is re-elected. If

~ they do not, the president is defeated." However, Bush-Cheney '04 strategist Matt Dowd

maintains that " Americans realize the economy has been on the radar of this presndent" (Nashua
Telegraph, 10/9). ,
Meanwhile, Bush's visit "was eagerly ant1c1pated by his crmcs

",

peace activists, health care -

~ advocates and others" planned protests outside the Newmgton and Manchester events The WH

'04 Dems "stayed away from the state" (AP, 10/9)

Will Meet The Govinator-

During a fundraising trip to CA next week Bush "will appear at the Slde of" Gov.-elect
Arnold Schwarzenegger (R-CA), according to a GOPer "close to" the WH. The two will meet
in Fresno or Riverside, "between fundraisers” 10/15 or 10/16.

The visit comes as some of Bush's "religious conservative supporters" said they were
"troubled by accusations" that Schwarzenegger "engaged in sexual misconduct." However, "the
conservatives said their concerns would not spill over to" Bush; noting "it was unthinkable" that -
a GOP POTUS "would not stand with a newly elected” GOP governor -- particularly on a trip to
a state the WH hopes to win in '04. WH advisers "pronounced themselves elated with" the
outcome of the recall, "and insisted" accusations that Schwarzenegger groped women "were
politically motivated" (Bumiller, New York Times, 10/9).

' Speaking Of Arnold..

Dallas Morning News Jackson reports, With Schwarzenegger s electlon, GOPers "are fired
up," saying that having a GOP governor in the nation's largest state "can only help" Bush as he
seeks re-election in '04. However, Dems "have a different take," saying "it reflects voter anger at
incumbents trying to deal with bad economies" -- a phenomenon "that could repeat itself" with
Bush in '04. Meanwhile, political analysts "offer a more middle-ground assessment" -- Bush

"profits from a Schwarzenegger govemorshlp only if the newcomer's administration is seenas
very successful.”

‘However, ex-NRCC Chair/Rep. Tom Davns (R-VA) said fellow GOPers "should not take
too much comfort from the Schwarzenegger victory, especially if there are continuing problems
with Iraq and the U.S. economy." Davis: “"What worked against Gray Davis works against

Bush" (10/8). ,

And The Wilson Affair Continues..
- The DNC on 10/8 sent an email to actxvxsts urging them to emaxl GOP members of the
House and Senate Inte] Cmtes and "demand" an investigation of the disclosure of an undercover
CIA agent. From the email: "We don't trust John Ashcroft to investigate President Bush ---
Ashcroft owes his job to Bush and Karl Rove. It's time for Congress to express its support for
an independent investigation by a special counsel. The White House leak put our natlonal
security at risk" (release, 10/8).

DNC Chair Terry McAuliffe called on House Intel Cmte Member Sherwood Boehlert (R-
NY 24) to postpone a 10/10 fundraiser w:th Rove untll the Dol probe of the leak is completed
(release, 10/8).

" Meanwhile, under the header "Leak Isn't The Worst Problem," Dallas Mormng News
Leubsdorf writes, "For 10 days," DC "has been consumed by one of those controversies that
bedevils the government and consumes the press at frequent intervals. But behind all the
speculation swirling around the leak that led to blowing the undercover status of Ambassador

. Joseph Wilson's wife is a crucial policy question: Was it faulty intelligence, deliberate. ‘ o

deception or both that prompted President Bush and his top advisers to mislead Americans into

http://nationaljournal.com/pubs/hotline/h031009.htm ' ' ' . .10/9/2003
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G(oer‘gen, Barbara J. N ) v Lo 5/‘)? “/) %

From: = McDonald, Rebekah

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2003 2:55 PM
To: - - Goergen, Barbara J.

Subject: Wilson Quote

| can't find the quote you're looking for from NPR this morning, but he apparently said the same thing.on Good
Morning America. This from a CNN transcript dated today, 12:10 pm:

“

—— i

Wilson said at one point that he believes the person who broke his wife's cover was Karl Rove, Bush's senior
adviser and political strategist.

- On ABC's "Good Morning America” on Monday, however, Wilson said, "In one speech | gave out in Seattle not
too long:ago, | mentioned the name Kari Rove. | think | was probably carried away by the spirit of the moment. |
don't have any knowledge that Karl Rove himself was either the leaker or the authorizer of the Jeak. But | have
great confidence that, at a minimum, he condoned it and certalnly did nothing to shut it down.”
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Ralston, Susan B. | | , 5 | } 60/3 7
From: McDonald, Rebekah ‘
Sent:  Monday, September 29, 2003 4:33 PM

To: Ralston, Susan B.; Goergen, Barbara J.
Subject: NPR Interview of Amb. Joe Wilson

***This is a rough transcript and should probably hot be distributed externally.***

Ambassador Wilson On {dentity Link
9/29/2003 )
" http:/iwww.npr.org/features/feature.php?wfld=1449923

NPR's Alex Chadwick: | spoke earlier with Ambassador Joseph Wllson; the mén whose wife's identity was
exposed. Here's what he had to say:

Ambassador Joseph C. Wilson: Well, when | first spoke to Bob Novak abbut this, (he called me for confirmation
which | declined to provide,) but when asking the question, he said that CIA officers had told him my wife's name.
After he printed his article which referred to two senior Administration officials, | called him back to ask for
clarification whether it was CIA or senior Administration, and he told me he misspoke the first time. So that

takes it basically out of the CIA and puts it somewhere else in the government, as best | can figure the etiquette of
these types of sourcing decisions. Subsequent to that, in the week following the Novak articie, | received calls
“from journalists who, quoting White House sources, asked me for comments. So the White House was

certainly pushing the story for a full week after the Novak article came out.

Chadwick: Why do you think the White House would do that?

Wilson: | have always operated on the assumption it was to intimidate and prevent others from coming forward
and speaking. As you recall, at the time, there were a number of analysts who had been speaking off-of-the
record, on background, or not-for-attribution, complaining that there had been undue pressure placed on them by
repeated visits by the Vice President, his chief of staff, and Mr. Gingrich out to the CIA. . :

- Now in the Washington Post, yesterday and today, a source is quoted as saying that it was pure spite and
revenge because I'd written my article saying there was nothing to this uranium sales story. If that's the case,
I find it reprehensible that a public servant, who is paid by the US taxpayer, is wasting America's time seeking . -
revenge on somebody who told a story that just happened to be true. '

Chadwick: Mr. A.mbassador, let me just ask you this. Is it réal[y credible that it would be a significant blow to you
or an intimidating tactic to others to disclose the fact that your wife has been a CIA agent? How does that affect
your wife? ; o B

Wilson: Certainly, for my wife it is a little bit disconcerting. She has to answer all these questions, but more to the
point, for our own national security, if she is as was asserted, which is to say a CIA operative involved in non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction programs, then it takes a national security asset off the table.

Chadwick: What are you hoping will come out of all this?

Wilson: 1 have no hopes or desires whatsoever. | think it's despicable what has happened. But what has
happened has happened. Where we are now is really between the Justice Department and the leaker.

Chadwick: You named, at one point, the President's chief political advisor-Kar-Rove as the source of this leak,
Do you believe that it came from that high in the Administration? ’

. . . L o
Wilson: No, actually, | didn't name hini"as the solirce. What ! did is'l did name him'in a’speech | gave out’in
Seattle and-it has been interpreted as naming him as the source:-_I will freely-admit that in-the spirit of the moment



, Message | ‘ ‘, v - Page2o0f2

there may have been an excess of exuberance on-my part: }.will say that I have every conf dence that Karl Rove
condoned theleak and certainly did nothing to stop it and-he-candoned it after the fact. But | dont know who the
leaker is or-who-authorized the leak.

Chadwick: Wha is your chief suspect?
Wilson: | don't have chief suspects. 1 will leave that to the Justice Department. ' ,

Chadwick: Mr. Ambassador, thank you for speaking with us.



Senior Adv1sor to the Pres1dent
‘The Whlte House '

‘ Karl ROVe L
~ Phone: (202) 456-2369
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What's Wrong with the |

Herbert E. Meyer

| Founder and President, Real-World Intelligence, Inc.

HERBERT E. MEYTR is founder and president of Real-World Intelligence, Inc., a company
that designs business intelligence systems for corporations and financial institutions, and |
of Storm King Press. During the Reagan administration, he served as special assistant to the
director of the Centra) Intelligence Agency and as vice chairman of the CIA’s National |
Intelligence Council. He is the recipient of the National Intelligence Distinguished Service
Medal, the intelligence community’s highest honor. Prior to his service with the govern-' ’
ment, Mr. Meyer was an associate editor of Fortune, where he specialized in international
reporting. He has written widely in newspapers and periodicals, including the Wall Street
Journal, Policy Review and National Review Online, and is the author of several books,
| including Reai-World Intelligence, T he War Against Progress and Hard Tbmking. He has
also produced a new video entitled The Siege of Western Givilization. :

The following is adapted from a lecture at a Hillsdale Cvllége seminaf.ehtitled “The
History, Purpose and Propriety of US. Intelligence Activities,” held on the Hillsdale
campus on September 14-18, 2003. - Lo

s obvious that something is wrong with the CIA. The 9/11 attacks were, by definition, the worst

intelligence failure in our‘country’s history. More recently, we have had trouble locating Irag’s

weapons of mass destruction and have been consurded by the flap over whether the CIA signed off
on President Bush’s accurate observation in his State of the Union speech that British intelligence

" helieves Saddam Hussein had tried to purchase uranium ore in Niger.

In each of these cases, the CIA was asleep at the switch, not quite on the ball, or tossing 4 banana
 peel under the president’s feet. Tn the midst of 2 war in which intelligence must play a central role, we
need a CIA that is razor sharp and playing offense, not one that blindsides the country or embarrasses.

tf¥é commander-in-chief. o : SN R
So what's the problem? Before answering this question, we need to acknowledge two points: First,

... intelligence is the riskiest, toughest business in the world. Compared with trying to project the future
~ of world politics or discovering a counitry’s most closely guarded secrets, day trading in the stock mar-

ket is child’s play and exploring for diamonds is a piece of cake. In the intelligence business, no on
gets it right every time — of even most of the time — and it's easy to take potshots at honor- -

e www.hillsdale.edu
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| ‘, Meet the Press _NBC

- .. CHENEY: Good morning, Tim. It's good to be back. TS A
" - 'RUSSERT: Two years ago, September 11, 2001, you went to New York City, just the -~
‘- other day. Attacks on the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, the crash'in Shanksville, .
- Pennsylvania. < ' s e T
“Has this nation recovered from September 11,20012 L T e
.. CHENEY: Well, I think in many respects, recovered, yes. On the other hand, thereare = =~ = -
"~ some things that will never be the same. And I ook back on that, and I think about what - :

RUSSERT: Mr. Vice President. welcome back to Meet the Press. =~ -

- we've been engaged in since. s ‘ R PEAREICE ,
- And in a sense, sort of the theme that comes through repeatedly for me is that L2745 R S

~Changed everything, It,changed the way we think about threats to the Unitedm

changed about our recognition of our vulnerabilities. Tt changed in terms of thekindof « .=~ o
- national security strategy we need to pursue, in terms of guaranteeing the safetyand oL

security of the American people. v , A - SRR
\nd I'm not sure everybody has made that transition yet. Theré are a numbér of people. - - .-
* .. out there who hope we can go back to pre-9/11 days, and that somehow 9/11 wasan - * .
- aberration that happened one time and will never happen-again. = RIPE e LR S
But the president and I don't have that luxury. You know, we begin every day reading the =~ = .
- intelligence reports from the CIA and the FBI on the nature of the threat that's out there, .
. .-onthe plotting by Al Qaida members and related groups to launch attacks against the = " -
. "United States and contemplating the possibility of an attack against the U.S. with far
~ deadlier weapons than anything we have seen to date. T e e
- So, on the one hand, I'm sure everybody wants to get back to normal, and we have, in

: o7 many respects. But on the other hand, we all have to recognize as‘a nation thét“9[1_"1

8 "j;RUSSvERT:-”You‘ﬂ;l]y expect that there will be another attack on the United States?: =

... . CHENEY: Fhave to assume that. The president has to assume that. It would be nice to be

L able to say that that can't happen. But if we've leamed anything, if we look back now, it

. seéms to me that we have learned that there was a campaign:of terror mounted agains|

‘.7 Before 9/11, we terided:to think in terms of a terrorist act as a criminal enterprise. And

" the appropriate response was a law enforcement response. You go find the bad'guy, p

-+ him in jail, case closed, J e B b e e T

And what we've learned sincé is that that's not the case at all. That, in fact,a lotof the

_ terrorist attacks we suffered in the 1990s were Al Qaida-directed. Certainly two of them=- -~ ="

" the World Trade Center in 3 and the East Africa embassy bombings in '98. Andthe . 0
- USS Cole in 2000 and, obviously, on9/11. -~ = R R R SR

It's very important we make that transition to understanding that we're at war, that the war -~ - 7

" _-continues, that this is a global enemy that struck in not only New Yor and W£T§Efr1’ggn— _
- but it Bati;in Jakarta, in Mombasa, in Casablanca and Riyadh since 9/11, that thisisan" .~ .
“.enterprise that is global in scope. = LR : R e
. And while we've had major success against it, the fact of the matter s that there were

thousands of people that went through those training camps in‘Afghanistan. We know- 5
they are seeking deadlier weapons--chemical, biological and nuclear weapons, ifthey can-©




- :.getit. And if anything, those basic notions developed in the early days after 9/11 have . - - B
“been reinforced by what we've learned since. . - R e B
~ RUSSERT: There's grave concern about surface-to-air missiles shooting down American
. commercial aircraft, Should we not outfit all U.S. commercial airliners with equipmentto. -
-~ detectand avoid that? =~ * L R S R e
- .CHENEY: Well, there are technologies available. They are extremely expensive, ifyou -
. are going to put them on every airliner. You've got to make chioices here about,.you
know; when you're dealing with 2 risk, there may be a certain aircraft flying into cértain - o
. locales that are especially vulnerable and that you may want to deal with. RO
. But I 'wouldn't automatically go to the assumption that we need to put the most
4 SOphist-i‘éated.system on every single airplane; . T T o
. .. RUSSERT: The Washington Post asked the American people‘about Saddam Husseini, and A
- this is what they said. Sixty-nine percent said he was involved in the September 11th
- attacks. Are you surprised by that? - S A TRt
- 'CHENEY: No, I think it's'not surprising that peoplé make that connection.
.~ RUSSERT: But is.there a connection? .. B T TR ‘
- CHENEY: We don't know. You and I talked about this two years ago. I can remember = =
you asking me'thi question just a few days after the original attack. At the time, I1said” .~ .
-no, we didn't have any evidence ofthat. . o oo
“Subsequent to that, we have learned a couple of.things,We_’leém"mbr_e'and more that,
~ *_there was a relationship between Iraq and Al Qaida that stretched back through mostof -
- _the decade of the "90s. That it involved training, for example, on BWand CW, that Al 7
mBaghda'd.to get trained-on the systems_ It involved the Traqis. .
' providing bomb-making expertise and advice to the Al Qaida organization. .. . . -
We know, for example, in connection with the original World Trade Center bombing of .-
93, that one of the bombers was Iraqj returned to Iraq after the attack of'93. And we've
_ learned subsequent to that, since we went into Baghdad and got into the intelligence files, -
that this individual probably also received financing from the Iraqi governmentas well as ’
 safehaven. .~ Lot S T SR S
. CHENEY: Now, is there a.connection between the Iraqi government and.the original -
:.... World Trade Center bombin g of'93? We know, as 1 say, that one of the perpetrators of -
© thatact did, in fact, receive support from the Iraqi government after the fact. N
- With respect to 9/11, of course you've had the story that's been publicly out there:.The e
. -Czechs alleged that Mohammed Atta, the lead attacker, met in Prague with a senior Iragi - ©
~* intelligence official five months before the attack. But-we've never been able to develop
... . any more of that yet, either in terms of confirming'it or discrediting it. We just don't . -
U know. S T CE e w
" RUSSERT: But we could establish a direct link between the hijackers of September 11th

*'-.and Saudi Arabja. " . - el S e

- CHENEY: We know that many of the attackers were Saudi. There was also an Egyptian =~

- inthe bunch. That doesn't mean those governments had anything to do with that attack.. =

. .That's a different pr()'pbsition.than saying the Iraqi government or the [raqi intelligence R

* 'service had a relationship with Al Qaida that developed throughout the decade of the '90s. ~ *
That was clearly official policy. U e e e e

ey




- RUSSERT: There are reports that the investigation Congress did does show a link e
- between the Saudi government and the hijackers, but that it will riot be released to.the ~
'CHENEY: I don't want to speculate on that, Tim, partly because I was involved in SR
_reviewing those pages. It was the judgment of our senior intelligence officials, both CIA ~-.*"
" and FBI, that that material needed to remain classified.. . LT
_ At some point we may be able to declassify it, but there are ongging investigaf
- might be affected by that release, and for that reason we kepf it classified. = .
- The committee knows what's in there. They helped to prepare'it, 'S'Q,it;hasn'tf.béen'kep_t L
‘. secret from the Congress, but from the standpoint of our ongoing investigations we
" needed to do that. I R ORI T
One of the things this points up, that's important for us to-understand, there's this great =
temptation to look at these events as discrete events. We got hit on 9/1 l,sowecango - .
" investigate it. It's over with now. It's done, it's history, and we can put it behindus. -
. From our perspective, trying to deal with this continuing campaign of terror, if you will, - e

-~ the war on terror that we're engaged in; this 15 a continuing enterprise. The people that
were involved in some of those activities before 9/11 are still out there. We learn more- o
and.more as we capture people, detain people; get access'to records and so forth that this ~ )

S a continuing e rise.. T ' S R .
And therefore, we do née R ,
commission report from 9/11, not to jeopardize our capacity to deal with this threat going - -~
forward in the interest of putting out information that's interesting that relates to the. e
period of time before that. These are continuing requirements on’our part, and we have to -
. besensitive to that. L P et o L e
"7 RUSSERT: Vanity Fair magazine reports that about 140 Saudis were allowel o the
‘United States the day after the 11th, allowed to leave our airspace, but, were never. .. \.
- - investigated by the FBI, and that departure was approved by high-level administration ./
figures. - S
- Do y0u:knowianything‘ab'outvthat?”\ Ty R o
CHENEY: I don't, but a lot of folks from that part of the world leftin the aftermathof -
- 9/11 because they were worried about public reaction here in the United States or that
- somehow they might be discriminated against, R TR L A
So:-we have had, especially since the attacks of Riyadh in May of this year, from the ]
Saudi government great support and cooperation in going after terrorists, especially Al *

-~ Qaida: : . L Tl e i L
- I think the Saudis came to realize, as a result of the attacks of last May, that they were as’ -
- muchofa target as we are, that Al Qaida did have a foothold inside Saudi Arabia--a '

" number of members of the organization are from there--that thére have been private -
.- Individuals in Saudi Arabia that provided significant financial support and-,assi-stang:e"; that
- there are facilitators and operators working inside Saudi Arabia to support the Al Qaida
network. : o R o
--And the Saudis have been, as 1 say, in'the last several months, very- good partners in '
. helping us go after the people in the Al Qaida organization. . - ST
RUSSERT: Let me turn to the situation in Iraq. We all remember this picture from May
1st, the president on the USS Lincoln on May lIst, “"Mission accomplished." -~

Yo be careful, when we look at fhin‘gsflike"9/ 1, fhe o




N

Since that time--these are the rather haunting figures c"qmi:r.‘ig out of Iraq--we had lost 138

! .

soldiers before May 1st, and 685 wounded, injured. Since that time, since the president - -
came on the carrier and said major combat .Was’ over, we've'lost 158, and 856 wotinded . - -
and injured. " - P Do T e
Those numbers are pretty troubling. LR T e T e e
CHENEY: Well, it's significant, Tim. Any loss of life or injury suffered by American .. "
-~ military personnel is significant. Everyone wishes that that weren't necessary. -
‘But from the standpoint of the activity we're engaged in over there and what we've beeni -
able to accomplish over the last two years, I think it's important to keep all of this in '
. perspective. ' R R L e
~I'looked at some numbers yesterday. I had them run the numbers, for example, in terms - w
of our casualties since we launched into Afghanistan, the beginning of the war on terror, .
alittle over two years agonow. . - - - e o IR
CHENEY: And the number killed'in combat, both in Afghanistan and Irag. as of S
yesterday, was about 213: When you add in those from non-hostile o —-thg plane . v ‘
. crashes, helicopter goes down without hostile fire--we've got a tofal of 372 EAalities since: e
‘we started the war. S O i (. LA
And remember, we lost 3,000 people here on 9/1L. . _ Ca R
* And'what we've been able to accomplish, although, T say we regret any casualties, you'd
* like to be able do everything casualty-free, when you look, think about what we've
.accomplished in terms of Afghanistan, where we had a total of 30 killed in action in o
- Afghanistan; taking down the Taliban, destroying the capacity of the’Al Qaida touse - -~
. Afghanistan as a base to. attack the United States; launching an attack into Iraq, - -
destroying the Iraqi armed forces, taking down the government of Iraq; getting rid of - .
Saddam Hussein, capturing 42 out of the'55 top leaders, and beginning what I think has .
‘been a fairly significant success in terms of putting Iraq back together again. thie price
that we've had to pay is not out of line, and certainly wouldn't lead me to suggest or think . -
that the strategy is flawed or needs to be changed. .. . o LT T
RUSSERT: Do you believe that Saddam Hussein had a deliberate strategy, adeliberate, * ©
calculated plan, not to have the big battle of Baghdad, but rather to dissolve-away into the .-
- 'mainstream population and then mount this guetrilla war? - - s e e L .
- CHENEY: I don't. I think that, in effect, he lost control at the outset. If you look at'what " -
_ transpired during the course of the campaign, the cavmpajgn that Tommy Franks mounted;”
- the speed with which they moved, the element of surprise that was involved here, the fact .
- that we were basically able to sever communications between the head, Saddam Hussein;-
and his forces, [.don't think he hadany choice ultimately but to flee Baghdad-as hedid.
- The level of resistance continues out there, obviously, but I think we're making major "
progress against it. And I think it's important not to let anecdotal reporting on individual . o
resistance conflicts somehow color or lead us to make misjudgm'ents about the total scope. . .
-of the effort.. A o AP IR R R Gl e
. The fact is, most of Iraq today is relatively stable and quiet. There are still ongoing
- incidents, attacks on coalition forces or on others--on the Jordarian Embassy, onthe UN. -
delegation, on the Shia clerics in Najaf--from one of two sources, I believe, either from -
- the remnants of the old regime, the Baathists, the Fedayeen Saddam, or terrorists, Al -

- Qaida types, many of whom were-in Iraq before the war; some of whom have arrived - .-
sincEf,the,War. ' N L e T e e




. Those are the main two sources that we've got to deal with. But we are dealing with them.. © "
.- The actual number of incidents, according to General Abizaid, this month is significantly*
" below what it was last month on'a daily basis. PR o R

" So we just have to keep working the problem, and we're doing that. N : :
7 RUSSERT: Joe Lieberman; the senator from Connecticut, running for president, had this
to say.\ " What President Bush gave the American people on Sunday night was a price tag,
'$87 million, not a plan. And we in Congress must demand a plan.” R
-~ What is our plan for Iraq? How long will the 140,000 American soldiers be there? How =~
_many intemational troops will join them? And how much is this going to cost? - .
~CHENEY: Well, some of those questions are unknowable at present; Tim, and it will -
~ depend on developments, it will depend on how fast it takes us to achieve our objectives. _ S
. Remember why we went there. That we went there specifically to take down the Saddam .~ . - . -
. Hussein regime, to wrap up all WMD capability that he had possessed or deVeloge’d; to:
.. .deal with the threat that his regime represented to the region and to the United States. - - o
A very significant challenge. But we have, in fact, I think, been very successful at - :

. -achievingit. - - - - , S L
"+ In terms of where we're going now, we're moving aggressively-to deal with the security
_\Situation; we're-continuing those efforts. We've got some first-rate troops undertaking
Mm. And as 1 say, we've had major success, major progress when you think
about the number of Tragi bad guys that wé'vc*c]_irnjnatéd or captured. S
‘We're working very aggressively, Bremer is, to stand up angw government. We've now.
got a 25-man Governing Council in place, made up of Iragis, a broaa_ , representative -
group of Iraqi officials. We've got Iragis now in charge of each ministry inthe "~
‘government. We've got 90 percent, over 90 percent, of the cities and .and vi
S oof Iraq.ar‘.e'nowgovcme,d- by democratically elected or appointed local councils.
Lo T W Ve gotall the sehools open, we've got all the hospitals up and Tunctioning.-We're .
. making major progress in'restoring the electricity to pre-war levels. We're rebuilding the,
- oil system'and infrastructure in the country, - . S w0
~ So all of that's happening and is a very. important part of our total strategy. L
We're also working to stand up an Iragi security force. And in four months, we've put~
together a.-force now of some 55,000 Iraqis serving in ‘the‘p‘olice force, serving in the
border secure force and so forth, at the local level. But that will continue to grow, e
CHENEY:_T e second-largest security contingent in Iraq today,-behind 3¢ U.S., is fragi. * "«
‘We've been successful, to some extent, in getting international support. We've gota - =
: ~Pd]i§h division that we stood up, Polish-led division we stood up a few weeks-ago that.

. has troops in it from: 17 countries. T A D
= Withrespect to the financing, the $87 billion we've asked for is--about three-fourths of
- that is to support our military and security operations.- About one-fourth of it will go ~—,
- specifically to helping make the investments Bremer believes we need to. make in order to'

~ -get the Iraqis back and functioning on their own capability. -~ -

- So how long will it take? I don't know. I can't say. I don't think anybody can say with' -

- absolute certainty at this point. R P S e
. We've achieved already, when you consider that we've only been there about four' - o
.. months, a great deal. And we're well on our way, T think, to achieving our objective. . * )




- ‘But the key here for us is to stay committed, to get the job done, to give the guiys on the o
ground the resources they neémrﬂmmmmell‘mmmhdpoim; and - -
- that's exactly what the president's doing. .. PR Tt e e T
" 'RUSSERT: Let's go through some of those things, because there have been suggestions: -
*.of misjudgments by the administration. , o e T
When you were on the program in March, Tasked you'about troop levels. Let's watch. N
. (BEGIN VIDEOQ CLIP) - T R R R
- - ~RUSSERT: The Army's top-general said that we would have to have several hundred - -
- thousand troops there for several years in order to-maintain stability." R
- -~ CHENEY: 1 disagree. To suggest that we need several hundred thousand troops there -
~after military operations cease, after the conflict ends, 1 don't think is accurate; I think -
“ that's an overstatement, .~ - E . : e
" (END VIDEO CLIP) - : S TR e
" RUSSERT: We, in fact, have about 140,000 troops, 20,000 international troops as well.
‘Did you misjudge the number of troops necessary to secure Iraq after major combat =~~~ -
- operations? - ‘ Lo e S
- CHENEY: Well, you're going to get ina debate here about--talking about several years,
several hundred thousand troops for several years, I think that's a non-starter. I'don't think
~..we have any plan to do that, Tim. I don't think it's necessary todo that. .~ .
- There's no question but what we've encountered resistance, but I don't think anybody
‘expected. the time we were there to be absolutely trouble-free. We knew thére were . . LA
-~ holdover elements from the regime that woiild. fight us-and struggle; and we also knew A J -
; da was there and Ansar al-Islam up in northeastern Iraq, which we'll come back to- ..

.-and talk about in a minute.. EREESTR A R st
" So I don't think there was a serious misjudgment here. We couldn't know precisely what .
would happen. There were a lot of contingencies we got ready for but never did happen. . .
For example, one of the things we spent time worrying about was Saddam would destroy - -
his own. il industry, that he'd do ini Iraq what he did in Kuwait 12 yearsago.. = i
- The consequence of that—if he'd gone in and blown up those wells, as they contemplated -
. doing and, in fact, wired some of them for destruction--would have beenthatthe oil . -
- industry would have been shut down to zero production probably for several.years:while. -
we tried to restore it. e SR T
We were able to defeat that. That didn't occur. We had plans for it that we didn't haveto. - - ¢ -
‘execute or implement. - e e e e v S T
- Soits like any other process. A plan is o ly as good until you start to execute, then: . -

- you've got to make adjustments and so forth. = - - e PR
~ But I don't think there's been a major shift in terms of U.S. troops levels, and I'still -+ = .. L
' remain convinced that the judgment that we'll need, quote, “several hundred thousand for =~
- several years” is not valid. s B R . o
RUSSERT: The Congressional Budget Office said this, that they warn the Army lacks the . -
sufficient active-duty forces to-maintain its current level of nearly 150,000 troops in Iraq.
beyond next spring, and that the stress will mean increasing the number of National -
- .- Guard and Reserves.- RS e R g T i
© . Canwe keep 150,000 troops beyond next spring without, in effect, breaking the Army? i
' # - CHENEY: Tim, we can do what we have to do to prevail in this conflict. F ailure is notan .

ooption - TN




- ‘'years; but most especially on

And £o back again and thrnk about what s mvolved here Thrs is not just about Iraq or . v
* Just-about the difficulties we might encounter in. any one pan of the country, m terms of o
.. restoring security and stability. : P
This is about a contmumg operatlon on the war on terror And 1t S very, very 1mportant
L we get itright. . e : LR
- If we're successful in Iragq, if we can stand up a. good representatlve govemment in Ira‘q R
- ‘that secures the region so that it never again becomes a threat to its ‘neighbors or to the ™
. Umted States S0 it's not pursuing weapons of mass destructron $O that'it's notasafe .\ _

; -haven for terronsts, then we will have struck a major blow right at the heart of the- base, if. )
. youwill, t phic base of the terrorists who had us under assault now tor many T

' They understand what's at stake here That s one of the reasons they re puttmg up as much}w S

. .of a struggle as they have, is because they know 1f we succeed here that that s gomg to. E

- strike a major blow at their capab111ty

' RUSSERT So the resrstance in Iraq is commg from’ those who were responsnble for

9119

e CHENEY‘ 1 wouldn t--I was careful not to say that Wrth respect to 9/ 11 9/ 1 1 as I sald
- at the beginning of the show, changed everything, -

© 'CHENEY: And one of the things that it changed is; we vrecogmzed that tlme was not on - Ot ‘
our side, that in this part of the world i in particular, given the problems we've encountered Sl

in Afghanistan which forced us to go in and take action there as wel] as in Iraq, that we

* in fact had to move on it.. S
~ The relevance for:9/ 11 is that what 9/ 1 1 marked was the begmmng of a struggle in. whrchp '
' the terfotists come at'us and strike us here on our home: territory. And it's a global ‘

- . operatlon that doesn't know national boundarles or natlonal borders.

. athome.

- .And the commitment of the United States to’ go.into- Afghamstan and take down the -

By Taliban and stand up-a new government, to go into Iraq and take down Saddam Hussern s\ -

reglme and stand up a new govemment is a vital part of our long-tem] strategy to win the \'\ B
‘war on-terror. America's going to be safer and more secure m the years ahead when we - 0
complete the task in Irag:successfully. , b *
And we will comp]ete it successfully. And whatever the cost 1s in terms of casualtles or’ f ”
financial resources, 1t's a whale ofa lot Iess than trymg to recover from the next attack m
.- the United: States. - N :
“So, what we. do on the ground in Iraq, our capabrhtles here are bemg tested inno small v
- 'measure. But this is the place where we want to take on the terrorists. This is: the place
’. 'where we. want to take on-those elements that have come against the United States. JAnd
it's far more approprlate for us to do. it there, and far better for us to do 1t there than 1t 1s

. We talk about $87 blIIlOIl We]l that's a srgnn" cant expense no questlon about rt But rt S
. going.to be much more expensive down the road if we wait, and it'll be muchmore .= - -
- expensive--it's less i money, frankly, than the events of 9/ l 1 1mposed onus here in the g
“ United States. : PG
.~ RUSSERT: In terms. of costs, Mr Vlce Presrdent there are suggestlons agam 1t wasa = -
- mrsjudgment by the admmrstrahon or even mlsleadmg--Lawrence Lindsey, who used to--
work for the White House, had predicted it would be $100-billion to $200 billion for the
war. We ve a]ready spent $160 billion after thls $87 b11110n 18. expended The Pentagon




. Coe -

S had predlcted $50 brlhon And MltCh Damels who used to. be the top budget ofﬁcxal at

" the White House, said it would cost $50 billion to $60 brlhon that Lindsey saymg $100

- billion to $200 billion was too high.

) And Paul Wolfowitz, the deputy’ secretary of defense went before Congress and sald thrs I
LU We! re dealing with a country that can really finance its own:reconstruction relatlvely o
soon ' and that oil revenues would generate between $50 bllhon and $100 bllhon over the o
~course of the next two or three years. ~ : e
- Itlooks like the administration truly mlsjudged the costs of this operatlon :
o CHENEY T didn't see, you know, a one-point estimate there that you could say, thlS is
7 the admmlstratlon s estimate. We didn't know: And:if ‘you.asked Secretary Rumsfeld, for * . .
- example, 1 can remember from his briefings he said repeatedly he d1dnt know. And when
- you and I talked about it, I couldn’t put a dollar fi 1gure on it. : i
- ‘RUSSERT: But Daniels did'say $50 billion. .. e T
CHENEY: Well, that mrght have been, but I don t know what his ba51s was for makmg
- ~that judgment. _ :
" Wedo know that we are prepared and need to be prepared to do whatever it takes to ..

make it work, but this is not a situation where you know 1t s only'a matter of us wntmg a .
. check to.solve the problem. ‘

" Iraq sits on top of 10 percent of the world's 01I reserves. A very srgmf cant reserve PR
second on]y to Saud1 Arabra The fact is, there are 51gn1f cant resources here to work
o with, : : :
" And the notion that we're gomg to bear the burden all by ourselves from a f nancra]
- standpoint, I'don't think is valid. We've gota donors conference scheduled coming up -
. mext month, where the international community: W1ll come together and pledge funds to et
- “ cooperate and support with the Iraqi operation: -° | -

" The UN. resolution now that Colin Powell's been workmg on thls weekend mvolves as.

well; authorization for the international financial institutions to come support that. There s‘
’ ,,:“money at the U.N. left over in the oil- for-food program that's gomg to be available.
- There are funds in frozen Iraqi assets in various p]aces y S v
- RUSSERT:. How much is all that? - :

P © . CHENEY:1 don't have a ﬁnal dollar fi gure
B ((CROSSTALK) '

."CHENEY:.. .. who will pony up for that L
The $87 blllxon again, remember, about three-fourths of that is to support the U S ‘
. mxhtary operations, or about one-fourth of it actually goes.to- Iraq operatlons And a -
. ‘portion clearly will be used in Afghamstan and for the war on terror.’ ‘ [
“RUSSERT: Is the $87 b1]]10n the end of 1t'7 Wlll the Amerlcan people be asked for any« S
more money?

"' CHENEY: I can't say that, Q____/

E It's all that we think we'll need for the foreseeab]e future for this year It shouldn't be-- R

people shouldn't be surprised that the request is coming now either. What we've done _
‘consistently, since we started this enterprise, working with the Congress, is, we did not

- want to incorporate the Iraq cost within the base liné DOD budget so we've always dea!t '

- with it on the side, as a separate approprlatron That's what we're doirig here.- S
“The reason we're going now is because we've had the work done in Irag, Bremer's beenh '

there Iong enough to put together a good budget lookmg over the next year, he s got a s S L




preity good idea what it's goih‘g to cost him. We've got more information now than we've

. had before about what our continuing needs and requirements are going to be, sonow

we're:making the request. - R R e R T XU
~We'have not tried to hide it inder a bushel, and the president’s been very direct. We're - =
- working closely with the Congress-in putting the request together. e RN
“But I come back again to the proposition of, what's the cost if-we don't act? What's the
cost if we do nothing? What's the cost if we don't succeed with respect to our currént,
‘operationinIraq? =~ . e e O
~ CHENEY: And I think that's far higher than getting the job done righthere., .. ..
. RUSSERT: Democrats have written yourletters and are suggesting profiteering by your -
- former company, Halliburton. And this is how it wasreported.” .~
““Halliburton, the company formally headed by Vice President Cheney, has won- "
- contracts worth more than $1.7 billion under Operation Iraq Freedom, and stands to make
hundreds of millions more dollars under a no-bid war contract awarded by the U.S. Corps =~
of Engineers, according to newly available documents. [ B T R SR
- 'The size and scope of the governmient contracts awarded to Halliburton in connection . ‘
. with the war in Iraq are significantly greater than was previously disclosed,and = .
demonstrate the U.S. military's increasing reliance on for-profit corporations to run its .

logistical operations.” . g S B

- Were you involved in any way in the awarding of those contracts? = L R

. CHENEY: Of course not, Tim. Tim, when [ was secretary of defense, T was not involved
in awarding contracts. That's done at a far lower level. . R T

‘Secondly, when I ran Halliburton for five years, and they were doing work for the - - '

T Defense Department, which, frankly, they've been doing for 60 or 70 years, I never wen’ti L

©in Halliburton of any kind and haven't had, now, for over three

near the Defense Department. I never lobbied the Defense Department on behalfof ™.
Halliburton. e T e e DT R R N
The only time I went back to the department during.those-eight years was to have my -
portrait hung, which is a traditional service rendered for former secretaries of defense. -
And since I left Halliburton to become George Bush's vice president; I've severed all. my
- ties with the company, gotten rid-of ail my financial interest. I have no financial interest.
years.
_And as vice president, I have absolutely no influence of, involvement of, knowledge of, -~
“in any way, shape or form of contracts led by the Corps of Engineers or anybody else'in”

o the federal.. S \
. RUSSERT: Why is therenobidding? .~~~ = =0
*. CHENEY: I have no idea. Go ask the Corps of Engineers. ' ; Do

* One of the things to keep in mind is that Halliburton is a uniqu;:' kind of compan-ﬁ;.ﬂ The)fl-' R

*are there are very few companies out there that have the combination of the very large ._
engineering construction capability and significant oil field services--the first-or second- .
“largest oil field service company in the world. And they've traditionally done a lot of "

work for the U.S. government and the U.S. military. That expettise has stood the military . . ': Sl

in-good stead over the years.

" But it's a great company. There are fine péople-working fbf"it.vl'also vha\‘/é a:i.o,t_'of N L

- - confidence in:the people in the.Department of Defense. Nobody has produced one single | -

- shred of evidence that there's anything wrong 6r;i_napprop‘ria'te:here, nothing but"i_nng‘elidd;»; B
and, basically, political cheap shots, T guess is the way T would describeiit. R




I don't Know any of the details of the contract because I deliberately stay away from any e

‘information on that. But Halliburton.is a fine company. And, as I say; I have no reason to
believe that anybody's done anything:wrong or inappropriate here. =~~~ - . LUy
RUSSERT: Let me turn to one of the most quoted passages from Meet. the Press when .7 < - o
you were on in March. And that was trying to anticipate the reaction we would receive” * . .. ‘
. from the Iraqi people. Let's watch, .~ oo T
CBEGINVIDEOCLIP) -0 e
CHENEY: I think things have gotten so bad inside Iraq from the standpoint of the Iraqi -~~~ + - =+
- people, my belief is we will, in fact, be greeted asliberators. " -~ oo S
- RUSSERT: If your analysis is not correct, and we are not treated as liberators butas™
.. conquerors, and the Iraqis begin to resist, particularly- in Baghdad, do you think the. .o
- American people are prepared for a long, costly and bloody battle with significant .’ G A
" American casualties? L . e T s e
-+ CHENEY: Well, I don't think it's likely to unfold that way., Tim, because Ireally do .
. believe we will be greeted as liberators. I've talked with a lotof Iragis in the last several o
~ months myself, had them to the White House, the president and [ have met with them--' " ' "
various groups and individuals, people who've.devoted their lives from the outsideto” "~
trying.to change thingsinside Iraq. - -~ o e
- The read we get on the people of Iraq is there's no question but what they want to getrid

- of Saddam Hussein. And they will welcome as liberators the United States whenwe -
- cometodo that. - Lo e SR R
(END VIDEO CLIP) - -

- RUSSERT: We have not been greeted as liberators. '~ T
CHENEY: Well, I think we have by most Iragis. 1 think the majority of Iragisare "~ = .
- thankful for the fact that the United States is there; that we came and took down the / PR
- ‘Saddam Hussein government. Lo T A I A SR R e
And I think if you go in vast areas of the country, the Shiite in the south, which are:about .+ -

" 60 percent of the population, 20-plus percent in the north, in.the Ku_rdiSh‘a_re'as, andin-.
some of the Sunni areas, you'll find that, for the most part, a majority of Traqis support = .
whatwe did. - ‘ : “ R ——
- RUSSERT: People like Ahmed Chalabi, former Iraqis who came and briefed you, that S
- you talked'about, did they sell us a bill of goods? Did they tell us this would be easier, .. .
~ thatwe'd be welcomed with flowers and not the kind of armed resistance we're being met .
CHENEY: No. I think they felt certainly they were advocates of the-U.S. action because - . ..

- they wanted to liberate Iraq from the--you know, what has been one of the worst

. dictatorships of the 20th century, the Saddam Hussein regime. LT e
~ And I see and receive evidence on a fairly regular basis. I mean, if you go out and ook at - .}
what's happening on the ground, you will find that there is widespread support. . = " .\
 There was a poll done, just random, in the last week. First one I've seen. Carefully done,
admittedly, it's a difficult area to poll in. Zogby International did it, with American o
Enterprise magazine. But--that's got very positive news i it, in terms of the numbersit; ")
 shows with respect to the attitudes of what Americans have done. EIR T B S B
- One of the questions it asked is, if you could Kave any model for the kind.of government -~
- .you would like to have, and they were given five choices, which would it be? The U.S. .

~ wins hands down. SR I




If you want to ask them do they want an Islamrc govemment establrshed by two to-one
~*.-margins they say no, mcludmg the Shia population. - - -

- If you ask how long they want Americans to. stay; over 60 percent of the peop]e polled
- said they want the U.S. to stay for at least another year.

S LCHENEY -So, admrttedly there are problems especrally m that area where Saddam’ -

Hussem was from where people benefited most from his't regrme and who've got the: most

- to lose if we're- successful in our enterprise, and continuing attacks from terror. -
‘.- . -Butto suggest that somehow: that's representatrve of the country at large, or the lraq1

- people are opposed to what we've done in Iraq, orare actrvely and aggresswe]y trymg to e
- undermine it, I just think that'snottrue. =
RUSSERT You also told me, M. Vrce Presrdent in March that you thought Saddam
" would be captured or killed, tumed in by hrs own pe0ple Why hasn't that. happened rf

.. they view us as hberators? .
.. CHENEY: Well, we're workmg on 1t and we I contmue to work on it. Hrs sons were . .
i . turned in by the Iragi people A greatmany. of the folks that we've ‘captured, those top 55
o the 42 we have got a great many of them were tumed in as a result of trps from the L

. ‘mvolved in the: security service and the security force, the mtellrgence I think, wrl]
. .improve, and people will be willing to come forward and offer even more mformatron

' »Iraqrs :
. And as we're there longer and ; get an Iraqr govemment stood | up, get more and more Iraqls B

than they have in the past that will help us wrap up these bad guys and that wrll mclude -

L get Saddam Hussein.

- RUSSERT: You have ro doubt you'l fmd h1m'7 e

" CHENEY: No doubt. -

5 . “RUSSERT: Let me turn to weapons of mass destructlon 1 asked you back in March what '
~you thought was the most important ratronale for going to war with Iraq. i :

- There's the question, and here i is your answer: ““The combination of Saddam's

. development, use of chemical: weapons development of blolog1cal weapons hls pursurt

- of nuclear weapons.”
~CHENEY: And the tie to terror

* RUSSERT: Where are they?

S YCHENEY ‘Well, T think that the j.ury is:still out n terms of trymg to get everythmg
.. pulled together: wrth respect to what we know. -

B ~ But welve got a very good man now in charge of the operatron Davrd Kay, who used to
run UNSCOM ahighly quallf ed techmcally qualrf ed-and able mdrvrdual He sin.

© . “charge of the operation now. ‘
And I also think, Tim, that 1f you go bacl( and look at what we've found to date there $no

- “doubt in' my mind but what Saddam Hussein had these capabllmes This wasn't an idea

~cooked up ovemrght by a handﬁll of people elther in the admrmstranon or out of the

. CIA:
. The reportmg that led to the Natlonal lntelllgence Estrmate upon which 1 base my

. ‘statements to you, that was produced a year ago, the essence of which has sincé been

: declassified, that was the product of hundreds of people workmg over probably 20 years, .

. backatleast to the Osirak reactor in 1981.

The conclusrons in that NIE 1 thmk are very valrd And 1 thmk we 11 f nd in fact that they, o
'_'arevalrd o . el S e

Y




What Wé"-re djbebabl’ing' with here is a regime that had'to learn after we‘hi.t‘the‘mv in 91 tHé;’t
s anything above-ground was likely to be destroyed an the air campaign. They'd gone = *
_ thtough many years of inspections; they knew they had to hide and bur their capabilities

. In this region inside their civili re. And I think that's what they did. -~ S
- < And fTyou Took--talk about the nuclear program. The judgment in the NIE was that if -
. Saddam could acquire fissile material, weapons-grade material, that he would havea

nuclear weapon within a few months to a year. That was the judgment of the intelligence ~* =

- -community of the United States, and. they had a high degree of confidence in it.- _
- - What do we know he had? Well, we know he'd worked on the broer m for 20 years. We . -
- know he had technicians whose knew how do this stuff, because they'd-been working on' R
it over that period of time. We believed, the community believed, he had a workableé =
. degign for a bomb. And we knew he had 500-tons of uranium. It's there today, at
Tuwaitha, under seal of the International Alomic NeIgy Agency. L el
All those are facts that are basically not in dispute; And since we got in there, we've |
found--we had a gentleman come forward, for example, with the full designs fora -
- process centrifuge system fo eprich uranium ‘and the key parts thaf you nieed 16 build such
- a system. And we know Saddam had worked on that Kind o system before. - .. o
That's physical evidence that we've got in harid today. So to suggest that there's no :

. evidence there that he had aspirations to ‘acquire a nuclear weapon, I don't think is valid.
And I think David Kay will find more evidence as he goes forward and interviews
~people, as we get to folks willing to come forward now as they become more and more

“convinced that it's safe to do so, that in fact he had a robust plan, had previously worked .~
~onitand would work onitagain. . - T T E
~ Same on biological weapons. We believe he'd- developed the ca bacity to go mobile with
| his BW.pradustiengapability, because, again, in-reaction to what we'd done 1o hium in'91.
CHENEY: We had intelligence reporting before the war that there were at least seven of
these mobile {abs that he'd gone out and acquired. We, since the war, have found.two-of -

* . them. They are in our possession today--mobile biological Tacilities that can Be used to .
* produce anthrax or smallpox or whatever else you wanted to use during the course.of - .
- . developing a capacity for an attack. - v _ o T o

So on CW and'chemical weapons, my guess:is, it's bwivi]ian s

infrastructure. That's not an unusual place to putit. - o
“Andagain, David Kay's task is to look for the people that were involved in the program, = - -
to find documentary evidence to back it up; to find physical evidence when he can find -~ .-
- that. It's a hard task, but I've got great confidence that he can do this. | .. . L
- And again, the whole notion that somehow there's nothing to the notion that Saddam™
Hussein'had WMD or developed WMD, it just strikes me as fallacious. It's notvalid. = = .
. Now, nobody drove into Baghdad and had somebody say, **Hey, there’s the building over
" there whereall.of our WMD is stored.” That's not.the way the system worked. - o i
. 'RUSSERT: There's a real debate about those labs, but T want to talk about something -
- very specific. And that was thé president at the State of the Union message when he said . .
. that the British had learned that Saddam was acquiring uranium from Africa. =~ o
That was in January. Then, in March, the head of the International Energy Atomic' .
Agency, ElBaradei, issued this statement: *" A Key piece of evidence linking Iraqtoa”
- - nuclear weapons program appears to have been fabriéated'. Documents that purportedly = -




show Iraqr oﬁ]crals shoppmg for uramum in Afrrca two years ago were deemed not

E authentlc after careful scrutiny by the U.N.

¢ nuclear weapons.

- VElBaradei also reported fi ndmg no evidence of banned weapons or nuclear materlal in
. -anextensive’ sweep of Iraq using advanced radratron detectors There isno. mdrcatron of
' resumed -nuclear act1v1tres " :
. Eight days after that, you were on Meet the Press and we talked about that spemf cally
“Let's watch. : -
‘ (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) , R L T ' i
RUSSERT: And even though the Intematlonal Atomrc Energy Agency said he does not
- have a nuclear program, we disagree. -
‘CHENEY: | disagree, yes. And you'll fi nd the CIA, for example and other key parts of
our intelligence commumty disagree. And we belteve he has m fact, reconstrtuted

T think Mr. ElBaradei, frank]y, 1s wrong. And I thmk 1f you look at the track record of the e

" International Atomic Energy Agency in this kind of i issue, especially where Iraq's.
‘concemed they have. consistently underestimated or missed what it was Saddain. Hussem
was domg I don't have any reason to beheve they re any more vahd thls time than they ve '_ g

been in the past.
(END VIDEO CLIP)

- RUSSERT: Reconstitute: nuiclear weapons You mrsspoke

CHENEY Idid misspeak. I've said repeatedly during the show weapons capabrlrty

We've ngver had any evidence that he had acquired a nuclear weapon.

' RUSSERT Now, Ambassador Joe Wilson, a year before that, -was sent over by the CIA
~ because you raised the question about uranium: from Africa. He says he came back from

. Niger and'said that, in fact, he could not find any | documentatron that, in fact, Niger had .

_sent uranium to Iraq or engaged inthat actlvrty, and reported it back to the proper
* channels. :

o Were you briefed on his fi ndmgs n February—March of 2002'7

- CHENEY No. 1 don't know: Joe Wilson. Tvenever met Joe Wllson RS
- A question had-arisen. I'd heard a report that the Iraqls had been trying to acqurre
uranium from Africa, Niger in particular. I get a daily brief on my own each day before I
- meet with the presrdent to.go through the intel, arid I ask lots of questlons R
-~ One of thé questions I asked at that pamcu]ar time about this i is; " What do we: know :

. about this?” They take the question. He came back within a- day ortwo.and sald Thrs 1s B
- all we know. There's a 16t we don't know." End of statement. - e

And Joe Wilson; I don't know who sent Joe Wilson, He never submrtted a report that I
" ever saw when he came back. »

I guess the mtngumg thing, Tim, on the who]e thmg, thls questron of whether or not the
’Ira is'were trying to acquire uranium in Africa in the Britls report, this week the

~ committee ol the British Parliament, it just spent 90 days investigating all o thls

.. revalidated the British claim was, 1n fact, trying to acquire uranium in.
- Africa--what was in the State of the Umon speech and what was in t-e orrgmal Brrtrsh

- : white. . papers.. ‘
" So there may be a drfference of oplmon there I don t know what the truth is on the

ground with respect to that. But I guess, as [ say, and I don't know Mr. Wllson Iprobably R

e shouldntJudge hxm I have no 1dea who hired: h1m and it never,.




. RUSSERT: The CIA did.. =~~~ = 0
- CHENEY: Yes, but who in the CIA, Idon'tknow. <« < SRS
- RUSSERT: This is what concerns people, that the administration hyped the intelligence;,
-~ misled the American people. e T A
. Thisarticle from The Washington Post about pressuring from Cheney visits: “Vice "
President Cheney’s most senior aide made multiple trips to the CIA over the past year to.
question analysts studying Iraq's weapons programs, alleged links to Al Qaida, creating

" an'environment in which some analysts felt they were being pressured to make their . -

. “assessments fit with the Bush administration's policy objectives, according tosenior .- . ..
- officials. - ‘ ,‘_“"”, ‘ ‘f_; G !
RUSSERT: ***With Cheney taking the lead in the administration last Augustin - ' -
- advocating military action against Iraq by claiming it had weapons of mass destruction, - |
- the visits by the vice president's chief of staff sent signals, intended or otherwise, thata s
certain output was desired from here,’ one senjor agency official said.” - o o
CHENEY: In terms of asking questions, I plead guilty. I ask a hell of a lot of questions. -
. That's my job. R NS ALV UL TR
“'I've got--I've had an interest in the intelligence area since I worked for Jerry Ford 30 .
. years ago, served on the Intcl Committee in the House for years, in the '80s; ran a big part .-
. of the intelligence community when I was secretary of defense in the early '90s.
~ This is a very important area. It's one the president’s asked meto work on, and [ask~ .~ * .
~ questions all the time. I think, if you're going to provide the intelligence and advice to the .~ -
president of the United States to make life-and-death decisions, you need to beableto-
. defend your conclusions, and go into an‘arena where you can make the arguments about -
* why‘you believe what you do based on the intelligence.... . | - R
- RUSSERT: No pressure? - , AU Sl DA e
- CHENEY: Shouldn't be any pressure. [ can't think of a'single instance--maybe somebody . "

. can-produce one, I'm not aware of any--where the community changed a judgment that
- they made because I asked questions. = TR D
. RUSSERT: If they were wrong, Mr. Vice President, shouldn’t we have a wholesale - R
- investigation into the intelligence failure. that they predicted that Saddam had biological,. "’
-~ chemical, and a developing nuclear program? S T PP T s
- CHENEY: My guess is, in the end, they'll be provenright, Tim. . o
~In the intelligence business, first of all, it's intelligence. There are judgments involved in’ .+
~all.of this. But'we've got, I think, some very able people in the intelligence business that
.. reviewed the material here. This was a crucial subject. It was extensively covered for . -
- years. We're very good-atit. I I R e e
- They say the British just revalidated their claim. So I'm not sure what theargumentis =~ s
‘aboﬂmtmal analysts, we will find that the Iragis did have a robust Sy
. program. " " . R s R s A
.- How do you explain why Saddam Hussein, if he had no program, wouldn't come clean
- and say, I haven't got a program; come look? Then he would have had sanctions lifted, he .
“would have earned $100 billion more in ol revenue over the last several years, he'd still.

S be in power. The reason he didn't is because, obviously; he couldn’t.comply and wouldn't - e

""" comply with the U.N. ‘resolutiong demanding that he give up his WMD. : B
." The Security Council, by a 15-0.vote a year ago, found him still in violation of those' i
- UN. Security Council resolutions. A lot'of the reporting isn't U.S. reporting, its UN.» .~ .7

P




reporting, on the supplies and stocks of VX and nerve agent and anthrax and so forth that - .

- he's never accounted for. o e T e R
S0, I say I'm not willing at all, at this point, to buy the proposition that somehow Saddam

Hussein was innocent and he had no WMD, and some guy out at the CIA, because [ - -

. -called him, cooked up a report saying he did. That's crazy. That makes no sense, it bears
.. noresemblance to reality whatsoever. R U .

- And in'terms of asking questions, you bet I'do. I've seen, in times past, wheri there's been
faulty intelligence, because they don't always get it right. I think, for example, of having

- missed the downfall of the Soviet Union. And so I ask a lot of questions based onmy . g

' years of experience in this business, but that's what I get paid to do.

RUSSERT: We have to take a quick break. = =~ . . e R

. We'll.be right back with more of our conversation with Vice President Dick Cheney, and~
- talk about the economy, right after this. ‘ - L ‘ :

. RUSSERT: And we are back. = LR e s

Mr. Vice President, the economy and the Bush-Cheney record.

The day you took office, Inauguration Day, as compared to now, Dow J’on_es'is: d’oWn ll L

percent, unemployment rate is up-49 percent, a $281 billion surplus is now a $500..
. billion-plus:deficit. Jobs, net loss of 2.6 million. The.debt is'up 20 percentand still .
cogrowing: o R TR
-+ How can you run for re-election on that record? ST R T

- CHENEY: Well, Tim, right there we were starting into a recession. And we certainly
- didn't bear responsibility for creating the circurnstances that led to the recession. " - o
- The combination of the recession, the economic slowdown, the terrorist attacks of 911,

- the war on terror, have obviously created’economic problerns for the country.

But we're making significant progress. The president's policies, in terms of especially the o

" itax cut package that we've passed now three times, does offer very bright prospects for -

" the future. The forecast by nearly everybody I've talked with for the last haif of the year is

~we're looking at 4 to 5 percent real growth, a significant boost over where we've been. . -
-+ Going into next year, we anticipate; most of the forecasters, growth on the order of 4 s
" percent or better in GDP. ' o ’ ' R

- SoI think we've turned the corner, and we're making significant progr;:ss,-éﬁd'thét.'s:pan_f :

of the normal business cycle, as well as the added unusual factors of a national
- emergency. T T
" -RUSSERT: If you froze the tax cut for the top 1 percent of Americans, it would generate
enough money to pay for the $87 billion for the war. If you did:it for just one year: . . &
- Wouldyouconsider that? - - ... = -~ G KRR
‘CHENEY: I think it would be a mistake. Because you can't look at that without -
- considering what it's impact would be on the economy. An.awful lot of the returns inthat
- “'top bracket are small businesses, and they provide an awful lot of the job growth in this
economy. , o : T i
- If you're going to go increase taxes on small businesses, you're going to slow down'the -~ -

extent to which we're able to reduce unemployment. So I think it's a ’séri‘Qus»rmi'svtake.v Irs.

- the wrong time to raise taxes. - D e
-RUSSERT: The president said in 2002 the tax cut would generate 800,000 jobs; in 2003,

- he said there'd be another million jobs. None of that has h_appeged. Whatfh_as happened is

“the deﬁcit is skyrocketing, over $500 bil]_i'on. i




You used to be a real deficit hawk. We went back when you were the leader in Congress, .

~.this is what you said about Ronald Reagan's deficit. You said that; ™It putsatrisk -

s “everything Reagan believes in. The deficit potentially is Mr. Reagan's Vietniam.” -

And then this:"*Some of us are frustrated by the failure of the administration to'do - -

" anything about deficits; Asked how the president looked after his cancer surgery, Cheney . -

..+ said, "He looks 8ood, he's just a little soft on deficits.”

(LAUGHTER)

_ That's "when‘ the deﬁ'_cﬁt was below ;$.2002 b1lhon “What _hapi)[eﬁéd to Dick Chenéy, deﬁéit gy

- hawk?

“ “CHENEY: I was just lookir}g at the pictufc you got(‘ihére,vﬂIini.‘I h_adnft seen 1tm a'"lotjlg‘ A

“time: - = .
* I'am a deficit hawk. So is the president. R
The fact of the matter is, we've always made exceptions for recession, national e

s emergency; time of war. The deficit that we're running today, after we get the ‘approva]_(dff‘; o

- the $87 billion, will still be less as a percentage of our total capacity to pay forit, our . . -

total economic activity in this country, than was back in"'80s or the deficits we ran in the

"90s. We're still about 4.7 percent of our total GDP.

So the notion that the United States:-can't afford this; or thét‘We"shéuldnYt do it,is I l’th"ink_ -

‘seriously flawed.

i One of the reasons the deficit got :_as,big as it did, frankly, was because of the economic’ v

slowdown, the fall-off in deficits, the terrorist attacks. A significant chunk was taken out * S

" of the economy by what happened after the atfacks of 9/11. ..
- RUSSERT: And tax cuts. ; T o
CHENEY: Tax cuts accounted for only about 25 percent of the deficit.

- Big ones. How do you deal with

" RUSSERT: But we see deficits for the hext\ 10 years

- that, when you have Social Sécurity, Medicare coming up? L
- CHENEY: We anticipate, even with the added spending that we've asked for now, we'll -,

o cut the deficit roughly in half from where it will be.next year over the next five years. .

-.So we'll be moving in. the i ht direction. We've got to have--without question, we've got
we g g q ve've got

to make choices, we've got to have fiscal discipline on the rest of the budget.

* But the idea that we can't defend America, or that we can't g0 do what needs tobedone

-in the Middle East with respect to Iraq and Afghanistan--support the troops, rebuild those |
. _countries so they.never again become safe havens for terrorists. to threaten our safety and’ ™~ -

o our ‘si:c_urvity‘--is_‘sillyT The cost of one attack on 9/ 11 was far greater than what we're: P

~ -spending in Iraq: e
- RUSSERT: What do you think of the Democratic field?

e CHENEY: I'haven't really frankly paid a hell of a iot of a;tentioxi 'fo it, Tim. I'm awful i

busy with my normal day job, and I just, I haven't, really haven't looked at it. T TR
- Iknow:some of them. Joe Lieberman, Dick Gephardt are people I've known for some " s

- time: :Others,.l-ike'Ho_ward’Dean, frankly T don't have any“relatipns;hip with.i' R
And-I'll watch with interest. Whoever they nominate, we're ready to take them on. o

RUSSERT: Do you think the president is betting his presidency on the war in Iraq?

o .CHENEY:(This president is betting his presidency on the importance of fighting the Waf i

... enterror, of recognizing that 9/11 changed everything, of'adopting—‘a-s'trate'gy that's going e
" 'to'make this nation safer and more secure for our kids and grandkids. TR ey




*And 1t takes a president w1lhng to take nsk w111mg to use the power of the Umted States -
" to make that happen, and this president has done it. o SRR
s ‘RUSSERT Mr. Vice Pre51dent we thank you for Jommg us and sharing your V1ews b

5 .CHENEY Thank you, sir.. . DI
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Why We Went to War :
From the October 20, 2003 issue: The case for the war in Iraq, w1th testlmony from Bill Clmton
by Robert Kagan & William Kristol :

- 10/20/2003, Volume 009, Issue 06

"When I left office, there was a substantial amount of biological and chemical material
unaccounted for. That is, at the end of the first Gulf War, we knew what he had. We
knéw what was destroyed in all the inspection processes and that was a lot. And then

" we bombed with the British for Jour days in 1998. We might Kave gotten it all; we
might have gotten half of it; we might have gotien none of it. But-we didn't know. So I
thought it was prudent for the president to go to the U.N. and for the U.N. to say you
got to let these inspectors in, and this time if you don't cooperate the penally could be
regime change, not just continued sanctions.”

--Bill Clinton, July 22, 2003

'FORMER PRESIDENT CLINTON is right about what he and the whole world knew about Saddam
Hussein's weapons of mass destruction programs. And most of what everyone knew about Saddam's
weapons of mass destruction had nothing to do with this or any other government's intelligence ~
collection and analysis. Had there never been a Central Intelligence Agency--an idea we admit

- sounds more attractive all the time--the case for war against Iraq would have been rock solid.
Almost everything we knew about Saddam'’s weapons programs and stockpiles, we knew because
the Iraqis themselves admitted it. :

Here's a little history that seems to have been completely forgotten in the frenzy of the past few
months. Shortly after the first Gulf War in 1991, U.N. inspectors discovered the existence of a
surprisingly advanced Iraqi nuclear weapons program. In addition, by Irag's own admission and

 U.N. inspection efforts, Saddam’s regime possessed thousands of chemical weapons and tons of
chemical weapon agents. Were it not for the 1995 defection of senior Iragi officials, the U.N. would
never have made the further discovery that Iraq had manufactured and equlpped weapons with the
deadly chemxcal nerve agent VX and had an extensive blologlcal warfare program,

Here is whatwas known by 1998 based on Iraq S own admmsxo_ns:

* That in the years immediately prior to the first Gulf War, Ifaq produced at Ieast.’3.9,.tons of VX, a
deadly nerve gas, and acquired 805 tons of precursor ingredients for the production of more VX.

* That Iraq had produced or imported some 4, OOO tons of mgredlents to produce othcr types of
poison gas.

i
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* That Iraq had produced 8,500 liters of anthrax.

* That Iraq had produced 500 bombs fitted with parachutes for the purpose of delivering péiso‘n gas
or germ payloads. ' : ' -

* That Iraq had produced 550 artillery shells filled with mustard gas.
* That Iraq had produced or imported 107,500 casings for chemical weapons.
* That Iraq had produced at least 157 aerial vbombssﬁlled with germ agents.

* That Iraq had produced 25 missile warheads containing germ agents (anthrax, aflatoxin, and
botulinum). '

Again, this list of weapons of mass destruction is not what the Iraqi government was suspected of -
producing. (That would be a longer list, including an Iraqi nuclear program that the German
_intelligence service had concluded in 2001 might produce a bomb within three years.) It was what
the Iraqis admitted producing. And it is this list of weapons--not any CIA analysis under either the
Clinton or Bush administrations--that has been at the heart of the Iraq crisis. S

For in all the years after those admissions, the Iraqi government never explained, or even tried to
explain, to anyone's satisfaction, including most recently, that of Hans Blix, what had become of the
huge quantities of deadly weapons it had produced. The Iragi government repeatedly insisted that - -
most of the weapons had been "secretly” destroyed. When asked to produce credible evidence of the' -
destruction--the location of destruction sites, fragments of destroyed weapons, some documentation
of the destruction, anything at all--the Iraqis refused. After 1995, the U.N. weapons inspection
- process became a lengthy cat-and-mouse game, as inspectors tried to cajole Iragis to divulge
information about the fate of these admitted stockpiles of weapons. The inspectors fanned out
across the country looking for weapons caches, stashes of documents, and people willing to talk.
And sometimes, the inspectors uncovered evidence. Both American and French testers found traces
- of nerve gas on remnants of warheads, for instance. The Iraqgis claimed the evidence had been ‘
planted. ' - : '

~ After 1996, and partly as a consequence of the documents they had discovered and of Iraqi ,
admissions, weapons inspectors must have started getting closer to uncovering what the [raqis were
hiding. For at about that time, inspectors’ demands to visit certain facilities began to be
systematically blocked by Saddam. There was the famous confrontation over the so-called

_"presidential palaces,” actually vast complexes of buildings and warehouses, that Saddam simply

declared off-limits to inspectors.

- At the end of 1997, this limitation on the inspectors’ freedom of movement precipitated an

~ international crisis. The Clinton administration demanded that the inspectors be given full access to
the "palaces.” The Iraqis refused. Instead, Saddam demanded the removal of all Americans from the
U.N. inspection team and an end to all U-2 flights over Iraq, and even threatened to shoot the planes
down. In case there was any doubt that his aim was to conceal weapons programs that the inspectors.

- were getting close to discovering, Iraq at this time also began moving equipment that could be used
to manufacture weapons out of the range of video cameras that had been installed by the UN.
inspection team. ‘ : - : ' ‘

The New York Times reported at the time that the U.N. weapons inspectors (not American
intelligence) believed that Iraq possessed "the elements of a deadly germ warfare arsenal and
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perhaps pois‘clm gases, as well as the rudiments of a missile system" that could launch the warheads.
But because of Saddam's action at the end of 1997, the Times reported, the U.N. inspection team

~could "no longer verify that Iraq is not makirig weapons of mass.destruction" and specifically could

not monitor "equipment that could grow seed stocks of biological agents in a matter of hours.”
Saddam'’s precipitating of this crisis was a bold move, aimed at splitting the U.N. Security Council
and isolating the Clinton administration. And it worked. The Clinton administration tried but failed
to get French and Russian support at the Security Council either for military action or fora =

~ tightening of sanctions to force Saddam to cease these activities and comply with his commitment

to-disarm. The French and Russian position by 1997 was that the "books” should be closed on Irag's
WMD programs, sanctions should be lifted, and relations with Saddam should be normalized. That
remained the French position for the next five years. o - :

It was in response to this crisis that we at this magazine began ¢alling for Saddam Hussein's ouster

by means of a ground invasion. And in a letter sent to President Clinton on January 26, 1998, we
~and a number of other former government officials urged military action against Saddam on the

gro'unds that the situation had become untenable and perilous. As a result of recent gvents, we

: wrote, the United States could

no longer depend on our partners in the. Gulf War coalition to continue to uphold the
- sanctions or to punish Saddam when he blocks or évades U.N. inspections. Our ability
to ensure that Saddam Hussein is not producing weapons of mass destruction, ‘
therefore, has substantially diminished. Even if full inspections were eventually to
resume, which now seems highly unlikely, experience has shown that it is difficult if not
impossible to monitor Iraq's chemical and biological weapons production. The lengthy
period during which the inspectors will have been unable to enter many Iraqi facilities
has made it even less likely that they will be able to uncover all of Saddam'’s secrets. As
© @ resull, in the not-too-distant future we will be unable to determine with any
reasonable level of confidence whether Iraq does or does not possess such weapons.
- -Such uncertainty will, by itself, have a seriously destabilizing effect on the entire
_ Middle East. ' ’

IN EARLY 1998, the Clinton administration, following this same logic, prepared for war against
Iraq. On February 17, President Clinton spoke on the steps of the Pentagon to explain to the \
American people why war was necessary. The speech is worth excerpting at length, because it was

~then and remains today the fundamental case for the invasion of Irag and the removal of Saddam

Hussein from power.

President Clinton declared that the great threat confronting the United States and its allies was a
lethal and "unholy axis" of international terrorists and outlaw states. “They will be all the more

~ lethal if we allow them to build arsenals of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the

. 3of8

missiles to deliver them." There was, Clinton declared, "no more clear example of this threat than
Saddam Hussein's Iraq. His regime threatens the safety of his people, the stability of his region and
the security of all the rest of us." Before the Gulf War of 1991, Clinton noted, "Saddam had built up
a terrible arsenal, and he had used it. Not once, but many times in a decade-long war with Iran, he .
used chemical weapons against combatants, against civilians, against a foreign adversary and even’
against his own people.” At the end of the Gulf War, Saddam had promised to reveal all his -
programs and disarm within 15 days. But instead, he had spent "the better part of the past decade
trying to cheat on this solemn commitment.” As Clinton explained: : :

Iraq repeatedly made false declarations about the weapons that it had leftin its
- possession after the Gulf War. When UNSCOM would then uncover evidence that gave
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the lie to those declarations, Irag would simply amend the reports. For example, lrag
revised its nuclear declarations four times within Just 14.months, and it has submitted
six different biological warfare declarations, each of which has been rejected by -

- UNSCOM. ' ‘ : -

In 1995 Hussein Kamal, Saddam's son-in-law and the chief organizer of Iraq's
weapons of mass destruction program, defected to Jordan. He revealed that Iraq was
continuing to conceal weapons and missiles and the capacity to build many more. Then
and only then did Iraq admit to developing numbers of weapons in significant
quantities--and weapons stocks. Previously it had vehemently denied the very thing it
Just simply admitted once Saddam's son-in-law defected to Jordan and told the truth. -

- Now listen to this: What did it admit? It admitted, among other things, an offensive
biological warfare capability, notably, 5,000 gallons of botulinum, which causes .
botulism,; 2,000 gallons of anthrax; 25 biological-filled Scud warheads: and 157 aerial
bombs. And I might say UNSCOM inspectors believe that Iraq has actually greatly .
understated its production. . . . : :

Next, throughout this entire process, Iraqi agents have undermined and undercut
UNSCOM. They've harassed the inspectors, lied 1o them, disabled monitoring cameras, -
literally spirited evidence out of the back doors of suspect facilities as inspectors

- walked through the front door, and our people were there observing it and had the -
pictures to prove it. . . . ' ‘ ' - B

Over the past few months, as {the weapons inspectors] have come closer and closer to
rooting out Irag's remaining nuclear capacity, Saddam has undertaken et another -
gambit to thwart their ambitions by imposing debilitating conditions on the inspectors

- and declaring key sites which have still not been inspected off limits, including, I might
add, one palace in Baghdad more than 2,600 acres large. . .. :

- One of these presidential sites is about the size of Washington, D.C. . . :

It is obvious that there is an attempt here, based on the whole history of this operation
since 1991, to protect whatever remains.of his capacity to produce weapons of mass
destruction, the missiles to deliver them, and the Jfeed stocks necessary to produce
them. The UNSCOM inspectors believe that Iraq still has stockpiles of chemical and
biological munitions, a small force of Scud-type missiles, and the capacity to restart
quickly its production program and build many, many more weapons. . . . '

Now, let's imagine the future. What if he Jails to comply and we fail to act, or we take
some ambiguous third route, which gives him yet more opportunities to develop this

- program of weapons of mass destruction and continue to press for the release of the
sanctions and continue to ignore the solemn commirments that he made? Well, he will -
conclude that the international community has lost its will. He will then conclude that
he can go right on and do more to rebuild an arsenal of devastating destruction.

And some day, some way, I guarantee you he'll use the arsenal. . . . In the next century, -
the community of nations may see more and more of the very kind of threat Irag poses
now--a rogue state with weapons of mass destruction, ready to use them or provide -
them to terrorists, drug traffickers, or organized criminals who travel the world among

- us unnoticed. ‘ '
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If we fail to respond today, Saddam, and all those who would follow in his footsteps,

will be emboldened tomorrsw by the kiowledge that they can act with impunity, even

in the face of a clear message from the United Nations Security Council, and clear
~evidence of a weapons of mass destruction program.

The Clinton administration did not in fact respond. War was averted by a lame compromise worked
out by U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan. But within a few months, Saddam was again ’
obstructing U.N. inspectors, driving a deeper wedge into the U.N. Security Council and attempting

~ to put a final end to the inspections process. He succeeded. At the end of 1998, the Clinton
administration launched Operation Desert Fox, a four-day missile and bombing attack on Iraq that
was aimed principally at known and suspected facilities for producing weapons of mass destruction
and missiles. The effect of the bombings on Iraq's programs and stockpiles, however, was unknown,
as Clinton acknowledges. But one effect of Operation Desert Fox was that Saddam expelled the
U.N. inspectors altogether. Beginning in December 1998 and for the next four years, there were no
U.N. inspectors in Iraq. : : )

What did Saddam Hussein do during those four years of relative freedom? To this day, no one

~ knows for sure. The only means of leamning Iraqi activities during those years were intelligence,
satellite photography, electronic eavesdropping, and human sources. The last of these was in short

- supply. And, as we now know, the ability to determine the extent of Saddam's programs only by

- so-called technical means was severely limited. American and forei gn intelligence services pieced

_together what little information they could, but they were trying to illuminate a dark cave with a Bic
lighter. Without a vast inspection team on the ground, operating unfettered and over a long period.

- oftime, it was clear that the great unanswered questions regarding Irag--what happened to the old
- stockpiles of weapons and what new programs Saddam was working on--could never be answered.

The rest of the story, we assume, most people remember. The Bush administration's threat of war
beginning last summer led France and Russia to reverse themselves and to start taking the Iraq
- weapons issue seriously again. In U.N. Security Council Resolution 1441, the Security Council
agreed on a new round of inspections, during which Saddam was to do finally what he had
promised to do back in 1991 and ever since: make a clean breast of all his programs, answer all the
unanswered questions about his admitted stockpiles of weaporns, and fully disarm. Resolution 1441
~demanded that, within 30 days, Iraq provide "a currently accurate, full, and complete declaration of
all aspects of its programmes to develop chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, ballistic
- missiles, and other delivery systems such as unmanned aerial vehicles and dispersal systems
" designed for use on aircraft, including any holdings and precise locations of such weapons,
components, sub-components, stocks of agents, and related material and equipment, the locations
and work of its research, development and production facilities, as well as all other chemical,
biological, and nuclear programmes, including any which it claims are for purposes not related to
.- weapon production or material.” : : o K

Iraq did not comply with this demand within 30 days--or, for that matter, within 90. In his March 6,
12003, report to the U.N. Security Council, Hans Blix reported that the declared stocks of anthrax
and VX remained unaccounted for. In the last chance given to Iraq by Resolution 1441, Iraq had
failed to provide answers. As Blix reported again in May 2003, "little progress was made in the
“solution of outstanding issues....the long list of proscribed items unaccounted for and as such
~ resuiting in unresolved disarmament issues was not shortened either by the inspections or by Iraqi
declarations and documentation." o S : o

- We have retold this long story for one simple reason: This is why George W. Bush and Tony Blair -
and Jose Maria Aznar led their governments and a host of others to war to remove the Saddam ‘
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Hussern regime in March 2003. It was not, in the first instance; to democratize the Middle East,
although we have always believed 4nd stil] believe that the building of a democratic Irag, if the
United States succeeds in doing so, will have a positive impact on the Arab world. It was notto
increase the chances of an Arab-Israeli peace, although we still believe that the removal ofa
. dangerous radical tyrant like Saddam Hussein may make that difficult task somewhat easier. It was

not because we believed Saddam Hussein had ordered the September 11 attack, although we believe -
the links between Saddam and al Qaeda are becoming clearer every day (see Stephen F. Hayes's
article on page 33 of this issue). Nor did the United States and its allies g0 to war because we.

“believed that some quantity of "yellowcake" was making its way from Niger to Irag, or that Saddam

“was minutes away from launching a nuclear weapon against Chicago. We never believed the threat

~ from Saddam was "imminent" in that sense. ‘ o ' '

The reason for war, in the first instance, was always the strategic threat posed by Saddam because

of his proven record of aggression and barbarity, his admitted possession of weapons of mass ‘
destruction, and the certain knowledge of his programs to build more. It was the threat he posed to

his region, to our allies, and to core U.S. interests that justified going to war this past spring, just as

it also would have justified a Clinton administration decision to go to war in 1998. It was why Bill -
Clinton, Madeleine Albright, William Cohen, and many other top ofﬁcials had concluded in the late -~
1990s that Saddam Hussein was an intolerable menace to his neighbors, to American allies, and
‘ultimately to the United States itself, and therefore had eventually to be removed. It was also why a
large-number of Democrats, including John Kerry and General Wesley Clark, expressed support for
‘the war last year, before Howard Dean and his roaring left wing of the Democratic party made

support for "Bush’s war" untenable for Democratic candidates. - s d

NOTHING THAT HAS or has not been discovered in Iraq since the end of the war changes this
fundamental judgment. Those who always objected to the rationale for the war want to use the
failure so far to discover large caches of weapons to re-litigate the question. Democrats fearful of
their party's left wing are using it to jump off the positions they held last year. That's politics. But
back in the real world, the fact that David Kay's inspections teams have not yet found out what =
happened to Saddam's admitted stockpiles is not surprising. U.N. weapons inspectors did not find
those caches of weapons in 12 years; Kay and his team have had about four months. Yes, we wish
Saddam had left his chemical munitions and biological weapons neatly stacked up in a warehouse
somewhere marked on the outside with a big, yellow skull and crossbones. We wish he had. v

- published his scientists' nuclear designs in the daily paper. Or we wish we could find the "Dear
Diary" entry where he explains exactly what happened to all the weapons he built. But he did not
leave these helpful hints behind. .

After Operation Iraqi Freedom, the U.S. military was led by an Iraqi to a part of the desert where, lo
and behold, a number of MiG fighter jéts had been buried under the sand. Note that the Americans

-did not discover the jets themselves. Discovering chemical and biological munitions will be
somewhat harder. Kay recently reported to Congress that there are approximately 130 Ammunition
Storage Points scattered across Iraq, a country the size of France. Many of the ammunition depots
take up more than 50 square miles. Together they hold 600,000 tons of artillery shells, rockets,
aviation bombs, and other ordinance. Under Saddam, U.N. inspectors leamned, the Iraqi military
stored chemical ordnance at the same ammunition depots where the conventional rounds were
stored. Do you know how many of the 130 Iraqi ammunition depots have been searched since the
end of the war? Ten. Only 120 to go. o . :

- Saddam Hussein had four years of unfettered activity in which to hide and reconfigure his weapons
programs. Our intelligence on this, as we noted earlier, may have been lousy. David Kay's task has
essentially been to reconstruct a story we don't know. In fact, he's learned quite a bit in a very short .
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time. For instance, as Kay reported to Congress, his team has uncovered "dozens of WMD:-related

program activities and significant amounts of équipment that Iraq concealed from the U:N. during

the inspections that began in late 2002" (emphasis added). In addition, based on admissions by Iraqi
- scientists and government officials, Kay and his team have discovered: v '

* A clandestine network of laboratories and safehouses within the Iraqi Intelligence Service that
contained equipment suitable for research in the production of chemical and biological weapons.
This kind of equipment was explicitly mentioned in Hans Blix's requests for information, but was
instead concealed from Blix throughout his investigations. ‘ :

* A prison laboratory complex, which may have been used in human testing of bi(ologiéal weapons
agents. Iraqi officials working to prepare for U.N. inspections in 2002 and 2003 were explicitly

ordered not to acknowledge the existence of the prison complex. -

* So-called “reference strains” of biological organisms, which can be used to produce biological -
weapons. The strains were found in a scientist's home. : S

- * New research on agents applicable to biological weapons, including Congo Crimean Hemorrhagic
Fever, and continuing research on ricin and aflatoxin--all of which was, again, concealed from Hans -
Blix despite his specific request for any such information. : '

* Plans and advanced desigﬁ work on new long-range missiles with ranges up to at léast 1,000
kilometers--well beyond the 150-kilometer limit imposed on Irag by the U.N. Security Council. -
These missiles would have allowed Saddam to threaten targets from Ankara to Cairo. .

In addition to these banned activities, which were occurring right under the noses of the UN.
inspectors this past year, Kay and his team also discovered a massive effort to destroy evidence of © -
weapons programs, an effort that began before the war and continued during it and even after the
war. In the "looting" that followed the fali of Baghdad, computer hard drives were destroyed in =
government buildings--thus making the computers of no monetary value to actual looters. Kay also
found documents burned or shredded. And people whom the Kay team tried to interview were in -

- some cases threatened with retaliation by Saddam loyalists. Indeed, two of the scientists were -
subsequently shot. Others involved in the weapons programs have refused to talk for fear of
eventual prosecution for war crimes. : S

Nevertheless, Kay has begun piecing together the story of what happened to Saddam's weapons and
how he may have shifted direction in the years after 1998. It is possible that instead of building up

- large stockpiles of weapons, Saddam decided the safer thing would be to advance his covert

~programs for producing weapons but wait until the pressure was off to produce the weapons
themselves. By the time inspectors returned to Iraq in 2002, Saddam was ready to be a little more.
forthcoming, because he had rejiggered his program to withstand somewhat greater scrutiny:
Nevertheless, even then he could not let the inspectors see everything. Undoubtedly he hoped that if
he could get through that last round, he would be home free, eventually without sanctions or further
nspections. ’ '

There are no doubt some Americans who believe that this would have been an acceptable outcome.
Or who believe that another six months of inspections would have uncovered all that Saddam was
hiding. Or that a policy of "containment”--which included 200,000 troops on Iraq's borders as an
inducement to permit inspections--could have been sustained indefinitely both at the U.N. Security
Coungcil and in Washington. We believe the overwhelming lesson of our history with Saddam is that
none of these options would have succeeded. Had Saddam Hussein not been removed this year, it -
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would have been only a matter of tir'ne"before this president or some future president was compelled
to take action against him, and in more dangerous circumstances.

There are people who will never acéept this logic, who prefer to believe, or claim to believe, that
the whole Iraq affair was, in the words of Ted Kennedy, 2 "fraud” "made up in Texas" for political
gain, or who believe that it was the product of a vast conspiracy orchestrated by a tiny little band of -
"neoconservatives." Some of the people propagating this conspiratorial view of the Iraq war are
now running for the Democratic nomination for president; one of them is even a former general
who led the war against Slobodan Milosevic in 1999, We wish them the best of luck selling their
conspiracy theories to the American people. But we trust Bill Clinton won't be stumping for them

- on this particular issue. ' ‘ - :

--Robert kugan & William Kristol

© Copyright 2003, News Corporation, Weekly Standard, All Righfs Reserved.
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failures and possxble criminal negligence by senior U.S. officials;

- Senate Action: Approved on September 23, 2003

WHEREAS, the people of the United States have already suffered grievous'loss

of life and well- bemg asa result of the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001;

WHEREAS, immediately after September 11, the U.S. government passed thc o

USA PATRIOT Act, which severely curtalls civil hiberties of American citizens;

WHEREAS 1mmed1ately after September 11, declanng a war on terronsm the
U.S. invaded Afghanistan;

WHEREAS, immediately after the horriblerevents of September 11, the Bush
administration officials claimed Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi government had
strong links to Al-Qaida and began lobbying for an invasion of Iraqg;' "

WHEREAS the Bush administration, in blatant disrespect and violation of the
will of Congress, is apparently impeding the investigation into the intelligence

iH

WHEREAS, certain provisions of the USA PATRIOT Act the revised Attomey
General Guidelines to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other related .
measures expand the authority of the federal govermment to investigate citizens
and non-citizens, to engage in surveillance, and to threaten civil rights and '
liberties guaranteed under the United Stales Constltutlon and Bl]] of Rights;
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7 WHEREAS the USA PATRIOT Act (Section 412) would allow incarceration of
non-citizens and immigrants without due process;

8) WHEREAS, the USA PATRIOT Act (Section 215) broadens the official term for
“terrorism,” allowing certain domestic groups which engage m civil disobedience
to be classified as terrorist and stenced .

9) WHEREAS, in recently proposed amendments to the USA PATRIOT Act, Pres. )
Bush is seeking addmonal powers, whlch would funher degrade and erase cwll
liberties of U.S. citizens;'

NOTING WITH APPROVAL, the American lerary Association's “Resolution
on the USA Patriot Act and Related Measures That Infringe on the nghts of
Library Users™; ¥ :

NOTING WITH APPROVAL, that on July 21, 2003, Senators Lisa Murkowski
(R-AK) and Ron Wyden (D-OR) introduced the "Protecting the Rights of
Individuals Act" (S. 1552) as a first step towards correcting the shameful
violations of the Bill of Rights, which the USA PATRIOT Act allows;"

10) WHEREAS, more than two years after the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan, Osama -
bin Laden and other alleged masterminds of September 11 are still to be found,
yet thousands of Afghani civilians have had to suffer the consequences ofaU.S.
military occupatlon :

11) WHEREAS, beginning in the late 1970, according to former U.S. National
‘ Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinksy, the U.S. provided military assistance and.
financial support to certain terrorist groups in order to provoke the' USSR to
- invade Afghanistan; i

12) WHEREAS, approximately 150,000 Iraqis died during the first Gulf War, but
even more people died from water-borne diseases that spread because the U.S.
systematically destroyed Iraq's infrastructure, 1ncludmg eIectncal sewage
treatment and water treatment systems; vill in x

13) WHEREAS, since 1991 the U. S has mamtamed for over a decade the most
_severe economic sanction regime in history and UNICEF has-estimated =~
that 7, 500 people die every month as a result of the sanctions, mostof -
these are children;x o

14) WHEREAS, the current invasion and occupation of Iraq by foreign forces isan -

act of aggression in violation of the United Nations Charter and intemational law; =

15) WHEREAS the US and UK govemments have repeatedly lied to the public on

the causes for invading Irag;™" _ o ey




16) WHEREAS, top Bush administration officials repeatedly claimed that Iraq‘s :
alleged development of nuclear weapons as a key reason for the U.S. invasion of
: Iraq;xnl } . ) :

/17)VWHEREAS, “A Decade of Deception and Defiance, Fact Sheet” a background
" paper for Pres. Bush's speech in front of the United Nations General Assembly on
September 12, 2002 contains the following: "Iraq has sought the supply of
significant quantities of uranium from Africa”;*""

18) WHEREAS, President Bush in his 2003 State of the Union address implied that
Iraq had tried to buy uranium from Niger, an allegation which was subsequently
proven to bea “b]atant”’“ forgery;™

19) WHEREAS in one example on March 16, 2003, Vice-President Cheney said: -
"We believe he has, in fact, reconstltuted nuclear weapons...” to NBC's “Meet the
PI'CSS” xvii - : »

20) WHEREAS the same officials have recently begun to amend their claims;

N

21) WHEREAS, recently, Vrce-Presrdent Cheney said: “We never had any ewdence
' that he had acquired a nuclear weapon VXD

22) WHEREAS, while the U.S. administration has a seemingly aggressive non -
~proliferation policy when it concemns other nations, the U.S. itself is the single’
largest manufacturer of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction; ’”‘

23) WHEREAS President Bush stated on September 17, 2003, that Sadda.m Hussem '
d1d not have Al-Qaida ties; ™ .

24) WHEREAS based on the aforementioned admrssrons the events of September 11
have no ties whatsoever with Iraq, o

25) WHEREAS, more U.S. forces have died since Pres. Bush declared they end of
major combat operations than during the invasion and conquest of Irag;™"

26) WHEREAS, the American unilateral, preemptive, and even preventive use of
force seriously undermines the global balance of power, by reducing sovereignty
of other nations, while, at the same time, threatemng to increase terronst actions - -
against America and Americans;*" : : :

27) WHEREAS, the unniecessary wars have taken the lives of at least 6000""“’
civilians in Iraq alone; o :

28) WHEREAS the wars have further caused injury to at least 20, OOO“"’ c1v111ans in.
Iraq alone; . ‘




29) WHEREAS, having already spent $75 billion dol]ars on war cfforts the Bush
. admmlstratlon has requested an additional $87 billion; ™"

30) WHEREAS, due to the nat10na1 ﬁnancnal crisis, partially caused by aggressive
and unnecessary military expenditures, the government is forced to cut back on
- much needed spending on education and social programs; ‘

31) WHEREAS, a large portion of thc income taxes levied on U.S. citizens goes to
support the military and military spending adds up to more than half of the federal
government's annual discretionary spending;™*"

3'2) WHEREAS, $66 billion dollars out of that request is going to be used towards
military operations and only $21 billion to rebuild the countries of Iraq and
Afghamstan e '

33) WHEREAS unfalrly offloading the costs of war on ‘the students, the State cut
$387 million from the CSU budget, much more than the mmal]y expected $200
mllllon '

34) WHEREAS, the Govemor has asked the Chancellor's office to cut another 20% _ |
from the CSU budget;**

35) WHEREAS, according to Richard West, the Executive Vice-Chancellor, a 20%
cut would mean “a $482.6 million loss and could mean turning away 100,000
students or cutting 54,000 courses or imposing a 90 percent fee increase or cutting

AN XXX)

6,700 faculty jobs and 9,200 adrmmstratwc posmons ;
"NOW, THEREF ORE,

1) BE IT RESOLVED that the AS senate condemns the Bush admmlstratlon for
taking the nation to an immoral and unjust war against Iraq and calls for an '
immediate military withdrawal and transfer of authority over Iraq to the
United Nations.

2) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the AS senate supports the “Protectmg
the Rights of Individuals Act" (S. 1552) as introduced by Senators Murkowski
and Wyden as a first step in removing dangerous threats to civil liberties and

' nghts of U.S. citizens;

3) BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that the AS senate condemns the State
- government for putting the financial burden of the war on students,
- demanding that the student fee hike be rolled back and no new fee increases
be instituted;




" 4) BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that the AS senate directs all agencies andv |

subordinates of the Associated Students to publicize the immorality of the war -

against Iraq and use available resources to educate CSUN students about this
matter. ' '

5) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the AS senate directs all agencies and
subordinates of the Associated Students to publicize the issue of the student
fee increase and possibilities of new increases and use available resources to
educate CSUN students about this matter. : :

6) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the A.S. shall forward copies of this
resolution to President Bush, Senators Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein,
- CSUN Administrators, CSUN Faculty Senate, and to all members of
California's U.S. Congressional delegation, CSUN Sundial, and all local
media, AS PUb]lC Relatlons/Marketmg Assistant for bulletin boards and web

page.
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: CHlEF OF STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT
- THE WHITE HOUSE

Nov‘emb‘er 25, 2003

Mr. Charles Stone L o

(D)) -

"Dear Mr Stone

Thank you for your letter regardmg nuclear weapons programs O
during World War II and theit relevance to today. The ~ -
- information you provided was interesting. Please know that I

have forwarded your letter to the Department of Energy for thelr Y

- review. [know they will give your letter every conmdcratron

_ Agam thank you for wntmg and best wrshes

Mr. Charles_Stone

b)) -
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g
The White House '  e R : November 5,2003
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW v o N
. -Washington, DC 20502 - _
- Attn; Andrew Card, Chief of Staff

Dear Mr. Card;

For several years I have been researching a number of | € related topics. This has

led to publication in Japan, Korea and Rassia. I have found i Telating to the- ongms of the

North Korean atomic program, weapons of mass destructnon debate and the N: ger uranivm -
‘.controversy : : : »

Several books to which I have contnbuted detal] how purified uranium or powdcred uranium met.i]
can be enriched PASSIVELY using a neutron source and/or low temperature techniques. We have
found documentation that these techniques were almost certainly used in Nazi Germany to produce
“a very small (I kilo ton) atomic terror device. It appears these weapons were tested in 1944 in the
" Baltic region. The evidence comes from newspaper reports from Sweden and Great Britain, the
- reports of Italian officials visiting the test site and a US Navy Intelligence report rated. Blin_
 reliability which describes.an atomic test, This report has information which only a very few people
- knew at that time (August 1945). Senior officers, a Navy Captain and Commodore, signed the - °
report. This story is part of a very interesting book by Geoffrey Brooks, Hitler's Terror Weapons,
Pen and Sword, 2002, United Kingdom. Philip Henshall, The Nuclear Axis, has also mentioned the
 passive techniques in an earher book. I found the Ndval Intelh gence report at The Archwes in
.Collcgc Park : y »

_'There is a similar series of books and articles by Japancsc. Amenc.m and Bnush authors about the
WW .1l era Yapanese, atomic program. Tt is well documented the North Korean program came from . v
the Japanese program. This includes opening the mines, creating underground labs and training the

_ scientists. In fact several of the early Directors of the North Korean program were trained in Japan.,
We have substantial evidence that small crude devices were devised by Japan beforc the war ended
One atomic device may have been tested the day before the war endod_ T ‘

A key p]ayer was YOS]’I]O Kodoma He was one of three Class A war cnmmals freod from Su gamo
Prison after TOJQ was hung. He became a behind the scenes power broker in Japan. A second
player Mr. Kishi became the Prime Minister. The third player, Mr. Sasagawa became a multi-
billionaire and founder of the Sasagawa Foundation, the largest giving foundation in the woﬂdl He
was close to Jimmie. Carter. A picture of the two jogging together has been published. Mr. -
Sasagawa had been 2 prominent fascist ip 1930's Japan. You are of course aware of the crucial role

- Jimmy Carter played in the 1996 Nonh Koredn agreements wh:ch led to the complctlon of severul
nuclear devices! v : ‘ , _ -

, I beheve these are important stories for the Bush Adrmm stranon I have tried to contact Secretary
‘Abraham and through other groups in Washington. You can reach me at| 06 ) B}

T ee |




»
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“This helps to counter the serious claims regarding weapons of mass destruction and the urapium -~

- exports from Niger et al; In fact a very tich source in ‘Afﬁc_a\ivas considered by North Korea several
_years ago! I am trying to reach the key Bush Adrministration staff members working on these topics.
Your assistance is appreciated. ' SN B IERRRRTEE

. Very truly yours;

B Cha‘rvles':W,. Stone -

A
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