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FOR DEREK



We are a nation that has a government—not the other way around. And this makes us special among the nations of the Earth. Our government has no power except that granted it by the people. It is time to check and reverse the growth of government, which shows signs of having grown beyond the consent of the governed.

—RONALD REAGAN, Inaugural Address, January 20, 1981
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INTRODUCTION

THE FAILURE FACTORY

On June 12, 1987, President Ronald Reagan stood on the podium in front of the Brandenburg Gate near the hated Berlin Wall, which divided Communist East from free West. He declared: “General Secretary Gorbachev, if you seek peace, if you seek prosperity for the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, if you seek liberalization: Come here to this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, open this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall!” It was one of the most memorable speeches by a U.S. president, and amazingly, only two years later the Berlin Wall did come down. The sight of Germans knocking down that wall with sledgehammers is one of the most significant of the Cold War.

Yet this memorable line from the Reagan speech was almost never delivered. On three different occasions leading up to the speech, State Department bureaucrats, worried about offending the Communists in Russia, pressed the president and his aides as hard as possible within the councils of government to remove the quote from the speech. Reagan refused. The rest is history.

The U.S. government today is in crisis. The power of bureaucrats—unelected government officials—has grown wildly out of control. Although the United States has been governed by an ostensibly conservative administration for the past eight years, it is in fact dominated by left-liberal political activists and government bureaucrats with their own agenda. The officials, entrenched throughout the government, are supposed to follow the policies set by the administration the American people elected, but in fact they actively subvert those policies and programs. These unelected bureaucrats have undermined representative government.

Sadly, among the culprits are not just liberal Democrats but some so-called Republicans as well. They are all part of what the late Jeane Kirkpatrick called the “Blame America First crowd.” They view the United States, not America’s enemies, as the source of the world’s evils.

The crisis is leading to weakness, a lack of national purpose, and ultimately to war—not merely regional conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan that are the outgrowth of the war against Islamist extremism, but even a global conflict against the emerging power of the nuclear-armed Communist dictatorship in China and the many autocratic states and tyrannies that support it. Many strategists compare the current era to the 1930s, when Adolf Hitler was rising and leaders in the West failed to see and respond to the danger. Winston Churchill noted that World War II was the most unnecessary war in history. If only the leaders in the West at the time had had the will, foresight, and courage to take a firm stand, Hitler would have been stopped and the deaths of more than 72 million people could have been averted.

Today, a comparable threat is posed by Communist China, whose leaders have adopted a secret strategy to defeat the United States—with arms or without. And as in the 1930s, U.S. and allied leaders for several decades have sent all the wrong signals to a regime that is to blame for the deaths of at least 60 million of its own people.

Other dangers include a resurgent authoritarian Russia, still armed with nuclear weapons and bent on recovering the status of the lost Soviet empire. Then there is the radical clerical regime in Iran, which is intent on building nuclear weapons and the long-range missiles to deliver them, and is led by an Islamist zealot who has vowed to wipe Israel off the face of the earth. The rogue state of North Korea, with its 2006 demonstration of nuclear weapons and an arsenal of long-range missiles, poses a direct threat to the United States, and years of feck less negotiations promoted by government bureaucrats did little to promote disarmament but instead provided the failed totalitarian state with time and ultimately international legitimacy that it did not deserve.

The bureaucrats and careerists, officials at the upper and middle levels of government agencies, have adopted policies and programs set by liberal elites who view the United States, not America’s enemies, as the source of world evil. They are driven by their anti-American liberalism into constraining the United States from taking necessary action, whether it’s an exercise in hard power (military force) or in soft power (political or ideological influence).

The crisis of government bureaucracy is accelerating. At no other time has the need to reform the subversive nature of the system been more critical than now. The presidential election of 2008 will be a referendum on the excesses of government bureaucracy. On one side is the Democratic vision of Senator Barack Hussein Obama, a charismatic but misguided liberal with little experience who will allow his fellow liberal bureaucrats not only to preserve but actually to enhance their unelected power. On the other side is the moderate Republican senator John McCain, a combat veteran of Vietnam who understands the multiple crises facing the nation. He has shown that he does not fully understand the nature of the problem of government bureaucracy, though at least he knows that government red tape is holding back the country.

But the problems run much deeper. The vast network of bureaucrats and their enablers in the political class have had a devastating effect on American national security. The anti-American forces have:



[image: image]                  subverted get-tough policies toward our enemies Iran, North Korea, and Russia (ignoring Moscow’s creep back to totalitarianism and its growing anti-Americanism)

[image: image]                  undercut the U.S. position in the war on terrorism, preventing aggressive military, intelligence, and law-enforcement operations against Islamist extremist groups by undermining the national consensus that emerged after the 9/11 attacks for waging a global war against terrorism—instead shifting back to the ineffective law-enforcement–dominated approach of the Clinton administration

[image: image]                  overrun the power departments of the U.S. government, including the State Department, the Pentagon, the Justice Department, and the White House National Security Council

[image: image]                  populated the upper ranks of military with holdovers and sympathizers from the Clinton administration, including a generation of “Clinton generals” who have been schooled in political correctness and who vehemently oppose the administration’s conservative policies and programs

[image: image]                  blocked vitally needed reforms for U.S. intelligence agencies in the aftermath of intelligence failures related to September 11 and Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction programs—proving so resistant to reform that Congressman Pete Hoekstra, vice chairman of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, felt compelled to write, “I have been long concerned that a strong and well-positioned group within the [CIA] intentionally undermined the administration and its policies”

[image: image]                  politicized the FBI and other law-enforcement agencies, instituting politically correct policies and hamstringing prosecutions and investigations

[image: image]                  prevented much-needed domestic security programs through a misguided outreach program to Muslim groups that are covertly linked to the global Sunni extremist organization the Muslim Brotherhood

[image: image]                  prompted the rise of a new antiwar leftist movement that Democrats have exploited for political gain, with little or no regard for the potentially devastating consequences of a U.S.-led surrender in Iraq

[image: image]                  gutted American know-how through misguided business and trade policies, blocking aggressive security policies against states like China and Russia, which have stepped up efforts to steal or otherwise illicitly acquire U.S. technology and trade secrets

[image: image]                  appeased Communist China by controlling key positions related to Asian affairs within the U.S. government, including the State Department, the intelligence community, the Pentagon, the Justice Department, and the White House National Security Council; by some estimates, the U.S. national security community—military, diplomatic, and intelligence—have lost at least a decade in responding to counter the growing threat from China.
 




Blame America First

In order to accomplish the work of government, cadres of professional people are needed. The problem in the U.S. government is that misguided bureaucrats have come to dominate the entire system. Instead of following the policies and programs espoused by the elected president and vice president and their approximately 3,000 political appointee representatives, bureaucrats hold these elected and appointed officials in contempt. The bureaucrats believe they are the ones who should direct government and often take steps contrary to U.S national interests. These are the gray men and women who toil in obscurity but who mainly oppose conservatives, from Ronald Reagan to George W. Bush, and seek to quietly thwart their policies. They are the keepers of rice bowls—protecting their bureaucratic areas in mindless turf wars. Their modus operandi is to oppose all moves to action. But most of all they are frightened and vehemently oppose going on the offensive.

The main reason bureaucrats have accrued so much power is that they are civil servants who can’t be fired, unless arrested and jailed for major crimes. Their uppermost ranks can make upwards of $170,000 per year, plus annual all-but-guaranteed bonuses of $15,000 to $20,000. The top ranks become “senior executive service” or “senior intelligence service” officials.

They fear action, because it entails producing tangible and measurable results that could expose their failings and shortcomings. They fear risk, for risk can cause them trouble. They especially fear criticism, since criticism will force them to be held accountable for their work.

And most important, bureaucrats are resistant to change. “That’s not how we do things” is the bureaucrat’s frequent rejoinder to those directing their activities.

Aside from the bureaucrats there is also the political establishment class. Like the bureaucracy, the political class is infested with true believers of the political Left who show sympathy for nearly every anti-American group—Islamofascist terrorists, the Chinese Communists, the Cubans, the Iranians, and the North Koreans, among others. These are the elites who will not say a word against the rise of a leftist tyrant like Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez. They are the demoralizers, the accommodationists who favor appeasing all the rogues states and enemies of the United States. They are the defeatists—like those opposing the Iraq War.

In recent years this political class has become known primarily for expressing utter hatred for President George W. Bush, who was ill-served by those supposedly working for his administration. The political establishment has gone after not just Bush but also those appointees who dared to try to institute strong conservative policies that put American national security first, such as former United Nations ambassador John Bolton, who while in office spoke truth loudly in denouncing America’s enemies, from Fidel Castro to China’s Communist leaders. For his efforts, he was vilified by the liberals and bureaucrats and forced from office.

These attitudes and pathologies are not merely a nuisance to the function of government. They are dangerous. The defeatist, anti-American postures of these domestic opponents of the United States undercut all the tools of statecraft. They have limited the United States primarily to using the “kinetic” option of military power and prevented the use of the much-talked-about soft power. Bureaucrats and their allies in the political class favor feckless diplomacy—talking with enemies just to talk—that is undermining real diplomacy. The six-party talks with North Korea are a case in point. Six years of pressing the idea that it is better to talk than to apply real pressure has actually encouraged North Korea’s rogue regime to engage in worse behavior.

Liberals and bureaucrats in recent years have adopted the “MTV attitude” toward the use of public diplomacy. That is, they favor showing the world videos about American values rather that what is really needed: an offensive strategy and tactics designed to counter and ultimately defeat Islamist ideology. A real war of ideas, ultimately, represents the best hope for prevailing against the Islamist extremists, but the United States has utterly failed to adopt a policy to that end. Contributing to this failure are the Big Government Republicans who oppose aggressive information operations against terrorist enemies. The result of these policies is that seven years into the global war on terrorism, there is no comprehensive effort to use ideas against Islamist extremists, a fatal flaw that unless reversed will lead to defeat.

The Intelligence Mess

The Failure Factory is also responsible for the persistent shortcomings of the U.S. intelligence community. Despite annual spending of nearly $44 billion, the intelligence system remains broken because it is led by bureaucrats who oppose urgently needed reforms that would transform U.S. intelligence into an effective tool of statecraft. Despite numerous commissions and studies identifying needed changes, government leaders from the president to middle-level appointees still are denied the capacity to understand real threats facing the country. If we cannot even understand those threats, we cannot expect to stand up to them properly.

As the newly installed CIA director in 2004, Porter Goss tried to set rules for intelligence bureaucrats that would counter the outrageous anti-Republican, anticonservative positions that had come to pervade the agency. “As agency employees,” Goss stated, “we do not identify with, support or champion opposition to the administration or its policies.” The mere fact that Goss had to send such a note highlights the seriousness of the problem. Unfortunately, the bureaucracy turned on Goss, and eighteen months later, he resigned. The opponents of intelligence reform, the bureaucrats, were back in power at the CIA.

It was after the Goss purge that Congressman Hoekstra sounded the alarm about the “strong and well-positioned group within the agency” that was intentionally undermining the administration’s policies. He made his warnings in a letter to the president dated May 18, 2006. Hoekstra added, “This argument is supported by the Ambassador [Joseph] Wilson/Valerie Plame events, as well as by the string of unauthorized disclosures from an organization that prides itself with being able to keep secrets.”

The president apparently never took Hoekstra’s message to heart, because he named as Goss’s replacement a career intelligence bureaucrat, former National Security Agency director Michael V. Hayden. In the Valerie Plame matter, a career government prosecutor was allowed to operate freely in going after senior political appointees despite being notified early on in his investigation that the source of a leak of Plame’s CIA covert status had come from a liberal Republican in the number-two post at the State Department, Richard Armitage, and not from conservatives in the White House. Yet I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, Vice President Dick Cheney’s conservative national security adviser, became the target and victim of federal prosecutor Patrick Fitzgerald.

The Real Power

The liberal bureaucrats in the national security policymaking agencies and intelligence community have made America dangerously vulnerable to enemies like China, Russia, Iran, North Korea, Cuba, and Venezuela, as well as al Qaeda and its Islamist extremist allies. These enemies have identified the main U.S. strategic weakness: an inability to use nonmilitary elements of power makes the United States vulnerable to aggressive denial and deception. Thus, to counterbalance U.S. power, the main enemies of America are engaged in aggressive denial and deception activities—using lies and half-truths to deny their dangerous activities, whether it be Iran’s nuclear program, North Korea’s nuclear program, or China’s anti-U.S. military buildup.

The Failure Factory simply does not understand the need to take an aggressive, offensive posture against these programs, and therefore has gutted the country’s ability to use the tools of so-called soft power. Soft power is still power, and a strategic campaign to use this vital tool represents the greatest hope for advancing U.S. objectives in the world and countering our enemies’ efforts.

But now, thanks to the liberals and bureaucrats whose power continues to grow, the United States is sending dangerously wrong signals to both its friends and enemies. The message being conveyed is of U.S. weakness, indecision, and lack of will. That is discouraging friends abroad and, worse, encouraging enemies into possibly making a disastrous miscalculation in dealing with the United States. The danger that a global nuclear conflict will break out as the result of perceived U.S. weakness is real and growing, and must be reversed.

The loss of U.S. soft power is not the only danger. Our hard power as well is under assault. Liberal bureaucrats’ policies are severely eroding U.S. military capabilities, to the point that in the near future the United States may not be able to prevail in a conventional war. Misguided bureaucrats and their liberal supporters have engaged in drastic cuts in both forces and weapons systems with little or no regard for the negative effect they have on overall U.S. military power. In Iraq, politically correct policies imposed by lawyers have forced soldiers to use vague rules of engagement that leave troops questioning whether they can fire back when terrorists or insurgents shoot at them.

“The United States is facing the greatest crisis in the preservation of government of the people, by the people and for the people since the decades of the 1850s and 1860s,” said former House speaker Newt Gingrich in a speech in May 2008. “We find ourselves crippled by political correctness and incapable of having honest conversations about meeting the threats around the world.”

That crippling political correctness plagued President Bush’s administration. Many of the 3,000 political appointees the president chose for his administration were either Democrats left over from the Clinton administration or liberal Republicans who shared many of the Democrats’ views. By picking or keeping the wrong people, the president got the wrong policies. And American national security was severely undermined.

A new president will sweep into office at the beginning of 2009, and that leader will make thousands of political appointments that will profoundly shape America’s future course. But the real power—a power that until now has gone largely unnoticed—will remain within the Failure Factory.
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THREE BLIND MICE

THE UNTOLD STORY OF BUREAUCRATIC

BETRAYAL ON IRAN

On December 3, 2007, a remarkable event took place that changed the power structure in Washington in fundamental and very damaging ways. At a nondescript office building on K Street in Northwest Washington, reporters were called to take part in a background briefing where senior U.S. intelligence officials planned to announce the results of a new National Intelligence Estimate, or NIE.

NIEs are the U.S. intelligence analytical community’s most prized product. They are supposed to represent the consensus views of hundreds if not thousands of intelligence analysts and collectors. These personnel are spread out among the sixteen U.S. intelligence agencies, which in 2007 had a combined annual budget of $43.5 billion—more money than most countries spend on their entire national defense budgets.

Of course, by 2007, NIEs were no longer considered incontrovertible. First, a dysfunctional U.S. intelligence system had missed the threat and ultimate attacks of September 11, 2001. Then, to compensate for its failure in 2001, it falsely assumed that Iraq under Saddam Hussein had stockpiled weapons of mass destruction, without ever sending any agents of its own to check firsthand. The flawed 2002 NIE on Iraq’s WMD was used as one of the bases for the invasion of Iraq. Five years later, the credibility of the intelligence community lay in tatters.

But this lack of credibility was not much of an obstacle to the intelligence analysts responsible for the report presented at this background briefing. It was an opportunity, in fact.

As the intelligence officials outlined it for reporters on December 3, the NIE dramatically reversed a 2005 estimate that had concluded Iran was secretly building nuclear arms through its development of uranium enrichment capabilities, obtained from the Pakistani nuclear supplier network headed by Abdul Qadeer Khan, the father of Pakistan’s nuclear arms program. Directly contradicting that earlier report, the new estimate said that “we”—meaning all U.S. intelligence analysts—“judge with high confidence that in fall 2003, Tehran halted its nuclear weapons program.”

This conclusion was the lead item on the unclassified sheet of “key judgments” that the intelligence officials passed out at the briefing. Since it did not identify the sources of information used in reaching the judgments, the unclassified summary produced more questions than answers. But the report emphasized that NIEs are the most authoritative written judgments on national security issues, “designed to help U.S. civilian and military leaders develop policies to protect U.S. national security interests.”

It also took pains to distance the intelligence community from the flawed 2002 Iraq estimate—and, notably, from the 2005 NIE on Iran. The unclassified overview stated that a number of steps had been taken over the previous year and a half to improve the NIE process under the newly created Office of the Director of National Intelligence. The new and improved NIE process supposedly was designed to better check “source reporting and technical judgments” and to apply “more rigorous standards.”

But these claims were false.

The real story of the 2007 NIE on Iran has not been told. A close investigation reveals that while NIEs are supposed to reflect the views of the entire intelligence community, this 140-plus-page classified report was essentially the work of three liberal bureaucrats at the top of the intelligence food chain. And far from reflecting “more rigorous standards,” their report was an overtly politicized policy document. The tenets of intelligence analysis prohibit such policymaking.

These three liberal officials, all from the State Department bureaucracy, used the 2007 NIE to try to block what they regarded as an out-of-control president from threatening to use military force against the Iranian regime over its refusal to give up an illegal uranium-enrichment program. After claiming with “high confidence” that Iran had halted its nuclear weapons program in 2003, their report made a telling admission: “This NIE does not assume that Iran intends to acquire nuclear weapons.” Instead they said they had taken “full account of Iran’s dual-use uranium fuel cycle and those nuclear activities that are at least partly civil in nature.”

In other words, these biased analysts accepted at face value the claims of a radical Islamist regime and state sponsor of terrorism. Their goal was to spin the intelligence to cast doubt on Iran’s nuclear weapons development and promote the view of the liberal bureaucrats who argued Iran’s nuclear program was “civil” and not military in nature.

In pursuing their own policy agenda, this cabal of liberal intelligence officials undermined months and even years of international efforts to apply political and diplomatic pressure on the Iranian regime to give up an illegal nuclear weapons program. The analysts did so despite the fact that a nuclear-armed Iran would fundamentally change the balance of power in the Middle East and pose a major threat to the United States and its allies.

In the end, the December 3 meeting capped off one of the boldest power plays by unelected bureaucrats in American history. The analysts had sought to prevent an elected president from conducting the foreign policy of the United States. In the past that would have been considered treason.

And yet these three officials were never taken to task for their policy crimes. Indeed, they remained in their important posts, free to influence U.S. government policy.

Subversion

It would be fair to ask just how unelected bureaucrats gained enough power to be able to subvert the official policy of the United States. Sadly, this kind of subversion has been going on for years.

The term “bureaucrat” usually conjures the image of a bland paper pusher. There are certainly plenty of those within the federal government, which now has 1.7 million employees (and this figure doesn’t even include the 5 million federal contractors, many of whom are former government bureaucrats, and 1.4 million military personnel). But a relatively small number of activist bureaucrats, perhaps several hundred to several thousand, have real power, despite toiling in relative obscurity. They pose a serious threat to the United States and the world at large.

The biggest danger involves the professional bureaucrats within the national security and foreign policy establishment—especially in such key agencies as the State Department, the Defense Department, and the Justice Department, and on the White House executive staff. Many of them have their own agenda, one that is overwhelmingly dominated by the long-discredited left-liberal policies that came to dominate the worst of the Democratic Party in the 1960s and 1970s. Political polling data is not available, but experts estimate that the federal bureaucracy is overwhelmingly Democrat—perhaps as much as 90–95 percent Democrat.

Take the example of one newly hired U.S. intelligence analyst, a young woman in her twenties who was asked to describe the Venezuelan movement known as Bolivarism, whose leader is President Hugo Chávez. The analyst responded by saying simply that it was a “social justice movement.” Of course, Chávez is well known for his outspoken anti-Americanism, and his leftist Bolivarism has nothing to do with real social justice and everything to do with advancing Communist subversion throughout the Western Hemisphere. Chávez in 2007 praised the Colombian terrorist group FARC and called for them to be de-listed as international terrorists. All this was apparently lost on the analyst. “She was simply repeating what she had learned in school,” an astonished senior U.S. intelligence official said.

The democratic system is set up to support duly elected officials who are trying to implement policies according to the wishes of the American people, but unelected figures burrowing into the bureaucratic structure have upended this system. “That’s not how we do things” is the bureaucrats’ standard response when ordered to implement a policy by a “political,” as political appointees are called.

As a result, these bureaucrats have blocked or subverted many conservative policies that restored America to greatness during the administration of Ronald Reagan. Their very goal is to thwart these policies, in fact. The Hatch Act, passed it 1939, limits federal employees from engaging in partisan political activities, but the federal bureaucracy has nonetheless become incredibly politicized.

The subversive nature of the modern national security bureaucracy took root in the Kennedy administration. As defense secretary, former Ford automotive chairman Robert S. McNamara put in place much of the modern policy analysis and planning system used today by bureaucrats. His use of systems analysis was a quasiscientific approach to making decisions on such elements as force requirements, weapons systems, and other policy issues. The process used mainly civilians instead of military personnel, to avoid what McNamara feared was a bias of the military. Systems analysis basically meant considering every decision as broadly as possible while reducing complex problems to their component parts to make them easier to understand. But far from making objective decisions, McNamara’s aides, who became known as the “whiz kids,” used system analysis to support McNamara’s predetermined and misguided liberal policy goals.

McNamara used his corporate approach to systematize the bureaucracy and to cut off the generally conservative military from major policy analysis and decisions. For example, he developed the complex, long-term budgeting process that is still in use today, including the Five-Year Defense Plan. He also used draft presidential memorandums and other management reports to shape the president’s final decisions, which limited the ability of military leaders to communicate directly with the commander in chief.

The result today is a national security bureaucracy that remains steeped in the left-liberal political mindset when it comes to both formulating policy and planning it. Even those who sought to tame the bureaucracy, such as Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan, were unable to do so. Reagan’s conservative revolution brought down the Soviet Union and ended the Cold War, but the entrenched bureaucracy remained largely untouched by Reagan’s brand of conservatism.

The problem with George W. Bush’s administration was that it did little to counter the subversion. It was plagued by a combination of bad political appointees and the president’s unwillingness to press officials to support his policies, especially after the 2003 Iraq War and the failures of intelligence related to the September 11 attacks and the weapons of mass destruction in Iraq.

Those failures have proved costly—not only to Bush’s political fortunes but, more important, to U.S. national security.

The “Game Preserve”

The backstage story of the 2007 NIE on Iran reflects the extraordinary power unelected bureaucrats have grabbed for themselves, and the Bush administration’s inability (or refusal) to address the problem.

According to current and former intelligence and policy officials I spoke with, the three senior bureaucrats responsible for the estimate were Vann Van Diepen, a former State Department arms official who in 2006 became the National Intelligence Officer for Weapons of Mass Destruction; Thomas Fingar, who served in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence as deputy director of national intelligence for analysis and as chairman of the National Intelligence Council; and Kenneth Brill, another liberal State Department bureaucrat who was removed from his post as U.S. ambassador to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) but landed in the plum post of head of the newly formed National Counterproliferation Center, an interagency center.

The officials told me that the principal Iran NIE author was Van Diepen, who had last worked in an intelligence role in the 1980s, when he served in the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR). Van Diepen had repeatedly tried to block conservative efforts within the U.S. government to get tough on international arms proliferators like China and Russia, despite the fact that he was director of the State Department’s Office of Chemical, Biological, and Missile Nonproliferation for fourteen years.

In short, he resisted opportunities to prevent illegal weapons proliferation even though such prevention was his primary responsibility for a decade and a half.

Van Diepen was, like many others in the national security bureaucracy, devoted to toothless arms-control policies like the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. This put him at odds with the Bush administration’s national security policies. The administration rejected the ABM Treaty because it hindered the development of needed defenses against missile attack (and also because one of the two parties to the treaty, the Soviet Union, was now defunct). Thus Van Diepen clashed with hard-headed conservative realists, who believed that action was needed to prevent the spread of dangerous weapons.

Van Diepen’s perspective was not particularly surprising, given that he earned a master’s degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Defense and Arms Control Studies Program in 1983. The MIT program is known in conservative policy circles as a bastion of muddleheaded liberalism for the arms-control advocates who almost venerate the 1972 ABM Treaty.

Once ensconced in the State Department Nonproliferation Bureau, Van Diepen became the champion of what State arms-control bureaucrats called the “Game Preserve” approach to international arms control. Through his office he controlled sanctions against those who violated U.S. laws in spreading dangerous arms and technologies to rogue states. But he pointedly chose not to employ this vital tool for dealing with weapons proliferators.

Instead, the word went out that nations considered key strategic states were not to be punished under any circumstances. “We don’t hunt on the game preserve,” he told a coworker.

Those on Van Diepen’s “game preserve” included Russia and China, the most egregious violators of arms-proliferation norms. These countries would sell just about any weapon to anybody. Beijing, for example, supplied an endless stream of technology to Pakistan throughout the 1980s that ended up creating a new and highly unstable nuclear state. Van Diepen repeatedly let the Chinese off the hook for their arms sales to such rogue states as Iran, Syria, and North Korea by claiming that the Beijing government could not control the main exporters in China. But the fact is that the vast majority of all Chinese businesses are state-run and that the Communist system still in place has extensive controls on all arms and arms-related technology.

Russia, meanwhile, supplied large amounts of nuclear technology to Iran. But according to Van Diepen, Iran’s nuclear program was peaceful. This was not a conclusion he reached only after studying all the evidence in assembling the 2007 NIE. For years Van Diepen was a leading proponent of the false and misleading view that Iran’s nuclear effort was not aimed at building weapons, despite extensive evidence to the contrary.

According to officials who worked with them at State, Van Diepen and his boss—Assistant Secretary of State John Wolf, another entrenched liberal bureaucrat who worshiped at the altar of arms-control treaties—vigorously subverted U.S. counterproliferation law. The law required the State Department to implement legal sanctions on states and companies caught engaging in transfers of WMD and missiles, but “their preference was to continue the Clinton-era policies where the State Department dragged its feet and looked the other way on WMD sanctions cases,” one official told me.

One of the most flagrant examples of Van Diepen’s sabotage nearly got him removed from his post within the State Department’s Nonproliferation Bureau. It occurred early in Bush’s first term, as he defied an order from John Bolton, at the time undersecretary of state for arms control and international security.

One of Bolton’s main responsibilities was making sure the State Department followed U.S. nonproliferation laws that required sanctions to be imposed on rogue states like Iran and Syria for arms-proliferation activities. The liberal State Department bureaucrats hated these sanctions because they upset diplomacy and negotiations.

During a meeting with Van Diepen, Bolton ordered him to send a cable to U.S. ambassadors requiring them to inform host governments about the sanctions. Bolton was unusual for a senior official in that he personally read all the cables his nonproliferation office received and sent. The morning after the meeting he noticed that the cable he had ordered Van Diepen to send had been modified; the requirements put on the American ambassadors had been softened.

Bolton was furious and called Van Diepen into his office. “What are you doing?” he demanded to know. Van Diepen replied that he thought the order from Bolton was somehow “illegal,” which was why he modified it. A shouting match followed, and Van Diepen was dressed down and told never to make another unauthorized change to a cable. Aides to Bolton wanted Van Diepen fired, but firing was not Bolton’s style. The aides appealed to Bolton to at least file a formal letter admonishing Van Diepen, but the undersecretary also rejected that idea. Thus an opportunity to limit future damage caused by Van Diepen was missed.

The bureaucrats’ opposition to U.S. policy was so intense that Bolton was ultimately compelled to hire a lawyer from outside the department in order to force them to implement sanctions laws. In 2003, he brought on Stephen A. Elliott, a tough, no-nonsense lawyer for the Navy Department, as a legal adviser. Elliott worked with Bolton to counter the foot-dragging and outright opposition to enforcing U.S. sanctions laws within the division.

Something has gone very wrong when a high-level official appointed by the president of the United States and confirmed by the U.S. Senate must bring in an attorney to make intransigent subordinates carry out the official policy of the United States. But that is the mindset of the liberal bureaucrats entrenched in the federal government: though it is their responsibility to carry out U.S. policy, they will not only refuse to do so but will actually undercut that policy.

John Wolf, one of the most partisan opponents of the Bush administration’s foreign policy, captured this mindset when he defended Van Diepen by saying that he “wasn’t anti–President Bush, he was anti–John Bolton.” But again, Bolton was the man appointed by the president to carry out his policies; Wolf’s distinction was absurd, and telling.

Ultimately, a reorganization stripped Van Diepen of most of his office’s authority over missile proliferation. With his office gutted, he appealed to his longtime friend and fellow State Department intelligence analyst, Thomas Fingar, the government’s most senior intelligence analyst, who appointed Van Diepen to be the National Intelligence Officer for Weapons of Mass Destruction and Proliferation in February 2006.

Sleight of Hand

Like Vann Van Diepen, Fingar was a major proponent of the soft view on Iran. He rose to power in the intelligence structure as a China specialist. While at Stanford University he wrote his doctoral thesis on why the United States should provide high technology to China, a position opposed by almost all national security officials, since Beijing is relentlessly buying and stealing American know-how for its military buildup—a buildup that could eventually be used in a conflict with the United States. Fingar worked at Stanford from 1975 to 1986, as a senior research associate at the university’s Center for International Security and Cooperation and director of its U.S.-China relations program, both bastions of liberal policy advocacy.

Fingar’s perfidy was in evidence when he took part in a U.S. government–approved conference in China in September 2006 that included representatives of Beijing’s Ministry of State Security, which American counterintelligence officials say is stealing vast amounts of government and private-sector secrets. Fingar’s pro-China sentiments have clouded his view of the threat posed by Beijing. In 2005, Chinese General Zhu Chenghu threatened to use nuclear weapons against the United States. When asked about General Zhu’s inflammatory comment, Fingar dismissed concerns by saying, “They have their crazy generals too.” Thus he equated U.S. generals to China’s Communist military.

Fingar rose to prominence by a bit of sleight of hand related to the failed 2002 NIE on Iraq, which critics have falsely claimed was the entire basis for launching the Iraq War. The NIE stated that Iraq had stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons and was working to develop nuclear weapons. Fingar, as the State INR director, offered a “dissent” that he was later to ride to the top position for analysis within the Office of the Director of National Intelligence. Fingar wrote a State/INR “Alternative View of Iraq’s Nuclear Program” that appeared in a box in the 2002 estimate. It said that the assistant secretary of state for INR, namely Fingar, believed Saddam Hussein “is pursuing at least a limited effort to maintain and acquire nuclear weapons–related capabilities,” but argued that the activities detected did not add up to a compelling case that Iraq was currently pursuing “an integrated and comprehensive approach to acquire nuclear weapons.”

After the invasion of Iraq failed to turn up WMD, Fingar made it seem that he had challenged the entire prewar estimate. He carefully exploited this image as the lone dissenter on the Iraq NIE to catapult himself to his senior ODNI position.

But in fact Fingar did not offer a sweeping dissent to the 2002 estimate. His dispute with the report was limited to the issue of special metal tubes that Iraq had purchased. The U.S. Energy Department believed that these tubes were intended for centrifuge rotors, which would be used to make highly enriched uranium for bombs. Fingar, in contrast, believed the tubes, which were purchased without great secrecy, were probably for artillery rockets. That was the only basis for his skepticism on the Iraq WMD intelligence. He did not dissent from the estimate’s other assumptions related to Iraq’s chemical and biological weapons.

In any case, we have since learned that Saddam did intend to pursue “an integrated and comprehensive” WMD program. In January 2008, CBS’s 60 Minutes ran an interview with Saddam’s FBI interrogator, George Piro, who spent seven months with the former Iraqi dictator before his execution. Saddam told Piro that while the Iraqis had gotten rid of most of their weapons of mass destruction under United Nations pressure, he fully intended to produce WMD again someday. “The folks that he needed to reconstitute his program are still there,” Piro said. “He wanted to pursue all of WMD. So he wanted to reconstitute his entire WMD program,” including chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.

By the time that news came out, however, Fingar had long since taken over as chairman of the National Intelligence Council, which produces the NIEs. That is how the 2007 Iran estimate came to be written in conformity to the liberal, pacifist, pro–arms-control views of Fingar, Van Diepen, and the third key player, Kenneth Brill.

Going Native

While Fingar and Van Diepen became widely known for their role in the Iran NIE, another key drafter was Brill, a liberal arms-control proponent who distinguished himself for undermining American policies while serving as ambassador to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Officials who worked with Brill told me that he worked against the Bush administration at the Vienna posting and essentially “went native,” seeking to adopt the international organization’s feckless policies as those of the United States. He was a proponent of toothless concessions to the international organization that were tantamount to appeasement.

In 2004, when the Bush administration was trying to step up pressure on Iran through the international community, Brill was posted to the IAEA and refused to support Bolton’s efforts to place trusted U.S. representatives within the international organization. At one point, Bolton sent an aide to Vienna and Brill tried to block him from coming into the country. The situation reached a peak at a meeting at the State Department when Bolton confronted Brill over his actions and his failure to support the policy on Iran. In front of a group of State Department officials, Bolton told Brill that he was “playing too much tennis” and not doing the work that was needed. It was an extraordinary dressing-down of a senior diplomat.

Brill, like Fingar and Van Diepen, believed passionately that only international arms agreements, and never military or intelligence action, should be used to stop the spread of arms. He opposed Bolton’s Proliferation Security Initiative, the bold international grouping that sought to use international pressure in the form of maritime interdictions and other military pressure to stop the spread of deadly arms. Brill tried to block authorized high-seas interceptions, claiming falsely
that the intelligence wasn’t good enough to support the action. And
on Iran he was the softest of the bureaucrats’ soft-liners.

Brill’s performance at the IAEA was so bad that even liberal Republicans like Secretary of State Colin Powell and Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage refused to allow Brill to take up another ambassadorial posting. He was rescued by a former Foreign Service colleague, John Negroponte, who picked him to head the newly formed National Counterproliferation Center, the base from which he helped subvert U.S. policy on Iran’s nuclear program.

Officially, Fingar and Van Diepen claimed that Brill was not a major influence on the NIE on Iran. But other intelligence officials close to the process said Brill, as the head of the National Counterproliferation Center, played a major role in the estimate and made sure that the estimate reflected the soft-line views on the Iranian nuclear program that he shared with Fingar and Van Diepen.

When Negroponte appointed Brill to the National Counterproliferation Center, former Pentagon official Frank Gaffney wrote, “The last thing the United States needs at the pinnacle of the intelligence apparatus assigned to countering what is widely agreed to be the most dangerous threat of our time—the scourge and spread of weapons of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists and their state-sponsors—is someone whose past track record suggests that he misperceives the threat, opposes the use of effective techniques to counter it, and is constitutionally disposed to accommodate rather than defeat the proliferators.”

But that is what the United States got. And the 2007 NIE on Iran was the predictable consequence.

Defining Away the Iranian Threat

The Iran NIE left the bureaucrats with a major victory after years of battling conservative and liberal Republican political appointees
who had set out to implement the president’s policies. The victory was even sweeter in light of the fact that the liberal bureaucrats had opposed the policy decision to go to war with Iraq; they never favored using military forces to achieve political objectives. By pushing through their NIE asserting that Iran was not producing nuclear weapons, they erected a massive obstacle to any U.S. efforts to put pressure on the Islamist regime.

David Wurmser, a State Department official and a former aide to Vice President Dick Cheney, said that the NIE “smells of policy validation.

“These guys were State Department bureaucrats,” Wurmser said. “It is hardly surprising that they now use their new positions to try to prove they were right. One has to look at the agendas of the primary movers of this report, to judge how much it can really be banked on.”

The reaction of U.S. allies, especially in Europe, was one of anger. The governments of Britain, France, and Germany, which had been working their own
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