targets prior to September 11, but was unable to obtain Intelligence Community support
and resources for that effort:

Given all the other intelligence priorities, it would have been difficult at
that time within the [Intelligence Community] or the Department of
Defense to accept the kind of resource decisions that would have been
necessary to make our effort against the target more robust. NSA was
focused heavily on [a range of regional and global issues]. Our resources,
both human and financial, were in decline. Our efforts in 2000 to churn
money internally were not accepted by the Community; its reliance on
[signals intelligence] had made it reluctant to give it up].

The inability to realign Intelligence Community resources to combat the threat
posed by Usama Bin Ladin is a relatively direct consequence of the limited authority of
the DCI over major portions of the Intelligence Community. As former Senator Warren
Rudman noted on October 8, 2002 in his testimony before the Joint Inquiry: “You have a
Director of Central Intelligence who is also the Director of CIA; eighty-five percent of

[the Intelligence Community’s budget] is controlled by the Department of Defense.”

While the DCI has statutory responsibility that spans the Intelligence Community,
his actual authorities are limited to the budgets and personnel over which he exercises
direct control, i.e., the CIA, the Office of the DCI, and the Community Management
Staff. As former Congressman and House Intelligence Committee Chairman Lee
Hamilton stated in his testimony to the Joint Inquiry on October 3, 2002:

Currently, the Director of Central Intelligence, the leading intelligence
figure, as we all know, does not control but a small portion of his budget.
The DCI has, as I understand it, enhanced authority after 1997, and that
permits him to consolidate the national intelligence budget, to make some
trade-offs, but given the overwhelming weight of the Defense Department
in the process, that is of limited value.

The very phrase “Intelligence Community” is intriguing. It demonstrates
how decentralized and fragmented our intelligence capabilities are. . . .
The Intelligence Community is a very loose confederation. . . .

[T]he thing that puzzles me here is why we reject for the Intelligence
Community the model of organization that we follow in every other
enterprise in this country. We have someone at the head who has
responsibility and accountability. We accept that. But for some reason we
reject it when it comes to the Intelligence Community.
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