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By the way, our colleagues should re-

call that overtime—the 11⁄2 times or 
more requirement of additional pay for 
those additional hours worked—pro-
vides an incentive for expanding com-
panies, to add new jobs, to replace old 
ones they have taken away, rather 
than paying the 11⁄2 times for that addi-
tional work they need. Employers have 
a choice. They can choose to pay over-
time instead of adding additional jobs. 
Overtime is good pay for those workers 
who want to earn more money. It is 
good for the economy because those ad-
ditional dollars they earn are almost 
always going immediately right into 
spending for needed products and serv-
ices. But it is also a good inducement 
for creation of new jobs to increase 
production. 

But even my Republican colleagues 
and evidently the Bush administration 
don’t want us to even have a vote on 
this amendment on what they are call-
ing a JOBS bill. They are also com-
plaining to my colleagues and me on 
this side of the aisle that we want to 
offer some other amendments to 
change this bill. Yes, we do. They say 
our amendments are not germane. 
That is legislative language for not 
being relevant, not related to the con-
tent of the bill we are considering. 
Overtime pay is certainly relevant to 
the people in Minnesota I represent—
police officers, firefighters, laborers, 
and nurses. 

Another amendment which Repub-
licans say is not germane would extend 
unemployment benefits. During the 
last 2 months alone 760,000 Americans 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits. That is no illusion. That is 
real-life hardship and pain for real 
Americans and for their families. 

I think the sponsors of this so-called 
JOBS Act should explain to those 
760,000 of their fellow citizens why re-
storing their unemployment benefits is 
not germane or is not relevant to their 
bill. I think those 760,000 Americans 
would then see clearly this so-called 
JOBS Act is not relevant to jobs—not 
to their jobs, not to restoring jobs, not 
to replacing jobs, not to preventing 
more jobs from being sent overseas. 

In fact, one of my amendments, 
which I think is highly germane, would 
eliminate the $36 billion for tax breaks 
for U.S. corporations for their overseas 
operations. Why in the world would we 
want to provide more tax incentives for 
U.S. corporations to create more jobs 
in other countries? We can’t prevent it, 
but we certainly shouldn’t encourage 
it. We shouldn’t use more American 
tax incentives to put more Americans 
out of work and add to budget deficits 
their children will have to pay for, if 
they are lucky enough to have jobs. 

My amendment would eliminate that 
lunacy. It will demand every dollar in 
this $114 billion of corporate tax cuts 
be justified according to one clear 
measure: How will it result in more 
jobs, new jobs, and restore jobs in the 
United States for our citizens now? Not 
maybe, not probably, not next month, 
but definitely and provably and now. 

That is the kind of JOBS Act Amer-
ica needs. That is the JOBS Act Ameri-
cans need, and they need it done now. 
People losing overtime need this bill 
now. People who have lost their unem-
ployment benefits need this bill now. 
People who are losing jobs still at this 
time in America overseas need this bill 
now—not the JOBS bill, but the one we 
want to amend to make a real jobs bill 
for America. 

I am for the majority leader bringing 
this bill back to the floor next Monday. 
We are scheduled to bring up welfare 
reform. That is an important subject. 
But the experts would tell me the No. 
1 key to the successful welfare program 
is a job at the end of the program. 

Let us bring the JOBS Act, so-called, 
back first and scrutinize every single 
dollar it proposes to spend for its job 
effect for Americans now. No more 
magic tricks. This is the time for hon-
est, truthful reality. Let us get to work 
starting next Monday in the Senate 
putting America back to work—all 
Americans. That would be real biparti-
sanship. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

OUTRAGEOUS CHARGES BY 
RICHARD CLARKE 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, in 
about 30 minutes or so, we will be clos-
ing. Before doing that, I want to spend 
a few minutes talking about an occur-
rence and a series of events over the 
course of the past week stemming from 
comments and testimony by a former 
State Department civil servant named 
Richard Clarke. 

In a book that is scheduled to be re-
leased for sale by the parent company 
of the CBS network, Mr. Clarke makes 
the outrageous charge that the Bush 
administration, in its first 7 months in 
office, failed to adequately address the 
threat of Osama bin Laden. There has 
been a fulminating in the media and by 
some Senators about this book. I want 
to take this opportunity to reflect a bit 
on this, because I am deeply disturbed 
by the charges that have been made by 
Mr. Clarke. I am disturbed, in part, by 
the way it has been handled by some of 
our colleagues and by the media itself. 

I am troubled by the charges. I am 
equally troubled someone would sell a 
book that trades on their former serv-
ice as a Government insider with ac-
cess to classified information, our Na-
tion’s most valuable intelligence, in 
order to profit from the suffering sur-
rounding what this Nation endured on 
September 11, 2001. 

I am troubled that Senators on the 
other side of the aisle are so quick to 

accept such claims. I am troubled that 
Mr. Clarke has had a hard time keeping 
his own story straight. I don’t person-
ally know Mr. Clarke—I have met 
him—although I take it from press ac-
counts that he has been involved in the 
fight against terrorism for the past 
decade. 

As 9/11 demonstrates, that decade was 
a period of growing peril, a period of 
unanswered attacks against the United 
States. It is self-serving, I believe, that 
Mr. Clarke asserts that the United 
States could have stopped terrorism if 
only the three Presidents he served had 
listened to Mr. Clarke. In fact, when 
Mr. Clarke was at the height of his in-
fluence as the terrorism czar for Presi-
dent Clinton, the United States saw 
the first attack on the World Trade 
Center, saw the attack on the U.S. Air 
Force barracks in Saudi Arabia, the at-
tacks on the two U.S. embassies in Af-
rica, the attack on the USS Cole, and 
the planning and implementation for 
the 9/11 attacks. 

The only common denominator 
throughout those 10 years of unan-
swered attacks was Mr. Clarke himself, 
a consideration that is clearly driving 
his effort to point fingers and to shift 
blame. He was the only common de-
nominator throughout that period. 

This pointing fingers, this shifting 
blame I will come back to because if we 
look at all the data and all the evi-
dence, it becomes the common theme. 

While the reasons may be open to de-
bate and discussion, the previous ad-
ministration’s response to these re-
peated attacks by al-Qaida was clearly 
inadequate—a few cruise missiles 
lobbed at some, at best, questionable 
targets. Al-Qaida could only have been 
encouraged by their record of success 
in the absence of a serious and a sus-
tained response by the United States 
during that period. 

After 10 years of policies that failed 
to decisively confront and to eliminate 
that threat from al-Qaida, Clarke now 
suggests that those first 7 months of 
the Bush administration is where the 
blame should lie. Again, after 10 years 
of attack after attack with an inad-
equate response, with Mr. Clarke being 
the common denominator, to put the 
blame almost entirely on the first 7 
months of the Bush administration to 
me is shifting blame and finger-point-
ing. 

What is interesting is that what we 
heard this week has not always been 
Mr. Clarke’s view of the events leading 
up to September 11. This week, a tran-
script was released of a press interview 
that Mr. Clarke gave in August of 2002, 
not that long ago. I will submit for the 
RECORD the full transcript, but I do 
want to cite a portion of this interview 
reviewing in glowing terms the policies 
of the Bush administration in fighting 
terrorism. I will be quoting exactly 
from the interview: 

Richard Clarke:
Actually, I’ve got about seven points. Let 

me just go through them quickly.

Again, these are Mr. Clarke’s words:

VerDate jul 14 2003 23:41 Mar 26, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26MR6.022 S26PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3208 March 26, 2004
The first point, I think the overall point is, 

there was no plan on Al Qaeda that was 
passed from the Clinton administration to 
the Bush administration.

No plan. 
Mr. Clarke’s words:
Second point is that the Clinton adminis-

tration had a strategy in place, effectively 
dating from 1998. And there were a number of 
issues on the table since 1998. And they re-
mained on the table when that administra-
tion went out of office—issues like aiding the 
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, changing 
our Pakistan policy, changing our policy to-
wards Uzbekistan. And in January 2001, the 
incoming Bush administration was briefed 
on the existing strategy. They were also 
briefed on these series of issues that had not 
been decided on in a couple of years.

Mr. Clarke continues, using his exact 
words:

And the third point is the Bush adminis-
tration decided then, you know, mid-Janu-
ary, to do two things. One, vigorously pursue 
the existing policy, including all of the le-
thal covert action findings, which we’ve now 
made public to some extent.

And the point is, while this big review was 
going on, there were still in effect, the lethal 
findings were still in effect. The second thing 
the administration decided to do is to ini-
tiate a process to look at those issues which 
had been on the table for a couple of years 
and get them decided. 

So, point five, that process which was ini-
tiated in the first week in February, decided 
in principle, in the spring to add to the exist-
ing Clinton strategy and to increase CIA re-
sources, for example, for covert action, five-
fold, to go after Al Qaeda. 

The sixth point, the newly-appointed depu-
ties—and you had to remember, the deputies 
didn’t get into office until late March, early 
April. The deputies then tasked the develop-
ment of the implementation details of these 
new decisions that they were endorsing, and 
sending out to the principals.

I am still reading verbatim through 
the interview. His words:

Over the course of the summer—last 
point—they developed implementation de-
tails, the principals met at the end of the 
summer, approved them in their first meet-
ing, changed the strategy by authorizing the 
increase in funding five-fold, changing the 
policy on Pakistan, changing the policy on 
Uzbekistan, changing the policy on the 
Northern Alliance assistance. 

And then changed the strategy from one of 
rollback with Al Qaeda over the course [of] 
five years, which it had been, to a new strat-
egy that called for the rapid elimination of 
Al Qaeda. This is in fact the time line.

Those are the words of Richard 
Clarke during a series of questions I 
will make a part of the RECORD. I will 
take the final question, in the interest 
of time, to Mr. Clarke. Question:

You’re saying that the Bush administra-
tion did not stop anything that the Clinton 
administration was doing while it was mak-
ing the decisions, and by the end of the sum-
mer had increased money for covert action 
five-fold. Is that correct?

Mr. Clarke’s answer:
All of that’s correct.

Madam President, I went through the 
interview in detail like that because 
you can see clearly how out of sync it 
is. It is almost just the opposite of 
what he said this week, and it is impor-
tant for us to understand, if we are 
going to look at Mr. Clarke’s credi-

bility, this juxtaposition, this contrast, 
how dissimilar to what comes out of 
his mouth it actually is. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. FRIST. This is not the only ac-

count in which Mr. Clarke changes his 
story. In lengthy testimony before the 
congressional joint inquiry that re-
viewed the events surrounding the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, Mr. Clarke is equal-
ly effusive in his praise for his actions 
of the Bush administration. It is my 
hope we will be able to get that testi-
mony declassified. That request has 
been made so all Senators may review 
it and discuss it as well. But it is effu-
sive praise under oath. 

I do not know what Mr. Clarke’s mo-
tive is. I have no earthly idea what his 
motive for these charges is. Is it per-
sonal gain? Is it partisan gain? Is it in 
some way personal profit? Is it animus 
because of his failure to win a pro-
motion with the Bush administration? 
I just do not know. None of us is going 
to ever know. But one thing is clear, 
and that is his motive could not pos-
sibly be to bring clarity or true under-
standing of how we avoid future Sep-
tember 11 attacks. 

There are five points I would like to 
make, five points that I find absolutely 
inexplicable about Mr. Clarke’s per-
formance this past week. I have waited 
to come to the floor until the end of 
the week because I couldn’t really be-
lieve what Mr. Clarke was saying, 
based on what we know of his past per-
formance and his participation in the 
former administration. I wanted to 
have time, and I will make these five 
points in a quick fashion. 

Point No. 1: In an e-mail to the Na-
tional Security Adviser 4 days after the 
September 11 attacks, Mr. Clarke ex-
pressed alarm that ‘‘when the era of 
national unity begins to crack’’ an ef-
fort to assign responsibility for the 9/11 
attacks will begin. 

Mr. Clarke, in the e-mail, then pro-
ceeds to lay out in detail a defense of 
his own personal actions before the at-
tack and those of the entire adminis-
tration, all of that spelled out in the e-
mail. 

Mr. Clarke clearly, when we look at 
his e-mail, was consumed by the desire 
to dodge any blame for the 9/11 attacks; 
while at the very same moment res-
cuers were still searching the rubble at 
the site of the World Trade Center 
looking for survivors, he was looking 
for some way to dodge blame for him-
self. In my mind, this offers some in-
sight, maybe even perfect insight, as to 
what drove him to write his book. 

The second point, in August 2002, the 
interview I read, Mr. Clarke gave a 
thorough account of the Bush adminis-
tration’s very proactive policy against 
al-Qaida. When presented with that 
interview, Mr. Clarke tries to explain 

away that media performance, the 
interview itself, by suggesting, well, I 
just gave the interview in that way as 
a loyal servant to the administration. 

A loyal administration official? Does 
Mr. Clarke understand the gravity of 
the issues this body, we in the Con-
gress, the United States, is facing as 
we review through that 9/11 Commis-
sion the gravity of the charges that 
have been made by him? 

If in the summer of 2001 he saw the 
threat from al-Qaida as grave as he 
now says it was, and if he found the re-
sponse of the administration so inad-
equate, as he now says it was, why did 
he wait until Sunday, March 21 of 2004 
to make his concerns known? It simply 
does not make sense. 

There is not a single public record of 
Mr. Clarke making any objection what-
soever in the period leading up to or 
following the 9/11 attacks. There is 
nothing in the public record. There is 
no threat from him to resign. There is 
no public protest. There is no plea to 
the President, to the Congress, to the 
public to heed the advice he now says 
was ignored. 

If Mr. Clarke held his tongue because 
he was loyal, then shame on him for 
putting policies above principle, but if 
he is manufacturing these charges for 
some sort of personal profit or some 
sort of political gain, he is a shame to 
this Government. Fortunately, I have 
not had the opportunity to work with 
such an individual who would write so-
licitous and self-defending e-mails to 
his supervisor, the national security 
adviser, and then by his own admission 
lie to the press out of some self-con-
ceived notion of loyalty, to reverse 
himself on all accounts for the sale of 
a book, a book which obviously is very 
popular. It is selling now as I speak. 

The third point I would like to make 
is Mr. Clarke told two entirely dif-
ferent stories under oath. In July 2002, 
in front of the congressional joint in-
quiry on the September 11 attacks, Mr. 
Clarke said under oath the administra-
tion actively sought to address the 
threat posed by al-Qaida during its 
first 7 months in office. 

It is one thing for Mr. Clarke to dis-
semble in front of the media, in front 
of the press, but if he lied under oath 
to the Congress, it is a far more serious 
matter. As I mentioned, the Intel-
ligence Committee is seeking to have 
Mr. Clarke’s previous testimony de-
classified so as to permit an examina-
tion of Mr. Clarke on the two differing 
accounts. Loyalty to any administra-
tion will be no defense if it is found he 
has lied before Congress. 

Fourth, notwithstanding Mr. 
Clarke’s efforts to use his book first 
and foremost to redirect, to shift 
blame, to shift attention from himself, 
it is also clear Mr. Clarke and his pub-
lisher did adjust the release date of his 
book in order to make maximum gain 
from the publicity around the 9/11 hear-
ings. 

Assuming the controversy around 
this series of events does, in fact, drive 
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the sales of his book, Mr. Clarke will
make a lot of money for exactly what 
he has done. 

I personally find this to be an appall-
ing act of profiteering, of trading on in-
sider access to highly classified infor-
mation and capitalizing upon the trag-
edy that befell this Nation on Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

Mr. Clarke must renounce any plan 
to personally profit from this book. 

Finally, it is understandable why 
some of the families who lost loved 
ones on that tragic and horrible day, 
September 11, find Mr. Clarke’s per-
formance this week appealing. The 
simple answers to a terrible tragedy, to 
the very human desire to find an an-
swer of why, to help explain why on 
that beautiful fall day 21⁄2 years ago a 
series of events shattered their lives 
forever. 

In his appearance before the 9/11 
Commission, Mr. Clarke’s theatrical 
apology on behalf of the Nation was 
not his right, was not his privilege, and 
was not his responsibility. In my view, 
it was not an act of humility but it was 
an act of arrogance and manipulation. 

Mr. Clarke can and will answer for 
his own conduct, but that is all. Re-
gardless of Mr. Clarke’s motive or what 
he says or implies in his new book, the 
fact remains this terrible attack was 
not caused by the Government of the 
United States of America. No adminis-
tration was responsible for the attack. 
Our Nation did not invite the attack. 
The attack on 9/11 was the evil design 
of a determined and hate-filled few who 
slipped through the defenses of a na-
tion, a nation that treasures its free-
doms, that treasures its openness, that 
treasures its convenience. That our de-
fenses failed is cause enough to review 
the sequence of events leading up to 
that awful day, and we must and will 
understand how to do better, balancing 
our determination to protect our Na-
tion with that equal resolve to protect 
our liberties. 

The answer to Mr. Clarke’s—and I 
clearly feel they are self-serving—
charges is that, in fact, we all bear 
that responsibility, and we recognize 
that. Every one of us who served in 
Government before and at the time of 
the 9/11 attacks also has the responsi-
bility to do our best to avoid such trag-
edy in the future. If we are to learn 
lasting lessons from the examination of 
the 9/11 attacks, it must be toward this 
end, not an exercise in finger pointing, 
not an exercise in blame shifting, not 
an exercise in political score settling.

EXHIBIT 1 
TRANSCRIPT: CLARKE PRAISES BUSH TEAM IN 

’02 
(WASHINGTON.—The following transcript 

documents a background briefing in early 
August 2002 by President Bush’s former 
counterterrorism coordinator Richard A. 
Clarke to a handful of reporters, including 
Fox News’ Jim Angle. In the conversation, 
cleared by the White House on Wednesday 
for distribution, Clarke describes the 
handover of intelligence from the Clinton ad-
ministration to the Bush administration and 
the latter’s decision to revise the U.S. ap-

proach to Al Qaeda. Clarke was named spe-
cial adviser to the president for cyberspace 
security in October 2001. He resigned from 
his post in January 2003.) 

RICHARD CLARKE. Actually, I’ve got about 
seven points, let me just go through them 
quickly. Um, the first point, I think the 
overall point is, there was no plan on Al 
Qaeda that was passed from the Clinton ad-
ministration to the Bush Administration. 

Second point is that the Clinton adminis-
tration had a strategy in place, effectively 
dating from 1998. And there were a number of 
issues on the table since 1998. And they re-
mained on the table when that administra-
tion went out of office—issues like aiding the 
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, changing 
our Pakistan policy—uh, changing our policy 
toward Uzbekistan. And in January 2001, the 
incoming Bush administration was briefed 
on the existing strategy. They were also 
briefed on these series of issues that had not 
been decided on in a couple of years. 

And the third point is the Bush adminis-
tration decided then, you know, in late Jan-
uary, to do two things. One, vigorously pur-
sue the existing policy, including all of the 
lethal covert action findings, which we’ve 
now made public to some extent. 

And the point is, while this big review was 
going on, there were still in effect, the lethal 
findings were still in effect. The second thing 
the administration decided to do is to ini-
tiate a process to look at those issues which 
had been on the table for a couple of years 
and get them decided. 

So, point five, that process which was ini-
tiated in the first week in February, uh, de-
cided in principle, uh in the spring to add to 
the existing Clinton strategy and to in 
crease CIA resources, for example, for covert 
action, five-fold, to go after Al Qaeda. 

The sixth point, the newly-appointed depu-
ties—and you had to remember, the deputies 
didn’t get into office until late Mach, early 
April. The deputies then tasked the develop-
ment of the implementation details, uh, of 
these new decisions that they were endors-
ing, and sending out to the principals. 

Over the course of the summer—last 
point—they developed implementation de-
tails, the principals met at the end of the 
summer, approved them in their first meet-
ing, changed the strategy by authorizing the 
increase in funding five-fold, changing the 
policy on Pakistan, changing the policy on 
Uzbekistan, changing the policy on the 
Northern Alliance assistance. 

And then changed the strategy from one of 
rollback with Al Qaeda over the course of 
five years, which it had been, to a new strat-
egy that called for the rapid elimination of 
Al Qaeda. That is in fact the timeline. 

QUESTION. When was that presented to the 
president? 

CLARKE. Well, the president was briefed 
throughout this process. 

QUESTION. But when was the final Sep-
tember 4 document? (Interrupted.) Was that 
presented to the president? 

CLARKE. The document went to the presi-
dent on September 10, I think. 

QUESTION. What is your response to the 
suggestion in the [Aug. 12, 2002] Time [maga-
zine] article that the Bush administration 
was unwilling to take on board the sugges-
tion made in the Clinton administration be-
cause of animus against the—general animus 
against the foreign policy? 

CLARKE. I think if there was a general ani-
mus that clouded their vision, they might 
not have kept the same guy dealing with ter-
rorism issue. This is the one issue where the 
National Security Council leadership decided 
continuity was important and kept the same 
guy around, the same team in place. That 
doesn’t sound like animus against uh the 
previous team to me. 

JIM ANGLE. You’re saying that the Bush 
administration did not stop anything that 
the Clinton administration was doing while 
it was making these decisions, and by the 
end of the summer had increased money for 
covert action five-fold. Is that correct? 

CLARKE. All of that’s correct. 
ANGLE. OK. 
QUESTION. Are you saying now that there 

was not only a plan per se, presented by the 
transition team, but that it was nothing 
proactive that they had suggested? 

CLARKE. Well, what I’m saying is, there are 
two things presented. One, what the existing 
strategy had been. And two, a series of 
issues—like aiding the Northern Alliance, 
changing Pakistan policy, changing Uzbek 
policy—that they had been unable to come 
to um, any new conclusions, um, from ’98 on. 

QUESTION. Was all of that from ’98 on or 
was some of it—— 

CLARKE. All of those issues were on the 
table from ’98 on. 

ANGLE. When in ’98 were those presented? 
CLARKE. In October of ’98. 
QUESTION. In response to the Embassy 

bombing? 
CLARKE. Right, which was in September. 
QUESTION. Were all of those issues part of 

alleged plan that was late December and the 
Clinton team decided not to pursue because 
it was too close to—— 

CLARKE. There was never a plan, Andrea. 
What there was was these two things: One, a 
description of the existing strategy, which 
included a description of the threat. And 
two, those things which had been looked at 
over the course of two years, and which were 
still on the table. 

QUESTION. So there was nothing that devel-
oped, no documents or new plan of any sort? 

CLARKE. There was no new plan. 
QUESTION. No new strategy—I mean, I 

don’t want to get into a semantics——
CLARKE. Plan, strategy—there was no, 

nothing new. 
QUESTION. ’Til late December, devel-

oping——
CLARKE. What happened at the end of De-

cember was that the Clinton administration 
NSC principles committee met and once 
again looked at the strategy, and once again 
looked at the issues that they had brought, 
decided in the past to add to the strategy. 
But they did not at that point make any rec-
ommendations. 

QUESTION. Had those issues evolved at all 
from October of ’98 ’til December of 2000? 

CLARKE. Had they evolved? Um, not appre-
ciably. 

ANGLE. What was the problem? Why was it 
so difficult for the Clinton administration to 
make decisions on those issues? 

CLARKE. Because they were tough issues. 
You know, take, for example, aiding the 
Northern Alliance. Um, people in the North-
ern Alliance had a, sort of bad track record. 
There were questions about the government, 
there were questions about drug-running, 
there was questions about whether or not in 
fact they would use the additional aid to go 
after Al Qaeda or not. Uh, and how would 
you stage a major new push in Uzbekistan or 
somebody else or Pakistan to cooperate? 

One of the big problems was that Pakistan 
at the time was aiding the other side, was 
aiding the Taliban. And so, this would put, if 
we started aiding the Northern Alliance 
against the Taliban, this would have put us 
directly in opposition to the Pakistani gov-
ernment. These are not easy decisions. 

ANGLE. And none of that really changed 
until we were attacked and then it was——

CLARKE. No, that’s not true. In the spring, 
the Bush administration changed—began to 
change Pakistani policy, um, by a dialogue 
that said we would be willing to lift sanc-
tions. So we began to offer carrots, which 
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made it possible for the Pakistanis, I think, 
to begin to realize that they could go down 
another path, which was to join us and to 
break away from the Taliban. So that’s real-
ly how it started. 

QUESTION. Had the Clinton administration 
in any of its work on this issue, in any of the 
findings or anything else, prepared for a call 
for the use of ground forces, special oper-
ations forces in any way? What did the Bush 
administration do with that if they had? 

CLARKE. There was never a plan in the 
Clinton administration to use ground forces. 
The military was asked at a couple of points 
in the Clinton administration to think about 
it. Um, and they always came back and said 
it was not a good idea. There was never a 
plan to do that. 

(Break in briefing details as reporters and 
Clarke go back and forth on how to source 
quotes from this backgrounder.) 

ANGLE. So, just to finish up if we could 
then, so what you’re saying is that there was 
no—one, there was no plan; two, there was 
no delay; and that actually the first changes 
since October of ’98 were made in the spring 
months just after the administration came 
into office? 

CLARKE. You got it. That’s right. 
QUESTION. It was not put into an action 

plan until September 4, signed off by the 
principals? 

CLARKE. That’s right. 
QUESTION. I want to add though, that 

NSPD—the actual work on it began in early 
April. 

CLARKE. There was a lot of in the first 
three NSPDs that were being worked in par-
allel. 

ANGLE. Now the five-fold increase for the 
money in covert operations against Al 
Qaeda—did that actually go into effect when 
it was decided or was that a decision that 
happened in the next budget year or some-
thing? 

CLARKE. Well, it was gonna go into effect 
in October, which was the next budget year, 
so it was a month away. 

QUESTION. That actually got into the intel-
ligence budget? 

CLARKE. Yes it did. 
QUESTION. Just to clarify, did that come up 

in April or later? 
CLARKE. No, it came up in April and it was 

approved in principle and then went through 
the summer. And you know, the other thing 
to bear in mind is the shift from the rollback 
strategy to the elimination strategy. When 
President Bush told us in March to stop 
swatting at flies and just solve this problem, 
then that was the strategic direction that 
changed the NSPD from one of rollback to 
one of elimination. 

QUESTION. Well can you clarify something? 
I’ve been told that he gave that direction at 
the end of May. Is that not correct? 

CLARKE. No, it was March. 
QUESTION. The elimination of Al Qaeda, get 

back to ground troops—now we haven’t com-
pletely done that even with a substantial 
number of ground troops in Afghanistan. 
Was there, was the Bush administration con-
templating without the provocation of Sep-
tember 11th moving troops into Afghanistan 
prior to that to go after Al Qaeda? 

CLARKE. I can not try to speculate on that 
point. I don’t know what we would have 
done. 

QUESTION. In you judgment, is it possible 
to eliminate Al Qaeda without putting 
troops on the ground? 

CLARKE. Uh, yeah, I think it was. If we’d 
had Pakistani, Uzbek and Northern Alliance 
assistance.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO HOOSIER ESSAY 
CONTEST WINNERS 

∑ Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today I 
wish to share with my colleagues the 
winners of the 2003–2004 Dick Lugar/In-
diana Farm Bureau/Farm Bureau In-
surance Companies Youth Essay Con-
test. 

In 1985, I joined with the Indiana 
Farm Bureau to sponsor an essay con-
test for 8th grade students in my home 
state. The purpose of this contest was 
to encourage young Hoosiers to recog-
nize and appreciate the importance of 
Indiana agriculture in their lives and 
subsequently, craft an essay respond-
ing to the assigned theme. I, along 
with my friends at the Indiana Farm 
Bureau and Farm Bureau Insurance 
Companies, am pleased with the annual 
response to this contest and the qual-
ity of the essays received over the 
years. 

I congratulate Elizabeth A. Mercer, 
of Boone County, and Eric Webb, of 
Johnson County, as winners of this 
year’s contest, and I ask that the com-
plete text of their respective essays for 
the RECORD. Likewise, I ask that the 
names of all of the district and county 
winners of the 2003–2004 Dick Lugar/In-
diana Farm Bureau/Farm Bureau In-
surance Companies Youth Essay Con-
test. 

The material follows:
GROCERY SHOPPING STARTS ON HOOSIER 

FARMS 
(By Elizabeth A. Mercer—Boone County) 
Indiana farms have a part in many food 

items around the world. Without farmers our 
country, even our world, would be starving. 
In the past, I knew that farmers were a big 
part of the ‘‘Food Chain.’’ Being a daughter 
of a farmer, I have learned that farmers 
begin the ‘‘Food Chain.’’ 

Starting my journey through the grocery 
store, I realize Hoosier farms are in all parts 
of the store. In the produce section, Hoosier 
farms raise celery, carrots, broccoli, cab-
bage, green beans, lettuce, peas, squash, cu-
cumbers, zucchini, sweet corn, apples, pota-
toes, watermelons, cantaloupe, strawberries, 
tomatoes, and pumpkins. Produce grown by 
Indiana farmers is a crop, which adds value 
and income to their farming operation. 

Another section of the grocery store is the 
meat section. Meats produced in Indiana are 
beef, pork, chicken, turkey, elk, buffalo, 
sheep, fish, and duck. Indiana is the number 
one state in the USA for duck production. 

In the baking aisle corn syrup, corn meal, 
and corn oil are produced from corn of Indi-
ana farmers. Half of Indiana’s corn is raised 
for animal feed. A large portion of the re-
mainder is used to produce high fructose 
corn syrup. Corn syrup is used in soft drinks, 
fruit juices, sport drinks, and canned fruits. 

Indiana soybeans are processed into soy-
bean oil. Soybean oil is used in many baked 
goods such as breads, cakes, snack cakes, 
chips, and cookies. 

Wheat grown in Indiana is soft red winter 
wheat. Contrary to popular belief, bread is 
not made from Indiana wheat. Indiana wheat 
is used to produce pastas. 

From now on, when I walk through the 
grocery store I will know Hoosier farms have 
made a difference in the food supply for our 
country and our world. I am proud to say, 
‘‘My dad is a Hoosier farmer.’’ 

GROCERY SHOPPING STARTS ON HOOSIER 
FARMS 

(By Eric Webb—Johnson County) 
Mom was planning the usual week’s meals, 

which meant the dreaded trip to the grocery. 
I went with mom and we started down the 
aisles. As we were putting the items in the 
cart, I noticed that several of the items were 
from Indiana farms. This surprised me a lot. 
I thought all of the items that may family 
got were imported. 

You could almost group these items by 
meal. For breakfast, you could have Walker 
eggs from the Johnson County area. You can 
add some Emege ham for an omelette. For 
lunch, you can enjoy Perdue chicken with 
homegrown tomatoes on two slices of Won-
der bread. You can then wash it down with 
some Maplehurst milk. For dinner, you can 
have steak, corn, fresh green beans and won-
derful seedless watermelons or cantaloupe. 
Let us not forget the late night snack of 
Orville Redenbacher popcorn while watching 
a movie. These items represent some of 
Johnson County’s, as well as other Indiana 
county’s products. 

Other Indiana farm products that can be 
found in local groceries include Roseacre 
Farm eggs, the world’s largest producer, and 
Adrian Orchard apples. With Halloween and 
Thanksgiving approaching, do not forget 
about Waterman’s Market pumpkins and hot 
apple cider, Brown County apple butter and 
special fresh turkey from Jasper’s Sager 
Turkey farm. 

In conclusion, I have only skimmed the 
surface of the products available from Indi-
ana farmers. Indiana has more to offer than 
corn and soybeans. The next time you are 
shopping, look around and see how easy it is 
to buy Indiana products and enjoy an old 
fashion Hoosier meal. 

2003–04 DISTRICT ESSAY WINNERS 

District 1: Zachariah Surfus (Starke Co.) 
and Amy Ver Wey (Lake Co.). 

District 2: Daniel Peppler (Allen Co.) and 
Lindsay Shutt (Allen Co.). 

District 3: Sean Smith (Cass Co.) and Au-
tumn Cooper (Newton Co.). 

District 4: Patrick Ritchie (Wells Co.) and 
Cindy Muhlenkamp (Jay Co.). 

District 5: Keith Trusty (Morgan Co.) and 
Elizabeth Mercer (Boone Co.)* (State Win-
ner). 

District 6: Kyle Jacobs (Hancock Co.) and 
Aprill Schelle (Henry Co.). 

District 7: Bradley Otero (Martin Co.) and 
Audrey Maddox (Lawrence Co.). 

District 8: Eric Webb (Johnson Co.)* (State 
Winner) and Vanessa Small (Bartholomew 
Co.). 

District 9: Braxton Williams (Posey Co.) 
and Jamie Frank (Spencer Co.). 

District 10: Ethan Wilson (Jackson Co.) 
and Samantha LaMaster (Scott Co.). 

2003–2004 COUNTY ESSAY WINNERS 

Allen: Daniel Peppler and Lindsay Shutt. 
Bartholomew: Steven Day and Vanessa 

Small. 
Benton: Scott Williams. 
Boone: Bailey Keith and Elizabeth Mercer. 
Cass: Sean Smith and Kimberly Champ. 
Clay: Brandon Blackburn and Kayla 

Baumgartner. 
Clinton: Eric Myers. 
Dearborn: Joe Bischoff and Amber 

Shumate. 
Decatur: Cody Sanders. 
DeKalb: Stephen Boviall and Shannon 

O’Rear. 
Dubois: Jake Whitsitt and Kelsey 

Vonderheide. 
Fayette: Matt Sterling and Jerica Moore. 
Franklin: Tyler Ripperger and Michelle 

Willhelm. 
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