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Introduction






LET ME START BY SAYING WHAT THIS BOOK IS NOT.


It is not an attack on the men and women of the Clandestine Service of the Central Intelligence Agency, the overwhelming majority of whom are dedicated, patriotic Americans working hard every day on behalf of their fellow citizens. God knows that they do not do it for the money nor do they do it for the recognition. They do it because they believe in the work and because they know, as I do, that there really are monsters in the world, and someone has to protect us from them.


It is also not an argument against the existence of a central human intelligence collection organization within the United States government. We desperately needed a central intelligence agency in 1947, when the CIA was created. We even more desperately need such an entity today. The threats facing us are multiplying and becoming more complex. The time horizons in which threats are emerging are shortening. Technology is evolving at an astonishing rate, and we are fast approaching the day when there will be dozens of groups and nations on this planet capable of threatening us with biological, chemical, radiological, and nuclear weapons. This is not pulp fiction. This is reality.


This book is an argument that the existing Central Intelligence Agency is no longer capable of performing the task for which it was designed and must, rapidly, be replaced.


Somewhere out there in the ether right now a terrorist organization is working hard on an anthrax program with the express goal of launching a biological attack on the United States of America. Such an attack, with even a moderate amount of the bacteria, if properly executed, could, without the use of any sophisticated technology, kill tens of thousands and force the evacuation of major American cities.


Several nations in the world, despite our best diplomatic efforts, have already succeeded in acquiring nuclear weapons. These include not just traditional powers such as Russia and China but also much less stable and predictable nations, such as Pakistan, India, and North Korea. Proliferation is real, and the threat is expanding. For all its dangers the Cold War was characterized by a great degree of predictability. Both the United States and the Soviet Union had in place elaborate command-and-control structures and could be counted on to act very deliberately and with due regard for long-term strategic interests.


The same cannot be said of the nations now fielding nuclear arms. A friend of mine used to say of the challenge of determining what India’s nuclear war plans were, that it was complicated by the fact that the Indians themselves did not know. Pakistan, which is engaged eyeball to eyeball with India in a nuclear standoff, is an even more fragile and unpredictable entity. The prospects for an actual exchange of nuclear weapons in the subcontinent in the next ten to twenty years are enormous. The consequences for all of humanity would be almost unimaginable. These are nations with huge populations, where hundreds of millions of individuals wrestle with poverty and disease on a daily basis. The aftermath of a nuclear war between India and Pakistan would probably most resemble the Dark Ages, and the survival of either nation as a viable entity in its wake would be problematic at best.


Russia has not gone away. The Russians are a great and proud people. I have known many, even some who were adversaries, over the years, whom I count as good friends. This does not mean that their national interests coincide with ours. They are rebuilding, and they are working to reassert themselves in areas of the world that they consider crucial to their national interests. They remain the second most powerful nation on earth, after the United States, in military terms. The nature of the government in Moscow, its plans and intentions, and the security of its nuclear arsenal are still of vital importance to our nation.


The Chinese are not our friends. It may or may not be a good thing that we can all go to Wal-Mart and buy televisions and DVD players at a fraction of the cost they would be if they were still produced in the United States. Regardless, it remains true that China is a Communist nation, that it denies basic human rights to its citizens, that it supports North Korea, that it is engaged in a massive military buildup, and that its explosive economic growth is placing its entire political, economic, and social structure under almost incalculable strain. We may find ourselves at war with China in ten years; we may witness a second Chinese Revolution in ten years. Regardless of what happens, given China’s size, its economic and military power, and its geographic position, anything that occurs regarding it will have huge ramifications worldwide.


Obviously, I could continue with a list of threats and challenges almost ad infinitum. I have said nothing about the implications of Hugo Chavez, an implacable foe of the United States, controlling Venezuela’s oil supplies; of Iran’s backing for Hizbullah; or of drug cartels in Mexico becoming so powerful as to begin to challenge the Mexican army itself to open, armed confrontation. The examples I have touched upon were selected simply to provide a flavor of the complexity and the severity of the threats that we face.


There are a lot of mechanisms for the collection of intelligence, and a great deal of it can be collected openly. We are a long way from the days when an operative might be sent to Vladivostok to acquire maps of shipping channels or cable home general atmospherics. A huge amount of information is openly available in print and on the Internet. This can and should be exploited.


There are other extremely valuable ways to collect intelligence. Massive amounts of information can be sucked off the airwaves, stolen from e-mail communications, or gleaned from imagery. This is being done and obviously must continue. SIGINT, ELINT, IMINT, MASINT, and others, are all crucial to our national security.


That said, at the end of the day, there are key things that only HUMINT is going to tell you. Imagery and signals intelligence may give you a very good picture of the movement of Russian forces toward the border of the former Soviet Republic of Georgia in the wake of Russian accusations that the Georgians unjustly arrested and incarcerated Russian citizens in Tbilisi. Only human intelligence is going to tell you what the president and prime minister of Russia discussed regarding this crisis in the meeting that took place last night. Only human intelligence is going to tell you whether the deployment of forces is intended as a bluff to secure political concessions or is, in fact, a precursor to war.


In 1941 the Soviet Union was invaded by Nazi Germany. The initial stages of the war were a disaster for the Russians, who were caught by surprise and rapidly overrun. By the time the Russian winter intervened to tip the scales, the Germans were literally at the gates of Moscow.


Surprise? The invading force numbered in the millions. The movement of men and material to the border had been ongoing for months. Even without satellites or other modern technical means, there was no way that the Soviets could not have been aware of the buildup. Everyone living within a hundred miles of the border in Poland could see firsthand what was unfolding.


And yet the Russians were surprised. They were surprised because they believed the buildup was a bluff done for political reasons. They had convinced themselves that the Germans would not attack, and they lacked the necessary human intelligence that would have told them that an invasion was imminent. The growth in the scope and capability of electronic forms of intelligence collection between the Second World War and today has not changed this calculus. The only way we are going to know the plans and intentions of our adversaries is by the use of well-placed human sources.


On May 11, 1998, the Indian government detonated three nuclear devices simultaneously at the Pokhran test range in western India. The Indian government did not announce its intention to detonate these devices in advance, and the United States received no warning from any source of intelligence regarding the impending detonations, despite the fact that the Indian nuclear program had been a focus of collection for decades. We were caught flat-footed.


The test range in question is located in an area of flat desert where the air is clear most of the year. The location of the range is known and has been known for many years. The movement of nuclear devices, scientists, and technicians to a range of this type in advance of a test is not something that can be done overnight. It requires careful preparation over a period of weeks, if not months, and involves the assembly at the range of individuals and items coming from all over India. It would be hard to think of a better target for technical collection. Certainly, it is difficult to imagine that such tests could be conducted without someone’s seeing something on imagery or someone’s noting message traffic regarding the movement of key scientific personnel.


And yet the United States was surprised and fundamentally for the same reasons that the Soviet Union was surprised when half the German army started its tank engines one morning and launched an invasion. The problem was lack of human sources in the right positions to provide the required intelligence. No one told Stalin what Hitler’s plan was. No one told the United States that the Indians intended to conduct their first full-scale nuclear tests since 1974.


Unfortunately, the situation has not improved for the United States in this regard. Despite herculean and often heroic efforts on the part of many individuals within the Central Intelligence Agency, we continue to suffer a series of failures that demonstrate that we are not recruiting and running the key sources we need to provide warning of threats to our nation.


On September 11, 2001, three airliners crashed into targets in the United States. Two hit the World Trade Center. One hit the Pentagon. A fourth crashed in Pennsylvania instead of Washington only because a group of men and women with almost unbelievable courage decided to take matters into their own hands. We spend billions on defense and intel collection, yet it came down to the passengers and crew on a civilian airliner to save the U.S. Capitol building from destruction.


A lot has been written about September 11. Many hundreds, if not thousands, of pages have been written about lessons learned. They are many. A lot of people, in a lot of organizations, contributed to this debacle. Many organizations within the United States government share the responsibility for the loss of life.


That said, first and foremost, September 11 was a failure in collection, and the organization most responsible for that failure was the CIA. The Central Intelligence Agency was created in 1947 for the express purpose of ensuring that we would never again suffer another Pearl Harbor, that we would never again be surprised by an adversary and forced to suffer the kind of losses and humiliation we did on December 7, 1941.


A little less than sixty years after Pearl Harbor, despite all the resources at its disposal, the CIA, and, more specifically, the Directorate of Operations within the CIA, failed in that responsibility. We lost three thousand American lives to a sneak attack on American soil. And frankly, the defeat was made that much more humiliating and incomprehensible because we were assaulted not by the armed might of Imperial Japan but by a small group of fanatics using box cutters as weapons.


In the summer of 2002, I took the first CIA team into northern Iraq in preparation for the pending invasion. I remained on the ground there in command of a CIA team for roughly the next year. Prior to the insertion of my team, we were briefed at length on a variety of subjects, including the CIA’s assessment of the status of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs. The overall scope of that assessment is now public record. While there was some dispute on a few issues, it was accepted that Saddam was continuing a variety of programs and was in possession of at least some quantity of chemical and biological agents.


During our time in Iraq, our team devoted a great deal of energy to the effort to acquire intelligence on WMD programs. This was not our central focus; the decision to go to war had already been made, but it was definitely on our list of targets to work. We never acquired intelligence confirming the assessment that had been given to us prior to our insertion. We never assumed handling of a single existing Iraqi asset. Every source we ran we recruited after we went in country.


As time passed, and as we continued to see the comments coming out of Washington, it became increasingly puzzling to us as to what sources of information were being used to form the assessment that Saddam had WMD. We were the only people inside the country. We weren’t telling anyone that we had conclusive evidence of the existence of such weapons, and we were unaware of the existence of any assets that were on the books before we went in country that had access to Iraqi WMD programs. So who was it that was telling the Bush administration that Saddam had the programs in question?


A full exploration of this topic is beyond the scope of this book and has been discussed, in any event, in many other places by individuals much more informed on the topic than I am. Let it suffice to say what we all already know: The WMD programs did not exist. Our assessments were wrong. Once again, despite the most capable technical intelligence collection systems on the planet, we were caught without the information we needed to make critical national security decisions. Perhaps we should have invaded Iraq anyway. It is certainly a great and wonderful thing that Saddam is gone. No matter what, though, we should not have been in the position of basing our decision upon faulty intelligence.


Let me come back to my original point. The failure of the CIA to collect the intelligence we needed in advance of September 11 is not the consequence of sloth or lack of dedication on the part of the workforce of that organization. We talk a lot these days about the “war on terror” and people that are on the “front lines” in that fight. I’m not sure exactly what all that means or where the front lines are, but I can tell you that the men and women of the Directorate of Operations of the CIA are way out beyond those frontlines, operating deep in enemy territory. They are out there every day, with very little support and no backup, putting their lives on the line for mediocre pay and limited, if any, recognition. And increasingly these days, the thanks they get from this nation for doing the dangerous work they do is to be subjected to investigation and insult. Every senior officer I know in the CIA carries personal liability insurance, because of the fear of being sued for actions taken in the line of duty.


The failure of the CIA is structural. The machine is broken, and it is broken beyond repair. It does not need mending; it needs replacing, and we need to move quickly in doing so before we discover that the next attack on American soil is an improvised nuclear device going off on the docks in New Jersey or the introduction of bubonic plague into a major city.


There are many factors that have contributed to the breakdown in the performance of the CIA. Some of them are internal. Many of them are not. The purpose of this book is to identify and explain those factors and then to lay out a roadmap for how, I believe, they can be addressed. The goal remains the same as it was in 1947—to create an entity that will maintain the midnight watch, so Americans can sleep well at night.










CHAPTER ONE





		  

Donovan Would Not Make It






THE FOUNDER OF THE OFFICE OF STRATEGIC SERVICES (OSS) IN World War II was William J. (Wild Bill) Donovan. During action against the Germans in World War I, Donovan took a machinegun bullet to the knee. He refused to be evacuated, insisting instead on remaining on the field, leading the men under his command in an assault on German positions. His actions on that date won him the nation’s highest military honor, the Medal of Honor. By the end of the war, he had added three Purple Hearts, the Distinguished Service Cross, the Distinguished Service Medal, and a number of foreign decorations as well, making him one of the most highly decorated Americans of the war.1


After the First World War, Donovan visited Europe, Siberia, and Japan. He became a Wall Street lawyer, assistant U.S. attorney general, and business executive. In 1935 he toured Italian battle lines in Ethiopia.2 Beginning in 1940 he made a series of trips on behalf of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt to Britain, the Balkans, and the Mediterranean to gather information on the state of hostilities, Britain’s staying power, and how to improve American intelligence and covert-action capabilities. He created the Coordinator of Information (COI) in July 1941, America’s first peacetime national intelligence organization. In June 1942 this group would be renamed the Office of Strategic Services (OSS).3


Donovan went ashore on the first day of the invasion of Sicily, advancing alongside the First Infantry Division and personally engaging enemy troops with a machine gun.4 Against the express orders of the Secretary of the Navy, Donovan also personally participated in the Normandy landings, at one point being pinned down by enemy fire.5 On one occasion he smuggled a silenced pistol into the Oval Office and discharged it into a sandbag behind the back of the president, as a demonstration of the effectiveness of the silencing mechanism.6 During a visit to Detachment 101, the OSS unit assigned to the Burmese theater, Donovan infiltrated 150 miles behind Japanese lines in an antique biplane flown by 101’s commanding officer. His purpose was to visit an OSS forward operating base and meet directly with Kachin Hills tribe leaders.7


Donovan recruited to the OSS a wide cross section of America, searching for the best and the brightest but also those with exceptional creativity and daring. OSS wanted “out of the box” thinkers—individuals who were unorthodox, brilliant, perhaps even eccentric. Recruits included Ivy League professors, safecrackers, former Communists who had fought in the Spanish Civil War, professional baseball players, actors, and paratroopers. They were all, in the words of Donovan, his “glorious amateurs,” and they lived by the same mantra he did: “If you fall, fall forward.”8


Donovan would not make it in the CIA today. He would be branded as too aggressive, a “cowboy,” and someone lacking the requisite “corporate” attitude. He would in due course, if he decided to stick it out, find himself riding a desk somewhere in a corner at headquarters, shelved, put someplace where he “couldn’t do any harm.” His performance evaluations would include the liberal use of such terms as “aggressive” and “forward leaning” and “singular focus on mission accomplishment,” which in today’s CIA are not compliments. They mean an officer puts the mission above bureaucracy and groupthink, and that is the kiss of death.


Not long before I retired from the CIA, I was having a conversation with a friend and fellow CIA officer about Gary Berntsen, the leader of the Jawbreaker team during the American invasion of Afghanistan. I know Gary only in passing. He and I never served together, but I have read his book, and I know the background of the events described therein. I asked my friend if he had read Gary’s book, and when he said no, I offered to lend him a copy.


My friend thanked me for the offer but declined to take the book. He then went on to say that while we, meaning the CIA, needed to have a “few Garys around” to take care of unpleasant business when necessary, Gary did not really have what it took to make it in the organization as a senior officer and did not represent what we wanted in our senior ranks. Accordingly, my friend did not feel that it was worth his time to read Gary’s comments about opportunities missed in Afghanistan.


I was floored.


I am not sure I would recognize Gary if he walked into the room. He and I may have met on a few occasions, but as noted above, to my recollection we never served together. I have no personal reason for supporting anything he says, but how in the world can we seriously say that individuals like Gary Berntsen do not have what we need for today’s CIA?


This is a guy who voluntarily left his post as chief of station in Latin America and took charge of a team being sent into a dangerous and fluid situation at a time of national crisis. His leadership of that team was brilliant. Under his command his men accomplished everything they were tasked to do and more. Former president George W. Bush was fond of saying things about “hunting people to the ends of the earth” and “smoking them out of their holes.” Well, Jawbreaker actually did that.


I had a member of the Jawbreaker team, Dakota, on my team later in Iraq. He was a Marine scout-sniper before he joined the CIA and is a tough guy, not prone to hyperbole or gratuitous compliments. He described Gary as a “stud” and talked with awe about the purpose and drive and leadership he brought to the fight against al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. He had no doubt that if the Bush administration had made military forces available as requested bin Laden would have been killed or captured right there and then at Tora Bora.9


The man responsible for this success is not the kind of man we want in a senior leadership position at CIA? Why not? Because he has a tendency to speak truth to power and to put mission accomplishment ahead of bureaucratic interests? Whom then do we want to run the CIA, and what attributes should they have? Donovan craved independence and initiative. He said, “I’d rather have a young lieutenant with guts enough to disobey an order than a colonel too regimented to think and act for himself.”10 What happened to that spirit?


In the mid-1990s I had a series of meetings in the Middle East with an official from a terrorist organization who was considering volunteering his services to the CIA. They were difficult, protracted discussions filled with a lot of back-and-forth and a lot of soul searching on the part of the individual with whom I met. He was no friend of the United States: He had spent the better part of his adult life engaged in a war against the West in general and America in particular. Our nation, in his view, represented a threat to the very existence of the Muslim world and the culture in which he had been born and raised.


When I met with him, this individual had not moderated these original views to any great extent. He had, however, through personal experience in combat, come to be quite disillusioned with terrorist tactics and with the use of violence to further political goals in general. He was still a long way from being a friend of ours, but he had seen enough killing. There was room for common ground, for an accommodation.


At the conclusion of days of meetings, the individual in question and I had reached an understanding. We would cooperate for the purpose of preventing loss of life. He was en route to a new country, and he would meet with us there to provide information. He agreed to accept money from us, in limited quantities, while making clear that he would never agree to be “paid” and that he would take only what was just as compensation for expenses he incurred on our behalf. It was one of those critical moments when all the hazards and challenges of my career seemed to pale in comparison with the potential rewards. This man, in our employ, could save lives, thwart attacks, and lead us to targets for whom we had been searching for many years.


I was ordered to break contact with that terrorist official. I was told that he was a citizen of a nation with whom we had friendly relations. It was assessed that if we were caught in contact with this individual the possible damage to our political relations with the country in question would be significant. The calculation was that it was more important to ensure that there was no possibility of a problem with our liaison relationship than it was to run a relatively senior source within this terrorist group. The priority was avoiding a “flap” by not penetrating this terrorist organization.


Based on this direction, and after arguing the point long and hard, I met with the official and advised that we would not be establishing a relationship with him. It was, not surprisingly, a surreal conversation. I sat across the table from a man who had just spent days working out in his own mind how he could rationalize helping us against his own comrades and how he could help us save the lives of American citizens, and I had to tell him we were not interested in working with him. I suspect he walked out the door at the end of that meeting thinking that we deserved what was coming, that if we were not willing to lift a hand to defend ourselves, we probably should be destroyed.


The chief of station who instructed me to break contact was probably the single best chief for whom I ever worked. He had been in government service all his life, beginning with multiple combat tours in Vietnam. He did not tell me to walk away from the case because he didn’t care. He did not tell me to walk away because he didn’t understand what this source could do for us. He did it because he knew what headquarters would and would not support. He knew that no one was pressuring him to recruit terrorist sources. He knew that no one was going to stand behind him if he ran a high-risk op and it went bad. He understood that he was working without a net.


Donovan said, “If you fall, fall forward.” That had now become “Don’t fall.”


A few years ago, in a brief before an operation, I listened while the officer under my command who was running the op briefed the personnel involved. He concluded his remarks by saying something to the effect of “Remember, you may have to improvise. Anytime you go out on the street, something could go wrong.” 


The officer meant this comment as an eye-opener, a reminder to junior personnel that things do not always go as well in real life as they do in training. The comments were fine as far as they went, but I didn’t think they went far enough.


“Forget about the idea that things may go wrong,” I said. “Things will go wrong. Guaranteed. From the moment you hit the street, you will have to begin to modify your plan accordingly. Sometimes the problems will be minor. Sometimes they will be significant. Sometimes they will wreck your whole day. If you cannot accept that, don’t get out of bed in the morning. Pull the covers over your head, and stay where it’s safe.”


I don’t cite the examples above for the purpose of highlighting any particular contribution I may or may not have made during my career; I use them for the purpose of illustration only. I have no reason to think that the official with whom I met would have helped us avoid the attacks of September 11, 2001, although he may, in fact, have been involved in the run-up to other operations. What’s important is that there is nothing unique or special about these events. Every CIA ops officer who is worth his or her salt has had a myriad of similar experiences and has been prevented by political climate and bureaucracy from doing what has to be done. As demonstrated by the decision in 1998 to walk away from the attack on bin Ladin’s Tarnak Farms compound, we have let a lot of targets get away over the years, because someone in headquarters was uncomfortable with the potential downside of a proposed operation.11


The Directorate of Operations has its own unique culture. Part of that culture is the existence of a number of axioms and sayings, which are passed down from generation to generation like tribal lore. Many of them are trite. Most of them are also accurate.


One of the sayings that has been heard increasingly in recent years is as follows: “Big ops, big problems; little ops, little problems; no ops, no problems.”


What would Donovan think of that as a mantra?


Let’s make it plain and simple: No operation worth doing is without risk. If you go out on the street to conduct an operation, and there is no possible downside, then you are wasting your time on something that is not worth doing. We do not pay the men and women of the CIA to do what is safe and secure; somebody else can do that. We pay them to take risks, to steal what no one thinks can be stolen, to do the impossible.


That said, large organizations respond to broad messages. The bulk of the individuals in any organization are going to do what they are told and what they perceive to be career enhancing. If they see that they are rewarded for taking risks and employing creativity and audacity, they will respond in kind. If they see that those who are most conservative, risk averse, and cautious are promoted and moved up, they will follow that guidance instead.


A number of years ago, a good friend of mine was running an operation focused on the capture of a high-value target who, after staging an attack in which several Americans were killed, had taken refuge in a tribal area among members of his extended family. My friend was successful in locating the target but was hesitant to plan an assault on the area where the target was camping, because of the large number of civilians in the area and the risk of killing or wounding individuals who had no real association with terrorist activity.


Accordingly, with the help of native assets, my friend planned an op to make the extended family members who were providing sanctuary for the target believe that the watering hole they were using for their herd animals had become tainted and unsafe. The plan basically consisted of having an asset leave a dead animal in the watering hole so that it would appear it had died from contamination in the water. This was expected to lead the entire group camped near the watering hole to relocate immediately. Their route out of the immediate area where they were camped could be predicted, and there were numerous locations along the route where it was believed that a capture operation could be carried out successfully and with little risk of collateral damage.


This operation was killed by headquarters on legal grounds. Counsel in Washington DC concluded that we could not guarantee that the animal carcass that would be put in the watering hole would not contaminate the water. Further, counsel decided that if the water were contaminated and if someone did drink the water despite the presence of a dead animal in it we might unintentionally be responsible for illness and even death. This was judged to be an unacceptable level of risk, and the operation was scrubbed.


Keep in mind that the proposal in question was not to throw a dead animal into an otherwise pristine source of water. It was to put a dead animal in a muddy watering hole surrounded by a sea of animal and human waste in a part of the world where you get gastrointestinal problems of almost biblical proportions with breakfast every morning. Nor was the proposal to contaminate the water and not let anyone know about it. The animal carcass would be plainly visible, and there was no question in the minds of the local assets working with us on the op as to what the people camped near the watering hole would do when they saw it. They dealt with this kind of issue every day. They were not idiots—they would decamp in a hurry. Their animals were their lives, and they would not take any chances.


So, having tracked a key target to the ends of the earth and having put together a plan that almost certainly would have delivered the individual in question into our hands without loss of life, my friend was directed to stand down. Ultimately, the target was captured, though not for many more months, and in many other such cases we have not been so lucky.


In the aftermath of September 11, while the entire rest of the United States government spun in circles and a multibilliondollar defense establishment tried to figure out if it had the ability to strike back, the CIA stepped forward with an immediate plan to go into Afghanistan, destroy the Taliban and al-Qaeda, and kill or capture Osama bin Laden. Fifteen days later CIA officers, under the command of Gary Schroen, were on the ground inside Afghanistan.12 By late November al-Qaeda and the Taliban were crushed, and the terrorist safe haven in Afghanistan no longer existed. But for the unwillingness of the Bush administration to commit military troops on the ground when repeatedly requested to do so at Tora Bora, Osama bin Laden would also have been killed or captured.


The crushing of al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan was by any definition a brilliant success and one that ought to make us take a hard look at other elements of the U.S. government, such as the Pentagon, and examine whether they have the flexibility and creativity required to deal with the threat we are now facing. The men who put together and led the American invasion of Afghanistan and executed it so brilliantly represent what is best in the CIA and our nation.


So where are they now?


We are, as former president George W. Bush said so frequently, in a war against terrorism, an existential conflict that will determine whether we survive as a nation and, perhaps, whether Western civilization survives. The stakes could not be higher. One would be excused, I think, for supposing that we would take the top commanders who were responsible for our greatest victory to date in this war and elevate them to positions from which they could shape our overall strategy and pass on their knowledge and experience to officers under their command.


Gary Schroen had retired prior to September 11. Apparently, the CIA did not believe he had the necessary ability to be retained or that he had what it took to move higher in the ranks. As soon as the towers fell, he was almost immediately recognized as the one guy on the planet most capable of taking in the first team and securing the level of cooperation we needed from the Afghans. He was immediately brought back to active service, and he performed brilliantly. On a shoestring and a prayer, he took in the first team, and he laid the foundation for all the teams that followed.
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“A devastating portrait of the agency’s culture—
with details that only an insider would know.”
—David Ignatius, Washington Post columnist and author of best-selling Body of Lies
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