accountable while the battle still rages, disciplining or cashiering those
who fail to do their duty. So also do wise Presidents dispose of their
faltering generals under fire. Indeed, failures in wartime are traditionally
considered less excusable, and are punished more severely, than failures in

times of peace.

Nor should we forget that accountability has two sides. It is also a
core responsibility of all good leaders to reward those who perform well,
and promote them to positions of ever greater responsibility. In urging the
Intelligence Community to hold its employees accountable, the IC must
therefore both discipline those who fall down on the job and reward those

who have excelled.

For these reasons, it is disappointing to me that despite the Joint
Inquiry’s explicit mandate to “lay a basis for assessing the accountability
of institutions and officials of government” and despite its extensive
findings documenting recurring and widespread Community shortcomings
in the months and years leading up to September 11, the Joint Inquiry has
not seen fit to identify any of the individuals whose decisions left us so
unprepared. I urge President Bush to examine the Joint Inquiry’s findings
in order to determine the extent to which he has been well served by his

“generals” in the Intelligence Community.

Some have argued that we should avoid this issue of accountability

lest we encourage the development of yet more risk-aversion within the
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