twfake

January 31,2002 1:41 PM

TO: Jim Haynes
- Doug Feith

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ;2(_?

SUBJECT: Canadato GTMQO

1 have told Condi that the Canadians can send someone down to GTMO.

I think we ocught to let coalition people go down if they want to, not for consular

reasons but just to see what is going on and get briefed.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
013102-7
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January 31,2002 1:41 PM
TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld D/S
SUBJECT: ICRC Report
Your memo indicates that the final report of the ICRC will be given to the U.S. O
Mission in Geneva, Switzerland. OQ,
.

If that is the case, we have to make sure that we know when that is, we get a copy
of it, the U.S. Mission knows how to handle it and not make it public, and we have

an understanding as to who is going to get to see it.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
0131026
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

October 22, 2002
MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

SUBJECT: Interoperability & Connectivity

As the battlefield becomes increasingly complex, the transformation of our
nation’s military is dependent upon joint operations with assured interoperability
and connectivity down to the tactical level, One of the keys to achieving this
capability is the acquisition of a joint command and control “system of systems”

net-centric capability.

We are not structured to facilitate the “organizing, training and equipping”
of joint capabilities. To address this problem, I am directing that the Joint Staff
and JFCOM co-lead the development of a plan, in conjunction with AT&L, C3I,
the Services, and SOCOM, with options to address this issue. The plan should
address organizational and other (e.g., process/policy, such as requirements
generation) considerations, associated timelines, and recommended options.

Options should include, but not be limited to, (a) creation of an agency
which would address, fund and implement aspects of battle management
command and control (BMC2) interoperability and connectivity; and (b)
allocation of money directly to all Combatant Commanders to buy *“joint” BMC2
systems; and (c) authority and allocation of money directly to JFCOM to buy
“;oint” BMC2 systems to support combatant commanders.

I wouid like this plan to be briefed to me within 25 days, along with a
proposed set of specific actions to implement the recommended option. The OSD
point of contact for this is Mr. Michael Wynne, PDUSD(AT&L).

g

SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (AT&L)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C3I)
COMMANDER, US JOINT FORCES COMMAND
COMMANDER, US SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
CiA wasunaTon. o sosrsoro  SEGDEF HAS SEEN

R -
ACQUISITION AND SECDE Bm

TECHNOLOGY

ACTION MEMO ar N 20m
August 29, 2002
OR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

FROM: Pete Aldridge, USD(AT& ‘yl(ﬂ |

SUBIJECT: Interoperability & Connectivity

® You asked me to draft a directive letter to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
to lead the development of a plan to address joint operations with assured
interoperability and connectivity down to the tactical level. RJsee Jung 20 Sno uﬂba(—?

® One of the keys to achieving this capablhty is the acquisition of a joint ath
command and conftrol “system of systems” net-centric capability.

o The letter directs the Chairman to consider options to achieve this capability, to
include: (1) creation of an agency which would address, fund and implement
aspects of battle management command and control {BMC2) interoperability
and connectivity; and (2) allocation of money directly to the
JFCOM/Combatant Commanders to buy “joint”” BMC2 systems.

o Letter requests that the plan be briefed to you within 90 days along with a
proposed set of specific actions to implement the recommended option.

S

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef sign letter Jézaﬁ;f amrrneﬂa/ .ﬁz/
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 203Q1-10CQ0

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEES OF STAFF
SUBJECT: Interoperability & Connectivity

As the battlefield becomes increasingly complex, the transformation of our
nation’s mnilitary js dependent upon jouit operations with assured interoperability and
connectivity down to the tactical level. One of the keys to achieving this capability is the
acquisition of a joint command and control “system of systems” net-centric capabi

We are not structured to facilitate the “organizing, training and equigping” of joint
capabilities. To address this problem, I am directing that the Joint Staff#ead the
development of a plan, in copjunction with AT&L, C31, the Services, FECOM and
SOCOM, with options to address this issue. The plan should address organizational and
other (e.g., process/policy, such as requirements generation) considerations, associated
timelines, and recommended options.

Options should include, but not be limited 1o, (a) creation of an agency, ceposing-
4e-the-Jeint-Staff; which would address, fund and implement aspects of battle
management command and control (BMC2) interoperability and connectivity; and (b)
allocation of money directly to ombatant Commanders to buy “joint”

BMC(C2 systems g ! {f ! ) ,Ei
this p ar}%e briefed to me mthm%’days alg a proposed set of

specxﬁc actmns to 1mplement the recommended option. Th pomt of contact for this is
Mr. Michael Wynne, PDUSD{AT&L).

ETFCOH % M orCz

SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (AT&L) Mx»egzg_,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C3D)

COMMANDER, US JOINT FORCES COMMAND -

COMMANDER, US SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
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United States Joint Forces Command

MEMORANDUM Date A

From: Commnander in Chief, U.S, Joint Forces Command /
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
wasminaTom, e sbsonsoro  SEGDEF HAS SEEN

SEP 16 2002

ACQUISITION AND
TECHNOLOGY

ACTION MEMO

August 29, 2002
OR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

" FROM: Pete Aldridge, USD(AT&V yéfﬂ |

SUBJECT: Interoperability & Connectivity
o You asked me to draft a directive letter to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
to lead the development of a plan to address joint operations with assured
interoperability and connectivity down to the tactical level. (fsee Jurg 20 $ng JM-F
o One of the keys to achieving this capability is the acquisition of a joint o )
command and control “system of systems'' net-centric capability.
¢ The letter directs the Chairman to consider options to achieve this capability, to
include: (1) creation of an agency which would address, fund and implement
uspects of battle management command and control (BMC2) interoperability
and connechivity; and (2) allocation of money directly to the
IFCOM/Combatant Commanders to buy “joint” BMC2 systems.
s Letter requests that the plan be hriefed 1o you within 90 days along with a
proposed set of specific actions to implement the recommended option.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, DC 20301- 1600}/'( t}/ [}{tﬂ
Wb

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN OF T
SUBJECT: Interoperability & Connectivity

As the battlefield becomes increasingly comyglex, the transformation of our
nation’s military is dependent upon joint operations with assured interoperability and
connectivity down to the tactical level. One of the keys\p achieving this capability is the
acquisition of a joint command and control “system of systgms” net-centric capability.

We are not structured to facilitate the “organizing, traint
capabilities. To address this problem, I am directing that the Joint
development of a plan, in conjunction with AT&L., C3I, the Services, TFCOM apd
SOCOM, with options to address this issue. The plan should addre tzftional and
other (e.g., process/policy, such as requirements generation) considerations, associated tﬂ/
timelines, and recommended options. L N L) -

(b

Options should include, but not be limited to, (a) creation of an agency,ﬁepﬁégf/
to-the-Joimt-Staff, which would address, fund and implement aspects of battle
management command and control (BMC?2) interoperability and connectivity; and (b)
allocation of money directly to the JFCOM/Combatant Commanders to buy “joint”
BMC2 systems.

1 aslﬂ:hat—«thls plan ' be briefed to me within80 days, along with a proposed set of

specific actions to implement the recommended option. The point’of contact for this is

Mr. Michael Wynne, PDUSD(AT&L). /
/»_,,-»‘ /

o

cc:

SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (AT&L)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C3I)

COMMANDER, US JOINT FORCES COMMAND
COMMANDER, US SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND

G
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Tuly 22, 2002

To:  Secretary of Defense

Deputy Secretary of Defense SEGDEF HAS SEEN

John Stenbit
Gen. Myers SEP 1 & 2007

Gen. Pace

From: Pete Aldridch

Subject: Interoperability and Connectivity

You asked for my thoughts on how we can accomplish “interoperability and
connectivity” and had some specific questions. Unfortunately, there is no short answer to
your questions,

1, “Have we defined what those words mean...”? Inreroperability-is defined by Joint
Publication (JP)-01, as “ability of systems, units, or forces to provide services to and
accept services from other systems, units, or forces and to use the services so exchanged
to enable them o operate effectively together.” In plain English, it is the ability to
conduct seamless joint and combined operations, requires system of systems integration
and depends on connectivity. Connectivity is defined by JP3-18 as the “ability to
exchange information by electronic means.” :

2. “Have we defined how deep it must be if we are going to have joint operations? We
have several initiatives that require joint interoperability and connectivity down to the
tactical level. In the basic area of connectivity, we are acquiring equipment like the Joint
Tactical Radio System (JTRS) which incorporates adaptable software that will permit a
single radio to communicate with a variety of legacy and future users, and the
Multifunctional Information Distribution System (MIDS) that allows communications
and data exchange with a variety of airbome and ground elements, including these of our
major allies.

We are working on improving the interoperability of our legacy forces. We have told the
Services that legacy forces that are not fully interoperable by 2008 are candidates for
phase out. We do not rieed to improve every system, but there are some which are
critical to “joint and coalition warfare.”

3. My impression is that each of the Services is still trying to get its own situational
awareness based on its approach.” While this is true to a degree, there are several joint
interoperability initiatives to ensure shared situational awareness among the Services,

~ down to the tactical level. These include the Family of Interoperable Operational
Pictures (FIOP), a multi-Service effort which includes both blue and red force situational
awareness, the Single Integrated Air Picture (SIAP), and the Single Integrated Ground
Picture {(SIGP), also multi-Service efforts. Additionally, there are several related joint

11-L-0559/0SD/10848




Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrators {ACTDs) aimed at providing secure
connectivity and information assurance for the Combatant Commanders.

4. “JROC supposedly is doing this,” The JROC approved improvements (o the Global
Command and Control System/Common Operating Picture (GCCS/COP) which provides
top level situational awareness, as well as, the AT&L-initiated FIOP effort, and the SIAP
initiative. The SIGP effort was recently initiated by AT&L with Amy leadership and will
be reviewed by the JROC. Additiopally, the JROC has been working in conjunction with
ATE&L to develop a recommendation on an Executive Agent for DoD for all Blue Force
tracking. However, appropriate resources and management for such joint initiatives have
been inadequate as Services have been focusing on their respective priorities.

The fundamental problem I see needing resolution is that there is no Title 10
responsibility for the acquisition of “joint” systems. The Military Departments have their
Title 10 responsibility for the “organize, train and equip” of the equipment and support
systems associated with their individual misstons (tanks, ships, aircraft, etc.) If we want
to develop and acquire a “joint” command and control system to integrate capabilities,
there is no organization responsible or accountable. That is the problem you detected.

We have tried to fix this, in some ways, by assigning an Executive Agent responsibility
to a sinple Service (¢.g. “space” to the Air Force), This doesn’t work very well because a
given Service does not like to “pay™ for a capability used by another Service for free. We
can continue to accept this deficiency, or we can establish an organization to exercise
Title 10 responsibility for “joint” systems, in this critical area, and provide that
organization the resources to camy it out.

5. Recommendation. Direct the development of a plan to resolve this problemn. One
option would be to allocate money directly to the combatant CINC:s to buy “joint’
systems. Another option might call for the creation of a Battle Management and
Command and Control Agency, reporting to the Joint Staff, which would address, fund
and implement interoperability and connectivity.

The development of such 2 plan, with specific organizational options should be led by Lt.
Gen. Carlwright (J-8) and include members from ASD(C3I) and AT&L, as well as the

Military Departments and JRCOM. We should also have members from SOCOM, who
do acquire some of their own unique “joint"” equipment.

Action: Draft Directive Lctlerj\-'_ Seeme_

-11-L-0559/0SD/10849



June 20,2002 12:10 PM

TO: Pete Aldridge

CC: Gen. Myers

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld q)h

- SUBJECT: Interoperability and Connectivity

Have we defined what these words mean and how deep it must be if we are going
to have joint operations? My impression is that each of the Services is still trying

to get its own situational awareness based on its approach.

JROC supposedly is doing this. I wonder if we should tell Joint Forces Command

to see that it gets done, and if it isn’t done, we should get reports on it.

Any thoughts?

Thanks,

DHR:dk
062002-19
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TO: Pete Aldridge
cc: Gen. Myers
FROM: Donaid Rums{

SUBJECT: Iateroperabilit:

Have we defined what those
to have joint operations? My
to get its own situational awa

JROC supposedly is doing thi
to sec that it gets done, and if
Any thoughts?

Thanks.

DHR:a%

062002.19

Pleaserespond by O

June 20,2002 12:10 PM
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June 20,2002 12:10 PM

TO: Pete Aldridge

CC: Gen. Myers
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld T/{\

SUBJECT: Interoperability and Connectivity

—2&

Have we defined what those words mean and how deep it must be if we are going
to have joint operations? My impression is that each of the Services is still trying

to get its own situational awareness based on its approach.

JROC supposedly is doing this. | wonder if we should tell Joint Forces Command

to see that it gets done, and if it isn’t done, we should get reports on it.

Any thoughts?

Thanks.

DHR:dh
062002-19

Pleaserespond by __ O1[19[ 02
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Juby 22, 2002

To:  Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense
John Stenbit
Gen. Myers
Gen. Pace

From: Pete Aldridg
Subject: Interoperability and Connectivity

You asked for my thoughts on how we can accomplish “interoperability and
connectivity” and had some specific questions. Unfortunately, there is no short answer to
your questions.

1, “Have we defined what those words mean...”? Interoperability-is defined by Joint
Publication (JP)-01, as “ability of systems, units, or forces to provide services to and
accept services from other systems, units, or forces and to use the services so exchanged
to enable them to operate effectively together.” In plain English, it is the ability to
conduct seamless joint and combined operations, requires system of systems integration
and depends on connectivity, Connectivity is defined by JP3-18 as the “ability to
exchange information by electronic means.” '

2. “Have we defined how deep it must be if we are going to have joint operations? We

have several initiatives that require joint interoperability and connectivity down to the
tactical level. In the basic area of connectivity, we are acquiring equipment like the Joint
Tactical Radio System (JTRS) which incorporates adaptable software that will permit a
single radio to communicate with a variety of legacy and future users, and the
Multifunctional Information Distribution System (MIDS) that allows communications
and data exchange with a variety of airbome and ground elements, including these of our
major allies,

We are working on improving the interoperability of our legacy forces. We have told the
Services that legacy forces that are not fully interoperable by 2008 are candidates for
phase out. We do not rieed to improve every system, but there are some which are
critical to “joint and coalition warfare.”

3. “My impression is that each of the Services js still trying to get its own situational

awareness based on its approach.” While this is true to a degree, there are several joint

interoperability initiatives to ensure shared situational awareness among the Services,

~ down 1o the tactical level. These include the Family of Interoperable Operational
Pictures (FIOP), a multi-Service effort which includes both blue and red force situational

awareness, the Single Integrated Air Picture (SIAP), and the Single Integrated Ground

Picture (SIGP), also muiti-Service efforts. Additionally, there are several related joint

11-L-0559/05D/10853




Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrators (ACTDs) aimed at providing secure
connectivity and information assurance for the Combatant Commanders.

4. “JROC supposedly is doing this.” The JROC approved improvements to the Global
Command and Contro} Syster/Common Operating Picture (GCCS/COP) which provides
top level situational awareness, as well as, the AT&L-initiated FIOP effort, and the SIAP
inttiative. The SIGP effort was recently initiated by AT&L with Army leadership and will
be reviewed by the JROC, Additionally, the JROC has been working in conjunction with
AT&L to develop a recommendation on an Executive Agent for DoD for ail Blue Force
tracking. However, appropriate resources and management for such joint initiatives have
been inadequate as Services have been focusing on their respective priorities.

The fundamental problem I see needing resolution is that there is no Title 10
responsibility for the acquisition of “joint” systems. The Military Departments have their
Title 10 responsibility for the “organize, train and equip™ of the equipment and support
systems associated with their individual missions (tanks, ships, aircraft, etc.) If we want
to develop and acquire a “joint” command and control system to integrate capabilities,
there is no organization responsible or accountable. That is the problem you detected.

We have tried to fix this, in some ways, by assigning an Executive Agent responsibility
to a single Service (e.g. “space™ to the Air Force). This doesn’t work very well because a
given Service does not like to “pay” for a capability used by another Service for free. We
can continue to accept this deficiency, or we can establish an organization to exercise
Title 10 responsibility for “joint” systems, in this critical area, and provide that
organization the resources to cary it out.

5. Recommendation. Direct the development of a plan to resolve this problem. One
option would be to allocate money directly to the combatant CINCs to buy “joint’
systems. Another option might call for the creation of a Battle Management and
Command and Control Agency, reporting to the Joint Staff, which would address, fund
and implement interoperability and connectivity.

The development of such a plan, with specific organizational options should be led by Lt.
Gen. Cartwright (I-8) and include members from ASD(C3I) and AT&L, as well as the
Military Departments and JFCOM. We should also have members from SOCOM, who
do acquire some of their own unique “joint”* equipment.

Action: Draft Directive Letier !zi\— See me .
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July 25,2002 12:14 PM
TO: Larry Di Rita
Powell Moore (AJ
FROM: Donaid Rumsfeidwa\ 9')
SUBIJECT: Congressional Breakfast
We should have invited three times the number of people we did to that breakfast
this moming and had twice the number of people there. If we are going to invest
an hour, we ought to have a bigger crowd than that.
Second, we had more people from DoD there than there were Members of
Congress by about two to one. We should cut down on that number of people and
\[« increase the number of Members.

Next, Powell, you have to keep an absolute list of every human being who has
received the WMD briefing and heard the concept. I want to see 1t, and I want to ——
/

end up making sure that we have either briefed every Member of the Senate and

every Member of the House or we have invited each of the ones who have not

f\"(
\"J/\ been briefed at least three times.

& Thanks.
N
b
DHR:dh
,\@ 072502-8

‘b\"\ Please respond by O] 271 o1
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8:27 AM
TO: Larry Di Rita
CC: Powell Moore
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld‘)]\
DATE: August 8, 2002

SUBJECT:

| want to make darn sure we don’t lose that undersecretary for intel because we
haven’t done the work. Are people up there working their tails off to get that
done? If 1 need to call Graham or somebody, let me know. I am concerned about

it

Thanks.

DHR/azn
080902.01

Please respond by: { \ )
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC  20301-1300

UNCLASSIFIED

LEGISLATIVE
AFFAIRS

INFO MEMO

July 31, 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Powell Moore, Assistant Secretary o iSktive Affairs, 697-6210

SUBJECT: Response to Snow Flake 072502-8 yegarding WMD Briefings

e Last week we briefed House Members on WMD on three separate occasions for a
total number of 50 Members.

o July 24, Committee Room Briefing: House Armed Services Committee
Members: 60 invited, 33 attended.

o July 25, Breakfast: Rank and file Members: 27 invited, 13 accepted, 8
attended. The House was in session until 2:30 a.m. on Thursday, which
resulted in several Members dropping out at the last minute. This also
accounted for the imbalance in the DoD to Member ratio.

o July 26: Defense Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee
Members: 15 invited, 9 attended.

47,

®  We also offered this briefing to the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, but they were unable to schedule.

e Attached is the list of House Members invited 1o the briefings last week. The names

of Members who attended are in bold type.

Attachment:
As stated

N
T
o
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HASC INVITEES
(Attendees are bolded)

Republicans
Bob Stump, Arizona - Chairman

Duncan Hunter, California
James V. Hansen, Utah

Curt Weldon, Pennsylvania

Joel Hefley, Colorado

Jim Saxton, New Jersey

John M, McHugh, New York
Terry Everett, Alabama

Roscoe G, Bartlett, Maryland
Howard P. "Buck"” McKeon, California
J.C. Watts Jr., Oklahoma
William M. "Mac"” Thornberry, Texas
John Hostettler, Indiana

Saxby Chambliss, Georgia

Van Hilleary, Tennessee

Walter B. Jones, North Carolina
Lindsey Graham, South Carolina
Jim Ryun, Kansas

Bob Riley, Alabama

Jim Gibbons, Nevada

Robin Hayes, North Carolina
Heather A. Wilson, New Mexico
Ken Calvert, California

Rob Simmons, Connecticut
Ander Crenshaw, Florida

Mark Steven Kirk, Illinois

Jo Ann Davis, Virginia

Ed Schrock, Virginia

Todd Akin, Missouri

Randy Forbes, Virginia

Jeff Miller, Florida

Joe Wilson, South Carolina

Democrats

Ike Skelton, Missouri - Ranking
John M. Spratt Jr., South Carolina
Solomon P. Ortiz, Texas

Lane Evans, Illinois

Gene Taylor, Mississippi

Neil Abercrombie, Hawaii

Martin T. Meehan, Massachusetts

11-L-0559/0SD/10859



Robert A. Underwood, Guam
Rod R. Blagojevich, Illinois
Silvestre Reyes, Texas

Tom Allen, Maine

Vic Snyder, Arkansas

Jim Turner, Texas

Adam Smith, Washington
Loretta Sanchez, California
Jim Maloney, Connecticat
Mike Mclntyre, North Carolina
Ciro D. Rodriguez, Texas
Cynthia A. McKinney, Georgia
Ellen O. Tauscher, California
Robert A. Brady, Pennsylvania
Robert E. Andrews, New Jersey
Baron P. Hill, Indiana

Mike Thompson, Califarmia
John B. Larson, Connecticut
Susan A. Davis, California
Jim Langevin, Rhade Island
Rick Larsen, Washington

HAC-D INVITEES
(Attendees are bolded)

Republicans
C.W. Bill Young, Florida - Chairman HAC

Jerry Lewis, California - Chairman HAC-D
Joe Skeen, New Mexico

David L. Hobson, Ohio

Henry Bonilla, Texas

George Nethercutt, Washington

Randy "Duke" Cunningham, California
Rodney Frelinghuysen, New Jersey

Todd Tiahrt, Kansas

Democrats

David Obey, Wisconsin — Raonking HAC

John P. Murtha, Pennsylvania - Ranking HAC-D
Norm Dicks, Washington

Martin Olav Sabo, Minnesota

Peter J. Visclosky, Indiana

James P. Moran, Virginia
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GENERAL INVITEES
(Attendees are bolded)

Republicans
Shelley Moore Capito, West Virginia

Christopher Cox, California
Kay Granger, Texas

Adam Putnam, Florida
Paul Ryan, Wisconsin
Christopher Shays, Connecticut
Fred Upton, Michigan

Mark Kennedy, Minnesota
John Shimkus, Illinois

Lee Terry, Nebraska

Steve Buyer, Indiana

Dave Camp, Michigan

Ermnest Fletcher, Kentucky
Porter Goss, Florida

Melissa Hart, Pennsylvania
Johnny Isakson, Georgia

Jim Ramstad, Minnesota

Democrats

Chet Edwards, Texas
Allen Boyd, Florida
Benjamin Cardin, Maryland
Bob Etheridge, North Carolina
Harold Ford, Jr., Tennessee
Charles Stenholm, Texas
Robert Cramer, Jr., Alabama
Steny Hoyer, Maryland
Robert Matsui, California
David Price, North Carolina

11-L-0559/0SD/10861
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TO: Admiral Jacoby
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld<]/\
DATE: August 8, 2002
SUBJECT:

HATT,

7:40 AM

Why should other services have-P#Ts beyond the Army since none of the other

services have area programs?

Thanks.

DHR/azn
080802.02

Please respond by: 7 ‘l 5 \ 0ot

Mbo

| i
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Snowflake

TO: Gen. Tommy Franks
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ?/k
DATE: August 8, 2002

SUBJECT:

4:49 PM

Have we refused the Italians an opportunity to participate in ISAF or anything else

involved with Afghanistan? People are telling me that is the case. Is it so?

~
Thanks. A
(=
DHR/az2n
0%0802.13
Please respond by: L 1'3 | D
O
<
N
O

11-L-0559/0SD/10863
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July 1,2002 2:43 PM

TO: Gen. Myers

<00

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld J!
SUBJECT: Manhunts
How do we organize the United States armed services for manhunts? We are

going to have to be doing it into the future. We are not well organized to do it
now. We are not organized, trained or equipped to do it.

Let’s get some work done and get a report and recommendation up to me soon.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
070102-36

Please respond by o3lorfow
_ 401 )ﬂ/f’
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June 28, 2002 -5:50 PM

TO: Tom White

Gordon England
Jim Roche w
CC: Pau) Wolfowitz —
Pete Aldndge '
oy
FROM:  Donsld Rumsfeld ‘IR .
-
. 7N
~ SUBJECT: Ops Centers 0
Please take a look at the ops center your Service has and tell me why it needs to
exist, what its function is that cannot be readily done by a departinental ops center.
I ask the question because, in a traditional sense, the Services today don’t have
operations as such. I recognize the need to keep track of assets, but that is being
done in several other places, I would think.
Let me know what you think.
Thanks.
DHR:4h
062502-14
STChar F>
Please respond by _ 0% [.0 202 oy hﬂS Sty S
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SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

WASHINGTON :-:;B"P
19 2002
INFO MEMO AUG 1
July 31, 2002, 1:30 P.M.
FOR: TARY OF DEFENSE
SECRE -. MG -5 202

- 7l (Ly
FROMWecremry of the Army

SUBJECT: Support for Service-Specific Operations Center

« Response to Secretary of Defense question, “Please take 2 look at the ops
center your service has and tell me why it needs 10 exist, what its function is that cannot
readily be done by a departmental ops center?”

» The Army Operations Center (AQC) is our internal nerve center to frack,
synchronize, and formulate recommendations for decision-making. It enables Army
leadership to anticipate, assess, and coordinate support requirements in peace and war.

s The AOC provides cnitical internal networking with Major Army
Commands and serves as our direct communications link to Service Component staffs to
assure rapid analysis and response to Combatant Commanders. The absence of an AOC
jeopardizes our ability to achieve both internal and external synchronization necessary to
support our warfighting force.

e The AOC directs actions to carry out cnitical U.S. Code Title 10
responsibilities such as mobjhizing and resourcing our force, and is our mechanism to
plan, implement, and track requirements and actions outside the warfighting arena.

» Exampies include identification of remains and mobilization of Reserve
Component personnel immediately following September 11, as well as planning and
sourcing of Force Protection personnel at Army installations in support of Operation
NOBLE EAGLE. These functions are service-specific and are most effective when
organized at the service level.

e As the AOC workload is service-oriented, the potential efficiencies of a
consalidated DoD operations center appear to be limited and do not outweigh the
effectiveness of a focused organization. Recommend continued organization of the AOC
as a Service-specific entity.

COORDINATION: TABB

(b)(6)

Pravigd on Recytlag Paper U13h05 /02
11-L-0559/05D/10866

Prepared By: LTC Jay Hooper,l




SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE

WASHINGTON .,
CCDEF HASSIEN
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE - NG 6 202

SUBJECT: Ops Centers

On June 28® you asked, “Please take a look at the ops center your Service has and tell me why it
needs to exist, what its function is that cannot be readily done by a departmental ops center”

The Air Force Operations Center provides vital, service-specific operational data to the Chief of
Staff and me. Each member is hand-selected from the 1C3 (Comunand and Control Specialist) Air Force
Spcc;aky Code career field and must have a minimum of six years operanonal expenencc The NMCC
requires direct feeds from the Services on status of forces and relies on t ment of the AF Ops
Center personnel to “separate the wheat from the chaff” 10 provide time sensitive, relevant AF information
consolidated from all of the Major Commands (MAJCOMs). The ops center monitors worldwide air and
space operations and serves as the sole continuous communications/coordination link between Headquarters
Air Force and the MAJCOMs, Joint Staff, and war-fighting Combatant Commanders. Air Force personnel
can call from any location in the world, 24-hrs a day to receive clarification, guidance, and assistance in
resolving major/critical operational AF issues.

During contingencies, the AF Ops Center coordinates personnel mobilization and equipping,
supplying, and maintaining for MAJCOMs, Component Commands, and Fieid Agencies performing the
wide range of current missions. As the executive agent for the Joint Emergency Evacuation Plan (JEEP) and
key player in the Continuity of Operations (COOP) programs, the AF Ops Center demonstrated its
capabilities during the Air Staff evacuation immediately following the 9/11 attacks. The Chief and I rely on
our ops center staff to manage all AF operational reporting policies and procedures, disseminate vital
information to key leadership, and publish timely, accurate information into the USAF Operation Summary.
Additionally they provide coordination on all CJICS deployment orders in support of the warfighter and
provide Air Staff support on all current operational issues. The value of the Air Force Ops Center as a
continuously available working group in close proximity to CHECKMATE, Operational Readiness,
Personnel Recovery, and other warfighting planning cells cannot be underrated. No other single command
center has the capability 10 assure responsiveness and continuity of Air Force operations under any
peacetime, emergency, or contingency circumstances.

Bottom-line, the Air Force Operations Center plays a key role in supporting senior Air Force leaders
in executing Title 10 missions to mobilize, demobilize, equip, supply, and maintain the capabilities of the Air
Force, especially during crises and contingencies. The ops center ensures the right air and space capabilities
get to our warfighters on time. It is the 24/7 eyes, ears, and voice of the Air Force and performs a vital role

that is not covered by the NMCC.

Attachment:
Ops Center Memo

cc: DEPSECDEF

13407 /02
11-L-0559/05D/10867



To:

Fr:

Subj: Operations Centers

2O RS ST

AUG 1 2 2007
e IR s BB Y August 7, 2002

LHFD NG

Secretary of Defense

Gordon England, Secretary of the Na

In lieu of separate service operations centers, the centers could be either collocated
within one facility or centralized into one integrated center. Collocating would not
yield meaningful benefits except it might save some small amount of overhead but
likely not enough to justify the disruption and relocation cost.

I vote against centralization. While centralization does promise savings at the time of
initiation, those savings almost always start to erode quickly. In industry, centralized
organizations tend to continue to grow in scope and bureaucracy while providing less
service to their customers. Customers then tend to build up shadow organizations to
meet their needs that are no longer being met by the centralized function. This
situation is even more pronounced in the DoD. Look at our centralized defense
apencies as examples. They are too big, too costly and need to be downsized or
outsourced.

My vote is to keep separate service operations centers. o 7
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE

WASHINGTON -
1AQ CTEN
Grrhar HAS Ut
UG 12 200
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . NG 6 202

SUBJECT: Ops Centers

On June 28" you asked, “Please take a look at the ops center your Service has and tell me why it
needs (o exist, what its function is that cannot be readily done by a departmenial ops center”

The Air Force Operations Center provides vital, service-specific operational data to the Chief of
Staff and me. Each member is hand-selected from the 1C3 (Command and Control Specialist) Air Force
Specialty Code career field and must have a minimum of six years operational experience. The NMCC
requires direct feeds from the Services on status of forces and relies on the trained judgment of the AF Ops
Center personnel to “separate the wheat from the chaff” to provide time sensitive, relevant AF information
consolidated from all of the Major Commands (MAJCOMs). The ops center monitors worldwide air and
space operations and serves as the sole continuous communications/coordination link between Headquarters
Air Force and the MAJCOMs, Joint Staff, and war-fighting Combatam Commanders. Air Force personnel
can call from any location in the world, 24-hrs a day to receive clanfication, guidance, and assistance in
resolving major/critical operational AF issues.

During contingencies, the AF Ops Center coordinates personnel mobilization and equipping,
supplying, and maintaining for MAICOMSs, Component Commands, and Field Agencies performing the
wide range of current missions. As the executive agent for the Joint Emergency Evacuation Plan (JEEP) and
key player in the Continuity of Operations (COOP) programs, the AF Ops Center demonstrated its
capabilities during the Air Staff evacuation immediately following the 9/11 attacks. The Chief and I rely on
our ops center staff to manage all AF operational reporting policies and procedures, disseminate vital
information to key leadership, and publish timely, accurate information into the USAF Operation Summary.
Additionally they provide coordination on all CJCS deployment orders in support of the warfighter and
provide Air Staff support on all current operational issues. The value of the Air Force Ops Center as a
continuously available working group in close proximity 1o CHECKMATE, Operational Readiness,
Personnel Recovery, and other warfighting planning cells cannot be underrated. No other single command
center has the capability to assure responsiveness and continuity of Air Force operations under any
peacetime, emergency, or contingency circumstances.

Bottom-line, the Air Force Operations Center plays a key role in supporting senior Air Force leaders
in executing Title 10 missions to maobilize, demobilize, equip, supply, and maintain the capabilities of the Air
Force, especially during crises and contingencies. The ops center ensures the right air and space capabilities
get to our warfighters on time. 1t is the 24/7 eyes, cars, and voice of the Air Force and performs a vital role

that is not covered by the NMCC.

Attachment:
Ops Center Memo

cc: DEPSECDEF
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sawinsRe

June 28, 2002 -5:50 PM

TO: Tom White

Gordon England
Jim Roche w
CC: Pau) Wolfowitz —
Pete Aldndge '
oy
FROM:  Donsld Rumsfeld ‘IR .
-
. 7N
~ SUBJECT: Ops Centers 0
Please take a look at the ops center your Service has and tell me why it needs to
exist, what its function is that cannot be readily done by a departinental ops center.
I ask the question because, in a traditional sense, the Services today don’t have
operations as such. I recognize the need to keep track of assets, but that is being
done in several other places, I would think.
Let me know what you think.
Thanks.
DHR:4h
062502-14
STChar F>
Please respond by _ 0% [.0 202 oy hﬂS Sty S

11—L-0559/OSD/1H%730404 /02
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AN
12:50 PM
TO: ~ Doug Feith W
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld % ‘
‘ ‘DATE: May 26, 2002

;,Q\c\ SUBJECT:

I would like to get about every two months a report on how Paddy Ashdown is
doing in executing his plan.

o UG C’EL

Thanks.
DHR/arn
05260201
Please respond by: & K:”@! 03 S >
' —

g/g <
Crauid WWJ@@
ya
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June 24, 2002  2:49 PM

TO: Steve Cambone

MROM: Donald Rumsfeldm\
O’ SUBJECT: Study Groups
@, y

v@»

‘bl &

TQ

"5\0\ Please give me a note as to ¢ach of the study groups we had at the beginning of the

year, the number of civilians on each, and the number of mihtary (including

retired).

Thanks.

1JHR:dh
062402-43

Please respond by " "1 liiton

11-L-0559/0SD/10872

Ul3423 /02



SHoWikRe

7.

11:10 AM

TO: Pete Aldridge £ /// 7
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld\)\-
DATE: August 8, 2002

SUBJECT:

Is there any truth to this article?

Thanks.

DHRsazn
08090204

AN2S )4

Please respond by:

11-L-0559/0SD/10873 U13469 /02



Key information left out of aircraft report

' By Dave Moniz
USATODAY

WASHINGTON — A key 1e-
port on the flight safety of the
etmnbattled V-22 Osprey exclud-
ed test data that raise doubts
about the aircraft's stability,
military and civilian aviation
officials say.

The study, prepared by
NASA a year after a fatal Osprey
crash that killed 19 Marines in
April 2000, concluded that the
military aircraft has no major
design problems. At the time

the report was released, the
Pentaion was debating wheth-
er to kill the program or give
the aircraft another chance
with a new round of testing.
Crucial new flight tests could
begin as soon as next month,
But a Pentagon official and a ci-
vilian scientist who were each
involved with preparing the re-
port told USA TODAY that
damaging data, including crit-
ical information from wind-
tunnel tests of the Osprey's ro-
tor blades, were not included
in it. The wind-tunnel tests,

conducted by a NASA scientist
in California, suggest that the
Osprey's unigue rotor desi
could cause instability in flight,
the officials said.

The Defense official said that
the Osprey has a serious Srob—
lern with its handling, and that
the problem becomes clear in
the data left out of the report.

The final NASA study, which
didn't mention the test results,
concluded that “there are no
known phenomena that would
stop the safe and orderly devel-
opment” of the Osprey.

The officials said other con-
cerns, such as the Osprey’s vul-
nerability to unstable air flows
from its rotors, also were not
mentioned in the NASA study
and raised questions about the
aircraft’s ability to land in
emergencies and fly off ships.

NASA officials declined to
comment and referred ques-
tions to the Pentagon. Capt. Da-
vid Nevers, a Marine Corps
spokesman, said there was
nothing sinister about the ex-
clusion of wind-tunnel test da-
ta. Nevers said the tests were

11-L-0659/0SD/10874

deemed insignificant by NASA
and Dsr]rey officials, in partbe-
cause they involved a single ro-
tor. The Osprey has two rotors.

Pentagon officials said that
only one rotor was available for
testing by NASA and that testing
one rotor was less expensive,

But the officials who spoke
to USA TODAY discounted the
Marine Corps' explanation. Ata
minimum, the single-rotor
wind-tunnel tests should have
been mentioned in the NASA
study and prompted further
tests, the officials said.



August 13, 2002

To: Secretary of Defense w HAS SEEN

From: Pete Aldridﬁﬂ AUG 1 4 200

Subject: V-22 Report

You asked me if there was any truth to the USA Today story that key information was
left out of a flight safety report on the V-22. The short answer is “maybe”, but it did not
make any difference.

This V-22 report reported in the article was prepared by an independent team headed by a
NASA expert and was requested by me after another “blue ribbon” panel prepared a
report which I though was too optimistic. In my view, even this second report was too
optimistic. While a summary stated that “there are no known phenomena that would stop
the safe and orderly development” of the V-22, there were some 17 recommendations

dealing with testing and control authority improvements. That is not an indication of a
healthy program.

There was “speculation” that some test data was not included in the report, but no hard
evidence that it was deliberately overlooked. In my view, the aircraft had “serious
controllability problems” whether this test data was included or not. 1 am concerned
about hover performance being below predictions, combat maneuverability margins,
landing site compatibility (ships and unprepared sites), and high rate of descent
limitations. However, the only way we could validate my judgment versus those of
several experts in two separate reports was to put the program back into an “event
driven” flight test program. That we have done.

I will personally review the flight test status on September 6.

Action: None. Information Only.

11.L-0559/08D/10875 ~ U13471 /02
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August 13, 2002

To: Secretary of Defense m H AS SEEN
From: Pete Aldrid

%)ﬁ AUG 1 4 2007
Subject: V-22 Report

You asked me if there was any truth to the USA Today story that key information was

left out of a flight safety report on the V-22. The short answer is “maybe”, but it did not
make any difference.

This V-22 report reported in the article was prepared by an independent team headed by a
NASA expert and was requested by me after another “blue ribbon™ panel prepared a
report which [ though was too optimistic. In my view, even this secand report was too
optimistic. While a summary stated that “there are no known phenomena that would stop
the safe and orderly development” of the V-22, there were some 17 recommendations
dealing with testing and control authority improvements. That is not an indication of a
healthy program.

There was “speculation” that some test data was not included in the report, but no hard
evidence that it was deliberately overlooked. In my view, the aircraft had “serious
controllability problems” whether this test data was included or not. Iam concerned
about hover performance being below predictions, combat maneuverability margins,
landing site compatibility (ships and unprepared sites), and high rate of descent
limitations. However, the only way we could validate my judgment versus those of
several experts in two separate reports was to put the program back into an “event
driven” flight test program. That we have done.

1 will personally review the flight test status on September 6.

Action: None. Information Only.

11-L-0559/0SD/10876 ~ U13%4#71 /02
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TO:

11:10 AM 745
Pete Aldridge ,f//’ 7
FROM: Donald RumsfeldV?\
DATE: August 8, 2002
SUBJECT:

Is there any truth to this article?

Thanks,

DHR/azn
080902.04

A2S ),

Please respond by:

11-L-05659/0SD/10877
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Key information left out of aircraft report

By Dave Moniz
USA TODAY

WASHINGTON — A key re-
port on the flight safety of the
embattled V-22 Osprey exclud-
ed test data that raise doubts
about the aircraft’s stability,
military and civilian aviation
officials say.

The study, prepared by
NASA a year after a fatal Osprey
crash that killed 19 Marines in
April 2000, concluded that the
military aircraft has no major
design problems. At the time

the report was released, the
Pentagon was debating wheth-
er to kill the program or give
the aircraft another chance
with a new round of testing.
Crucial new flight tests could
begin as soon as next month.
But a Pentagon official and a ci-
vilian scientist who were each
involved with preparing the re-
port told USA TODAY that
damaging data, including crit-
ical information from wind-
tunnel tests of the Qsprey’s ro-
tor blades, were not included
in it. The wind-tunne] tests,

conducted by a NASA scientist
in California, suggest that the
Osprey’s unique rotor design
could cause instability in flight,
the officials said.

The Defense official said that
the Osprey has a serious prob-
lem with its handling, and that
the problem becomes clear in
the data left out of the report.

The final NASA study, which
didn't mentian the test resuits,
concluded that “there are no
known phenomena that would
stop the safe and orderly devel-
opment” of the Osprey.

The officials said other con-
cerns, such as the Osprey’s vul-
nerability to unstable air flows
from its rotors, also were not
mentioned in the NASA study
and raised questions about the
aircraft’s ability to land in
emergencies and fly off ships.

NASA officials decllned to
comment and referred ques-
tons to the Pentagon. Capt. Da-
vid Nevers, a Marine Corps
spokesman, said there was
nothing sinister about the ex-
clusion of wind-tunnel test da-
ta. Nevers said the tests were

11-L-0559/0SD/10878

deemed insignificant by NASA
and Osgrey officials, in partbe-
cause they involved a smgle ro-
tor, The Osprey has two rotors.

Pentagon officials said that
only one rotor was available for
testing by NASA and that testing
one rotor was less expensive,

But the officials who spoke
to USA TODAY discounted the
Marine Corps’ explanation. At a
minimum, the single-rotor
wind-tunne] tests should have
been mentloned in the NASA
study and prompted further
tests, the officials said.
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August 15,2002 4:15PM

TO: RADM Jacoby

FROM: Donald Rumsfeldq\\

SUBJECT: Defense Attachés

I understand we have a two-star defense attaché in Paris. What is normal in a

country like France—an O-6? Do we have two-stars anywhere ¢lse, or are there

one-stars m China and Russia?
Please advise. I want to talk to Senator Warner about this soon.

Thanks.

DHR:db
081502-23

Please respond by 0% |20 [>%

11-L-0559/0SD/10879 U13536 /02
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INFO MEMO /‘35% Vi

U-090/DR August 19, 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Acting Director, Defense lntelligg ncy
SUBJECT: Flag Defense Attachés

Sir, you noted that we have a two-star defense attaché (DATT) in Paris and asked what
rank DATT would normally be assigned to a country like France, whether two-stars are
assigned to any other country, and if one-stars are assigned in China and Russia.

¢ Public Law 105-85 of Nov 1997 specified the DATT in France hold (or be on the
promotion list for promotion to) the grade of one-star. The law was the result of
Sen warmner s promise 10 Amb Harriman in France to enact this change.

- Sen Warner pressed the Department to fill with a one-star. Eventually RADM
Larry Poe, a Reserve two-star assigned to ASD(C3I) as a civilian, was
activated and assigned as DATT. He arrived in Jul 2000 and is scheduled to
depart in Sep 2002.

- The previous DATT was an Army O-6. At various times in the past there were
Flag/General officers assigned to France.

» Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, is scheduled to replace RADM Poe. Brig Gen
Dupre is a two-star select. He was assigned as Military Assistant to SACEUR,
GEN Ralston, from Apr 2000 to Mar 2002. Dupre 1s fluent in French.

« The other one-star DATT positions are in Russia and China. Both are filled with
one-stars. France is the only country with a two-star.

* DATT assignments equivalent to France (U.K., Germany, Italy, Australia, Japan
for example) are G-6s.

COORDINATION: NONE.

Prepared By: RADM L.E. Jacoby, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

11-L-0559/0SD/10880
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1-02/010243-HA&APL
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AUG |2 2002

FROM: Marshall Billingslea, Principal Degu isterfil Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations and Low-[n(?‘tgi nflict g)vwelot

SUBJECT: Afghanistan and Non-Govermmental Organizations (NGOs)

You asked about coordination between CENTCOM and NGOs and about what we are
doing to help Afghan Transitional Authority (ATA) President Hamid Karzai.

What is Working Well: Coordination between DoD civil affairs personnel and
representatives from the LN, NGOs, and the Afghan government.

ATA Finance Minister Ashraf Ghani directs weekly meetings with the UN, NGOs,
and DoD civil affairs representatives. DoD civil affairs personnel coordinate their
assistance plans with various local and national Afghan officials, as well as USAID.

As you know, DoD) and State are also working on new plans to improve high-level
coordination with the ATA on both Afghan civil and military reconstruction.

What Needs to be Improved: Ensuring that intemational assistance reinforees the ATA.

w There is a need to improve the capacity of Afghan ministries to do their work. With
UN and U.S. help, Finance Minister Ashraf Ghani has established 12 program
secretariats to manage interational community assistance. UN personnel will work
in each secretariat to help form the core of an effective Afghan Government oftice.

e The Principals have directed USG agencies to channcl, as much as possible,

assistance and reconstruction money through the Afghan Ministry of Finance. This
will strengthen the ATA.

¢ Staic officials have discussed requiring NGOs to provide their plans to the appropriate
Atghan program secretariat in order to receive U.5. tunds. State and USAID should

implement this idea as soon as possible and even coosider requiring ATA approval of
NGO plans in the longer term,

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Michael J. McNemey, Stability Operations,

12~-02 14:53 [N
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e State and Treasury are pressing Tokyo donors to fulfill their pledges. President Bush
will send a letter to leaders of key international donor governments asking them to
increase their assistance.

o USAID personnel will soon co-locate with DoD civil affairs teams throughout
Afghanistan, thus increasing the synergy of their work.

Joe Collins, DASD (Stability Operations) will travel to Afghanistan on August 14, 2002.
Upon return, he will provide further analysis and recommendations.

COORDINATION: Next under.

Attachment:
As stated

2
11-L-0559/0SD/10882



Coordination
(Afghanistan and Non-Governmental Organizations)

GC William J. Haines 1 July 19, 2002
Copy of USDP revisions
provided August 5, 2002

Director, Joint Staff LTG John Abazaid - July 25,2002
Copy of USDP revisions
provided August 5, 2002

DASD, NESA William Luti July 16, 2002
Copy of USDP revisions
provided August 5, 2002

11-L-0559/08D/10883



Snowflake

July 1,2002 3:44 PM

TO: Doug Feith
CC: Gen. Franks
Gen. Myers

11

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld (-

SUBIJECT: Afghanistan and NGOs

up+s'uo B3 &

I just looked over this NGO relationships paper. It is worrisome. We are not

doing a thing to help Karzai with these issues, nor is State.
It is inexcusable. What do you propose?
Thanks.

Attach.
06/29/02 CICS Talking Points

DHR:dh
07010299
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Please respond by 01{2 6 [o2
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l .q/%
O " uncrassiriep  SECDEFHAS SEEN:; -
JUL. 012002

SUBJECT: NGO Relationships with CJCMOTF and Activities in

CCJ3
TALKING POINTS

Afghanistan

SUMMARY .

the status of Non-Governmental Organizations and activities

The following information is provided regarding the
relationship between the Coalition Joint Civil Military
Operations Task Force {CJCMOTF) and the UN, NGOs, and USAID and

functioning in AFG,

e CJCMOTF works closely with the UN, IOs/NGOs, and USAID to
eliminate duplication of effort, cooxdinate,

information among all participants.

Joint Logistics Centex {(UNJLC),

and share

CJCMOTF has a close working relationship with the DN

The UNJLC attends weekly

meetings that the CJICMOTF co~chairs with the Afghan Assistance

Coordination Authority (AACA) to discuss and update issues.

various NGOs also attend thesze meatings.

o

Management

previously approved OBDACA funded projects to various NGOs.

»

The CJCMOTF is currently monitoring one project, the Sultan

CJCMOTF also coordinates with I0O/NGOs at semi-weekly
meetings conducted at the AACA office. The CJCMOF

aeps_the
its proJects

10/NGO community informed of location and status of
by submitting information to the UNJLC’s Afghan Information

System (AIMS) webaite. CJCMOTF has transferred nine

CJIJCMOTF meets weekly with USAID representatives to
coordinate issues and communicates freguently to resolve igsues,.

Rasia School in Mazar-e-Sharif, originally approved for OHDACA

funding and subsegquently transferred to USAID.

Additicnally, a

Memorandum of Understanding is currently being staffed to co-

locate a limited number of USAID perscnnel with Coalition

Humanitarian Liaison Cells (CHLCs) to facilitate HA project

identification and execution.

As of Jun 02, the CJCMOTF financed approximately $4M
of Humanitarian Assistance projects in the following sectors:

Agriculture
Bridge/Road

Wrimms e =T /A a S
AN W e e L A BT

Irrigation
Other
Schools
Water Wells

UNCLASSIFIED
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35 .2M
$ .1M
8$1.6M

$ .4M
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# An sstimated 370 Non-government Organizations (NGO},
International Organizations (I0), and United Naticns (DN}
agencies are working in AFG,

» Primary United Nations organizations functioning in AFG
consist of: United Nations High Commissicner for Refugees,
United Nationg Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs, United Nations Food and Aqricultural Organization,
United Nations Development Program, World Health Organization,
World Food Program, and United Makions International Children’s

Emergency Fund.

» Major Non~governmental arganizations functioning in AFG
consist of: International Committee of the Red Cross,
International Rescue Committee, Catholic Relilef Services, CARE,
International Medical Corps, Mercy Corps, Hope Worldwide, HALO
(Hazardous Area Life Bupport Organization) Trust, GOAL (Irish
NGD), and Agency for Technical Cooperation and Development.

s Funding

¢ USAID currently manages approximately $184M for FY 2002
for Afghan relief and reconstructioen. UBSAID categorizes funded
programs into seven major “sectors”. Sectors and allocatad
funds are fas follows:

*» RBumanitarian/Recovery {(Food) STIM
Humanitarian/Recovery (Non-Food) $22M
Agriculture/Rural Ecanomy 545.5M
Improving Health Care $10.7M
Educational Opportunities $ 6.M
Stabllity/Good Governance §21.3M
Other 5 .5M

* Top 5 recipients USAID is financing through grants
(approximately $105M) this year are as follows:

*» United Nations World Food Programme (UNWEP):
$77.3M for road construction, logistics support, food
precurement and vehicle purchase.

» International Organization for Migration {IQM]:
$10.14M for TPP gare and transportation, ond women’s programs.

* International Rescue Committee [IRC): §7.6M for
water/sanitation, health education, Cash For Work, food and
shelter, and seed,

UNCLASSIFIED

3
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s GOAL {irish NGQ): 57.1M for shelter,
water/sanitation, seeds, constructicn materials, foeod, Food For
Work, and Cash For Work.

» Agency for Technical Cooperation and
Development (ACTED): $6.8M for camp management, infrastructure
rehabilitation, non-food items, ccal, food, IDP shelter, and
earthquake response, '

» UN has financed $851M worth of projects throughout its
agencies, .

» NGOs not funded by the United Nations or USAID have
reported committing an eatimated %$911.24M worth of projects in
AFG.

* The International Community pledged over $18 for Afghan
reconstruction at the Tokya Donors' Conference. To facilitate
donor contxibutions, currently axceeding $)B, the UN and other
doners established the Afghan Reconstruction Trust Fund that is
managed by the World Bank. USAID will be the major implementers
of the bulk of the US government assistance.

4
Approved Byﬁ%ﬂé Prepared ByW/L\.

c. A, ela Mark Martin
CQL, USA MAJ, USA
Chief, J5-CMO Div CCI5-CHMO
24 Jun D2
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July 19,2002 9:55 AM

TO: Pete Aldndge
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld —)6\,
SUBJECT: DLA to TRANSCOM

Why don’t we move a big chunk of the Defense Logistics Agency to
TRANSCOM, and let them tell us what pieces they shouldn’t have and get off the

v qoeo

pot.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
071902-28
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

2900 DEFENSE FENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2900

INFO MEMO
— SE
‘N.I-ERNAT'P%T_?CLYSECUR.W CDE v AS SEm 02/°|z_wl
AT 20
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Vi
FROM: 1. D. Crouch I, Agsjstant Secretary of Defense for International AUG |6 2002
Security Policy

Subject: Testimony to MoD Ivanov

® A copy of Secretary Powell’s and your testimony was delivered to the
Ministry of Defense this morning.
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August 15,2002 10:14 AM

P
TO: J.D. Crouch -y
FROM:  Donald Rumsteld { £ G
SUBJECT: Testimony to MaD Ivanov g
You are going to send Powell's and Rumsfeld's testimony to Sergei. 1 think he
probably already has it, but [ think it is good for them to have that.
Thanks.
DHR:dh
0%1502-7
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You are going to send Powell's and Rumsfeld's testimony to Sergei. 1 think he
probably already has it, but [ think it is good for them to have that.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

2900 DEFENSE FENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2900

INFO MEMO
— SE
‘N.I-ERNAT'P%T_?CLYSECUR.W CDE v AS SEm 02/°|z_wl
AT 20
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Vi
FROM: 1. D. Crouch I, Agsjstant Secretary of Defense for International AUG |6 2002
Security Policy

Subject: Testimony to MoD Ivanov

® A copy of Secretary Powell’s and your testimony was delivered to the
Ministry of Defense this morning.
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June 4,2002 10:23 AM

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
Gen. Myers
Steve Cambone

. FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: David Hackworth

/101¢

\
\ After reading this chapter, do you have any impressions?
H1)8
Thanks.
Attach,
Hackworth, David, Hazardous Duty, Chapter 12: “It’s the System Stupid: Washington, 1996"
DHR:dnh
06040214
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Please respond by O 28[ov 7// &
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CHAPTER

IT’S THE SYSTEM,
STUPID:

WASHINGTON, 1996

s ometimes a friend from the services—past or present—asks
what’s eating me. When this happens, 1 reply, “I keep won-
dering if it’s possible we’re about to close out a hundred years of total
war with nothing to show for it but better body bags.”

I have spent half of the twentieth century, a century of horren-
dous violence, chasing wars. In my lifedme, the military has always
reflected America at its best, the American tradition of stand-up-
and-be-counted, shoot-straight values. Down at the fighting level, in
many ways, the military is the last bastion of the finest American
beliefs: Thou shall not lie, cheat, or steal still means something there.
Today, it inspires me to go into the field with our young Marines,
Rangers, grunts, fighter jocks. They still burn with the warrior spirit,
the sense of selfless service I first saw during World War II. And |
can feel it.

But when I scope -out our top military leaders, too often I see
political animals ohsessed with their careers and bringing home the
pork. This all-pervasive new breed of top dogs is made up of polit-
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ically correct operators, from the President right on down—Dbloated,
self-serving, and morally corrupt. Al talk the good talk, but few have
ever walked the hard walk. Because of such sorry leaders, I have had
to watch the U.S. military go from a fine, duty-first organization of
good men and women to an outfit fragged by the “system.” For too
many members of our armed forces, serving in the military has be-
come merely a job, not a calling or a passion. Dedication, the vital
glue that holds a military team together, has been grossly corrupted
by the same sickness that is destroying America: me, me, me. The
real tragedy is that this sick system is eliminating or driving out our
finest young warriors. We are losing our very best, the ones who stand
tall and win wars.

The essence of leadership is integrity, loyalty, caring for your
people, doing the honorable thing. Over and over since Vietnam, I
have seen political expediency killing these values. When slickness
and cheap compromise run the show, people who refuse to cave in
and play the game get zapped. And when that happens, the ultimate
loser is our country.

This system mows down its victims in all the services. Truth
tellers are not wanted, Consider the case of Colonel David Hunt, one
of the finest serving warriors ] know. As a young lieutenant in Korea,
he threw himself on a live frag grenade to save a soldier. He’s the
only guy I know who can do more damage to a grenade than a gre-
nade can do to him. He commanded two battalions, one for two
years, in Korea. One day his division commander, Major General
Jack Woodall, told him he had the best bastalion in Korea—the hard-
est charging, the most efficient, the best trained, the most spirited.
It could, it would, be the point battalion in war. But Woodall wasn’t
going to recommend Hunt for brigade because he didn’t want to use
up that vital slot. He wanted to save it for a new-breed corporate
general, a young Prince. He told Hunt he’d never make general be-
cause he was too outspoken, too abrasive, too apt to piss off the
wrong people. Here'’s what he really meant: No way ever would Hunt
win any prizes as a salesman for the Military Industrial Congressional
Complex. He wouldn’t be a General Smoothie. He might not use the
right fork. He’d have his mouth full of snuff and be looking for
someplace to spit. Worst of all, he’d always tell the truth.

Here was a guy who could be another Grant, another Patton,
another Abrams; here was a real fighter who could win battles and
provide his warriors with genuine leadership. But he was doomed
because he called ’em as he saw em. When | heard the story, [ asked
to see him. [ hadn’t met him, I just knew him by reputation. And he
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300 COLONEL DAVID H. HACKWORTH

lived up to it completely. By chance, a few days later, I met with Jim
Morrison, then the vice president of Business Executives for National
Security, a first-rate reform group, and Senator Sam Nunn. When
the senator asked me what was wrong with the military, I told him
the Hunt story.

“How did this happen?” he snapped.

“The dancers and prancers go to the top,” ] said. “They don’t
make waves. They hustle bucks for their services regardless of the
consequences.”

“What can we do about it?” he asked me.

“Your committee confirms all senior officer appointments,” |
said. “You put the stamp of approval on anyone recommended for
brigadier general and above. You’ve got to make sure that the Pen-
tagon sends you war fighters, not Perfumed Princes.”

Nunn said he would do it. He wrote up a goodie and sent me a
copy. It basically said: When you are considering people for senior
grades, don’t just consider somebody with a perfect record who has
punched all the right tickets. We need war fighters, we need people
who tell it like it is. He introduced it in the 1991 Defense Authori-
zation Report. The report stressed that leaders should spend sub-
stantial time with troops to learn and to bond. It was a giant step
toward killing dcket punching, which cost so many lives in Viemam
and has done so much damage since. Senator Nunn felt good about
writing the document. So did [. When he sent me a copy, 1 got a
rush. Oh, hallelujah, 1 thought. We finally cleaned up the system.
Now we will get war fighters at the top.

[ called a buddy of mine, very smart about politics, an aide to a
senior senator. And he said, “Ah, forget it, Hack. Nothing’s gonna
happen.”

S0 then | went to Lieutenant General Bill Carpenter, who was by
chance the top combat commander in Korea and Hunt’s ultimate
boss man.

“You've got to save this guy,” I said. “We're losing an Abrams
here.”

Carpenter was one of our finest, fightingest studs and damn
smoart, too. We went back a long way. Bill commanded a rifle com-
pany attached to my battalion in Vietmam where he was recom-
mended for the Medal of Honor.

“Okay, Hack,” he said. “T'll Iook into it.”

Carpenter spent one day with Hunt’s battalion, one full day and
night during a live-fire exercise. He stayed in the trenches with the
soldiers while the bullets were whistling and explosions were crashing
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HAZARDOUS DUTY 301

all around them. It was so real he even cautioned Hunt about how
far he was bringing his boys in training.

“That's how vou train soldiers for warfare,” Hunt said. “You
don’t train them by watching a videa. You train them on a field of
battle, getting them as close to the real thing as vou can.”

“Yeah,” General Carpenter said. “But you're on the edge of aver-
doing it.”*

Carpenter was impressed enough to put in a special, glowing
report on Hunt, recommending he be promored and sent to war col-
lege. That saved a true warrior’s ass from being shuffled aside and
put out to pasture as a lieutenant colonel. He made bird colonel; they
sent him to the war college and Harvard 1o get his master’s, all the
right system punches to prepare him for a star. But be has never
gotten a regular brigade, so he is finished in the Army. Because he's
not a salesman. Just a great leader who knows his job and leads his
warriors by {follow-me example.

Recemly I went down ta the Pentagon to visit Dennis Reimer, the
Army Chief of Staff. He's a good man, movie star handsome with

‘short-cropped silver hair, a six-foot-three Paul Newman in Army
green trying hard o change the system.

1 mentioned Hunt.

“I love him,” he said.

“Why don’t you make him a general?” | said.

He Jooked at me and changed the subject 1o the threat of mines
in Bosnia. [ could se¢ the pain in his cool blue eyes. It's the System.
The fucking System. The deadly System we have to sheot between
the eyes.

Right now, no matter what position you hold within that system,
to buck it means death. James H. Mukoyama, a valiant captain in
my Hardcore Battalion in Vietnam, rose 1o major general in the U.S.
Army Reserves. In 1994, he went before Congress and testified that
federal Reserve units were being converted to state Guard units at
the cost of combat efficiency, risking soldiers, lives just to preserve
pork. A Government Accounting Office study confirmed that the
darnage to the taxpayer was more than $180 million. Mukoyama’s
reward? The Perfumed Princes in the E-ring forced him to retire.
The first Asian American in our country’s histery to command a
division, he had served America for over three decades. The top brass
treated him like a guy with the Ebola virus. No gold watch. Just a
gaping, bleeding helly wound where he fell on his sword, doing the

right thing for his country.
When it comes to big bucks, the Perfumed Princes don’t hesitate

11-L-0559/0SD/10897
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302 COLONEL DAVID H. HACKWORTH

to cheat, lie, and steal. They trashed Sanford Mangold, a brilliant
Air Force officer who was sure to be a general. The Air Force had
rated him in the top 1 percent of its colonels and he was a boy wonder
at the Space Command. Then he blew the whistle on MILSTAR to
his boss, a lieutenant general who agreed with him. MILSTAR was
a Cold War dinosaur, a satellite system that could maintain com-
munications in spite of radiation within a “nuclear environment.”
Sandy felt the system was no longer necessary since the Soviet Union
was dead. He showed how we could save $640 million immediately
and nearly 35 billion over five years by paring it down. The Army,
Navy, and Marines all bought his idea.

Then Les Aspin gave the MILSTAR a death row reprieve even
as the Defense Secretarv was conducting a phony “‘bottom-up” re-
view. The delay gave Sandy’s enemies at Space Command an op-
portunity to save their Crown Jewel. Because they could not argue
the case on the merits, they went after Sandy personally, stacking
the deck, lying, and doing everything thev could to diminish his cred-
ibility. It worked. MILSTAR was back on the books and Sandy was
out on the streets. It took him 210 days and $50,000 in legal fees to
clear his name. Later, I went to the Air Force Chief, General Ronald
Fogleman, and told him that Sandy was a good man, a truth teller,
that he should be part of the Chief’s personal staff. Fogleman sub-
sequently tried to right a wrong by awarding Sandy the Meritorious
Service Medal for “‘outstanding leadership, integrity, and intellect.”
“I missed the chance for general,” he told me. “But I did not join to
be a general. I joined to serve my country.” Again, America was the
loser.

If you are not a Perfumed Prince or a courtier, you get killed. If
you know how to work the system, it will work for you. Slickness is
all. If you know the game, vou can break all the rules. The trick is
never to get caught—and if you do get canght, be sure to have friends
in high places. -

Not long ago in Newsweek, | nailed Air Force General Joe Ashy,
who has four stars, for spending nearly $250,000 to fly himself and
a blond bombshell from Naples, Italy, to Colorado Springs. When he
was reassigned from NATO to head the Space Command in Colo-
rado, he used a C-141 Globemaster, capable of carrying two hundred
passengers for himself, a twenty-one-year-old female “enlisted
aide,” and his cat Nellie. The sircraft had a crew of thirteen, includ-
ing a chef, along with a plush VIP compartment, the equivalent of a
presidential suite—all for the use of the general and his twenty-one-
year-old. To support this costly junket aloft, the Air Force had to
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arrange two hazardous air-to-air night refuelings. This took two KC-
135 tankers, each with a crew of five, one from England for a ren-
dezvous over the Azores, one from Delaware to refuel over the East
Coast, to bring the general home. His trip cost the American taxpayer
nearly a quarter of a million dollars. To fly commercial would have
cost $1,465. In Colorado Springs, General Ashy then splurged an-
other $100,000 for a new conference room—-because the old one
didn’t have a view of Pikes Peak. The money wasted on that quarter-
of-a-million-dollar flight would have bought sixty-two shells for an
M-1 tank, more than enough for the crew’s annual gunnery training.
It could have paid for fifty hours of flight time to train fighter pilots.

I'll say this for General Ashy, he knows how to look after the
troops. According to a retired Air Force sergeant major, he gave his
“aide,” a gorgeous Air Force enlisted woman, an equally gorgeous
black negligee. To boost morale, 1 suppose. Generals are not sup-
posed to have enlisted aides except as cooks or stewards. Their aides
are supposed to be junior officers. A Jackey on his staff coming to his
defense over the flight told me, “All the senior officers do it, it’s an
entitlement,” There was an investigation. The general got a slap on
the wrist. He had to reimburse the government about $5,000. The
official story was that he wrote and mailed his check the day the
judgment came out.

My gut feeling was This is a check that is gonna get lost. | called
Charlie Murphy, a former Marine who works for Senator Chuck
Grassley, a Republican reformer from Iowa. Charlie is a bulldog, the
Ralph Nader of high-ranking military corruption.

“Hey, Charlie,” I said. “I got a feeling this check’s never going
to hit the bank.”

“I do, toe,” he said. “But | got a plan.”

His plan was to call the Defense Department’s Inspector General
in ninety days, long enough for the check to clear the Bank of Siberia,
and ask for a copy of the paperwork. Three months later, 1 phoned
Charlie again. He got in touch with the IG and discovered that the
check had never been banked. The Air Force went to DEFCON 1 on
damage control: It was lost in a drawer, locked in a safe, left behind
when the Secretary of the Air Force flew overseas—everything but
the tooth fairy ate it. Finally, the check turned up in the safe of Sheila
Widnall, the Secretary of the Air Force, a good pal of General Ashy.
Only then was it deposited. Later I discovered that the Air Force was
going to pay $300,000 to buy a VIP pallet like the one Ashy used
for the secretary so she could also fly high. I confronted the Air Force
flacks with the story. A general and colonel huddled three hours
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304 COLONEL DAVID H. HACKWORTH

concocting a cover. [ was on deadline, so I rang an Air Force captain
who was baby-sitting the action.

“What the hell’s taking so long?” I asked her.

She was as frustrated as | was. She said, “They are crafting a
reply.”

“QOut of what—granite?”

They finally came back and said the whole project was on hold.
But I knew the order was already at the factory. Several weeks later,
after the story ran in Newsweek, the Air Force quietly canceled the
secretary’s VIP flying palace.

While chasing the Ashy story, I was lied to more than I have ever
been lied to in my life by officers, majors and colonels who should
have known better, but were protecting their bosses. The experience
left me with the view that if I could, I would eliminate every flack
position in the U.S. military. All the flacks do is spin, deceive, and
promote their service. This takes thousands of people and costs the
taxpayer hundreds of millions of dollars every year.

The Ashy story was just one small example of the horror stories
that now come my way every week from frustrated warriors. Only
the big ones make fleeting headlines: Tailhook; the U.S.5. Vincennes
cover-up—from Captain Will Rogers who shot down the Iranian Air-
bus to Admiral William Crowe, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
who, according to Roger Charles, lied about what really happened—
the Air Force sweetheart deal with Lockheed, a $500 million ripoff;
the Army’s attempts to hide friendly fire deaths during Desert Storm
and now Gulf syndrome. These are only the tip of the iceberg.

Why is this happening? Too many generals and admirals no
longer ask what they can do for their country but what they can do
for their individual services and for themselves. They’ve forgotten
about defending America and their sacred obligation to look out for
the troops. They have also forgotten the oath they took as young
ensigns and lieutenants,

It blows me out how badly the media cover the defense story.
Half of the discretionary spending in the federal budget goes to the
military, which eats up one sixth of the total budget. When the mil-
itary screws up, the facts—and the stories—are earth-shaking. The
media latch on to stories like Tailhook, and rightly so, but it is always
off covering O. J. or finding out who Timothy McVeigh’s girifriend
was in kindergarten when billions are being blown and lives are being
lost. You’d think editors would devote more of their own scarce re-
sources to bulldogging stories like MILSTAR; or the early Bradley,
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that flaming coffin; or the $39 billion B-1, a military albatross; or
the Sergeant York antiaircraft system that cost $13 billion and
couldn’t shoot down a fa1 pigeon sitting on the end of its gun,

How different the picture is today from the way we Americans
started out. My ancestors had muskets and hand axes and they car-
ried their blankets and rations on their backs. Back then they were
led by a few good dedicated men. If an order was bullshit, the troops
sounded off: “*Look, Captain, this doesnt make a damn bit of sense.™
We had a democratic army, not a Prussian military machine that
clicks heels to all orders right or wrong. Back then the 100th was long
and sharp and could bite like hell and inflict great pain on our en-
emies. There was lirtde tail. But from 1776 to now we've grown an
incredible bureaucratic tail and the teeth have been geming smaller
and smaller. [f we keep going this way, we will end up trying to gum
our future enemies to death.

Our military setup is essentially the same organization George
Washington had at the Delaware, except that in 1948 we threw
the Air Force. If IBM did niot change with the times, it would belly
up, which it almost did. But the U.S. military machine has locked
itself in concrete.

Featherbedding is worse than stupid. It weakens our national
defense. During the peak of the Cold War, the United States con-
tributed almost 400,000 twoops to NATO. After the lron Curtain
collapsed, that force was reduced o 100,000 troops. Qur cutting
edge in Furope today is made up of only four U.S. fighting brigades
with a total of 12,000 fighters. Half of them are now in Bosnia en-
forcing the peace. But if you look around the assorted command posts
in Eurape, you will find 12,000 clerks, jerks, and generals—as many
desk men as warriors, Even though the force level has been reduced
by almost 300.000 people, the top brass has hardly been touched.
Not one chalet or villa has been closed down or one VIP aircraft
mothballed. A battalion commander in Europe told me, “All we do
is suffer VIPs: In the American component of NATO, there are 4
four-stars, 6 three-stars, 27 two- and one-stars, and their siaffs all
oversupervising twelve combat maneuver bartalions.” Never have so
few been commanded by so many o so little good purpose.

Since 1946 the United States has spent about $14 trillion (in
1996 dollars} on military toys and boys supposedly defending Amer-
ica. We tend to forget how much that really represents. If you lined
up a fleet of bulldozers on the East Coast and pushed everything into
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the drink on the West Coast—every building, every car, every bridge,
and every brick and stick made by human beings—and replaced
them with brand-new stuff, you would still have a pocketful of
change left over from $14 willion.

Insane spending has turned our military machine into a gadget-
loaded truck with a hundred more gold-plated cylinders than it
needs. In 1996, defense spending continued at 80 percent of Cold
War levels. This does not track when you figure 60 percent of all
defense spending during the Cold War was to stop the Soviets.

Since the end of the Cold War we have cut troops and mothballed
. or retired thousands of ships, guns, and airplanes, but the United
States still spends on average $300 billion a year defending the globe,
more than the rest of the world combined. This massive post-Cald-
War spending places an unacceptable burden on the American econ-
omy and saddles the nation with a military force that is far too
powerful in some respects and too weak in others. The Japanese and
the Germans spend a fraction of their GNP defending themselves.
Why shouldn’t they? We do it for them while they clean our clocks
on the economic front. Meanwhile, the United States spends $30
billion per year on education—a mere 10 percent of the defense bud-
get—on our youth, the hope and future of this country. Where are
our priorities, especially when you consider that for the moment we
have no serious enemy threatening us?

Look at our main adversaries for the foreseeable future: Cuba,
Libya, Iran, Iraq, North Korea, and Syria. All lack a strong industrial
base. Their combined total population is just 140 million. Their com-
bined military strength consists of 2.7 million men and women out-
fitted with mostly worn-out gear from the former Soviet Union. Their
combined defense budgets are half of what we spend on education.
None of these countries has the Bomb vet or an effective army, navy,
or air force. Their major capability is terrorism and chemical-
biological sneak attacks. North Korea remains a serious threat, but
it looks like the North Koreans may be only a few years away from
bellying up.

Yet we are continuing to buy more and more Cold War relics
designed to fight an “‘Evil Empire” that died when the Berlin Wall
came tumbling down. Paradoxically, as the Pentagon budget in-
creases, the size of our armed forces decreases. In 1991, during Des-
ert Storm there were 2.1 million people on active dury. Today we
have about 1.5 million.

Our troop strength has been reduced by almost 30 percent, yet
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we have seen no corresponding decline in defense spending, end the
fat cats in the Pentagon and other high headquarters have not really
felt the retrenchment knife. Ordinary Americans remain ignorant of
the waste and the rip-offs until they hear the horror stories: the
$7,000 coffeepots; the $12,000 hooks for the C-17 transport that
cost a couple of hundred bucks at the local hardware store; and
$250,000 airplane rides for generals. And that news seems to stick
in their heads about as long as a Jay Leno joke.

The Perfumed Princes have it down to a science. Even when they
retire, they pass through a golden revolving door and go to work for
the same guys from whom they used to buy weapons. They get big
salaries for ringing up their former subordinates and saying, My
company’s gear is just right for you. The newest twist is for foreign
countries to rent our retired generals. For example, General Carl
Vuono, who used to be the Army Chief of Staff, runs a company
called Military Professional Resources, with rwo thousand retired
American generals and admirals and other officers for rent. His boys
were training the Groatians long before President Clinton sent in the
regulars.

It has been nearly forty years since President Eisenhower warned
us about the Military Industrial Congressional Complex, but we etill
haven’t brought it under control. Military leaders, politicians, and
defense contractors form what has been called the Iron Triangle, a
dollar-gobbling, three-legged monster with the Pentagon, Congress,
and the White House as the main players. They work in concert to
keep defense money in play, many of the hoodwinkers moving from
one leg to another as opportunities arise. The MICC has a strong and
supportive constituency, the first leg being the politicians and their
pork. Defense pork means jobs for the lawmakers’ districts and states
and jobs mean votes. Votes mean reelection. Building a bigger pig
trough to wallow in is the endgame of the Iron Triangle.

Who needs more B-2 bombers, more Sea Walf submarines? Who
needs another Nimitz-class carrier? We could save hundreds of bil-
lions of defense dollars if we had leaders with enough common sense
and courage 1o do the job right. What’s a good citizen supposed to
think when Congress approves buying a new fleet of bombers? The
people who build the bombers have worked it all out. They know
how many congressional districts there are in the United States. In
district after district, someone is building a part of the new bomber.
So when a vote comes up in the House of Representatives, the bomber
gang can say to the politicians in Washington, “Look, you’re gomg
to lose jobs in your district if yon don’t vote for this weapon.” The
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tail assembly is made in one guy’s district, the rudder is made in
another. And so it goes. Then the bomber cabal fans out into those
districts and whispers to the people, “Your Representative wants to
vote against our bomber, and that vote is going to cost you your job.
Your local economy is going to go down the tubes. You gotta put the
squeeze on him.” So the faxes and phone calls and letters start rain-
ing down on Washington, and even the politician smart enough to
know America’s natienal security wouldn’t miss a beat if ne more
bombers were produced will sdll vote for it. And every time he plays
along with the bomber boys, he’s sticking a knife in your back and
keeping the guys who end up face-to-face with the enemy from
having the right stuff.

That’s how the game is played today and the tragedy is that too
many of our top military leaders are playing right along with the
politicians and the defense contractors. Among the Perfumed Princes
in the E-ring, knowing how to sell a weapons system to Congress is
prized far more highly than knowing how to fight a unit in battle.
They are spending us broke on wonder toys while shortchanging the
boys who do the fighting and dying. We have wonderful young sol-
diers, high school and college graduates full of idealism who would
fall on a grenade in a second to save their buddies or their country.
But as they rise through the ranks, they become corrupted. Some-
where around lieutenant colonel all 100 many become so obsessed
with making it to the Pentagon’s inner E-ring, they’d poison their
mother if that’s what it took to get them there.

The higher these officers rise, the more they lose their nerve—
because they have more to lose. These are not leaders who would
take the point, stand tall to correct a wrong, or fall on their sword
for their men. Politically correct, they go along to get along. They
are not risk takers: To take risks, you have to have balls; what they
have is bureaucratic cunning. So this democracy of ours, which is
the best form of government going, is hurting. That's what’s caus-
ing the anger and frustration of ordinary citizens today. But few
within the Beltway are listening to the drumbeat. Washington has
become as bad as London during the American Revolution, when
the king and lords could not understand why all that tea was floating
in Boston Harbor.

The MICC is winning big-time. Let’s consider a few examples.
The Navy needs sixty attack submarines to sink a Soviet submarine

fleet that has already sunk. During the Cold War, we had about one
hundred attack submarines to do that job. We retired forty. We re-
tired the U.S.S. Los Angeles even though it had twenty years of shelf
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life left. But now we are building one Sea Wolf sub per vear at $4
billion & pop because they provide ten thousand jobs. They are cer-
tainly not a military necessity. My solution: Send those ten thousand
sub-making employees to Hawaii. Even if we pay their salaries, all
room and board, and throw in all the luaus they can hula to and
grog they can drink, we will still save about $3.4 billion a year by
not building, crewing, and maintaining the unneeded subs.

We are currently building two new aircraft carriers and the MICC
is pressing for a third. With planes, goodies, and crew, the total life-
cycle cost for these three will be about $60 billion. This will give us
eleven carriers, Building them means a lot of jobs in Virginia, one
place where the Republicans and Democrats do not have a gridlock.
Both Senator John Warner (R-Va.}) and Senator Charles Robb {D-
Va.) pull the same rope at the same time in the same direction. Car-
riers in Virginia mean jobs. and jobs mean Warner and Robb will
return to their MICC seats of power.

We now have more flattops than we need. Even in Desert Storm,
we only used six, four in the Red Sea, two in the Gulf. Many naval
experts sav five big carriers and six mid-size carriers will do the job
nicely. The U.S. Navy has almost twice the number of carriers of the
combined forces of the rest of the world. One of our big carriers has
more strike power than all other foreign carriers combined. Russia
has only one clunky supercarrier. and it’s on its ass for lack of main-
tenance, spare parts, and serviceable aircraft with only eight quali-
fied pilots able to launch off its rusted deck.

We also have a new fleet of fighters in the works. The F-22 stealth
fighter will take the place of the F-15. The total package for four
hundred F-22s will run over $72 billion. The purpose of this new
gold-plated wonder weapon is to shoot down the Soviet Union, even
though the Evil Empire crashed in 1990, Some strategists like former
naval officer and Assistant Secretary of Defense Lawrence J. Korb,
now of the Brookings Institution, say we could maintain our tech-
nological edge and keep our stealth capability as sharp as it was in
the Gulf War with fifty to seventy-five of these aircraft. The Pentagon
has dozens of other costly wonder weapons—many are relics from
the Cold War--fighters, missiles, and whiz-bang stuff. The MICC
savs we urgently need these weapons even though they are aimed at
an enemy that has ceased to exist. On top of that the individual
Services want evern more.

Budgetary sleight-of-hand jeopardizes our warriors and steals
defense dollars from where they are needed to sharpen combat read-
iness. Grunts don’t have many guardians or much political clout.
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Grunts don’t contribute to political action committees like the people
who make stealth aircraft or $60 billion worth of aircraft carriers.
Between 1991 and 1993, seventy members of the House Armed Ser-
vices Committee scooped up almost $3.5 million from PACs. The
two biggest beneficiaries were Pennsylvania’s John Murtha, who gob-
bled up $331,200, and Texas’s Charles Wilson, who raked in
$285,150. Both are big cheerleaders for a costly, bug-ridden, half
airplane-half helicopter that does two things well: crash and waste
heavy-duty money. It’s no coincidence the V-22 Osprey is built in
their districts.

Defense contractors make up the second leg of the MICC. They
have had a license to steal since just before World War II, and with
forty-seven years of Cold War, this abuse has become a virtual sci-
ence. Until only recently, most defense contractors operated on a
cost-plus basis and the taxpayers paid dearly. Flat-out cheating,
heavy padding, and out-and-out corruption have become endemic.
Not long ago I checked through just a few headlines in Newsweek’s
stacks: Litton Industries agrees to reimburse government $82 million
for overcharging on a defense contract. Northrop Corporation found
guilty of rigging bids on the stealth bomber to the tune of over $60
million. Grumman agrees to pay U.S. government $20 million to
avert criminal charges for defrauding the U.S. Navy. Curtiss-Wright
pays $17.5 million to settle charges that top executives fraudulently
overcharged the Navy. Gencorp and Alliant Techsystems pay $12
million for conspiring to cheat the military on the sale of cluster
bombs. United Technologies pays $150 million for improperly bill-
ing the government for military helicopters. Eight suppliers were ac-
cused of providing substandard hardware to the U.S. military,
defective stuff such as ammo and aviation parts used by our warriors
in combat.

According to the General Accounting Office, CEOs of giant de-
fense contractors are some of the highest-paid executives in the
U.S.A. Here’s a recap of the latest available figures: James Mellor of
General Dynamics ($11.3 million); Bernard Schwartz of Loral ($4.6
million); Dennis Picard of Raytheon ($2.5 million}; Daniel Tellep of
Lockheed Martin ($2.4 million); Harry Stonecipher of McDonnell
Douglas ($1.6 million); Krent Kresa of Northrop Grumman ($1.6
million). By one report, Schwartz was expecting to get an $18 million
bonus for arranging the sale of Loral’s defense division to Lockheed

Martin, a merger that would mean thousands of layoffs.
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people The military brass at the Pentagon make up the third leg of the Iron
arriers. Triangle. Sadly, many three- and four-star generals put service over
ed Ser- country and forget their oath of office: to defend America, not their
2s. The service’s budget. These Perfumed Princes fight for their individual
a0 gob- service’s budget harder than they fight any external enemy. I learned
ked in : while working in the Pentagon that the U.S. Air Force was a bigger
n, hal enemy to the U.S. Army than the North Vietnamese we were fighting
1 waste at the time or the Soviets we were preparing to fight. Almost every
built in 1 three- and four-star is not a war fighter but a super arms salesman,
‘ whose job it is to schmooze the lawmakers and hype their service’s
5. They needs.
ad with g The most recent schmooze champs come from the Air Force,
ual sci- madly selling the need for those four hundred new F-22 fighters as
:d on a 1 well as a fleet of $350-million-a-copy C-17 cargo planes. if we ac-
1eating, quired only a dozen C-17s for combat assaulis, the balance of the
2demic. air fleet could be modernized with Boeing 747 cargo aircraft at half
sweek’s the cost. And we do not need all four hundred of those new fighters.
milkion The Navy is hustling for new carriers and submarines, and fighting
n found : hard to stop the flees from being trimmed. The Army is spinning the
ver $60 ‘ need for a multibillion-dollar digital battlefield and fleets of new
illion to ' helicopters and tanks even though the tank itself will soon be obso-
-Wright 5 lete. And the Marine Corps is beating the drums for that costly lemon,
Julently the V-22 Osprey.
ray $12 Each service jealously guards its overlapping missions and com-
" cluster petes with the other services for more, more, more, just the way poker
xly bill- players always want more chips. Their interservice rivalry blinds
were ac- them. They can’t admit that their forces are too large for today and
nilitary, will be inadequate and too expensive for tomorrow. Despite all the
warriots : we-can-bomb-them-back-to-the-Stone-Age bluster, no single ser-
' vice can win a war by itself. Wars take a team effort despite the hype
lant de- put out by the U.S. Air Force about how it won Desert Storm.
s in the 4 In this era of huge national debt with our bonehead politicians
Aellor of g eagerly assuming the role of Global Cop regardless of the cost, there
al ($4.6 3 is no room for duplication, overlap, or waste. But we are wallowing
Tellep of B in redundancy. To pick just one example, we have two ground
:Donnell . forces—the U.S. Army and the U.S. Marine Corps. Both are in sharp
in ($1.6 E competition, especially for post-Cold-War 911 missions in places
3 million ; like Somalia and Haiti, the only games in town. Both forces do the
ockheed same thing: break things and kill people. The Marine Corps, which

is in theory a primarily light, hit-and-pull-out amphibious force, has
not hit any beaches for real since the 1950 Inchon invasion during
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the Korean War. After that, Marine divisions fought as Army divi-
sions for the next two years in Korea, the decade of the Vietham
War, and again during Desert Storm. Now the Marine Corps, like
the Army, has developed a heavy-tank capability. Meanwhile, the
Army, while whistling the Marine Corps hymn, is buying ships to
replicate the U.S. Marine Corps’s floating reserve strategic mission.
It sounds like something from M*A*S*H, except that it’s real and
we’re paying for it with scarce 1ax dollars.

President Clinton hasn’t just joined the Military Industrial Con-
gressional Complex, he’s become its main cheerleader. One month
before the 1994 State of the Union speech, President Clinton gave
the Pentagon another $11 billion, then told Congress, “We must not
cut defense spending any further.”” Even that was not enough. After
the Republicans ripped his knickers in the off-year congressional
elections for neglecting defense, he breathlessly flung another $25
billion into the Pentagon larder. That was supposed to square away
the “‘readiness gap.” Now we have a readiness gap. Remember the
bomber gap? Remember the missile gap? The readiness gap is the
same type of con. Ready for what? Mexico to invade? A Canadian
blitzkrieg attack? As things now stand, President Clinton is spending
more on defense than Richard Nixon proposed at the height of the
Cold War.

Instead of whipping our forces into realistic shape for post-Cold-
War missions, President Bill Clinton caves in to every Perfumed
Prince and defense contractor who wails Gimme, Gimme, Gimme.
Here’s why. He’s politically vulnerable because not enly did he not
serve in Vietnam, but he got caught lying about his draft status. Then
he ushered in his administration with his misguided gays-in-the-
military initiative, which turned off just about everyone who has ever
worn a uniform. Scrounging votes in Connecticut, he gave the kiss
of life to the Sea Wolf after George Bush cut off its air supply. The
B-2 bomber was dead on arrival in California. Then President Clin-
ton, snapping after the state’s fifty-four electoral votes, did a double
shuffle to keep it alive. First, he announced he would not fund the
B-2 in the 1997 budget. Then he waffled, going ahead with the $496
million allocated for 1996. He did this, even though the chiefs of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force have said no more B-2s.
My guess is that the B-2, like the B-1 resuscitated by Ronald Reagan,
will be born again. And of course the President isn’t the only poli-
tician playing this game. Anywhere n America where there’s a
defense factory, you find a politician and a deal. This mess is bipar-
tisan. Campaigning in California, Bob Dole sounded like Clinton—
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though in slow motion—about the B-2. The bottom Line: You pay
$30 billion, they get to hustle twenty-five thousand Catifornia vores.

Tke knew all about this insidious cabal. Just before leaving office,
when he coined the phrase the Military Industrial Congressional
Complex, his advisers convinced him he should drop “congressional”
because it would rub too many porkers the wrong way. Before he
turned the White House over to JFK, bhe said, “In the councils of
governments we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military industrial
complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power
exists and will persist. We must never let the weight of this combi-
nation endanger our liberties or democratic process. We should take
nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can
couple the proper meshing of the huge industrial and military ma-
chine of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security
and liberty may prosper together.”

Because most of us slept through the speech, we now have pretty
much four of everything. To start with, we have four air forces, one
each for the U.S. Navy, the U.5. Army, the U.S. Marine Corps, and,
of course, the U.S. Air Force itself. All do long-range “deep strike”
operations and all do close air support missions. Would you believe
we also have: four legal corps; four intelligence commands; four per-
sonnel centers; four chaplain branches; and four information/data
commands. We also have: four training systems from boot te flight
training right up to charm schools for new generals; four supply
systems and four research and development commands. Hey, there
are even four different color socks and four different hats!

Imagine GM or Ford having four sets of everything. The stock-
holders would revolt. CEO heads would roll. But at the Pentagon
piggy bank these are the rules: Don’t worry about the taxpayers;
bigger is better; always preserve pork fat while cutting military mus-
cle. Whenever you need more money, simply scream, “The bogey-
man is coming.” Believe me, the Pentagon’s cash addiction is
America’s real enemy, the enemy within. :

Each service is spending millions of dellars duplicating research
and development work. Today, the Army, the Navy, and the Air
Force are all developing defense systems to deal with missiles. The
same is true on close air support. The Army has the Apache helicop-
ter; the U.S. Marine Corps has the F-18C, the Harrier jet, and Super
Cobra gunship; the U.S. Navy has the F-18D; and the U.S. Air Force
has the F-15E and F-16. Of course, they are slowly phasing out the
best one, the A-10 Warthog, because it’s apparently not sexy or costly
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enough. Only the A-10, the Apache, and Cobra choppers reliably put
iron down on the close air support target. The others—all fast bum-
ers—can’t stay over the targets long enough, fly too fast, and are too
thin-skinned. Using a fast burner aircraft to provide combat air sup-
port is like trying to throw a golf ball from a car going 500 miles per
hour into a coffee mug from a freeway overpass.

Our waste would run a small nation. We are now paying $5.5
billion a year for forty-two Guard combat brigades. Hanging on to
them is like General Motors keeping a buggy division. | brought this
up one day with Mike Stone, as we were sitting in his Pentagon office,
not leng after Desert Storm. The downsizers were all over him and
he was griping to me about not having enough defense dollars to
keep the Army fighting fit.

“You know,” I said, “you’ve got to get rid of the Army National
Guard’s combat brigades and divisions.”

“Hack,” he said, “it would be easier to get rid of God.”

The National Guard is entrenched, totally bulletproof. Every pol-
itician on the Hill fights to keep it, because the Guard is in every
district and state. It’s been that way since before the days of Abe
Lincoln. The Joint Chiefs of Staff say they only need fifteen National
Guard combat brigades. President Clinton insists for political reasons
on keeping forty-two. Those twenty-seven unneeded brigades cost
$3 billion a year. So we're keeping the Guard on the porkroll even
though Desert Storm proved once again that the Guard’s combat
brigades were a waste of good money. War is now come as you are,
so there is no longer time for the National Guard to get ready. To-
day’s Army and Marine combat units have to be as ready as a jet
fighter sitting on a carrier’s catapult, always prepared to launch.

We are even being ripped off on what we pay defense contractors
for research and development. Here’s how it works: The taxpayer
pays billions to develop a new weapons system. The contractor then
sells the system overseas and his profits skyrocket, because he hasn’t
had to pay the full bill for R and D. There have been attempts to
control this scam, but the porkers have resisted them. The 1996
Defense Authorization Bill, going their way, slid right into the trough.

Blubber, bureaucracy, and duplication do not give the United
States a stronger force or the edge in a fight. In fact, they produce a
weaker military force, because during lean times no individual ser-
vice has enough to do the job and eventually all become as hollow
and limp as a used straw. To get an idea of our current girth, just
check out the Pentagon in Washington D.C., ten square miles of
posturing and stealing surrounded by reality. In 1945, at the end of
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World War Il when the U.S. military had 13 million men and women
in uniform, there were 25,000 people in the Pentagon. Today, when
our military is down to 1.5 million there are 26,000 people trying to
look busy in that same five-cornered, concrete bunker and thousands
more big and little bureaucrats squirreled away in office buildings
all over town. Amazing. More clerks than trigger pullers. Doesn’t
make much sense. Clerks do not put holes in enemy soldiers.

At present, we have only 192,000 wigger pullers out of 732,000
people on active duty in the Army and Marines. That is like leaving
75 percent of the cops in the police station to shuffle papers, rather
than out on the beat fighting crime. You can find the same blubber
at every headquarters in the military. Down in the trenches, where
warriors fight and die, we never have enough people.

Looking back, as long as I've been around, backstabbing and
interservice rivalry have been a running sore. It amazes me we won
World War II with so much throat cutting going on between the
admirals and generals. Back in the 1940s, the Army and Navy were
constantly fighting and undercutting each other. The Navy wanted
pricrity for the Pacific and the Army wanted priority for Europe.
Neither would release critical resources——aircraft, landing craft,
ships, and other war-fighting gear—to the other, and in some tactical
situations they would not even support each other. Vigtnam was even
worse. Naval Air had its own set of targets and the U.8. Air Force
had theirs. The Marines and Army each had their separate war, and
neither would coordinate their efforts. It was as if the four services
were fighting four different wars. In the Delta, the Army was pre-
tending it was the Marines. In the north, fighting big land battles,
the Marines were acting more like the Army. Meanwhile, almost
60,000 young men were KIA and 300,000 more were ground up as
WIA, partly because there was no unity of command, a vital principle
of war, or concentration of effort (the principle of mass} or even one
single game plan (the principle of objective).

We, a superpower, lost our first war in U.8. history to a third
world army that never had one airplane over our battle positions, one
sub or ship attacking our convoys, or one SCUD muissile sputtering
overhead; yet they kicked our ass. In 1980, Jimmy Carter’s hostage
rescue mission failed in the Iranian desert because all four services
jumnped into the act to justify their budgets. Everything failed. A U.S.
Navy chopper flown by U.S. Marine Corps pilots crashed into a U.S.
Air Force C-130 aircraft killing U.S. Army wroopers. The operation
was a humiliating disaster. The invasion of Grenada in 1983 was just
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as bad. It was a Keystone Kop comedy. The Navy bombed the Army.
The Marines, with only one infantry battalion, outperformed the Ar-
my’s eight parachute battalions. SEALs drowned. Green Berets were
killed in badly planned missions. Things got so bad an officer on the
beach in a firefight had 1o use a credit card to call Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, the fastest way to get the U.S. Navy off Grenada to adjust
its gunfire, since the Army and Navy radios couldn’t communicate
with each other. That was almost forty years after World War II,
where this kind of stupidity happened all the time. The same thing
happened during the rehearsals for the 1994 invasion of Haiti. These
disasters all occurred because we had four different squads playing 2
under four different coaches, all trying to stick it to each other. Joint
service operations have been anything but joint. 3 O l
. And when they do try to play together—watch out. Not long ago

the Pentagon decided to conduct an antiterrorist exercise on the is-

land of Guam. The ostensible idea was to see what would happen if ; W I
terrorists tried to capture a nuclear weapon. Their real purpose was -
to justify maintaining a seldom-used air base on the island.

Here’s what happened. U.S. Marines posing as terrorists set out
to see if they could steal a nuke coming to Guam aboard a plane
from South Korea. The “bomb’ was supposed to be a dummy. But
unknown to most of the participants in the exercise, the plane arrived
carrying live weapons along with the dummies. Then the aircraft was
parked on a sector of a runway over an underground fuel dump.
During the mock raid, the Marine ““terrorists” tossed a concus-

sion grenade that rolled up against the leg of a USAF security guard. b h
[n this case, the soldier happened to be a young woman, Airman

Laurie “Ranger” Lucas. The grenade blew off her foot and killed j sputt
her. The Marines had been ordered to use concussion grenades since : ting
they were running an exercise anyway, the idea was they might as a doc
well take out a broken gate in order to replace it at taxpayers, expense ing <
from the training exercise budget. What about Ranger Lucas? Train- _ expe
ing accident, you know. priol

If the Marines had lobbed that grenade a mite harder, the exer- .1 Our

cise would have created more devastation than the Oklahoma City it, t
bombing. The grenade would have ignited over the fuel dump, torch- !
ing off 220,000 gallons of aviation fuel stored under the plane with : you

the nukes. The explosion would have been conventional, not nuclear, ' that
but there’s no doubt it would have spewed radioactive debris into ! us.
the winds and across the Pacific. Oh, the colonel would have gotten beer
not only his new gate but a rebuilt airfield—and a new asshole. leng

A very close call.




CHAPTER 13

CHANGE—
OR BELLY UP:
WHITEFISH, 1996

ow that you've gotten inside what’s gone down from Desert

Storm to Bosnia, you can see that our military machine is
sputtering like a worn-out tank. Any mechanic can see it’s only hit-
ting on two cylinders while using & hell of a lot of expensive gas. If
a doctor looked at our armed forces, he’d see a bloated patient, lack-
ing coordination and into advanced denial. A business management
expert would see redundancy, inefficiency, and obsolescence; skewed
priorities; a corrupt personmel setup; and a lousy accounting system.
QOur military is a sick institution, and if we don’t do something about
it, the Republic, the very source of our freedom, is going to die.

It is always a bitch to cause change. Woodrow Wilson said, “If
you want to make enemies, try to change something.” The first thing
that needs to be changed is a lot of minds. For many in our country,
U.8. military spending has become a sacred cow. A cow that has
been well mitked. This is the prevailing mind-set: We must not chal-
lenge the idea of national defense. It has become like social security
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and Medicare—entitlements few lawmakers have the guts to chal-
lenge or cut.

Those who have a vested interest in the system—or are soaring
on a hawk trip—say, “You gotta be a Commie or a loony tune to
want to cut defense spending.” This is the prevailing view of a lot of
wild-eyed Congress members, most generals, all weapons makers,
and one hell of a lot of uninformed citizens. They have all been
conditioned to believe and fear that the Nazis, the Russians, the bo-
geymen, are coming. When they hear me pushing for military reform,
these people say, “Only a traitor or a fool would want to tamper with
the defense apparatus of the U.S.A.”

My answer is, the hell with that. Change is urgently required.
We’ve got to say, “What’s the smart way to defend America without
going broke, without collapsing like the Greeks and Romans, the
Spanish, the French, the Dutch, the British, and the Soviets?”

In arguing for peace through strength, Ronald Reagan had it half
right. But all he did was throw money at the problems. He solved
nothing. I shudder when I look at how our 1995 tax dollars were
spent: 50 cents for entitlements, 16 cents for interest on the debt, 17
cents for defense. That leaves us only 17 cents on the dollar to run
the nation—for education, health, highways, transportation, and
everything else. If entitlements, interest, and defense spending are
not brought under control, even that 17 cents is going to shrink like
a cheap T-shirt. In a few cases we are headed in a positive direction,
such as closing redundant bases—we’ve already cut over a hundred
of them—for an enormous savings. But we need to apply the same
nonpartisan approach to every aspect of military spending, from tent
pegs to satellites, from squads to divisions, Everything has to be
challenged. We must constantly ask ourselves, ““s this particular ex-
penditure necessary?”’ We need to say, “‘Look, is there a smarter way
of defending America?”

I think there is.

The first step is to clean up the military’s top leadership. We must
find leaders who will put country and soldiers first, not their indi-
vidual service and their career, war fighters in the great tradition of
Matt Ridgway, Chesty Nimitz, Jimmy Doolittle, and Vic “the Brute”
Krulak. To paraphrase JFK, we need leaders who will ask not what
their service can do for them, but what they—and their service—can
do for their country. We haven't lost all the good guys, studs like
General Hugh Shelton and Admiral Snuffy Smith. And as much as
it pains me to say it, President Clinton deserves full marks for putting
three top warriors who care about people and want to do the right
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thing in charge of the Air Force, the Army, and the Marine Corps:
General Ronald Fogleman, General Dennis Reimer, and General
Charles Krulak, son of the Brute. Bur these good appointments
haven’t changed the behavior of the Perfumed Princes entrenched
throughout the system. The culrure is all-pervasive and the Perfumed
Princes are in position to outscheme and outlast these few good men.
‘When a problem is systemic, reform must also be systemic. What we
need is & total overhaul, a task that could take ten years.

We have to get back to the bare bone basics, like a sergeant
before going on patrol. That sergeant doesn’t get into an esoteric
exercise. He asks his captain, “What’s the mission? How many men
am | going to have? What’s the enemy situation?”” Then he scopes
out the weather and terrain and moves out. The first thing America
has to do is identify its real enemies—today, next year, and on into
the middle of the twenty-first century. We can no longer afford to
inflate our enemies list just to justify our weapons list.

Sure, Cuba, Libya, Iran, Iraq, North Korea, and Syria are out
there growling today. Down the track, China and Russia could be
far bigger and more dangerous fire breathers. Let’s consider for a
moment the kind of threat they present. With North Korea, Iran, and
Iraq, we could be looking at smaller versions of Deseri Storm. With
the rest of the little guys it’s terrorism, bombs, chemical and biolog-
ical weapons. With China and Russia the danger is total war: ICBMs,
massed armies, and mass destruction right here on Main Street
US.A. as well as the enemy’s home ground. That is a worst-case
scenario, of course. None of it may happen. But it’s what we have to
plan and spend for intelligently. Right now we are not gearing our
efforts to genuine threats but to the overwhelming momentum of the
Military Industrial Congressional Complex. We have to plan for two
quite different kinds of war: low-tech and high-tech. Low-tech fight-
ing of the kind we saw in Somalia hasn’t changed much since the
boys took up throwing rocks in the Stone Age to decide who got to
be chief and which tribe would sit on the top of the mountain. Low-
tech is man pitted against man—small-scale, deadly, and with sig-
nificant political repercussions. High-tech is laser against laser,
long-distance war with satellites and digital battlefields, the mighty
computer chip driving whiz-bang weapons only now in their infancy.

Right now, our high-tech and low-tech capabilities are out of
sync. We are behaving and spending as if we are already living and
fighting in a Star Wars galaxy. But you've seen that Mogadishu, Port-
au-Prince, or Tuzla aren’t exactly Jedi warrior stuff. For the imme-
diate future, given the end of the superpower face-off and the nature
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of our new, fragmented world, we are a lot more likely to find our-
selves in a shitload of low-tech Mogadishu-style fights than high-tech
shootouts. But our obsession with high tech, the search for the
ultimate wonder weapon, has kept us from striking the right low-
tech-high-tech balance.

We have to have a high-tech force that is ready to defend our
skies and to fight futuristic over-the-horizon wars. Contrary to the
general impression, Desert Storm came nowhere near what lies
ahead. The irony is that even in high tech, our thinking is behind
the power curve. We have a lot of good weapons systems with fif-
teen or twenty years shelf life left in them. We are replacing them
early with stuff that’s supposed to be whiz-bang, but is at best
only next year’s model. For example, we are replacing the F-15
fighter, one of the best ever made, with the F-22, when we should
be thinking about a whole new family of missiles controlled by
satellites and computer chips to take over the Wild Blue Yonder.
We need to be looking even farther over the horizon. The weap-
ons we have now, with updates, should last us easily into the
2010-2020 time frame. They are good enough to protect us
against anybody out there right now. We should hold the line
with these weapons while we invent and test a new generation of
genuine future-shock hardware capable of convincing any Nasty,
big or small, that if he slaps leather we will shut off his lights.

In the meantime, we have to recognize that our most frequent
fights are going to be low-tech and then put a far greater priority on
getting our warriors the right stuff. We have to spend more money
to provide them a new family of small arms and lightweight, reliable
communications gear. They need a better mine detector that can sniff
out plastic mines. Our research and development people should de-
vote the same attention they give to stealth technology to better per-

“sonal gear in the form of body armor as well as improved detection

and protection from nuclear-biological-chemical attack. Not as in
Bosnia, where the supply system, crashing at the last minute,
couldn’t put body armor and winter gear on our warriors, throw a
bridge across the Sava River in less than a week without making it
a rat fuck, or get combat forces to the right place at the right time.

We should put people with hands-on experience, not just whiz-
bang engineers and salesmen, in charge of weapons development. As
things stand now, the whole process of getting war toys is staffed out
to people who stand to make bigger bucks the more we spend, people
with little fiefdoms to defend, people who have never been shot at,
people who have worn white lab coats all their lives. Among the
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our- people who set the priorities for new weapons, we should also have
tech ; a lot more experienced warriors. And we should give them veto power
the " over projects like MILSTAR and the early Bradley that turn into
low- dollar-sucking monsters.
The truth is, we nieed to change and reform the entire U.5. armed
our forces. To do the job, we need a task force of the best brains in
» the America. Here are the sorts of ideas I think we should be looking
lies : into. The most important, long past due, is to consolidate all our
hind fighting forces into one unified service.
1 if-
hem » We could merge the Army and the Marine Corps, giving
best ' the new outfit its own air arm including strategic bomb-
<15 ' ers, and eliminate the Air Force.
ould : « We could put the Navy in carge of all strategic missiles.
1 by | The Navy would keep its traditional role and its own air
ider. 3 arm, as well, In the short term, this would mean that
eap- swabbies would be manning missile silos on land. Long-
-~ the E range, and as quickly as possible, the missiles would be
t us : moved to subs at sea.
line * We could form a new Strategic Mobility Command, tak-
m of ’ ing the planes from the Air Force and the cargo ships
asty, i from the Navy, and tasking it with all our air lift and sea
ts. 1 lift needs.
[uent * We could reconfigure the Pentagon, eliminating the sep-
ty on - arate service chiefs and the civilian secretaries of the
oney ' Army, Navy, and Air Force in favor of a combined De-
iable fense Force headquarters, run by a civilian Secretary of
smiff _ Defense.
1 de- 1 * We could eliminate the current evaluation-report system
‘per- and the zero-defects mentality that produce highly in-
ction A flated evaluations for Perfumed Princes who avoid all
as in o risks while destroying original thinkers and truth tellers.
nute, The existing system only encourages lying and officers
oW & who are afraid to step up to the plate. We would be better
ing it off with a simple report that asked, “Would you want to
ime. : see your son serve under this guy in combat?”
whiz- 1 * We could get rid of the Pentagon’s command assignment
i As ] system, its promotion boards, and its insistence that
d out everyone be a jack-of-all-rades: romping, stomping
eople _ combat leader, clever manager, brilliant staff officer, and
ot at, ! West Point-caliber instructor. To destroy ticket punching
g the and get warriors where we need them, we could return
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the choice of battalion and brigade leaders to division
commanders; squadrons and groups to wing command-
ers; and ships to fleet commanders——and establish a
professional Command Corps.

We could, in light of the Boorda suicide, set up a better
fail-safe system to make sure that our four stars in all the
services are emotionally stable and able to stand up to
the enormous stress and psychological pressures they
must face every day.

We could merge the National Guard and the Reserves into
one streamlined organization. To cut waste and sleaze,
the new outfit would be under federal, not state, control,
where the politics of pork is even worse than in the
Beltway.

We could merge the duplicate, non-war-fighting func-
tions of the services—intelligence, medical, legal, acqui-
sitions, research and development, logistics, training,
chaplain, and suppert—so that we have one, not four,
outfits for each task. We could also consolidate all the
service acadernies into a single American Defense
Academy.

We could set up 8 Weapons System Closing Commission
to operate like the Base Closing Commission. No more
than 5 percent of the commissieners to come from defense
contractors—and mnone of those could vote on any
weapon they themselves make.

We could transform the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tions (FAR), isolating the final decision on defense
contracts from politicians and generals. We could
make it impossible for Bill Clinton to promise Sea
Wolfs to Connecticut and Bob Dole to promise B-2s to
California. Those decisions could be in the hands of
independent boards of review composed of people who
are barred from ever working for defense contractors.
We could control congressional porkers swilling at the
trough by making sure that no more than one fourth of
the members of the Armed Services/National Security
Committees or the Defense and Military Construction
Subcomunittees of the House and Senate Appropriations
Committees represent states or districts with major mil-
itary installations, military contracts, or large numbers of
civilians working on defense contracts. No member of
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those bodies should accept any Political Action Commit-
tee contributions from any company that has received
more than $1 million in defense contracts or that eamns
more than half its total revenue from the Defense De-
partment. The terms of senators and representatives
chairing those committees and subcommittees should be
limited to no more than four years. The fun and profit
would go out of serving, but we would sharpen our focus
on the tip of the nation’s spear and wind up with a less
costly, more effective defense.

We could nail shut the MICC’s revolving door by banning
anyone who serves on a military-related committee of
Congress or who serves in a flag-rank position in the mil-
itary from working for any defense contractor for at Jeast
five years after leaving the job. That goes for the senior
staff of both institutions. Period. No exceptions.

We could restore the draft in the form of universal na-
tional service for all young men and women, who could
choose between military or civilian assignments. This
would save money and restore a sense of civic duty and
other basic American values to our youth while keeping
the military in better tune with democracy.

These ideas are not as extreme as they may sound. Senator Barry
Goldwater, an Air Force Reserve major general who knew the armed
forces from the inside, fought hard to reform the military. In 1986,
it looked for a time like help was on the way when Congress passed
the Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reform Act. The legislation made the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the head man of our military.
The goal was to no longer have the four service chiefs bickering like
fish salesmen on a bot day. This act increased attention 10 joint op-
erations—the coordination of all the combat power of all the services
in pursuit of a single mission, the winning of wars.

The nature of high-tech warfare, such as we saw in Desert Storm,
requires total integration, total unity of effort. In other words, one
coach to ensure that everyone runs down the field in the same direc-
tion and uses only one game plan. This single act gave the United
States quick and decisive victories with minimum casualties during
the Panama invasion and Desert Storm. The recent operation in Haiu
again showed unity in action. Army choppers flying off Navy carriers.
All services worked very well together. As a result, they got the job
done quickly and with minimum fuss.
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But the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act was just the first wobbly
step toward military reform. In 1995, Congress established a bottom-
up commission headed by Harvard’s John White to study the roles
and missions of each service with the goal of streamlining the military
machine and preparing it for the twenty-first century. The commis-
sion looked into twenty-five areas, from equipment acquisition to
procurement to supply management to war fighting. Unlike the
Goldwater-Nichols Act, this commission accomplished zilch. The
commission merely rubber-stamped the status quo, perhaps because
its brain trust was composed largely of retired generals and admirals
who had created the mess in the first place. Reformers 0—MICC 10.
White, who accomplished considerably more for himself than for his
country, followed that time-tested principle: If you can’t beat ’em,
join ’em. He became the number two man in the Pentagon.

The idea of a2 bottom-up review is brilliant, but it can only work
when the people conducting it are the sort of straight shooters you’ve
met in this book: Jim Burton, Bill Carpenter, Dave Evans, Dave
Hunt, Sandy Mangold, Jim Morrison, Jim Mukoyama, Mike Wyly.
They would bring integrity, vision, and moral courage to the job.
They would not be bought, bent, or intimidated by the MICC. They
would slay that evil sucker.

The military will never volunteer for this trip. The Perfumed
Princes won’t reform themselves. That would be like expecting the
Mafia to share crime intelligence with the FBI. They have had it too
good for too long. You cannot expect the hangman to burn the rope.
If nothing is done, economics alone will force change, but it will be
the wrong kind. The point is soon coming when Congress will have
to say to the Pentagon, ‘“We don’t have $300 billion to give you. We
have only $200 billion.” But what will happen then? The ticket
punchers will preserve the flagpoles, the headquarters, the staff cars
for the brass; but there will no longer be enough warriors in the
foxholes, and flagpoles don’t shoot cannonballs,

We have to wake up. Paradoxically, the larger society is driven
by well-meaning but misplaced idealism that constantly gets us stuck
in the wrong fights. We keep writing moral checks we can’t cover.
We have seen them bounce in Vietnam and Somalia and we will
probably see “‘Returned for Insufficient Funds™ in Haiti and Bosnia.
We can’t just jump into every fight around the globe, no matter how
hard television tugs at our hearistrings. We have to balance com-
passion with realism and ask ourselves before each mission, Is our
national security endangered? Is this operation really necessary? Are
there things we better fix at home first? As things stand now, we

don
Dov
COn:
last
Gai

litie
at tl
sizil
be 8
Son
an ¢
comr
cire
Clir
itar
pos)
rwe.
divi
ing
othu
disc
thin
ahe
to e

sho
hefc
it is
stro
first
inte
no s
yea)
Def:
post
Cha

15 &1

nees
tern



wobbly
yottom -
1e Toles
nilitary
mimis-
ition to
ike the
h. The
Jecause
irnirals
CC10.
 for his
at 'em,

y work
you’ve
i, Dave
: Wyly.
he job.
.. They

rfumed
ing the
d it too
& Tope.
will be
il have
ou. We
: ticket
aff cars

in the

driven
sstuck
cOver.
we will
Bosnia.
er how
g com-
Is our
y? Are

W, WE

HAZARDOUS DUTY 325

don’t ask these questions until the flag-draped coffins turn up at
Dover and Travis Air Force bases. We have 1o think harder about
consequences before we act, before the honor guards are firing their
last salutes, before we get more white headsiones and mothers like
Gail Joyce wondering whether their young warriors have died in vain,

The same idealism has led us into a wrongheaded form of po-
Iitical correctness that now threatens to tear our armed forces apart
at the very moment it has been going through the trauma of down-
sizing. The purpose of our military is to defend a democracy, not to
be a democracy. To forget this is to invite disaster. Desert Storm and
Somalia, Haiti and Bosnia, show beyond any doubt that we've got
an enormous job ahead of us to make sure that our armed forces are
combat-ready to whip anyone who wants to destroy us. Under the
circumstances, it 1s astounding to me that the first item on President
Clinton’s political agenda after his inauguration was gays in the mil-
itary followed by his energetic efforts to put women into combat
positions. Beyond that, the Army right now is getting ready to cut
twenty thousand people; so we are going to see one or two more
divisions disappear. At the same moment, maddeningly, we are keep-
ing more than 16,000 people with asthma, heart conditions, and
other medical problems that make them nondeployeble. if they were
discharged, there would be no need to lose those divisions. This PC-
think has to stop. If our society continues to put its bleeding heart
ahead of military muscles already stretched to the limit, we’re going
to end up knocking our ownselves out.

It may be mission impossible to cure everything wrong with
America at once, but cleaning up the mulitary is the first step in
shoveling out the barn. If the military isn’t as clean as an M-16 rifle
before firing, then there’s no way America can be put right, because
it is going to jam. A “new look” military would give our nation a
strong nuclear deterrence, a high-tech force ready for the twenty-
first century and a low-tech force to protect our national security
interests and to fire brigade hot spots. Now is the time to strike, while
no serious enemy is breathing down our necks. It will take about ten
years to make the transition. Israel did it when they formed the Israeh
Defense Force, surrounded at the time 200 to 1. So it’s not an im-
possible mission. But, as Ike warned, citizens must get involved.
Change begins when people finally get angry enough to say, “Enough
is enough,” and demend reform.

Change can save a lot of money, too, right at the moment we
need it most. History shows that uncontrolled defense budgets are a
terminal illness for empires and superpowers. 1 believe that the sav-
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ings from this kind of reform, in today’s dollars, would run $100
billion a year. Eventually we could save $150 billion each year even
as we are creating a much more effective military machine. Accord-
ing to the Center for Defense Information, a reform-minded think
tank headed by John J. Shanahan, a retired vice admiral, each billion
dollars spent on military procurement produces 25,000 jobs. If spent
in the civilian sector, the same billion would create 30,000 jobs in
mass transport, or 36,000 in housing or 41,000 in education or
47,000 in health care. As the Defense Monitor, the think tank’s jour-
nal, has put it: “The irony is that continued military spending to
support military related jobs is forcing budget cuts for superior job
creating civilian activities.” So reform could produce more jobs and
more meaningful jobs. At the same time, maybe we should just give
some of the savings back to the people from whom it was taken—
the taxpayers.

I have been around soldiers and wars long enough to see the
Death Wheel turn a lot of times. I have seen things get splattered over
and over again, always the same patterns, the same mistakes. We
never remember or learn from the past. But unlike so many of our top
brass, fortunately-—or unfortunately—I don’t suffer from CRS.
Perhaps my memory’s so good because as a teenager 1 saw so
many fine young men wasted because of impostors masquerading as
combat leaders and slick, shallow politicians who got off on the
strongest aphrodisiac of them all—POWER—all of them pretending
to be altruistic leaders.
Hackworths live a long time. Several of my forebears made it to
the over-100 mark and a lot of them were raising hell and drinking
good whiskey well into their nineties. So be warned, all you Perfumed
Princes and Propaganda Poets, all you slick political porkers and
weapons makers with your hands in the till.  intend to keep sniffing
around like an old coyote, chewing on the Military Industrial Con-
gressional Complex and calling 'em as I see ’em.
I intend to continue to tell it like it is to my fellow citizens with
the hope that one day they will become so damn mad they’ll stomp
out the bad guys and retake charge of this great but sinking republic.
Since I'm no longer able to defend America by swinging my
sword with the young studs, [ will continue picking my targets and
honing my pen into the ultimate bayonet. Hopefully the pen will
prove to be mightier than the sword.
Meanwhile, as the troops say: Keep ten, watch out for mines—
and stay up on the radio.

L i e WL et A L

Burten
ald, D:
Mukoy
Suessn
diers =
institut
can't b
todo s
Ma
me bac
order.
He
throug
by Joa

Wi



A .

$100
x even
ccord- AL KNOWLEDSG M EDN LS,
think
billion
{ spent
obs in
ion or
5 jour-
ling to
ior job
bs and
st give
ken—
e¢ the
:d over
es. We
ur top
3.
5AW 50
ling as
on the
ending '
R 1 couldn’t have told this story without the help of John Boyd, Jim
Je it to 3 Burton, Bill Carpenter, Roger Charles, David Evans, Ernie Fitzger-
inking ald, Dave Hunt, Larry Joyce, Sandy Mangold, Jim Morrison, Jim
fumed ] Mukoyama, Charles Murphy, Chuck Spinney, Jim Stevenson, Mike
15 and : Suessmann, Mile Wyly, and all those other hundreds of honest sol-
niffing : diers who live by the adage that loyalty is not to the boss or the
1 Con- Institution, but to the truth. I am particularly grateful 1o those who
; can’t be individually named for their courageous assistance because
1s with ' to do so would get their gold watches broken along with their necks.
stomp F Maynard Parker at Newsweek had the vision and nerve to put
public. me back on hazardous duty along the fronts of the New World Dis-
ng my | order.
sts and 1 Henry Morrison, agent supreme, shepherded this book safely
en will i through Manhattan’s Valley of the Shadow of Death, ably assisted
by Joan Gurgold.
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pals at Hawk’s Cay Hotel provided emergency commo and logistic
support. :

Lucille Beachy Mathews kept the fort at Fire Support Base Ho-
boken after Eilhys, Tom, and I crossed the line of departure.

Ben and David Hackworth selflessly sacrificed time with their

dad while he closed in on a writer’s scariest enemy—the deadline.




CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF SECDEF %S SEEN

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20316-0998 AUG /{9 2007
INFO MEMO /

CM-406-02
15 July 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE y
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCW 7{0

SUBJECT: David Hackwaorth

* You requested my impressions of Chapter 12 from David Hackworth’s book
Hazardous Duty (TAB).

¢ General impression: Hackworth made an emotional appeal for reform of the
military in 1996 and then outlined his ideas for changing “the system.” |
found myself in agreement with many of Hackworth’s points; however, his
reliance on anecdotal information dealing with a number of complex issues
ted him to draw several inaccurate, wide-ranging, and faulty conclusions
which serve to detract from his main contention: the need to reform “the
system.” A number of these conclusions have, in fact, been proven wrong in
the six years since the book. Moreover, some of his ideas have already been
accomplished. The key questions before vs today are: how to achieve
transformation in the midst of war and how to make “the system™ {military,
industrial, Congressional) more responsive to change. Going back to
Hackworth’s prescriptive list of ideas at the end of the first Clinton
administration may not be the best path 1o transformation in the current
strategic environment,

¢ Once you understand that Hackworth was never promoted to general officer,
and therefore thinks that most flag and general officers are “perfumed princes”
who don’t take care of the troops, you understand the harsh rhetoric directed
at the senior uniformed leadership. Many of our senior officers fought with
distinction and valor on the same battlefields as David Hackworth, and they
continue their selfless service to their country and Commander-in-Chief.

s Agree that the “essence of leadership is integrity, loyalty, caring for your
people, doing the honorable thing.” These values are core today and they’ve
become far more ingrained since Vietnam.

s Most of the personnel stories he cites are based on anecdotal information
involving US Army personnel, [ doubt their applicability to all Services.

From a few very specific examples he leaps to general theorems for the entire
Department. I don’t buy it.

11-L-0559/0SD/10925 U13635 /02
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¢ Much of the equipment he maligns performed well during OEF (e.g., C-17,
B-1, large deck aircraft carriers). Just to gite an example, it would have been a
showstopper if DoD had taken Hackworth’s advice to buy only a dozen C-I7s
and fill out the rest of the inventory with 747s. These 747s would not have
been able to land at Kandahar, Jacobobad, or Karshi Khanabad.

¢ Completely agree with his assertion that we need more jointness. Also agree
with his conclusion that we are keeping too much of the wrong capability in
the Army National Guard.

¢t | dispute Hackworth’s assertion that the *U.S. military machine has locked
itself in concrete™ since Washington crossed the Delware. While change is
never easy for any large organization, the Department has successfully
evolved, and in many cases even “transformed,” to exploit opportunities and
to mcet the challenges to our National Security.

1 Additionally he confuses low/high tech war with low/high intensity conflict.
For example, low intensity conflict doesn’t have 1o mean using low-tech
combat capability. However, he is on target when he says that high tech
warfare requires total integration and unity of effort, as we have just
demonstrated in Afghanistan.

* 1lake issue with Hackworth's central suggestion to consolidate all our
fighting forces into one unified service. Service cultures are vitally important,

Tofter the Canadians’ poor experience with a combined Defense Force
headquarters as an example of how bad an idea it really is.

* Bottom line: I would caution against using Hackworth's long list of ideas
(circa 1995-1996) as the prescription for transformational change in 2002, He
has some good ideas, some bad ideas, some already accomplished. and some
in work, [n my opinion, we need to set the conditions for change in “the
system” and continue to do the right thing for the country. Fights like
Crusader will erupt from time-to-time, but (hat should not detract us from a
transformation path that cnables us to wage war effectively today and better
defend ourselves in the future.

COORDINATION: None

Attachment
As stated

(b)(8)
Prepared By: General Richard B. Myers,
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July 20,2002 '12:54 PM

TO: Dov Zakheim

FFROM: Donald Rumsfeld” D

'SUBJECT: Categories

of the DoD budget for different categories. Iheard yesterday that environment is
$4 billion. Health has to be $28 or $30 billion. All-in personnel costs have to be

some number and a percent.

There are so many things we are doing that have nothing to do with defense or are
paying for past things, like environmental cleanup or retirees’ health. We ought to
find some ingenious ways to cluster these things that I can use in a speech or in

testimony.

* Please come up with some categories, but not the numbers or percentages. Let me
look at them, and then I will edit that before you take the trouble to punch the

numbers. ( AN C‘,-‘(/ /.L /L,u.pn, e’ ¢ C‘I'f‘]‘vd} )

Sk Last paye
Thanks.

DHR:dh
072002-7

OF | for I/

é,éoj’nf( JLA ;C/
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Please respond by

20 }ALo/
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COMPTROLLER

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM:  Dov S. Zakheim b>

SUBJECT: Categories

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE EEN

1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON SECDEF

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100
INFO MEMO AUG FH 2002

July 23, 2002 1:45 PM

Attached is a summary of broad categories that we use o define the Defense budget
(Pakrgy). This is a chart that we used in justifying the FY 2003 budget request (o both
the Congress and the Press.

You also asked me to come up with some broad categones hat we could use to cluster
things that do not directly contribute to the defense of the nation. Attached is a
proposed list of categories (3o#®). Many of these are the same categories that we used
to develop what we considered to be “nontraditional” defense programs last year.

Full Funding of Civilian Retiree Costs - Last year the Office of Management and
Budget realigned funding so that each federal agency would finance the full
retirement cost for their civilion employees.

Environmental Programs — The $4 1 billion funds not only cleanup for past DoD
contamination (31.3 bilkion), but also compliance with current environmental and
pollution laws.

[nternational Activities — Support provided to intermational activities such as Regional

Centers and the Cooperative Threat Reduction for the Former Soviet Union.

Law Enforcement ~ Support provided to law enforcement organizations such as
counterdrug activities and weapons of mass destruction civil support teams.

Medical Programs — Support to provide medical to military members, their families,
and military retirees plus non-defense unique medical research such as cancer.

Social Welfare Support — Support provided social programs such as blankets for the
homeless and youth development programs.

Other Nontraditional Defense Programs — Support provided to activities such as
WC-130 Hurricane Fighters and the Civil Air Patrols, which is a youth oriented
program serving the civilian auxiliary ol the Air Force and is used for inland
search/rescue and disaster efforts.

COORDINATON: None.

Prepared By: Mary E. T k
e = Y .[-0559/0SD/10928 U13637 /02
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FY 03 DoD Budget

(Discretionary Budget Authority)

Defense Health
Program 3.9% _
Accruals
6.1% |

Research and

Development 14.2%
Operation &

‘ Maintenance 34.9%

* Includes Military Construction, Family Housing and Revolving Funds
11-L-0559/0SD/10929



{Dollars in Millions)

Full Funding of Civilian Retiree Costs ‘ 3,304.4

Environmental Programs

Environmental Restoration
Environmental Compliance
Environmental Conservation
Pollution Prevention
Environmental Technology

Base Realignment & Closure (BRAC) 5195’?

International Activities

Support for International Sporting Competitions 19.0 .
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster and Civic Aid 584 .

Former Soviet Union Cooperative Threat

Reduction
Regional Centers

Warsaw Initiative/Partnership for Peace

Humanitarian Demining

Law Enforcement

Drug Imterdiction & Counter-drug Activities
(excludes $82.5 million for DoD drug testing

and demand reduction)

Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Support |

Teams

DMedical Programs including Rescarch

Defense Health _Pfogram
HIV Research
Cancer Research

Social Welfare Support
Homeless Blanket Program

National Guard Challenge Program

Starbase Youth Program

Historically Black Colleges & Universities

766.4

1487 |

14,7062

Other Non-Traditional Defense Programs

Civil Air Patrols - Youth oriented program

serving civilian auxiliary of USAF; used for
inland search/rescue & disaster efforts, 19.7

WC-130 Hurricane Fighters
Mentor Protégé
Museums

Chemical Agents & Munitions Destruction

Demilitarization - Destroys US inventory of ! i

lethal chemical agents and munitions and i

related material.

Total DoD Budget Authority

1,490.2 |

378,624.5

14,7062

80.2

Percentage

of Total
DoD

Budget

0.9%

11%

0.2%

0.2%!

39%

0.0%

3.3
\.] )

11-L-0559/0S5D/10930
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON SECDEF EEN

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1100
INFO MEMO AUG 13 2002

July 23,2002 1:45 PM

COMPTROLLER

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Dov S. Zakheim bb

SUBJECT: Categories

o Attached is a summary of broud categories that we use to define the Defense budget
(Pedrdy). This is a chart that we used in justifying the FY 2003 budget request to both
the Congress and the Press.

i()'ﬁ/’/’

* You also asked me to come up with some broad caiegories that we could use to cluster
things that do not directly contribute to the defense of the nation. Attached is a
proposed list of categorics (ZgM®). Many of these are the same categories that we used
to develop what we cansidered to be “nontraditional” defense programs last year.

¢ Full Funding of Civilian Retiree Costs — Last year the Office of Management and
Budget realigned funding so that each federal agency would finance tbe full
retirement cost for their civilian employees.

¢ Environmentul Programs — The $4.1 billion funds not only cleanup for past DoD
contamination ($1.3 billion), but also compliance with current environmental and
pollution laws.

e International Activities - Suppont provided to international activities such as Regional
Centers and the Cooperative Threat Reduction for the Former Soviet Union.,

¢ Law Enforcement - Support provided to law enforcement organizations such as
counterdrug activities and weapons of mass destruction civil support teams.

s Medical Programs - Support to provide medical to military members, their families,
and military retirees plus non-defense unique medical research such as cancer.

¢ Social Welfare Support — Support provided social programs such as blankets for the
homeless and youth development programs.

e Other Nontraditional Defense Programs - Suppont provided to aclivilies such as
WC-130 Hurmricane Fighters and the Civil Air Patrols, which is a youth oriented
program serving the civilian auxiliary of the Air Force and is used for inland
search/rescue and disaster efforts.

2 oant ¢7

COORDINATON: None.

(b)(6)

Prepared By: Mary E. Tompkey
11-L-0559/0SD/10931 V13637 /02




FY 03 DoD Budget

(Discretionary Budget Authority)

Nl Defense Health
: Program 3.9%

Research and
Development 14.2%

Operation &
Maintenance 34.9%

* Includes Military Construction, Family Housing and Revolving Funds 6
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(Dollars in Millions)

Full Funding of Civilian Retiree Costs

Environmental Programs
Environmental Restoration

Environmental Compliance
Environmental Conservation
Pollution Prevention

Environmental Technology

Base Realignment & Closure (BRAC)

International Activities

Support for International Sporting Competitions
Ovcerseas Homanitarian, Disaster and Civic Aid
Former Soviet Union Cooperative Threat

Reduction
Regional Centers

Warsaw Initiaive/Partnership tor Peace

Humanitarian Demining

Law Enforcement

Drug luterdiction & Counter-drug Activitics
(excludes $82.5 million for DoD drug testing

and demiand reduction)

Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Support

Teams

Medical Programs including Research

Defense Health Program
HIV Research
Cancer Research

Sacial Welfare Support
Homeless Blanket Program

National Guard Challenge Program
Starbase Youth Program

Historically Black Colleges & Universities

Other Non-Traditional Defense Programs

Civil Air Patrols - Youth oriented program
serving civilian auxiliary of USAF; used for

inland scarch/rescue & disaster efforts.
WC-130 Hurricane Fighters

Mentor Protégé

Museums

Chemical Agents & Munitious Destruction
Demilitarization - Destroys US inventory of
lethal chemical agents and munitions and

related material.

‘Total Dol Budget Authority

Percentage

of Total
| DoD
FY 2003 Budget
33044 ‘ 0.9%
4,108.2 L1%,
1,278.2 _ |
1,705.7 }

1520

2475 |

205,1 |
519.7|

608.8 0.2%

19.0 i ‘

584 | I .
i (

4167 g
63.3 :
514

| |
! 915.1 | o.z%i
|I

766.4 '
148.7 |

14,706.2

0.0%

19.7

1,490.2

378,624.5 ‘

3.3

L} N
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July 20,2002 '12:54 PM

TO: Dov Zakheim

FFROM: Donald Rumsfeld” D

'SUBJECT: Categories

of the DoD budget for different categories. Iheard yesterday that environment is
$4 billion. Health has to be $28 or $30 billion. All-in personnel costs have to be

some number and a percent.

There are so many things we are doing that have nothing to do with defense or are
paying for past things, like environmental cleanup or retirees’ health. We ought to
find some ingenious ways to cluster these things that I can use in a speech or in

testimony.

* Please come up with some categories, but not the numbers or percentages. Let me
look at them, and then I will edit that before you take the trouble to punch the

numbers. ( AN C‘,-‘(/ /.L /L,u.pn, e’ ¢ C‘I'f‘]‘vd} )

Sk Last paye
Thanks.

DHR:dh
072002-7

OF | for I/

é,éoj’nf( JLA ;C/

T

Please respond by

20 }ALo/
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June 26,2002 4:52 PM

TO: Gen. Pace

(& &

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Tﬁ\

SUBJECT: Capabilities

Please take a look at this memo I sent out to you on March 29, and tell me where

you think we are.

Thanks.

Attach.
03/29/02 SecDef memo re; Capabilities {032902-19]

DHR:dh
062602-21

£

Please respond by €% 192 foz

SECDEF HAS SEEN 5%\7

VeTes wszus ese ttazdod).
Vg

A

ceounL e
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March 29,2002 12:08 PM

TO: Paul Wolfowitz <, Geu, Muges
Dov Zakheim Ggd, PACS
Steve Cambone

Q\'g\ﬁ OM: Donald Rumsfeld DA

-

SUBJECT: Capabilities

We have to find ways so that when OSD and I look at proposals, we look less at
what the Services and their stovepipes bring up to us, and more at what the CINCs
look at in the world—namely, the capabilities the CINCs need to deal with the

problems that could occur.
That calis for a robust PA&KE.

I don’t know what it means with respect to JROC or mechanisms in the Services
or the Joint Staff that could contribute, but I don’t see much of a contribution at

this stage from any of them.

Why shouldn’t we require that the Services, when they make prcsentaﬁons,
discuss how they fit into the joint world from a CINC’s perspective, rather than
what they want?

Thanks.

DHR:dh
032902-19

LA SR A NERIR RN SR AR RS RARERT AR RNRIREERNRIERNT RN RTINS RERN]N] ]

Please respond by by / I / oL %//
CAMBONE. PESP ) pyom

ﬁ'rr’?_c . ;--—Z:::D /
11-L-0559/0SD/10436236 / 02 ”&




Snowflake %s [2} L/
. a 3 jeodts 3-UsDF
May 8,2002 B8:13 AM
TO: Doug Feith
CC: J.D. Crouch

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: Chechnya

What do you think of this note from Newt Gingrich about Chechnya? It is

v if{\é)

interesting. That might be the kind of thing we could do with Russia.

Thanks.

Attach.
05/05/02 Gingrich e-mail to SecDef re: Chechnya

DHR.dh
N50802-16

(AR AL RS NERANARERERRIEERRANRRRNRRERRARRRERARRRE NSRS RERENENRRRRRRRETARRSRRERRENE

Please respond by 05> ifoL

SECDEF HAS SEEN
, AU T 7002 ,g% -
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August 17,2002  2:54 PM

TO: Paul Wolfowitz

CC: Tom White Doug Feith
Gordon England Pete Aldndge
James Roche David Chu

Dov Zakheim

FROM: Donald Rumsfeldﬁ Q , /a A7//é(/

SUBJECT: Decentralization

[ have been urging that OSD do fewer operational activities and that such activities be

decentralized in some instances to the Services.

€19

L

One of the risks in decentralizing in DoD is that there continues to be a degree of centrifugal
force in the Services to be insular and separate. That 1s a harmful and destructive pressure. The

goal—just the exact opposite—is to get the Services joint earler.

Q0

Therefore, how we handle those two competing goals is important. My recommendation 1s that
when we decentralize activities down to the Services, we don’t decentralize an activity to all four
Services. Instead, we should look for opportunities to decentralize an activity down 1o a single
Service, as we did with space, where we made the Air Force the Executive Agent. The
advantage of doing it that way is it does not contribute to a slill greater centrifugal force pulling
the Services apart. Indeed, it does quite the opposite, in that it forces the Service to begin to

manage an activity for all of the other Services, thereby forcimg a certain jointness.

I hope that you will keep that in mind as we move forward,

Thanks.
N
DHR:dh ~N
081702-3 N
~
A RN R R BN ERRRRRRERRRRRRRERRERENRERREEERRR RN RN RN RN RENRNRRRRARRRERRRRRRRRRRENRDER] L ::
Please respond by —— T
™

Ul3685 /02
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. " - .
Augpst 20,2002 7:17 AM
TO: General Myers g
ce: RADM Jacoby >
0
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %71\' (b

SUBJECT: Flag Defense Attachés

I would like to stop the assignment of Dupré to Parts, | don’t think a two-star 1s

appropriate.

I think we ought to assign an O-6 so we don’t end up with a two-star there if he

gets-promoted.

I will ask the General Counsel to prepare a proposal to change the law, so we can

go back to an 0-6, as in other countries.

Thanks.

Attach.
08/19/02 DIA memo to SecDefre: Flag Defense Attachés

DHR.:dn
Q8190245

LR LA S RN AR R ARR AN RENYESANRESRE R SRR R N NN NN R S Y AR RN N N E N2 A A )

i) x': ,vj e N ¢
Please respond by __ 29 /e {3 9 /47
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THE VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINY CHIEFS OF STAFF

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9993 OoReT 08 T
S‘"r""f""'" L "“T‘,"“I e

ACTION MEMO

ci2 1523 BEI2 00

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action
FROM: General Peter Pace, VCICS /AM/J N Avgust 22, 2002

SUBJECT: Defense Attaché - France

» You asked Gen Myers to stop the assignment of Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, as the - ) \
Defense Attache (DATT) ~ France (TAB) in order to avoid having a two star [ill this position. \
Brig Gen Dupre 1s projected to be promoted to Major General in June 2003.

>
s [ certainly agree that the DATT-France position should be downgraded 1o a Colonel and ™
fully support your legislative proposal to change the law that currently requires the grade to be £

an O-7. However, in the interim, recommend Brig Gen Dupre continue with lis scheduled '
assignment based on the timing of your requcst.

o Brig Gen Dupre is already in France. He has relocated his family and received his
household goods. He is currently scheduled to assume the position on 4 September. In
addition, Brig Gen and Mrs. Dupre both just completed four months of extensive preparation
and training at the Defense Intelligence Agency. The incumbent, RADM Larry Poe, has also
shipped his household goods and is preparing to retire.

¢ In light of these circumstances, recommend Brig Gen Dupre be allowed to serve as
DATT-France until his promotion to Major General. This solution avoids a two-star in the
position and alleviates undue personal hardship for General Dupre and his family, while
alTording the department sufficient time to amend the legislation and adequately prepare his
replacement.

¢ The Air Force concurs with curtailing his assignment.

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef approve the assignment of Brig Gen Dupre to be Defense
Attaché — France until the month prior to his effective promotion date 1o Major General
(curcently projected as May 2003),

(b)(6)

SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA l?‘)
COORDINATION: NONE SR MA GIAMBASTIANI b
MA BUCCH \ ?
Attachments: EXECSEC WHITMORE 4&[_7 73 |
As stated // ‘ N
: o
"Saagee

Prepared By: Colonel Julia K. Senncwald, USA, Spec Asst for G/FO Matters,

SECDEF DECISION

Approve Disapprove Other

11-L-0559/0SD/10940 U13869 /02
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INFO MEMO AUG 19 2002 4 é/ ?

U-090/DR August 19, 2002
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Acting Director, Defense InteiligZ ncy
SUBJECT: Flag Defense Attachés

Sir, you noted that we have a two-star defense attaché (DATT) in Paris and asked what
rank DATT would normally be assigned to a country like France, whether two-stars are
assigned to any other country, and if one-stars are assigned in China and Russia.

- ¢ Public Law 105-85 of Nov 1997 specified the DATT in France hold (orbe on the

A promotion list for promotion to) the grade of one-star. The law was the result of
/| Sen Warnér s promise (o Amb Harriman in France to enact this change.

- Sen Warner pressed the Department to fill with a one-star. Eventually RADM
Larry Poe, a Reserve two-star assigned to ASD(C3I) as a civilian, was
activated and assigned as DATT. He arrived in Jul 2000 and is scheduled to
depart in Sep 2002.

- The previous DATT was an Army O-6. At various times in the past there were
Flag/General officers assigned to France.

* Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, is scheduled to replace RADM Poe. Brig Gen
/ Dupre is a two-star select. He was assigned as Military Assistant to SACEUR,
GEN Ralston, from Apr 2000 to Mar 2002. Dupre is fluent in French.

» The other one-star DATT positions are in Russia and China. Both are filled with
one-stars. France is the only country with a two-star.

¢ DATT assignments equivalent to France (UK., Germany, Italy, Australia, Japan
for example) are O-6’s.

COORDINATION: NONE.

Prepared By: RADM L.E. Jacoby, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

11-L-0559/05D/10941



Snowhflake

August 15,2002 4:15FM

TO: RADM Jacoby
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT:; Defense Attachés

I understand we have a twao-star defense attaché in Paris. What 1s normal in a
country like France—an 0-6? Do we have two-stars anywhere else, or are there

one-stars in China and Russia?
Please advise. [ want to talk to Senator Wamer about this soon.

Thanks.

DHR:dk
081502-23

Please respond by

okt
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

o 5 AUG 2002
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF

FROM: AFSLMO
SURJECT: Defense Attaché France - Major General (select) Dupre

We were informed that the Secretary of Defense has concerns about the assignment of
Brigadier General Felix Dupre as the Defense Attaché (DATT) in Paris and is directing that he not be
allowed to coptinue in the assignment. While we certainly don’t contest the concern about the grade
of this position, and frankly we agree it could be downgraded to that of a colonel, we offer the
following for your consideration:

1. General Dupre is already in France. He arrived 12 Aug and as of the 21 Aug, received
shipment of his household goods. General Dupre has begun 2 period of transition with the
current DATT, Rear Admiral (Upper) Poe. An official Transfer of Responsibilities Ceremony
is scheduled for 4 Sep.

!\)

Dr. Cooke approved General Dupre for the assignment tn Oct 01. Since then, General Dupre

and his wife, who were both already fluent in the French language, underwent 4 months of
extensive preparation and training with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). Also

. subsequent to Dr. Cooke's approval, General Dupre was selected, nominated, and confirmed
for promotion to the grade of major general. Our current projections md:cate his promotion to

the grade of major general will be effective in Jun 03.

3. Rear Admiral Poe is 2 naval reservist currently serving an active duty tour. Our understanding
is he has other commitments following the conclusion of his scheduled tour in Paris.

4. As you know, title 10, U.S.C., section 714 requires an officer selected for assignment as
DATT France hold the grade of (or be on a promotion list to) brigadier general. We
understand you have initiated independent action to pursue Jegislation to retum this position to
that of 2 colonel.

The Air Force currently doss not have another brigadier general or colonel prepared to assure
the unique duties of DATT France. We project it would take a2 minimum of 6 months to
adequately prepare another officer to assume these duties.

L

In Jight these circumstances, we submit for vour consideration that General Dupre be allowed
to remain as the DATT France for a period of 1 year. We believe this course of action alleviates
undue personal bardship for General Dupre and his family, while giving the department time to work
towards properly aligning the grade of this billet and adequately preparing a replacement.

Hohoid o
. RICHARD S. HASSAN

Brigadier General, UUSAF
Director, Air Force Senior Leader Management Office

11-L-0559/0SD/10943
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Snowflake

August 15,2002 10:20 AM

TO: VADM Giambastiani
Larry Di Rita

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld Uf\

SUBJECT: MoD lvanov in Washington

MoD Ivanov is going to be here between September 18 and 21, departing on
September 21. The only thing he wants to do is see me, meet with the four and see

Condi.

We need to think through the schedule and how often 1 want to see him. We need
to decide whether ] want to do anything with him one evening. 1 have kind of a
modest temptation to take him to dinner and have Joyce included, as opposed to a

big dinner in his honor—but we will want to talk to Colin Powell about that.

Thanks.

DHR:gh
081502-9

F4

7)) /W/
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Please respond by © 9 / Ob;/ 0%
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July 22,2002 10:43 AM

TO: Larry Di Rita

Hm 110

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7/\

SUBJECT: November 17

I called Andy Card and suggested he might want to have the White House invite in
the families of the Americans, and possibly even the Greek driver, who were
killed by the November 17 terrorist group: Captain George Tsantos, a Naval
officer 1 believe, and his Greek driver; Sgt. Robert Judd, who was wounded in
1984—1 think he is now at Great Lakes; Capt. Bill Nordeen, U.S. Navy, in 1988;
Sgt. Stuart, U.S. Army, in 1991; and, of course, the CIA station chief Welch.

There might be some way to honor them, since the November 17 group looks like

it is getting pretty well shattered out there.

Andy is looking into the thought. If it happens, Ambassador Tom Miller might be

appropriate to brief the families.

We ought to have somebody in the Pentagon who looks after those folks, the

families of those people, as well. Let me know what we do for them.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
(4722Q2-22
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Angust 19,2002 7:37 AM

TO: RADM Jacoby

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld QA

NR-2%

SUBJECT: DATTs

Please find out how good our DATTSs in Pakistan Yemen, Philippines, Japan,

Korea and Saudi Arabia are and let me know.

In the future, ] would like to know who is going to be sent to these countries and

what their qualifications are before they go.
Thanks.

Attach.
08/15/02 DIA memo to SecDefre: “DATTs Beyond the Army”

DHR:dh
081702-15
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. FOR-OFFICIAL USEONLY —
SECDEF HAS SEEN
AUG 17 2002

U-089/DR August 15, 2002 /éﬁ
S5

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 7/
ey
FROM: Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agé'n@“"ﬂ/

SUBJECT: DATTs Beyond the Army

INFO MEMO

Sir, you asked why Services other than Army should have DATTs since they do not have
Foreign Area Officer (FAO) programs.

¢ Technically, the Air Force and Navy have FAO programs. Unlike the Army, these
programs do not include career paths but do develop regional expertise.

[ —

¢ Distribution of 131 DATT billets is relatively constant, Army dominates (72 Army, 34
Air Force, 19 Navy, and 9 Marine).

o Three major considerations drive Service affiliations of DATT assignments. Not all
billets require Army FAOs.

- Requirement for area expertise. These needs prevail in Asia, Africa, Latin
America and parts of Europe. These DATTs are predominately Army.

- Service interest or emphasis. These DATTS are assigned based on our
predominant military interest in a host country, or to maximize access. Examples
are an Air Force DATT in Israel and Navy DATTSs in Singapore and Norway.

- Liaison and representational emphasis. In these countries there is usually a
senior U.S. military commander and/or strong military and intelligence exchange
relationship, resulting in primarily representational DATT duties. Examples are
the U.K., Germany, Italy, Japan and Australia. Requirements are for senior O-6s

with strong operational experience and interpersonal skills

o The three one-star DATT billets (Russia, China and Franf{);;; e among the Army, Air g;w.(,
Force and Navy. This permits Services to plan ahead and provide officers with requisite -
language and attaché training. A process where Services compete for these positions o
would be preferable. Army FAOs would probably dominate.

gﬂa—m{

COORDINATION: NONE.
Prepared By: RADM L. E. Jacoby, Rear Admiral U. S. Navy

Ul3729 /02
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TO: Admiral Jacoby
FROM: Donald ansfeld<lf\
DATE: -August 8, 2002
SUBJECT:

DA,
Why should other services have-P#AZFs-beyond the Army since none of the other

services have area programs?

Thanks.

DHR/Azn
080802.02

Please respond by: ?if S 0l

¥l
SECMEF— /

Qﬂfwé;j i mjé

A

|

Ui1s730 /02
11-L-0559/0SD/10948 |



UNITED STATES TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 207 2115 2
508 SCOTT DR I
SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE WL 62225-5357

225

12 August 2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: TCCC
SUBJECT: USTRANSCOM/DLA Integration

1. You asked for my thoughts on how we should handle the issue of USTRANSCOM/DLA
integration. As you know, this has proven to be an emotional issue in some guarters. In
our discussions during your visit to USTRANSCOM, I highlighted the progress on global
distribution achieved by partnering with DLA on Strategic Distribution. With the current
organizational structure, we've made some good strides improving customer wait time,
location of stocks, and improved velocity to the warfighters.

2. In tackling the integration issue, I see three possible courses of action. First, stay the
course, status quo, with the proposed study. However, 1 see problems with this approach.
The contract for the study was just signed 6 August essentially leaving only seven weeks to
conduct the study and provide recommendations. That said, 1 doubt we’ll receive the out-
of-the-box thinking we seek based on the time constraints as well as the complicated
technical details of a transformation issue of this magnitude.

3. The second option is an evolution of our current efforts with DLLA. We could integrate
certain pieces of DLA into USTRANSCOM. Key would be identifying where the
efficiencies can be gained for a global distribution chain. This course of action, while
immediate, remains evolutionary and may not provide the true transformation change of
business practices, maximizing resources, and exploring the full potential of possibilities
within the two organizations.

4. The third course of action is the most aggressive, deliberate, transformational, and is the
one | recommend. The following series of actions would help us shape the final end state as
well as make immediate improvements to the current system. As a first step, realign DILA
under USTRANSCOM, with no other organizational or resource changes to either
organization. Two immediate benefits: it would bring DLA under a command structure
(emphasizing the critical warfighting aspects of global distribution); and it would remove
much of the external influences/interferences currently surrounding any discussion of the
two organizations. I believe change to the customer would be transparent, in fact, 1
guarantee it,

5. Once realigned, the TRANSCOM and DLA staffs will work together to determine the
best way to truly meld DLA and USTRANSCOM core competencies, processes, and
organizations. To achieve this, some missions/resources might require divestiture or
realignment. Qur assessment will be focused on transforming DOI)Y’s global supply chain

11-L-0560/0SD/ 10049 U127 48 /08



using best commercial practices, while integrating it into our force deployment processes.
We will provide you with quarterly updates on our progress, and develop the supporting
business plans for our proposals.

6. In summary, the third option advocates taking concrete actions now vice continued,
laborious study and piecemeal change. It allows the experts in the two organizations,
under a single commander, to sort out the attendant details with a common focus and
direction. Most of all, it aligns with our warfighting strategy of integrated and
simmultaneous force projection and sustainment in support of the warfighting commanders.

7. Ilook forward to working this effort aggressively and am ready to discuss further at
your convenience.

JOHN W, HANDY
General, USAF
Commander in Chief

ce:
CcJCS

USD (AT&L)
Dir, PA&E

11-L-0559/0SD/10950
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July 20, 2002 2:42 PM

TO: Gen. Handy

CC: Gen. Myers
Pete Aldridge
Steve Cambone

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld r_[>6\
SUBJECT: DLA

Please come back to me with a proposal as to how you think we ought to handle
DLA.

One thought would be to have you take a look at it and tell me what portions ought
not to be transferred to TRANSCOM. I need to get my head into it to see if |
really think it is a good idea. But, at least at the moment, with a minimum of

information, it strikes me that it might make sense.
Please let me know what you think.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
07200217

Please respond by __ O% [ 1foe

20w oY
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Patriotic Union of Kurdistan

Secretary General
The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld '
Secretary of Defense
The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

Avgust 19, 2002

Dear Mr. Secretary:

1t was an honor for me to meet with your Excellency in the White House last week. 1 was heartened to
learn of your attention to the intricacies of the Irag issue, and yoor commitment to the vision of a
demacratic fraq.

The institutions of self-gavernment in the Kurdistan Region, {ree Iraq, can be a catalyst for wider
democratization of the whole of the country, Our model proves that Iraq can be different, and lraq need
not be governed by tyranny. We also understand fully that our interest lies in close partnership with the
United States. Furthermore, this is a part of the Islamic Middle East in which U.S. support is widely
appreciated and acknowledged. Therefore, it is only Jogical 1o predict that Saddam Hussein identifies
Iraqi Kurdistan as a priority target in his effort 1o neutralize plans aimed the removal of his regime.

[ am confident that the United States is fully aware of our vuinerabilities in the face of possible onslaught
by Saddam’s army or WMDs. Given the sericusness of the present situation, it is urgent that the United
States Government publicly states a robust commitment 1o defend the territory and people of Iragi
Kurdistan.

In particular there is need to train out military personnel to assist in supporting possible US Air Force
combat missions that will be necessary to repe] Iraqi aggression. Mobile Training Teams should be
dispatched to our territory to arrange for this a5 a matter of urgency. This will be seen as a serious
deterrence to Baghdad aggressive intentions.

Further, we are seriously concemed about the use of chemical and biclogical weapons against our people.
It is imperative that our friends in the United States make available 1o us mobile clinics, means of
protection and antidotes to deal with this serious possibility.

The PUK is a partner with the United States in this noble endeavor to bring about a democratic Irag—we
look forward to working ciosely with you and your colleagues for our common interest in democracy and
stability in the Middle East.

Sincerely,

g

2

-

Jalal Talabani

11-L-0559/0SD/10952 U13787 /02
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August 20,2002 6:16 PM

TO: VADM Giambastiam
Col. Bucci

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Letter from PUK Secretary General

Please make sure someone answers this letter from Talabani, and I want to see the

words before it goes out.

Thanks.
Aftach.
08/19/02 Jalal Talabani (Secretary General, PUK) Itr to SecDef
DHR:dh % 1 0
082002-22

Please respond by Gloefor
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

ocT 23 2

Mr. Jalal Talabani
Secretary General
Patriotic Union of Kurdistan
Sulaimaniya, Irag

Ovd L

Dear Mr. Secretary General:

Thank you for your letter expressing the views of the Patriotic Union of
Kurdistan. I appreciate your courage and commitment to a free Iraq.

We are well aware of the threat Saddam’s forces pose to the people living in

northern Irag. We plan to continue working with opposition leaders to prepare for the
likely contingencies.

We are looking into the matters you raised and will remain in contact through
the appropriate United States Government channels,

Sincerely,

CoiLmo R

f 2

L% U17347 /02
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Snowflake

August 20, 2002 6:07 PM

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
Doug Feith
Gen. Myers
Gen. Pace
Gen. Franks

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld OT\
SUBIJECT: Congressman Kirk

Attached is a letter from Congressman Mark Kirk, which I found had some

interesting ideas.

v/ 1

Regards.

Attach.
07/03/02 Kirk ltr to SecDef

DHR:dh
082002-19

et

Please respond by
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SECRETARY (F CEFENSE

MEMORANDUM 07 UL -3 P 334
TO! Secrelary Don Rumsfeld
FROM: U Rep, Mk KAL) SEGDEF HAS SEEN
DATE: July 3, 2002 _ AUG 20 201
Re: Img

Paul indicated he was open to a few thoughts on Iraq which I worked on heavily 1996-99 (aka
the “Bad Years™), Very bricfly, I wanted to provide you with some thoughts, I would rally
support in the House when the time comes to act on any of these ideas. These ideas form an
option short of *Desert Storm II' which could replace the Saddam government.

We need to build a Crescendo of Tenslon against Saddem that will encourege him to meke s
mistake, alienating him from Europeans and his Areb neighbors. I would propose a six-step
plan; }

1. Extend Operation Northern Watch (ONW) coverage to sl) of Iragi Knrdistan. Iams
veteran of ONW (April-May 2000), Over one million Kurds live South of the ONW line, The
new areas 1o be covered are southem half of the area controlled by the Patriotic Union of
Kurdistan (PUK) and ali of the area controlled by the small Halabjs-bassd IMK (recall Halabja is
the gite of Saddam’s 1988 gas sttack that killed 5,500 civilians). Both groups ere highly
motivated to fight Saddam’s Fifth Corps end would be emboldencd by ONW air coverage. The
Jegal basis for extending ONW sircover to all Kurdish areas is the United Nations Security
Council Resolution (IUNSC) 688 that requires the government of Iraq not to oppress its people.

2. Declare & No Drive Zone for Northern Iraq. Clinton National Security Advisor Sandy
Berger sold out the CIA and opposition to Saddam in April of 1996 when he failed to respond
Iraq’s srmored thrust againat the Iraql National Congress in Isbil, In an infumous phrase, Berger
said "‘we are not going to war with Iraq today.” Organized opposition crumbled, the INC
dissolved inside Iraq and the two Kurdish factions (the PUK and Kurdish Democratic Party or
KDP) divided, By declaring » No Drive Zone, the United States would demonstrate a tangible
commitment to the KDP that the U.S, would prevent eny future armorcd attack by Saddam, It
would encourage cooperation between the KDP and PUK and would enable them to rehost the
ClA and Argb Iragi opposition in Northern Irag, Thie action could also be based on 2 Bush
Administration doctrine of “fully implementing” UNSC 688,

3, Establish gn Opposition Core Group office in Irbil. With MacAstbur-like tones of
“returning to the Philippines”, the U.S. should sponsor a return of the INC and an opposition core
group to its offices in Irbil. Key representatives of Irag’s 73 opposition groups at the meeting
should include Dr, Ayad Alawi (Iragi National Accord), Sharif Ali Ben Hussejn (Conztitutional
Monarchists), Jalal Talabani (PUK), Masud Barzani (KDP), Dr. Muhammed Salih Bahr Al-
‘ulum (Aht Al Bayt), Dr, Abu Ahmad Al Ja’afri (Da'war lslamic Party), and Baqir ATHakim
(Supreme Council of the Islamic Revolution of Iraq - SCIRI).

10811 /02 -
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Kirk Memo// July 3, 2002 2

4. Use KDP and PUK-Cobtrolled Transmitters to Broadcast Radio-Free Iraq (RFE/RL)
AM and TV to Baghdad. The United States elready produces high quality content from Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty headquarters in Prague that is broadcast via shortwave to Irag. By
using KDP and PUK-controlled transmitters in Iraq, cvery cab driver and TV viewer in Baghdad
would bave easier access to unbiased news and views about Iraq. The U.S. should also broedcast
the RFE/RL content via dircet satellite to Iraq,

5. Indiet Saddam., The United States has had enormous success with ad hoe war ¢rimes
tribunals for Germany, Rwanda and Yugoslavia, In the case of Germany, the U.S. hed custody of
both defendants and evidence. The Yugoslav tribunal had s much harder task - it did not have
custody of defendants or the evidence. Both were painstakingly assembled. In the case of Irag,
we already have custody of the evidence as captured during Desert Storm and painstekingly
translated by DIA. The establishment of an Iraqi War Crimes Tribunal would help to stigmatize
Saddam much a5 the Yugoslav indictment of Milosevic helped to turn him into a pariah. It
would be a dramatic boost to the coalition.

6. Recognize s Liberation Government of Iraq. Once the ONW protection is in place and the
INC has reestablished offices in Irbil, the United States should derecognize Saddam end
recognize an Arab-based liberation government in Irbil. Using ONW aircraft and KDP/PUK
ground forces, we could protect this goverment with littls military effort. Once established, the
government would be a magnet for any disaffected Iraqi military officer willing to risk a five
hour drive from Beghdad to escape. Over time the drain on Saddam will force him to aftack the
north, alienating Irag from sympethizers in Europe and the Arab world. Such an attack by
Saddam would gelvanize suppont for a U.S.-led coalition to finish him off and install the
Liberation Government in Baghdad.

7. There was a classified program executed ageinst Milosevic during Operation Allied Force that
was quite effective. IfThave the chance, I would review it with yon and its application to Iraq.

Just a few thoughts.

11-L-0559/0SD/10957
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August 19,2002 4:09 PM

TO: Honorable George Tenet
CC: Lt. Gen. Hayden
Gen. Myers

Gen. Franks (\/}/é/
FROM; Donald Rumsfel@
SUBJECT: Assessment

1 received some material on the tri-border matter from Mike Hayden. He is

wondering if we ought to begin to distribute materials on this subject more widely.

You will recall George and I agreed it should be tightly held.

o7

[ am going to be out of town for the last weck of August. [ would like to [eave the

S
-

decision in your hands as to how widely material on this subject ought to be

distributed. Please decide and tell General Hayden directly.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
081902-29

U13846 /02
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Snowflake

August 20,2002 11:59 AM

TO: Gen. Franks
CC: Gen. Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /I)A

SUBJECT: Saudi Arabia

I notice that the intel on possible force protection risks in Saudi Arabia is changing

and getting worse. We ought to think about how we want to be arranged there. .

I

j (} Fraf

Let’s talk at some point.

Thanks. :’
N
-+
O
DHRdh o
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THE VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFE
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 203189009

ACTION MEMO
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action
FROM: General Peter Pace, VCICS y& 67& 2 3%‘?3?51%022

SUBJECT: Defense Attaché - France

s You asked Gen Myers to stop the assignment of Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, as the
Defense Attache (DATT) — France (TAB) in order to avoid having a two star il this position.
Brig Gen Dupre is projected to be promoted to Major General in June 2003.

o [ certainly agree that the DATT-France position should be downgraded to a Colonel and
fully support your legislative proposal to change the law that currently requires the grade to be
an O-7. Howevex, in the interim, recommend Brig Gen Dupre continue with his scheduled
assignment based on the timing of your request.

o Brig Gen Dupre is already in France. He has relocated his family and received his
household goods. He is currently scheduled to assume the position on 4 September. In
addition, Brig Gen and Mrs. Dupre both just completed four months of extensive preparation
and training at the Defense Intelligence Agency. The incumbent, RADM Larry Poe, has also

. shipped his household goods and is prepating to retire.

s In light of these circumstances, recommend Brig Gen Dupre be allowed to serve as
DATT-France until his promotion to Major General. This solution avoids a two-star in the
position and alleviates undue personal hardship for General Dupre and his family, while
affording the department sufficient time to amend the legislation and adequately prepare his
replacement.

DA

o The Air Force concurs with curtailing his assignment.

RECOMMENDATION: SecPef approve the assigament of Brig Gen Dupre to be Defense
Attaché — France until the month prior to his effective promotion date to Major General
(currently projected es May 2003).

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments:
As stated

(b)(6)

Prepared By: Colonel Julia K. Senmewald, USA, Spec Asst for G/FO Matiers,

. SECDEF DECJSIASEP 2 2002 U13ge9 02
Approve ________ Disapprove Other

i /3‘%4 0L
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THE VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20316-9999 OFFICE OF THE

QECFETIT AT PECENGE

ACTION MEMO
67 U5 23 PRIZ 10
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action
FROM: General Peter Pace, VCICS /z%?é,/_l . Augst 22,2002

SUBJECT: Defense Attaché - France

e You asked Gen Myers to stop the assignment of Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, as the
Defense Attache (DATT) ~ France (TAB) in order to avoid having a two star fill this position.
Brig Gen Dupre is projected to be promoted to Major General in June 2003,

s 1certainly agree that the DATT-France position should be downgraded to a Colonel and
fully support your legislative proposal to change the Jaw that currently requires the grade to be
an O-7. However, in the interim, recommend Brig Gen Dupre continue with his scheduled
assignment based on the timing of your request.

¢ Brig Gen Dupre is already in France. He has relocated his family and received his
household goods. He is currently scheduled to assume the position on 4 September. In
addition, Brig Gen and Mrs. Dupre both just completed four months of extensive preparation
and training at the Defense Intelligence Agency. The incumbent, RADM Larry Poe, has also
shipped his household goods and is preparing to retire.

» In light of these circumstances, recommend Brig Gen Dupre be allowed 1o serve as
DATT-France unti] his promotion to Major General. This solution avoids a two-star in the
position and alleviates undue personal hardship for General Dupre and his family, while
alfording the department sufficient time to amend the legislation and adequately prepare his
replacement,

¢ The Air Force concurs with curtailing his assignment.

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef approve the assignment of Brig Gen Dupre to be Defense
Attaché — France until the month prior to his effective prommotion date to Major General

(currently projected as May 2003).

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments:
As stated
. (B)(6)
Prepared By: Colonel Julia K. Sennewald, USA, Spec Asst for G/FO Matters,
SECDEF DECISION
Approve Disapprove Other

11-L-0559/0SD/10961 U13869 /02



l‘ ‘)‘ [ 3 Y » Sﬂ;{?
.

SECDEF HAS SEEN 2
INFO MEMO AUG 19 2002 5% "?

U-090/DR August 19, 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Acting Director, Defense Intclliggﬁffgz

SUBJECT: Flag Defense Attachés

Sir, you noted that we have a two-star defense attaché (DATT) in Paris and asked what
rank DATT would normally be assigned to a country like France, whether two-stars are
assigned 1o any other country, and if one-stars are assigned in China and Russia.

s Public Law 105-85 of Nov 1997 specified the DATT in France hold (or be on the
promotion list for promotion to) the grade of one-star, The law was the result of

Sen wWarner S profmise 10 Amb Harriman in France to enact this change.

v
\_\)”‘)i/ - Sen Warmner pressed the Department 10 fill with a one-star. Eventually RADM
g Larry Poe, a Reserve two-star assigned 1o ASD(C3]) as a civilian, was
activaied and assigned as DATT. He arrived in Jul 2000 and 1s scheduled to
depart in Sep 2002.

- The previous DATT was an Army O-6. At various times in the past there were
Flag/General officers assigned to France.

» Brig Gen Felix Dupre, USAF, is scheduled to replace RADM Poe. Brig Gen
/ Dupre is a two-star select. He was assigned as Military Assistant to SACEUR,
GEN Ralston, from Apr 2000 1o Mar 2002. Dupre is fluent in French. .

¢ The other one-star DATT positions are in Russia and China. Both are filled with
one-stars. France is the only country with a two-star.

e DATT assignments equivalent to France (U.K., Germany, Italy, Australia, Japan
for example) are O-6’s.
COORDINATION: NONE.

Prepared By: RADM L.E. Jacoby, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

11-L-0559/08D/10962 13868 /02
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August 15,2002 4:15PM

TO: RADM Jacoby

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT: Defense Attachés

1 undersiand we have a two-star defense attaché in Panis. 'What i1s normal in a

country like France—an O-6? Do we have 1wo-stars anywhere else, or are there

one-stars in China and Russia?
Please advise. [ want to talk to Senator Wamer about this soon.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
081%02-23
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Please respond by
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

9 9 AUG 2002
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF

FROM: AFSLMO

SUBJECT: Defense Attaché France — Major General {select) Dupre

We were informed that the Secretary of Defense has concems about the assignment of
Brigadier General Felix Dupre as the Defense Attaché (DATT) in Panis and is directing that he not be
allowed 10 continue in the assignment. While we cenainly don't conlest the concern about the grade
of this position, and frankly we agree it could be downgraded 10 that of a colone), we offer the
following for your consideration:

1. General Dupre is already in France. He arrived 12 Apg and as of the 21 Aug, received
shipment of his household goods. General Dupre has begun a period of transition with the
current DATT, Rear Admiral (Upper) Poe. An official Transfer of Responsibilities Ceremony
is scheduled for 4 Sep.

2. Dr. Cooke approved General Dupre for the assignment in Oct 01. Since then, General Dupre
and his wife, who were both already fluent in the French langnage, underwent 4 months of
extensive preparation and training with the Defense Inielligence Agency (DIA). Also
subsequent to Dr. Cooke's approval, Genera) Dupre was selected, nominated, and confirmed
for promotion to the grade of major general. Dur cumrent projections indicate his promolion to
the grade of major general will be effective in Jun 03.

3. Rear Admiral Poe is a naval reservist currently serving an active duty lour. Our understanding
is he has other commitments following the conclusion of his scheduvled 1our in Paris.

4, As you know, title 10, U.S.C., section 714 requires an officer selected for assignment as
DATT France hold the grade of (or be on a promotion list 10) bripadier general. We
understand you have initiated independent aciion 10 pursue Jegislation 10 retumn this position to
that of a colonel.

5. The Air Force currently does not have another brigadier peneral or colonel prepared to assume
the unique duties of DATT France. We project it would lake a minimum of 6 months to
adequately prepare another officer (o assume these duties.

In light these circumstances, we submit for your consideration that General Dupre be allowed
10 remain as the DATT France for a period of 1 year. We believe this course of action alleviates
undue personal hardship for General Dupre and his family, while giving the department time 10 work
towards properly aligning the grade of this billet and adequaiely preparing a replacement.

Hodesd L fon—

RICHARD 5. HASSAN
Brigadier General, USAF
Director, Air Force Senior Leader Management Office

11-L-0559/0SD/10964
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Snowflake
August 20,2002 7:17 AM
TO: General Myers
CC: RADM Jacoby

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ’\71\

SUBJECT: Flag Defense Attachés

1 would like to stop the assignment of Dupré to Pans. 1 don’t think a two-star is

appropnate.

1 think we ought 10 assign an O-6 so we don’t end up with a two-star there if he

gets promoted.

I will ask the General Counsel to prepare a proposal to change the law, so we can

g0 back to an O-6, as in other countries.

Thanks.

Attach.
08/15/02 DIA memo to SecDefre: Flag Defense Anachés

DBHR:dh
081902-45

Please respond by _ "9/Jv /o
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Here are two papers by OP-r‘C‘r)mptreHcr explaining the $10 billion war reserve and
how it fits into our overal] budget. - o

Talking Points, Defense Emergency Response Fund paper

DHR:dh
0716024
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TALKING POINTS RE: $10 BILLION
The $10 billion budget amendment is needed to continue our efforts in Afghanistan.

The remaining $369 billion simply does not provide us with funds to continue Operations
Enduring Freedom and Noble Eagle into fiscal year 2003.

Of that $369 billion —

$6.7 billion is for inflation;

$14.1 billion is for must pay bills such as Tricare for Life accrual, and pay raises;

$7.4 billion is for fully funding training optempo and realistic weapons system costing;

$9.4 billion is for procurement of munitions and other items that could be expended in
Afghanistan or elsewhere; :

$0.6 billion is for programs generated by the Nuclear Posture Review.

That leaves about $331 billion to meet baseline requirements, such as missile defense. This
baseline excludes any activity in Afghanistan.

But $331 billion is also the level of the FY 2002 enacted budget. Therefore, we were only
able to fund new requirements, such as for transformation programs, by

¢ reducing our program with cuts totaling $9.3 billion—these included important
programs like SBIRS-LO and Navy Area Wide;

s terminating Crusader.

Unless we can draw upon the funds in the budget amendment for the $10 billion, we have no
money left for Afghanistan operations, ar whatever tempo, beginning October 1, 2002,

e Clearly, at this time we cannot predict how far into FY 2003 the $10 billion would
support Operations Enduring Freedom and Noble Eagle.

o For this reason as well, we cannot predict whether there would be any funds available
10 support follow-on Global War on Terrorism operations in FY 2003,
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The Defense Emergency Response Fund
$10 Billion Reguest

e The $10 billion is to support the continuation of OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM. If money is diverted to fund other operations, then there will be less
available to support ongoing operations in Afghanistan. There is no money in the
baseline budget to fund the incremental cost of the global war on terrorism.

Military Operations $7.82 billion

e Of the $10 billion, $7.8 billion finances approximately 4 months of military operations,
based on current operating tempo beginning October 1, 2002, These funds support
deployed forces so that readiness and procurement accounts are not adversely impacted.

$5.3 billion finances: combat operations; sustainment of forces in the theater (food,
supplies, etc.), training of troops prior to deployment, intelligence and
communication requirements, cost of maintaining facilities and base support in the
theater, the transportation of troops and supplies to and from the areas of operation.

$2.5 billion finances: the incremental additional cost of military pay, subsistence of

®
troops deployed, travel costs; medical costs, and the pay of mobilized Reserve and
National Guard troops.
Munitions $0.2 billion

e Finances the procurement of critical munitions that are in short supply.

$35 million finances 700 Hellfire missiles for the Navy and Marine Corps.

$94 million finances munitions for the Army and the Special Operations Forces to
replace munitions expended.

$25 million finances a variety of bombs including, laser-guided bombs; and Joint
Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) bombs for the Navy and the Air Force

Classified Programs $1.98 billion

® Finances classified program in support of the continuing war on terrorism. Additional
information addressing this requirement can be provided under separate cover.
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1010

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND READINESS)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND
INTELLIGENCE)

SUBJECT: Identifying and Locating Non-Citizens Serving in the Military

I'have learned that the Department’s ability 1o identify and locate non-citizens
who are serving in the military is degraded by the lack of accuracy and consistency of the
Military Departments’ data that are collected and reported to the Defense Manpower Data
Center (DMDC).

Our inability to retrieve this data limits our ability to identify and rely upon
military personnel whaose country of origin, background, and cuitural familiarity may
prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

I have been advised that the necessary infrastruciure to provide this information
exists today, but that our capability is precluded by incomplete and inconsistent data
collected during our initial recruiting process. As a result, these problems directly and
adversely affect the DMDC database and our security clearance/investigations database.

[ request that each of you, working with the Military Departments as necessary,
ensure that information regarding the place of birth and citizenship status of all non-
citizen military members is collected, entered, and kep! current in the Military

Departments’ personnel databases, the DMDC database. and in our information systems
pertaining to DoD security clearances and investigations.

%&%@f/

cc: Secretanes of the Military Departments

U13976-02
11-L-0559/0SD/10969
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. .. -
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON e T
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600 :

ACTION MEMO A

GENERAL COUNSEL October 10, 2002, 11:30 AM

Miv
FOR: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 3?.? e PEr
FROM:  William J. Haynes II, General CounseleJM , P\' : WQ f!

SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces

o In light of the article (under), entitled “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of
Foreigners in U.S. Military,” dated June 11, 2002, the Secretary asked that I review
the Department policies and assess whether we are doing things properly.

o According to the article, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien personnel.
It knows nothing about where and for how long they actually serve, what kind of
training they receive or the kinds of jobs they hold, officials acknowledged. Nor
can Pentagon officials say where the aliens are from.”

s We can do better. I propose you sign the memorandum attached, based on the
following Discussion and Conclusions.

DISCUSSION
s The DoD-wide database relies on the Military Departments’ inputs.

¢ The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database system does not generate its
own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department personnel
systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of citizenship.

e The Military Departments’ inaccurate and incomplete data cause DMDC
information to be incomplete regarding non-citizen military personne! and their
locations during military service.

o There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. For May 2002, the
Army reports 12,673 unknown citizenship records.

o Asof Apnl 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in the Armed
~ Services.

¢ Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for immigrants

G loesmwni [Zoh] Y'Y
11-L-0650/08D/10970  «H2u~r /-




& OASD (C3I) is concemned that the lack of information accuracy and consistency
within the Military Departments’ databases, and therefore DMDC’s database,
regarding place of birth and citizenship status limits DoD’s ability to identify and
locate non-citizens serving in the Armed Forces effectively.

e (QASD (C3I) also asserts that these deficiencies may be problematic in the post-
September 11 environment.

e (ASD (C3I) believes the incomplete database limits DoD’s ability to identify
military personnel whose country of origin, background, and cultural familiarity
may prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

o DMDC advises that the problem will continue, unless action is taken to improve the
accuracy and consistency of the Military Depariments” data that are collected and
reported to DMDC.

CONCLUSIONS

e The Department should have the ability to identify and locate non-citizen military
members by country of citizenship and place of birth. It may also be important to be
able Lo identify naturalized U.S. citizens by their former country of citizenship.

¢  While the infrastructure to make such identifications exists today, the collection and
data entry of needed information elements are inconsistent and thus degrade our
capabilily to identify foreign nationals quickly.

® The keys to correcting the current problems are to collect the needed data at the initial
contact point in the recruiting process, then to enter the data into the record keeping
system, and then flow the nceded data elements into the appropriate Military
Department personnel systems and background investigation sysiems.

® The USD (P&R) and the ASD (C31) have oversight for these systems.

o The memorandum at Tab A directs USD (P&R) and ASD (C3D) 1o work with the
Military Departments as necessary to fix the data problems and maintain the
capability to identify and locate non-citizens serving with the military.

RECOMMENDATION: That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.

COORDINATION: USD (P&R), ASD (C3I), OSI)/LA, OSD/PA at Tab C.

Attachments;
As stated

(EX6)
Prepared By: Robert E. Reed, ODGC (P&HP),
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e LI N, Cwrirone

"This can't be 2 U.S.-only
. lissue]...] am panicularly dis-
mayed that onr coglition pan-
ners can’i get together on this.”
Myers said. "This isn't a mat-
ter ol big Jollars cither, Jtis 3
matler of where 10 put invesi-
ment.”

Towever, alliess-even
those within 1tk NATO alli-
ance--have invesied very liude
ol their comparotively smaller
defense budgets in C4ISR ca-
pability.

Durmy the 1999 Bright
Siar esercise. for example, and
the war over Kosovo a few
monthy  later,  a mismateh
amuang allied C41 capabilities
was Mehlighted 35 an area in
need of iiprsvement {Delense
Daly, Nov. X, 1999),

Iy the Umited Siates, the
miMary services have jaken
steps 1o improve lheir own
interaperability as well as the
relationships  deployed  units
have wilw nllicxr forces, For
example, the Navy has enjoyed
sonwe measure Bf siccess with
jits Conlition Wide Area Net-
work {CWAN) concept, which
has 10 daie been used in sup-
port of mulii-national iraining
vvents amd the war over Af-
chomstan, '

The CWAN concept is to
build & network that could be
used for any operation and
woutldd remazin as a “lasiing in-
frastrucinre,  inehading  web
servers built on the concept of
web-comirie warfare,” for fu.
ture engapements, according to
Viee Adm, Dennis McGinn,
depwmty chiel of naval opera-
tons for warfare requirenisnis
amd resources,

Newhouse.com
June 11, 2002
(8. Pemagon Does Nol
Track Thovsands Of For-
eigners In U.S, Military
3y David Weod, Newhouse
News Service

ELKRIDGE, Md, -- Hisg
warl remains at home deep in
the heart of Africa, 12.000
pules away. P one day re-
cently. Thierry Dany Osungs
vaised us neht hand snd in o
sterady veiee swore 1o uphold
and defemd the Conslitution of
the Unitaf States, becaming
one of ihie tens of thousands ol
citizens of other coumeies who

enlist and serve in the US.
military. )

WNon-citizen soldiers enr
body an old and honorable wra-
dition of dual loyalty that dates
back at least 10 1he American
Revelution. For generalions of
iptmigrants, nulitary  service
has bzen a setiable means of
earning a living as weil as
eventual ciizenship.

But today. the services are
enfisting growing numbers of
non-citizens at a time when the
United States is irving 10
tighten restnichiens on mmi-
gration and aliens because of
cancerns abou wmorism,

.5, officials  acknowl-
edyé there are senons weak.
pesses in the
guards ayainst chnunal aliens
of Ierrerists entering the coun-
try and obtining the stams of
permuanent resident that is re-
quired for military “service.
There are evident weaknesses
as well in the procedures the
Defense Departnent uses 1o
check and approve porential
enlisiees,

Last year aitmost 8,000
foreigners  were swom  into
LS, military service, o 30 per-
cent increase from 1995 and
2boul 4 percent of 30] those
who signed ‘up in 2001, The
Pentagon docs not keep count,
but it a1l alien enlistees served
a typical lour-year teroy, there
could be mose than 30,000 on
achve mifitary duty,

On¢e  they're swomn in,
they ore eligible 10 serve as
machine gunners, artillennmen
and helicopter crewmen, They
may drive tanks. load bosntbs
onta jet strike fighters, handle
explosives. ng parachutes and
nan  guardposts and  cheek-
points,
Citizenship 1s required for
officers, however, and I1n gen-
cral. only uflicers can become
gualified to pilot airerafi, Ex-
ceptions arg made for senior

enlisted  helicopter  aviators
who attain the rank of warrant
ofhcers. - ’

But in tact. the Pentagon
dees not keep rack of its alien
personnel. 1t knows nothing
about where and for how lony
they actually serve, what kind
of training they receive ot the
kinds ol jobs they hald. offi-
cials acknowledped. Nor can
Pentagon officials say where
the alieus are from.

tederal safe-

"There are so many, it be-
comes unmanageable (o Iy o
rack them all,” said Army Lt
Col. Janws P, Cassella, 3 Pen-
1agon spokesman.

Acquiring permanent LLS.
resident status requires back-
ground and fingerprint checks.
And Defense Depanment offi-
cials s3id once an alien applies
to enhisl in the armed services,
he or she must sgsin undergo
FBI fingerprim checks and on
exlensive bockground investi-
gation. as well 25 pass medical
screening and an inielligence
Iost.

Once in the service, aliens
may not hold any jobs that re-
quire 3 securly clearance, a
funher measure  Ihat  keeps
them  away  from  sepsitive
lechnology and informalion,

*I don't feel uncasy about .

this,” said Frank Sha(fery,
deputy ditector of recraiting
for the Army, citing an exien-
sive network of checks and
background investipations dc-
signed to weed out upsavary or
untrustworthy individuals.
“But as with any system, a per-
son -- any person -- could mis-
represent  themselves,  U.S,
ciizen of nol”

However, the problem of
aliens  obidining  permonent
resijem siatus by fraud “is

svasive  and  serious,”  1he
1.8, General Accounting Of-
fice reported after an investi-
eanon earlier this year, The
GAOD said immigration olli-
cials "believe thal some aliens
are ustng the benefil appliva-
tion process to enable Yhem 1o
carry oul illegal acliviies such
as crimes of violance, narcotics
trafficking and terrorism.”

The job of wecding out
such individuals falls 1o noto-
riously overworked milivary
recrutters, and i1 can be a diffi-
cult one, L'ntil last week, Armiy
recrusters could call an OO
number at the Immigration and
Naturphzavion Serviee 1o make
sure  on  applieant's papers
seren't forged. Bu that service
s no longer awvailable, and
Shalfery said he did not know
why. INS officials coutd not
immediately explain the mar-
ter.

To doublec-cheek againsi
ealishing epal or crimina) ali-
ens. military appliconts like
Osunps are fingerprinied here
at the Mabiany Entrance Proc.
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MU, 30 F.5

essing Staigion owsude Dalue
more,

Osungs' prinis were seni
clectronically 1 the  FHI
which is supposcd 1o auimman-
cally check bolh its dutabuse
ond 1hal of the INS 10 ensure
the applicanm has po criminal
record or other legal blos on
his record. Osungs’ fingeiprim
check tirmed up no "hits® from
the FRI,

B the Justice Depari
ment's  inspectar pencrl,
Glenn A, Fine, said there are
"significont  deficjencies™ in
these  systems,  and  that
matehing up the FIN amd INS
fingermprmt oatahases 1 3 goal
that "remsing years away.”

Miliiary applicants  absa
undergo an extensive back-
prowd eheek by the Delense
Security Service or the Wi
House Oflice of Jersonned
Managemen. i ahese haek.
eround cheeks Jo n lave w
be completed hefore the appli-
cant s sworn in amd receives
military training.

One applicam was sworn
imo  the Marine Coms (¥
months ago amd is serving on
getive doty. even though QA
is s1il] stmggling 10 complewe
his backpraund check, Nivy
Penty Officer Glerm Spsogue
said,

Aml while alivas are sip-
posed o be Jimined o serving a
single four- or KI-yesr werm
unless  they  Nirst bocpnw
Ametican  vipzens. & spit
check tormed wp evidence 1l
even (his rule iS5 not neorously
enforced,

One Marine  serpeant, »
Filipino by birth and by citi-
zenship, said he revently roe-
enlisted for annther four years.
He seomed suprised that that

was illegal.  "Nuohody  ever
mentioned any limit ke me,” he
said.

Other aliens, who enhisied
before the single-tern rule
wenl into efteet, are serving
full carcers as non-citizens in
the ULS. wititary.

"T enlisted . November
1982 and it's been 3 pood Jile,
it you don't mmd  workinp
hard." said Navy Peny Otficeer
Pornchai Boonniast, o 41-yeur-
old who was bom ip Ban Lop-
buri, Thailand. e hag served
as a fireman apprentice and
boiler 1cehnician on (wo wa-
ships and has been stmioned in
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

ACTION MEMO

GENERAL COUNSEL September 3, 2002, 3:30 PM

FOR:  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action %

¢ l’)

FROM:  William J. Haynes 1, General Counselw (ZJ
v ?

SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces @ (
e [n light of the article lundee ) . entitled “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of f}%

Foreigners in U.S. Military,” dated June 11, 2002, you asked that I review the @ ’/“

Department policies and assess whether we are doing things properly. SM'

e According to the article, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien personnel g\\ \Q

It knows nothing about where and for how long they actually serve, what kind of

training they receive or the kinds of jobs they hold, officials acknowledged. Nor (E
can Pentagon officials say where the aliens are from.”

e We can do better. I propose you sign the memorandum attached, based on the 0\
following Discussion and Conclusions. 20 \{u
DISCUSSION

e The DoD-wide database relies on the Military Departments’ inputs.

® The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database system does not generate its
own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department personnel
systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of citizenship.

o The Military Departments’ inaccurate and incomplete data cause DMDC
information to be incomplete regarding non-citizen military personnel and their
locations during military service.

o There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. For May 2002, the
Army reports 12,673 unknown citizenship records.

¢ As of April 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in the Armed
Services.

¢ Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for immigrants
1s at Tab B.

SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA
ﬁ SR MA CRADDOCK
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e OASD (C3I) is concerned that the lack of information accuracy and consistency
within the Military Departments’ databases, and therefore DMDC’s database,
regarding place of birth and citizenship status limits DoD’s ability to identify and
locate non-citizens serving in the Armed Forces effcctively.

¢ (QASD (C3I) also asserts that these deficiencies may be problematic in the post-
September 11 environment.

e QASD (C3I) belicves the incomplete database limits DoD’s ability to identify
military personnel whose country of origin, background, and cultural familiarity
may prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

e DMDC advises that the problem will continue, unless action is taken to improve the
accuracy and consistency of the Military Departments’ data that are collected and
reported to DMDC.

CONCLUSIONS

¢ The Department should have the ability to identify and locate non-citizen military
members by country of citizenship and place of birth. It may also be important to be
able to identify naturalized U.S. citizens by their former country of citizenship.

¢ While the infrastructure to make such identifications exists today, the collection and
data entry of needed information elements are inconsistent and thus degrade our
capability to identify foreign nationals quickly.

¢ The keys to correcting the current problems are to collect the needed data at the initial
contact point in the recruiting process, then to enter the data into the record keeping

system, and then flow the needed data elements into the appropnate Military
Department personnel systems and background investigation systems.

e The USD (P&R) and the ASD (C3I) have oversight for these systems.

e The memorandum at Tab A directs USD (P&R) and ASD (C3I) to work with the
Military Departments as necessary to fix the data problems and maintain the
capability to identify and locate non-citizens serving with the military.

RECOMMENDATION: That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.

COORDINATION: USD (P&R) and ASD (C3I) at Tab C.

Attachments:
As stated

(b)(6)
Prepared By: Robert E. Reed, ODGC (P&HP)
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND READINESS)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND
INTELLIGENCE})

SUBJECT: Identifying and Locating Non-Cinzens Serving in the Military

| have leamed that the Department’s ability 10 1dentify and locate non-citizens
who are serving in the military is degraded by 1he lack of accuracy and consistency of the
Military Departments’ data that are collected and reported to the Defense Manpower Data
Center (DMDC).

Our inability to retrieve this data limits our ability to identify and rely upon
military personnel whose country of origin, background, and cultural familiarity may
prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

[ have been advised that the necessary infrastructure to provide this information
exists today, but that our capability is precluded by incomplete and inconsistent data
collected during our initial recruiting process. As a result, these problems directly and
adversely affect the DMDC database and our security clearance/investigations database.

[ request that each of you, working with the Military Depariments as necessary,
ensure that information regarding the place of birth and citizenship status of all non-
citizen military members is collected, entered, and kept current in the Military
Departments’ personnel databases, the DMDC database, and in our information systems
pertaining to DoD security clearances and investigations.

ce: Secretaries of the Military Departments

~
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COORDINATION

USD (P&R): Dr. Chu, August 1, 2002, with comments:
“We are also looking mto whether some form of background check for non-
citizens would be wise.”

ASD (C3I): Mr. Stenbit, August 13, 2002.
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INFORMATION PAPER

SUBJECT: Enlistment and Commissioning Standards for Immigrants

BACKGROUND:

The Department of Defense supports the enlistment of aliens to the extent permitted by existing
law and subject to their being otherwise qualified for service in the United States Armed Forces.
The purpose of this paper 1s to describe the conditions under which such enlistments are allowed.

DISCUSSION:

e Title 10, United States Code, Sections 3253 and 8253, state that to be ehigible for
enlistment in the regular Army or Atr Force in time of peace, an individual must be an
American citizen or lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence.
While there is no equivalent statute limiting enlistment in the regular Navy and Marine
Corps, the same citizenship requirements for the Army and Air Force are also generally

applied to those Services.

e For enlistment into the Reserve Components, Title 10, United States Code, Section
12102, states, "...no person may be enlisted as a Reserve unless (1) he is a citizen of the
Untted States or (2) has been admitted to the United States for permanent residence under
the Immigration and Nationality Act....or has previously served in the Armed Forces or
in the National Security Training Corps”.

e Accordingly, the Military Services do not recruit non-citizen nationals unless they have
been issued a “Green Card” by the U. S. Immigration and Naturalization Service.

¢ To be eligible for appointment as a commuissioned or warrant officer, U.S. citizenship is
required (Section 532 and 591 of Title 10). For Reserve officer appointments, an
individual must be lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence under
the Immigration and Nationality Act or has previously served in the Armed Forces or in
the National Security Training Corps (Section 12201 of Title 10). For Regular
appointment, when tendered, U.S. citizenship is required.

¢ By law, National Guard officers must bjl U.S. citizens (Title 32, United States Code,
Section 313).

s  With respect to Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) programs, since most students
are here on student visas (not the same status as “Green Card” holder), they cannot
contract into an ROTC program which is a requirement in order to receive scholarship
monies. They may enroll and participate in ROTC programs as non-scholarship cadets,
usually for the first two years in college or university - beyond that, they would need to
be eligible to contract (i.e., be a U.S. citizen) or have received a waiver pending

cligibility.
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s The Department of Defense does not become involved in the citizenship process, does not
sponsor individuals for citizenship, nor support applications for citizenship or entry into
the United States. This process is an individual responsibility.

o Citizenship or permanent resident status does not guarantee enlistment into the Armed
Forces; eligibility for enlistment is also conditioned upon qualification under prescribed
age, physical fitness, aptitude, education, and moral character standards that are
applicable to all candidates. These established standards govem the acceptability of
aliens just as they determine U.S. citizens’ eligibility to serve in our Armed Forces.

¢ Permanent resident aliens are resiricted from enlisting in many of our military’s more
technical programs and specialties becanse of mandatory security clearance requirements.
Positions requiring citizenship include occupations such as electronics and intelligence
ratings, aircrew positions, and special warfare programs such as Navy SEALs. This is not
arequirement that can be waived.

¢ Background security checks for enlistees are similar same for citizens and resident aliens.
Both groups undergo a National Agency Check based on fuli set of fingerprints against
FBI files. In addition, an INS files check is conducted for resident aliens.

e The table below shows the percent of non prior Service enlistees who were non-citizens
(i.e., resident aliens) by Fiscal Year:

Non Citizen Non Prior Service Accessions

# Non Citizens % Total # Accessions

FYO01 7,940 4 188,695
FY00 7,814 4 183,883
FY%9 8,423 5 181,187
FY98 8,195 5 179,817
FY97 1,596 4 188,895
FY96 6,500 4 179,133
FY95 5,267 3 167,287

¢ Further information about immigration law and policy as it pertains to the military
entrance of resident aliens may be obtained from the U. S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service General Counsel, 4420 North Fairfax Street, Arlington, Virginia,

22203.

b)(6
REPARED BY: Dr. Jane Arabian, QUSD(P&RY Accession Policy Directorate, bX®)
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COORDINATION

USD (P&R): Dr. Chu, August 1, 2002, with comments:
“We are also looking into whether some form of background check for non-

citizens would be wise.”

ASD (C31): Mr. Stenbit, August 13, 2002,

OSD/LA: Mr. Richawd L. McGraw, September 20, 2002

OSD/PA:/% /// /7 / /D_/
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ACTION MEMO

July 30, 2002, 11:.00 AM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action __
FROM: William J. Haynes II, General Counsel
SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces

. The Newhouse News Service published an article criticizing the Department of
Defense entitled “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of Foreigners in U.S.
Military,” dated June 11, 2002. You asked that I review the Department of
Defense policies and assess whether we are doing things properly. Tab F.

. According to the article, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien
personnel. It knows nothing about where and for how long they actually
serve, what kind of training they receive or the kinds of jobs they hold. Nor
can Pentagon officials say where the aliens are from.”

. The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database system does not generate
its own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department
personnel systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of
citizenship.

. The inability to provide compiete information regarding non-citizen
military personnel and locate them during their military service resuits from
inaccurate and incomplete data maintained by the Military Departments and
reported to DMDC. DMDC identifies the problems in Tab B.

. There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. Tab C.
However, between May and June 2002, the Army reduced to zero its

12,673 unknown citizenship records.

. As of April 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in
the Armed Services. Tab D.

. Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for
immigrants is at Tab E,

* OASD (C3I) has expressed concern that the lack of informatton accuracy and
consistency within the Military Departments’ databases, and therefore DMDC’s
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database, regarding place of birth and citizenship status prevent DoD's ability to
effectively identify and locate non-citizens while in the Armed Forces,

. OASD (C3I) also asserts that these deficiencies may be problemanc in the
post-September 11 environment.

. OASD (C3I) believes the incomplete database limits DoD’s ability to
identify and rely upon military personnel whose country of origin,
background, and cultural familiarity may prove valuable in support of
specific military missions and objectives.

. DMDC advises that the problem will continue, unless action is taken to improve
the accuracy and consistency of the Military Departments’ data that are collected
and reported to DMDC.

CONCLUSIONS.

. The Department should have the ability to identify and locate non-citizen military

members by country of citizenship and place of birth. It may also be important to
be able to identify naturalized U.S. citizens by their former country of citizenship.

. While the infrastructure to make such identifications exists today, the collection
and data entry of needed information elements are inconsistent and thus degrade
our capability to quickly identify foreign nationals.

’ The keys to correcting the current problems are to collect the needed data at the
initial contact point in the recruiting process, to then enter the data into the record
keeping system, and then flow the needed data elements into the appropriate
Military Department personnel systems and background investigation systems,

. The USD (P&R) and the ASD (C3I) have oversight for these systems.

. The memorandum at Tab A directs USD (P&R) and ASD (C3I) to work with the
Military Departments as necessary to fix the data problems and maintain the
capability to identify and locate non-citizens serving with the mulitary,

RECOMMENDATION That g; the memorandum at Tab A.

COORDINATION: USD (P&Ry L2 eestl 4 € Libx ¢ Z8 :f y "”L
Woe cric 2 éri 1;,,,a,z;‘;;,1, Ly 2 b2 T _
|,#?3‘Z¢f—-/‘/’7/7,?’7 Sl / ,.,C_t‘_“{z L/j{‘,{

IS Vs RV S tf/u,,w ,.Z st O AV
Prepared By: Robert E. Reed, ODGC (PEHP), [®)

Attachments:
Ag stated
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1800

INFO MEMO

July 25, 2002, 9:.00 AM

GENERAL COUMSEL

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes I1, General Counsel
SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces

. The Newhouse News Service published an article criticizing the Department of
Defense entitled *“Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of Foreigners in U.S.
Military,” dated June 11, 2002. You asked that I review the Department of
Defense policies and assess whether we are doing things properly. Tab E.

. According to the article, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien
personnel. It kmows nothing about where and for how long they actually
serve, what kind of training they receive or the kinds of jobs they bold. Nor
can Pentagon officials say where the aliens are from.”

. The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database system does not generate
its own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department
personnel systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of
citizenship.

. The inability to provide complete information regarding non-citizen military
personnel and track them during their military service results from
inaccurate and incomplete data maintained by the Military Departments and
reported to DMDC. DMDC identifies the problems in Tab A.

. There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. Tab B.
However, between May and June, 2002, the Army reduced to zero its
12,673 unknown citizenship records.

v As of Apnl 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in
the Armed Services. Tab C,

. Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for
immigrants is at Tab D.
. OASD/C3I has expressed concern that the lack of accuracy and consistency in the

)6}

(b
Prepared By: Robert E. Reed, ODGC (P&HP),l

ASD/C3I Coord: W} a

11-L-0559/0SD/10982




information within the Military Departments’ databases, and therefore DMDC’s
database, regarding place of birth and citizenship status prevent DoD’s ability to
effectively track non-citizens while in the Armed Forces.

. OASD/C3I also asserts that these deficiencies may be problematic in the
post-September 11 environment.

. OASD/C3I believes the incomplete database limits DoD’s ability to identify
and rely upon military personnel whose country of origin background and
cultural familiarity may prove valuable in support of specific military
missions and objectives.

. DMDC advises that the problem with tracking non-citizen military personnel will
continue, unless action is taken to improve the accuracy and consistency of the
Military Departments’ data that are collected and reported to DMDC.

CONCLUSION: When data are properly entered and maintained, and modified according
to citizenship changes, DMDC has the capability to track non-citizen military personnel.
DMDC lacks this capabtlity due to inaccurate and incomplete data provided from the
Military Department. For the reasons OASD/C3I identified, DoD should have a policy of
tracking non-citizen military personnel. To achieve this objective, the Military
Departments should be directed to acquire and timely report accurate information to
DMDC.

COORDINATION: USD (P&R), ASD/C3I.

Attachments:
As stated
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1800 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1800

ACTION MEMO

“ “"'“‘ September 19, 2002, 3:30 PM
FOR: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM:  William J. Haynes I, General Counsel
SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces

o Inlight of the article attached, entitled “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of
Foreigners in U.S. Military,” dated June 11, 2002, you asked that I review the
Department policies and assess whether we are doing things properly.

» According to the article, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien personnel.
It knows nothing about where and for how long they actually serve, what kind of
training they receive or the kinds of jobs they hold, officials acknowledged. Nor
can Pentagon officials say where the aliens are from,”

e We can do better. I propose you sign the memorandum attached, based on the
following Discussion and Conclusions.

DISCUSSION
s The DoD-wide database relies on the Military Departments’ inputs.

¢ The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database system does not generate its
own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department personnel
systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of citizenship.

e The Military Departments’ inaccurate and incomplete data cause DMDC
information to be incomplete regarding non-citizen military personnel and their
locations during military service.

e There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. For May 2002, the
Army reports 12,673 unknown citizenship records.

s As of Apnil 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in the Armed
Services.

o Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for immigrants
is at Tab B.

0SD/LA cOord/(AZ//é%”// 6
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¢ OASD (C31) is concerned that the lack of information accuracy and consistency
within the Military Departments’ databases, and therefore DMDC’s database,
regarding place of birth and citizenship status limits DoD’s ability to identify and
locate non-citizens serving in the Armed Forces effectively.

» OASD (C3I) also asserts that these deficiencies may be problematic in the post-
September 11 environment.

» OASD (C3I) believes the incompleie database limits DoD’s ability to identify
military personnel whose country of origin, background, and cultural familiarity
may prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

¢ DMDC advises that the problem will continue, unless action is taken to improve the
accuracy and consistency of the Military Departments’ data that are collected and
reported to DMDC.

CONCLUSIONS

o The Department should have the ability to identify and locate non-citizen military
members by country of citizenship and place of birth, It may also be important to be
able to identify naturalized U.S. citizens by their former country of citizenship.

¢ While the infrastructure to make such identificalions exists today, the collection and
data entry of needed information elements are inconsistent and thus degrade our
capability (o identify foreign nationals quickly.

o The keys to correcting the current problems are to collect the needed data at the initial
contact point in the recruiting process, then to enter the data into the record keeping
system, and then flow the needed data elements into the appropriate Military
Department personnel syslems and background investigation systems.

* The USD (P&R) and the ASD (C3]) have oversight for these systems.

o The memorandum at Tab A directs USD (P&R) and ASD (C31) to wortk with the
Military Departments as necessary to fix the data problems and maintain the
capability to identify and locate non-citizens serving with the military.

RECOMMENDATION: That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.

COORDINATION: USD (P&R), ASD (C3I), OSD/LA, OSD/PA at Tab C.

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Robert E. Reed, ODGC (P&HP)
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11Col Steve Linder

Marine Corps Military Assistant
OSD Executive Secretariat
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NO. 328 P.6

. 3:48 PM
TO: Larry Di Rita

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld )
DATE: June 13, 2002

SUBIJECT: Early Bird

Take a look at the attached article, “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of

Foreigners in US Military.” Why don’t you find someone in the general counsel’s
office to review what our policics are and whether we are doing things propesly.

Thanks.

DHR/azn
061302.01

Attach: “Pemagon Docs Not Track Thousands of Foreigners in US Military”, Newhouse.com
David Wood. Newhotise News Service, June 11, 2002

Piease respond by: G Jﬂdﬂ‘l
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND READINESS}
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND
INTELLIGENCE)

SUBJECT: Identifying and Locating Non-Citizens Serving in the Military

1 have leamed that the Department’s ability to identify and locate non-citizens

who are serving in the military is degraded by the lack of accuracy and consistency of the
Military Departments’ data that are collected and reported to the Defense Manpower Data

Our mabx]:ty to retrieve t]ns datam—a—post%ep&m%-emmmntmrpmvr‘"
roblematie-m Re alee limits our ability to identify and rely upon

mﬂnary personnel whose country of ongm, background, and cultural familiarity may

prove valuable in support of specific military missions and objectives.

1 have been advised that the necessary infrastructare to provide this information
exists today, but that our capability is precluded by mcomplcte and moonmstmt daxa
collecteddmmgomlmualrecnunngpmcm and-subsequenthy.e k it

strents’p SRS, Asamult, these pmblemsdJmctlymd
adversely affect the DMDC databasc and our security clearance/investigations database.

I request that each of you, working with the Military Departments as necessary,
ensure that information regarding the place of birth and citizenship status of all non-
citizen military members is collected, entered, and kept current in the Military
Departments’ personnel] databases, the DMDC database, and in our information systems
pertaining to DoD security clearances and investigations.

cc: Secretaries of the Military Departments

4
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CDR Greg Wittman
Navy Miitary Assistant
OSD Executive Secretariat
(b)(6)
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE -
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON S
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

——

ACTION MEMO L L LG

September 3, 2002, 3:30 PM

. n
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action L(S‘
FROM:  William J. Haynes I1. General Counselvd¥*1 ™ . %\ %

SUBJECT: Tracking Non-Citizens Serving With The Armed Forces U

%\{
o In light of the article (under ) entitied “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of -~ Q ’*}"‘Q
Foreigners in [J.S. Military,” dated June 11, 2002, vou asked that 1 review the v /&f
Department policies and assess whether we are doing things properly. ' W -:3J

» According Lo the arlicle, “the Pentagon does not keep track of its alien personneh;‘g\ ')\ \Q
it knows nathing about where and for how long they acwally serve, what kind of Q\)’
training they recetve or the kinds of jobs they hold, officials acknowledged. Nor (%\
can Pentagon offlicials say where the aliens are from.”

o We can do better. | propose you sign the memorandum attached, based on the
following Discussion and Conclusions. \9‘?

DISCUSSION

¢ The DoD-wide database relies on the Military Departments’ inputs.

» The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDX) database system does not generate its
own place of birth or citizenship information. The Military Department personnel
systems have data elements for both the place of birth and country of citizenship.

o The Military Departments’ inaccurate and incomplete data cause DMDC
information to be incomplete regarding non-citizen military personnel and their

locations during militacy service,

e There are 20,000 records with unknown citizenship data. For May 2002, the
Army reports 12,672 unknown citizenship records.

s As of Apnl 2002, approximately 31,000 non-citizens are serving in the Armed
Services.

o Information regarding enlistment and commissioning standards for immigrants

1s at Tab B. _

SPL ASSISTANT D! RITA {

2 ISR MA CRADDOCK |

oW M Buce {. i
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NG, 328 P.6
DAY, LT GG DA RRIG

St 3:48 PM
TO: Larry Dj Rita

FROM: Doneald Rumsfeld ) {\

DATE: June 13, 2002 ‘

SUBJECT: Early Bird

Take a look at the attached article, “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of
Foreigners in US Military.” Why don't you find someone in the general counsel’s
office to review what our policies are and whether we are doing things properly.

Thanks.

DHR/azn
061302.01

Attach: “Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands of Foreigners in US Military”, Newhouse.com
David Wood, Newhouse News Service, June 11, 2002

G |8l je=-

Please respond by:

10221 /02
11-L-0559/0SD/10991
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" nation costs, compared 10 killing she program afier jts Program Definition 2nd Risk Reduction phase ends in Apnil
2003, according 10 a letter lost week frons Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeid 1o Congress.

17. Myers: Command ‘And Control Interoperability Problems Persist

fDvfense Dailyy... Hunler Keeter
PoD continues to have problems with the imeroperability of its numerous command, control. communications, com-

puicrs, mlc!hg:.ncc surveillance and reconnmssance-(CHISR | systems, according 10 Air Foree Gen. Ric hanl Myers,

i Chiefs o St ———— - .
- M‘\

. Pentagon Does Not Track Thousands Of Foreigners In U.S. Mililary
INCWhousecon),,..0avid Wood, Newlionse News Service

«.The Pentagon does not keep Irack of its alien peysonnels 1t knows nothung about where and for how long they: actu-

atly serve, what kind of traininy they receive or the kinds of jobs they hold, officials acknowiedyed. l\'nr cun Penta-

gon officials say where the oliens are from,

. Seerecy On Misslle Defense Grows ——————-

{Mashington Fostj....dradiey braham
As the Pentagon boosts spending and mtensifies development of a navional amimissike systemi. it is ulso taking steps

to shield the progran from Congress and the public as well as traditional oversight measures within the Defense De-
partment,

— .

CONGRESS

20. Levin Questions Missile Defense Agency's ClassH) canon Pulm'

fimsede Alissile Do jen.u'i... ‘thamas Dafiy

Sen. Carl Levin (D-M1), the chairman of the Senate Armed Sem:cs Comminiee. said this week e wouid do every.
thing Ive can to make public information regarding the Bush administration’s nmioral missile defense Nights tesis aft
ter the adminisiration decided last month 1o classify the 1argers and decoys vsed in those resis.

21, War-With Jrag Isn't lnevitable. Says Armed Services Committee Chairman

fRurapean Stars and Stripest.., Lisa Ducgess
ms;mc. media reports that claim President Bush has decided 10 wage war against Irag. neither o mojoriny: of admnu-

stration officials, memburs of Congress nor military officers 1s committed to the prospect, a senior senator saut Mon-
day.

Lawmakers Sue Over ABM Pact Whithdrawal

fashimgron Past)...Neely Tocser
Thisty-one members of (.‘ongms sued the Bush adnunistranan m federal court ;'rstcrda) charging that Presideny

Bush violaied the Constitmion when he decvded eatlier this vear 1o drap a 30-year-old mickear weapons pact with
Russia.

[ &3
1]

23. 'We Siould ave' Known, Goss Says O 9/11

TTTashingion Pusi).... -Dana Prest and ]u!m Eilperin

With six years of access to highiy classified C1A informanon about Osama bin Laden, Rep. Porer ), Goss {R-F1a.),
en-chairman of the joint congressional panet examining the performance of U.S, lmelhgcnce agerics. ias come to
s bold conclusions abowt the Sept. ! anacks, .

Party Leaders Fa vor Security Apency

i m?u'ngmn PosiT... Bl STiTler ] Tahier Lilpenn

l.cmla.rs of both panies in Congress yesterday supparted the ldra of creating a Depariment of Homeland Security hy
Sep. 11, even as they hinted they muight seck sybstantial changes 10 President Bush's proposal for the bigpess reor-
pamzation of the lederal government in more than 30 years.

o
."

NAVY

25, Navy Clears Some F-14s To Return To Carrier Duty; Others Need Fixes

fovi rriuIL Firgimen-Filof)... Ugle Eisman
The Navy has cleared 45 of its F-[4 Tomeats to return to full duty bt wall hnve 10 replace the nose wheel assembly

on more than 20 percent of the planes inspecied since suspmdfd camier operations on all 156 Tomems tasi wevk.

page 3 of 46
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"This can't be a U.S.-cnly
. [issue]...] am paniculorly dis-
mayed that our coglitien pan-
ners can't get together on this.”
Alyers said. "This isn't a mat-
ter ol hig Jollars ejther. 1t is 2
matler of where 10 put invest-
ment.”

Fowever, allies--even
those within the NATO ali.
ance--have invested very livle
of their comparatively smaller
deiense budgets in C4ISR ca-
pability.

Durmyg the 1999 Dright
Star exercise, lor example, and
the war over Kosovo a [ew
months  later, 3 mismatch
anumg allicd 41 capabilities
was highlighed as an area in
need of improvemen (Delense
Daily, Nov, 3, 1999).

In the United States, the
milary services have (aken
sweps to improve their own
interoperability as well as the
relaionships  deployed  units
have wirthy allied lorces, For
vxample, the Navy has enjoyed
sonwe measure of success with
its Coalition Wide Area Net-
work (CWAN) cancept, which
has 10 daie been used in sup-
port of nulti-nalional iraining
vvens amd e war over Al
chantstan, '

The CWAN concept i5 to
buoild 3 metwork 1hat coukd be
used for any operation and
would remain as a "lasting in-
frasiruchre,  inchuding  web
servers built on the concept of
‘web-centric warfare,” for fu-
BIre eHgagenwnts, aceording to
Vice Adm. Dennis McGinp,
deputy chivl of naval opera-
tions for warlare requirements
and resources.

Newhovse.com
June 11, 2042
18. Peniagon Does Not
Track Thousands Of For-
eipners In US, Military
3y David Wood, Newhouse
News Service

ELKRIDGE, Md. -- His
heart renmoins at home deep in
the hweart of Africa, 12,000
miles away. Put one day re-
cently, Thierry Dany Osungs
raised ns nght hand awd in o
steady vaice swore to uphold
apd defend (he Canstitution of
he United Siates, becoming
one of the tens ol thousands of
cilizens ol otlwe cauntries who

enlist and serve in the US.
railitary. ]

Non-citizen soldiers eny
body an old and honorable tra-
dition of dual loyalty that dates
back at least to the American
Revolution. For generations of
immigranis, military  service
has been a reliable nwans of
earning a living as well as
eventual citizenship.

But 1oday. the services are
enlisting prowing numbers of
non-citizens ot o time when the
United States is trying 10
tighten restnictions on immi-
gration and aliens because ol
cancerns abatl earism.

LS, officials  acknowl-
edgé lhere ore serious weak.
nesses in the  federsl safe-
puards against crunmak aliens
of leyTorists enlering Lhe coun-
ity and obtaiing the status of
permunent resident 113t s re.
quired for military “service,
There are evidem weaknesses
os well in the procedures the
Defense Dcponnient uses la
check and approve polential
enlistees.

Last year almosr 85,000
foreigners were swom  into
LS. military service, a 30 per-
cent inceease frort 1995 and
about 4 percemt of all those
who signed up in 2001, The
Fentagon does not keep count,
but il all alten enlistees served
a wypical four-year teem, there
could be nwre than 30.600 on
active milisary duiy,

Once  thev're swom in,
they are cligible to senve as
machine gunners, anillerymen
and helicapter crewmen, They
may drive 1apks, load bombs
omo jet sinke fighters, handle
explosives. ng parachutes and
man gpuardposts and check-
pamts,

Civizenship 15 required for
atficers, however. and 0 pen.
cral. only wfticers can become
quatified to mlor awrcrafi. Ex-
ceplions are made for senior
enlisied  helicopter  avijators
who atrin the rank of warrani
oflicers, -

But in lact, the Pentagon
does not keep rack of its ahen
pursonnel. ki knows nothing
aboul where and for how lony
they aclually serve, what kind
of training they receive or the
kinds of jobs they hold, offi-
cials acknowledued. Nor can
Pentagon officials say where
the aliens are from.

11-L-055

"There are so many, it be-
comes unnanageable o try to
track them all,” said Army L1

< Col. James P. Cassella, o Pen-
rapon spokesman.

Acquiring permanent U.S.
resident status requires back-
ground and fingerprinmt checks.
And Defense Depaniment offie
cials said once an alien applies
1o enlist in 1he armed services,
he or she must egain undergo
FB1 fingerprimt checks and ap
extensive background investi-
gdion, as well as pass medical
screening and an intelligence
yesl.

Once m the service. aliens
may not hold any jobs hat re-
qutre 3 sccunly clearance, a

_ fonher measure  that  keeps
thepy  away  Jrom  sensitive
iechinology and information,

*l don't feel uncasy obmt .

Jthis.® savd  Frank  Shaffery.
deputy director of recnuiling
for the Army, citing an exien-
sive nciwork of checks and
background invesligations de-
siened 1o weed out unsavory or
unirustworthy individuals.
“Bui as with any system, 2 per-
son - any person -- conld mis-
represemt themselves.  ULS,
THizen of not.”

lHowever, the problem of
aliens cbizining  permancnt
resident status by fraud "is

ervasive  and  sericus,”  1he
3.8, General Accoumting Of-
fice reported aficr an investi-
panon earlier his year. The
AQ said immipration offi-
cials "believe thal some aliens
are using the benehit npplica-

lion precess to cpable them 1o
canry out tlegal acuivities such
as crimes of viclence, narcolics
irafTicking and terrorism,”

The job of weeding out
such individuals falls 1@ noto-
nously overworked milisary
recrutters, and it can be a diffi
cult one. L'ntil last week, Army
recnaters could call an B0O
number 31 the Immigration and
Nawralization Service 1o make
sure an  applicant’s  papers
weren't forged. Dur that service
i no longer available, and
Shaffery said he did not know
why. INS officials could nm
immediately explain the ma-
ter.

To double-check against
calisiing illegal or eriminal ali-
ens, nuhinary applicomis  like
Osunps are fingerptinted here
a1 the Miltary Emiranee Proc-

9/0SD/10993

NU. 3w .o

essing  Station oulside  Bafi-
mare.

Osungs’ prims were sciw
clectronically 10 the  Fiii,
which is supposed 1o automan-
cally check both its database
and that of the INS 10 epsure
the applicant has no criminal
record or other legal hlois on
his record. Osings’ fingerpring
cheek wrned up no "hits” from
the FBL

But ahe Justice Depare
ment's nspeclor gemral,
Glenn A, Fine, soid there are
"significant  deliciencies” s
these  systiems,  aml e
matching wp the FRIL and INN
fingerprint databuses 5 @ gogl
thal Premons years away ™

Milhary  appheams  also
underyo on extensive  hach-
ground check by the MDefense
Security Service or the Whie
Honse Office ol Personnel
Management. B these bock-
ground checks do nat hve 1o

e completed before the appli-
canl is sworn in and receives
nuililary training.

One applicamy was sworp
imo  the Marine Coms 8
months aga amd is serving on
active duty. even thougl OPM
is stil) stmggling 10 complere
bis background check. Nivy
Peity Otficer Glenn Sprogie
said.

Amd while oliens sie sp-
poscd 10 be limited to servinge i
single fonre or six-yesr wrm
unfess  they first beconwe
American  citizens.  a spot
cheek turned up evidence that
event this mile 15 nol nearously
enforced.

One Marine  seigeant, o
Filipino by birth and by citi-
zeuship, said he recemly re-
enlisted for apnther four years,
le seemed swprised thal tha

was illegal.  "Nohody cver
memioned any hinut o e he
said.

Other aliens, wih enlisted
before the singleswermy rule
went inte effect, afe serving
full careers as NON-CiLZRNs in
the U.S. miliary,

"l enlisted in Nowvember
1982 and i's been a poud lile,
it youw don't mind warkimp
hard,” said Navy Peny Officer
i*ornchai Boonmast, a 41-yuir-
old who was born in Ban i.op-
buri, Thailand. He has served
as a fireman appremice amd 2
boiler 1echnician on (v waie
ships and has been stationed n

Ll

nage 2] ol dh



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC  20301-1300 e M e g

o INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF FENSE
FROM: Powell A. Moore ’M

SUBJECT: Brefing to Senator Hagel: reference Snowflake 082002-17

August 26, 2002 6:00 pm

» On the aftemmoon that you called me, I sent the attached memo to your office.
Apparently you did not receive it

» There are no outstanding requests from Senator Hagel for a briefing and he is
scheduled to be in Nebraska this week.

o The classified version of this memo is in your office. This is an unclassified
copy.

Attachment:
As stated

11-L-0559/0SD/10994 113980 /02



Snovflake

August 20, 2002 5:57 PM

TO: Powell Moore

ce: Larry Di Rita

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Df\

SUBJECT: Briefing Senator Hagel

I don’t feel like T am being kept up to date on how we are briefing Hagel—who is

doing 1it, where it is being done, whether or not I am aware of it before it happens,

what the topics are, and who is sitting in.

I need to be on top of that. It is important, and I do not feel like anyone is getting

back to me.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
082002-17

Please respond by Oif y.i02

11-L-0559/0SD/10995



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. OC 20301-13C0

—FOP-SECREFSER

LEGISLATIVE

AFFAIRS INFO MEMO

August 16, 2002, 1330

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE /
FROM; Powell Moore, Assistant Secretarv of Defense Mﬁvc fairs

SUBJECT: Ops/Intel Briefing on Iran, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia to
Senator Chuck Hagel (R-Neb.)

e At the request of Senator Hagel, we provided an Ops/Intel briefing for him
at 1100, 15 August 2002 in S-407, The Capitol. Senator Hagel was present
with no staff. In artendance from DoD was Peter Rodman, ASD/ISA:
Powell Moore, ASD/LA; Col Jeff Burton, JCS/J-2{Deputy); Mr. Bob Ross,
JSC/J-2 Iraq Analysis; Mr. Paul Wolfe, JCS/J-2 Iran Analysis; Mr. Jon
LaPointe, JCS/J-2 Saud: Arabia Analysis; and Lt Col Keith Zuegel,
JCS/LA.

o The JCS/J-2 briefing to Senator Hagel was conducted almost entirely by the
analysts (Tab 1). There are no pending requests for additional briefings for
the Senator, but we offered 1o brief him at a future date on our views on
combating terronsm and weapons of mass destruction.

e Additionally, we have found that Senator Hagel had asked and received
similar briefings from CIA and DoS. We are contacting both to obtain
additional information on briefers and materials presented. A list of topics
requested of CTA (Tab 2) and DoS (Tab 3) from the Senators office is

altached.
COORDINATION: ASD/ISAO\ML

Aftachment:
As Stated

FOPBECREFSE—

Unclassified upon removal
of attachments

(b)(6)

Prepared by: Lt Col Leo Clark. ASD/LA,

11-L-0559/0SD/10996 o Jo b0
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Iran’s support for terrorist groups operating inside Israel.

Iran’s role in Afghanistan,

The domestic situation inside Iran; the reform movement; the relative
strengths of Khatami, Khamenei, Rafsanjani, and other key figures.

The extent of Azenl separatism in Iran. Role of Mehmet Chechregani.
Iran’s policies toward Iraq, the Iragi opposition, and a possible US invasion
of Iraq.

Any initiatives to improve US-Iran relatons.

US-Russian initiatives re: Iran’s nuclear programs.

US policy toward the Iraqi opposition. The recent meetings in Washington.
Our assessment of the role/capabilities of the opposition inside and outside
of Iraq.

What likely comes after Saddam Hussein in Iraq.

The status of our diplomatic efforts at the UN and in the Arab world to
support our policy of regime change toward Iraq.

Iraq’s diplomatic initiatives in the Arab world.

Iraq’s support for terronsm, especially against Israel and the United Statcs

Irag’s links to al-Qaeda.

The status of the US-Saudi relaticnship.

Saudi links to terrorist groups.
Saudi support for the war on terrorism, Israeli-Palestinian peace, and regime

change in Irag.

11-L-0559/0SD/10997
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General threat assessment of Iran (Nuclear, Chemical, biological and missile
capabilities)

Iran’s support for terrorist groups operating inside Israel.

Iran’s role in Afghanistan / a) Qasda (recent turnover of Al Qaeda to Saudi
Arabia) '

The demestic situation tnside Iran; the reform movement; the relative strengths of
Khatami, Khamenei, Rafsan)jani, and other key figures.

The extent of Azen separatism in Iran,

Iran’s policies toward [raq, the Iragi opposition, and a possible US mvasion of
Irag.

Any initiatives to tmprave US-Iran relatons.

US-Russian initiatives re: [ran’s nuclear programs (Bushehr)

Threat assessment of [raq - (Nuclear, Chemical, biclogical and missile
capabilities)

Capabilities of Iraq's canventional {orces (both in the no-fly zones and in the heart
af Iraq)

US policy toward the Iraqt opposition. The recent meetings in Washington.
Qur assessment af the rolc/capabilitics of the opposition inside and outside of
[raq.

What likely comes after Saddam Husseu: 1n Irag.

The status of cur diplomatic efforts at the UN apd 1o the Arab world to suppon
our policy of regime change toward Irag.

Irag’s diplomatic irutiatives in the Arab world.

Iraq’s support for terrorism, especially aganst Israel and the United States,
Iraq’'s links to al-Qaeda.

Regional support necessary for successful mulitary operation in Iraq (overflight
rights, refueling rights, intelligence, border control, basing nghts, etc.)

Saudi Arabia

Note: The press has reported that at a meeting of the Defense Policy Group, RAND
analyst Laureat Murawiec stated, “The Saudis are active at every level of the terror chain,
from planners o financiers, from cadre to foot-soldier, Tom ideologist to cheerleader,”
and “Saudi Arabia supports ouwr enermies and attacks our allies.”

The status of the US-Saudli relatonship.
Saudl inks to terronst groups.
Saudi support for the war on ‘erronsm. Istaeli-Palestinian peace, and regime

change :n [raq.

11-L-0559/0SD/10998



IHE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF UErende
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-13C0

UNCLASSIFIED

LEGISLATIVE
AFFAIRS

INFO MEMO

August 14, 2002 6:30 PM
,\ .
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE \

FROM.: Powell A. Moore, Assistant Sccretary @@‘.&R&&Leglslanve Affairs)

SUBJECT: Brefing for Senator Chuck Hagel (R- Nebraska)

» Senator Chuck Hagel made a request to the Joint Staff for an intelligence
briefing on Thursday, August 15 at 11:00 a.m. on Iraq, Iran and Saudi
Arabia. General Shaffer, the J-2, is scheduled to go up and conduct this
bnefing in Room S-407, the Capitol’s secure room, but at my request, Peter
Rodman will accompany him. 1t has been our practice for a representative
from the Policy operation to participate in briefings like this. Doug Feith,
Peter Rodman and I thought that you should be advised of this briefing.

11-L-0559/0SD/10999



Snowflake

August 20, 2002 S5:57PM

TO: Powell Moore
CC: Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ‘m\_

SUBJECT: Briefing Senator Hagel

LS/2GHpp!W

[ don’t feel like T am being kept up to date on how we are briefing Hagel—who is
doing it, where it is being done, whether or not I am aware of it before it happens,

what the topics are, and who is sitting in.

I need to be on top of that. It is important, and I do not feel like anyone is getting

back to me.

Thanks.

DHR:gh
082002-17

Please respond by 09 f{’ 1.2

COoBny O€

11-L-0559/0SD/11000 U13981 /02
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF R T
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20316-0999

ACTION MEMO Cu-468-02
27 August 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action
£
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCW / 1

SUBJECT: Revision of the Standing Rules of Engagement (SROE)

» Request you direct OSD to publish formal guidance on SROE.

s In response to direction you provided during our recent meeting (TAB A), |
have directed my staff to begin a formal review. To accomplish this as
efficiently and effectively as possible, recommend your staff establish an
overarching policy to provide direction.

s Having guidance up front with the themes (TAB B) identified will significantly
enhance and shorten the process, as well as provide the engagement necessary
for an issue of this importance. My staff and | will then operationalize the
policy and publish an implementation document (CJCS instruction).

RECOMMENDATION: Publish a DOD guidance directive that provides broad policy
direction on SROE.

Approve Disapprove Other

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments:
As stated

(b)(6)
Prepared By: LtGen G. S. Newbold, USMC; Director for Operations;

Ul4039 /02
11-L-0559/0SD/11001
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May 21,2002 7.19 apg

TO: Gen. Myers

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld m

SUBJECT: ROEs

1. Ithink the review period ought to be cut from five to three years.
2. We particularly have to focus on the Northern Command in the next cycle.
3., We have to focus on SAPs, as we discussed 11 the meeting.

4. 1think that, to the extent that people down the chain of command alter the
ROEs, they should have the obligation of notifying their superiors up the chain
as to how they were altered, and it ought to come all the way up the line to me,

so that you and I know what is actually happening.

5. Finally, I do not think lawyers ought to drive this process. I would get it back

into the operations channel.

I do believe we are in 2 new national security circumstance, and that means we

have to review the entire package.

Thanks.
{

DHR:d5
03200287

SV SN NN AN AN AN N NS P O R NGRS R AN PSRN RN e PR AU YIRS NNCRAT RN RAN

i

Flease respond by Okl2ijor

11-L-0559/0SD/11002  Tab a



Standing Rules of Engagement (SROE)
Recommended “Themes”

* Integrates new Unified Command Plan
— Includes USNORTHCOM and emerging Homeland Defense missions

Includes ROE from all DoD missions:

— Conventional operations both overseas and in CONUS
— Special operations

— Military assistance to civil authorities
Simplifies ROE language; understandable to operators in the field

Establishes a tone that empowers subordinate commanders
— Provides maximum operational flexibility

Establishes an upward reporting system for revisions

— Provides senior decision makers the maximum visibility of ROE in effect
during ongoing operations

9 9%}

11-L-0559/05D/11003
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TO: Gen. Myers

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld m
SUBJECT: ROEs

1. Ithank the review period ought to be cut from five to three years. w
2. We particularly have to focus on the Northern Command in the next cycle. >Q

3. We have to focus on SAPs, as we discussed in the meeting,

4. 1think that, to the extent that people down the chain of command alter the
ROEs, they should have the obligation of notifying their superiors up the chain

as to how they were altered, and it ougkt to come all the way up the line to me,

so that you and ] know what is actually happening.

5. Fally, I do not think lawyers ought to drive this process. 1 would get it back

into the operations channel.

I do believe we are in a new national security circumstance, and that means we

have to review the entire package.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
05z002-67
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o

Please respond by O¢l2ijor E
o =
(\J
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TAB A

TO: Gen. Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld S

SUBIECT: Capabilities

FIL

July 15,2002 11:08 AM

GN

Ineed a list of the capability of the United States Armed Forces to deliver what
kinds of capabilities to what locations within what number of hours, and with what
kind of lethality and firepower. That should include air, sea and land.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
071502-26

[ E AR AR AL BREL RIS ERRRENZESERERNEIRERSNERRNEERNNRENREARRRRR YRR REN ]

Please respond by __ O <€ L[ b f 0~

11-L-0559/0SD/11005
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ghavEiRe

TAB A

TO: Gen. Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld S

SUBIECT: Capabilities

FIL

July 15,2002 11:08 AM

GN

Ineed a list of the capability of the United States Armed Forces to deliver what
kinds of capabilities to what locations within what number of hours, and with what
kind of lethality and firepower. That should include air, sea and land.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
071502-26

[ E AR AR AL BREL RIS ERRRENZESERERNEIRERSNERRNEERNNRENREARRRRR YRR REN ]

Please respond by __ O <€ L[ b f 0~

11-L-0559/0SD/11006
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SHeVHRe

10:55 AM
TO: Tori;a Clarke
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /W
DATE: August 28, 2002

SUBJECT:
Please take a look at this request from Jack Valenti and tell me what you think, I o
am happy to do it. He is a friend of 30 plus years. If you think there is no g
problem with it. ’ ¢
{k/l
Thanks.
DHR/azn
082802.01
Attach: Valenti Request of 8/26/02
Please respond by: 9 {blﬁa
S,
o
5
<
)
O
J
(

11-L-0559/0SD/11007 Ut4l44s /02
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2002 7:17 AM

TO: Doug Feith
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: Poland Equipping Afghanistan _

0 Yesterday the Polish MoD said he wanted to help equip Afghanistan with Russian

equipment. Is anyone working on that?

Thanks.

DHR:dh
071902-5

Please respond by O Zj 2 f{/ oL

20 |n’£b/

e

11-L-0559/0SD/11008 ut14150 /02 -



Snowflake

August 7,2002 8:55 AM

TO: Gen. Myers
>
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld "}/ | 23
SUBJECT: CJTF Briefing ?
\ 2
What do you think about your folks cleaning up that CJTF briefing I got and then K_A)\
have us show it to the principals. I think it has some good stuff in there. S
»
Take a look.
Thanks.
DHR:dh
080702-11
Please respond by o%[20 [or
D
=)
<
<A
g

Tab A

11-L-0559/0SD/11009 Ul4156 /02



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE form e
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON q_,_—P.},:,;: LD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 vbanl -

2U? RS9 oy
INFO MEMO W20 r1 sy
PERSONHNEL AND U

READINEBS August 30, 2002 - 4:00 PM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: DAVID S. C. CHU, UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

(PERSONNEL AND READINE el O b B agg 22
SUBJECT: Echelons of Medical Care --Snowflake
. You asked, “Shouldn’t we be reducing one or two of those layers out there™?

Yes. Indeed, perhaps the construct “levels of care” should be abandoned;
. instead, we should focus on prompt evacuation of casualties to the specialized
facilities best able to care for them, principally in the United States.

10/,

» This should reduce both the deployment burden and the deployment footprint.

. The challenge is to maintain enough capacity in theater to stabilize patients for
transport, and to care for those who cannot be stabilized bul must receive more
substantial care immediately.

. Bill Winkenwerder, our Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs, will
be joining a Joint Staff visit to the Middle East and Central Asia September 21-
26, during which this will be one of the subjects for review.

U 1 anticipate thal there will be a need to acquire additional “kits" to install in our
transport aircraft, to permit the return airlift of patients, as well as some
requirernent for training (and perhaps some reallocation of personnel). There
should be sufficient air transport capacity to carry out the alternative approach.

. We are working with the Military Departments and PA&E to update the “733
Wartime Medical Requirements Study.” This new study will review medical \
readiness, including echelons of care, to reflect current requirements. Based on

&

its results, we will provide recommendations on a new doctrine in November
2002, so that any funding needs can be reflected in the FY 2004 President’s =N
Budget Request. oy

(b)(6)

-

Prepared by: William Wikenwerder,

& Ulslss /02
11-L-0559/0SD/11010
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July 22,2002 8:02 AM

TO: David Chu
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld JA

SUBJECT: Echelons of Medical Care

I am told that the medical divisions of DoD still have the same five echelons of
care that they have had since before Vietnam. Shouldn’t we be reducing one or

two of those layers out of there?

Thanks.

DHR:dh
072202-10

LA R AR R R SRR RSN RN RN RN RSN YRR NYRRRNRRRRRSFNRED Y]

Please respond by o ! I l 02

11-L-0559/0SD/11012
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July 22, 2002 8:02 AM

TO: David Chu
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld J
SUBJECT: Echelons of Medical Care

I am told that the medical divisions of DoD still have the same five echelons of

care that they have had since before Vietnam. Shouldn’t we be reducing one or

/0L

Two of those layers out of there?

Thanks. -

DHR:dh
072202-10

(ELERLERTRR AR RN R RTNIRTRZERRAR R NS RRRNRRIRRTINSI SRR RERRANRDRNR Y

Please respond by 08 ! o [ 0

A el

yiylgy /02
11°L-0559/0SD/11013



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Core

A000 DEFENSE PENTAGON o < i
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 SECET/ S s
TION MEMO -

SECD EE 2L 20 Fit 5 93

ugust 30, 2002 ~ 1:00 PM

PERSONNEL AND }/P 1 0 2002 DepSecDef Action
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
B
FROM: DAVID S. C. CHU, UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (P&R)

L2 itdld O Chgnr T O 44\74,46&0
SUBJECT: MG Stanleyr-—SNOWFLAKE

Y/

) The endorsement of Cliff Stanley by John Herrington (Tab A) is consistent with
several other recommendations we’ve received. MG Stanley is clearly a sirong =
candidate, whom we will plan to interview.

_(;3\"

. You also raised the question of whether this should be a two-star post, vice a
three-star. The principal argument for three stars is that the incumbent must deal
on an equal footing with the three-star personnel chiefs of the four services, one of
which is his (or her) own. Ofien the incumbent must convey unwelcome bad news
(to take one non-random example, “we're adopting a new policy on candidates for
senior posts™). A difference in grade creates exactly the wrong incentives for the
incumbenl.

) The alternative is to civilianize the post.
Pro: Facilitates longer tenure, provides clear independence.
Con: Changes “back channel” communications capability, may inhibit our ability
to effect other “cultural” changes.

. For the last reason, I'd like to move gradually on civilianization by starting with a
distinguished retired three or four star, with a strong personnel background.
Indeed, we had identified a candidate, but he declined our offer.

. For this reason, recommend we keep this as a three-star post for now. Your : }
support of that recommendation is needed before the Chairman, JCS, will forward v
the list of nominees. [ would be glad to work with the Chairman to identify
another three-star slot to meet his needs.

'\t‘j (}(,

A
.

RECOMMENDATION:

| — [SPLASSISTANT DI RTTA [
Approve __ K, 8EP 10 2w SR MA GIAMBASTIANL | 2T
Disapprove

S MA BUCCI S
€€ me y .
EXECSEC WHITMORE fg al4

d
-

Attachment: As stated

Prepared by: Captain Stephen M. Welloc
11-L-0559/0SD/11014

Ulglgs /02
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August 14,2002 7:04 AM
TO: David Chu
ROM: Donald Rumsfeld ’\7/\
SUBJECT: Chff Stanley
{ Here is a card from a former Secretary of Energy, John Herrington, who knows

Cliff Stanley pretty well. You might want to read his card and take a good lock at

him.

My personal view is that we ought to make that a two-star billet, not a three-star

one.
Thanks.

Attach.
07/29/02 Herrington note to SecDef

DHR:dh

081402-1

Please respond by 09 ot for /17

%" 7#) ‘ VY /’(’ Cfommd/e/{o,‘

11-L-0559/0SD/11015 A



e

JOHN S. HERRINGTON
Do 7/4??/:;

| VA Al allMcdown CoaiABL e orrn wiaroal @ aumned
arisad Rl v lay o iy AN kk W,‘Af»a :
9 SL,Q"P*‘ '\/k‘_‘/l—a e OQ‘MQM‘
o ded Daurd chess, C’Q':u! umhed lon fan aal o
i rBae X wsAa Asn waarugsf—ss
MAD N ia T oud, M&A‘Mi
AAAZAA T hart aaye- PovTs a \-R.Lu-hﬁ(‘ usn.a.. ‘
%;u»cimwdm« D.C. oTasd aad Lo A
o MG\AM He's Mwﬂal—o' 23X,

2\4_, ok Mﬁie._adr ).Kﬁo AT e

A e Uk
m of i aatisy whoew A calied Ts

]
{
|
.r'

/&M PYTERUE T « | /EMM o Nl e »
T aruiag Rt dua M{f\m ¥
/RM -0 thfL»k)‘ L}‘Q&cgh_ < o-u-cb'.\- "
U;gc cD‘;&“"Q"k\ Caan ?A/\ MMA a wmnd
PYVSURON. cxc'éuzﬂ' G Acve , bt e =04
Dlowr ustaX YOS aue J.m.us A Aneons

:M(‘Loﬁ“m«&r- U&At\ wrtag mMJ‘Mo{

uxe aul  Quead o—(ijaAf facp ~Anp T geeal

< T r
oA ;_o_,u_% -
A
s

(bX6)

e, T TR =

~114.-0589/0SD/11018__

o= vORTOP®




SOWHSRe

-

»
-

%\

"
6l°

August 14, 2002 7:04 AM

TO: David Chu
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld '9 /\

SUBJECT: CIliff Stanley

Here is a card from a former Secretary of Energy, John Herrington, who knows

Cliff Stanley pretty well. You might want to read his card and take a good look at

him.

My personal view is that we ought to make that a two-star billet, not a three-star

one.

Thanks.

Attach.
07/29/02 Herrington note to SecDef

DHR:dh
0814021

Please respond by 09foefor

Ulslge /02
11-L-0559/0SD/11017
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON P-4 M e 0S
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

INFO MEMO

PERSONNEL AND September 3, 2002 - 1:00 PM

READINESS

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM:  DAVIDS. C. CHU, UNDER SECRERARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND READINESS) 70> =t /. . L fpn. D g SR

SUBJECT: 179 Day Rule(s)}-SNOWFLAKE

. You lamented the “179 day rule” (Tab A).

-

. There are at least two such rules:

. One in the Joint Federal Travel Regulation since the late 1950s,
governing the maximum length of a Temporary Duty Assignment
(TDY) (versus a Permanent Change of Station, or PCS).

) A second, based in law, requiring that reservists serving on active
duty more than 180 days be counted against active end strength.

. The TDY rules can be waived by the Service Secretaries and by the chief of
the agency each designates to handle this issue, and by the
Commanders/Deputy Commanders of the Combatant Commands.

. The end strength rule does not apply to mobilized reservists. Moreover,
since the President’s declaration of national emergency makes end strength
limits moot as long as it is in force, at the moment this is really an
accounting issue.

. What both rules do, however, is create a mindset in which 179 days is often
seen as appropriate for an assignment. I believe we should instead ask what
assignment length we want, from both the performance (tenure in job) and
personnel management (hardship) perspectives. We have the tools to tailor
what we do to those needs if we will only ask the question correctly
(although I acknowledge the reserve accounting rule is artificial, and we
will be proposing a change to it with the FY 2004 President’s Budget
Request).

¢
11-L-055Q§fOSD/11019 Urs42ss /02



o [ will work with the Military Departments to establish a revised mindset.
That we need one is confirmed by a recent request from the Joint Stdff to
make all tours at Guantanamo one year PCS unaccompanied (Tab B). This
lumps interrogators in with all the support personnel (guards, etc.), and is
likely to create severe morale problems, It reaches this result from a rule-
based approach, rather than the one [ recommend we adopt: that is, what
tour length makes sense, from both a perfermance and a personnc!
management perspective? And could we gel the result we need with
volunteers?

Attachments: As stated

{b)(6)

Prepared by: Steve Westbrook, Director, Per Diem Committee

—]

Dan Kohner, OASD/RA (Manpower and Personnel)[(b)(6)

11-L-0559/0SD/11020
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/i ‘\2'l July 22,2002 10:49.AM

TO: David Chu
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld(}”\__
SUBJECT: 179-Day Rule

I keep hearing that the 179-day rule is just terribly damaging—that people go out,

are there just long enough to figure out what they are doing and then lcave.
Isn’t it being overused and abused?

Thanks.

OHR.¢h
072202-24
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Please respond by O¥ loq [ov
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THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC

Reply ZIP Code: DJSM-0756-02
20318-0300 14 August 2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

Subject: Permanent Billets for Joint Task Force (JTF)-160 and JTF-170 in Support of
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, Interrogation Efforts

1. The Secretary of Defense believes permanent presence of interrogation
personnel at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, will better meet interrogation needs.

2. The Chairman and I have reviewed the situation at Guantanamo and
concur in the SecDef assessment. The Services should establish a permanent
change of station tour length for a 1-year unaccompanied tour. This action will
result in continuity for all interrogation operations.

3. Request that OSD direct the Services to establish a permanent duty station
at Guantanamo Bay for military and civilian personnel engaged in interrogation
operations as part of JTFs 160 and 170 in support of the War on Terrorism.
The permanent billets will remain within the Services’ budget levels and
manpower end strength. Request OSD (P&R) establish a separate program
element code for these billets to ensure the integrity of the interrogation
mission is maintained.

4. A proposed DepSecDef memorandum is enclosed directing the Services to
take this action. I appreciate your assistance in this matter.

Doloo 2 L2 a0

Licutenant General, USA
Director, Joint Staff

Enclosure

Copy to:
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

11-L-0559/0SD/11024



MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

SUBJECT: Permanent Billets for Joint Task Force (JTF)-160 and JTF-170 in Support of
Guantanamo Bay Interrogation Efforts

I believe that permanent presence of interrogation personnel at Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, will better meet interrogation needs. Services are directed to permanently assign
interrogation personnel in support of JTF-160 and JTF-170 in coordination with
Commander, US Southern Command.

The Services will establish a permanent change of station tour length for a 1-year
unaccompanied tour for both military and civilian personnel at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.

The permanent billets will remain within the Services’ budget levels and manpower
end strength. OSD(P&R) will establish a separate program element code for these billets
to ensure the integrity of the interrogation mission is maintained.

Copy to:
Commander, USSOUTHCOM

11-L-0559/0SD/11025
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We need a plan to take advantage of expatriate Iragis in Moslem countries who 3
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might be in opposition to Saddam Hussein.
What are we doing about that?
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September 3,2002 11:18 AM

TO: Gen. Myers
Paul Wolfowitz
Doug Feith
Gen. Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 1 Jj\

SUBJECT: Relevant Readings in Volume III of the OSD History

Please take a look at this DoD history piece that Goldberg sent me. It is quite

interesting.
Do you think any others ought to receive it?

Thanks.

Attach.
03/01/02 OSD Historian memo to SecDef re: Relevant Readings in Volume HI of the OSD

History

DliR:dh
090302-11

Please respond by o9 ! 27 / I

SO 020

2
~4
0
Y

Ul4274 02

11-L-0559/05D/11027



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1777 NORTH KENT STREET
ARLINGTON, VA 22209-2165

" WMarch 1, 2002

SR Coon T
HISTORICAL OFFICE 0 : U

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 7
SUBJECT: Relevant Readings in Volume Ill of the OSD History

The following selections in Volume 11l seem to have relevance to today's
world.

Foreword — pp. i-ii — A two page distillation of the main themes of the book.
Chapter XXX. — Canclusion - pp. 673-79.

The concluding chapter is an overview of the New Look period, including
relations with reluctant and difficult allies, interservice rivairies and competition
for money and forces, the impact of rapid technological change, and the search

for a smaller and mare technologically advanced military machine.

Chapter XXIX - Strateqic Perspectives — pp. 654-72.

This chapter deals with the prablems of bringing about a transformation of
the military establishment in the face of resistance from the military services and
other interests. [t illuminates the difficulties the top leaders of government
encounter when they seek ta devise new policies 1o meet emerging challenges
and threats.

Chapter V! — Debating Defense of the Continental Vitals - pp. 114-39.

Perhaps more than any other major military program continental defense
was marked by uncertainty and indecision. In competition with other programs
for money it usually had to give way. In particular, the military services preferred
to spend their money on ather programs. Chapter Xill, pp. 277-306 is a followup.

Chapter I} — Reorganizing Defense —~ pp. 21-43.

The perennial probtem of civil — military relations plagued Eisenhower
throughout his term of office. The rearganization of DoD in 1953 illustrates the |
difficulties of bringing about desired changes.

Alfred Goldberg
QSD Historian

1 1-L-0559&§S D/11028



CHAPTER XXIX

Strategic Perspectives

The year 1956—a presidential eiection year—saw a forceful effort
by President Eisenhower and Secretary Wilson to apply pressure on the
Joint Chiefs to develop an overall military strategy and the war plans
10 implement it. In addition te the usual annuwal production of war plans,
Wilson tasked the Jeint Chiefs to prepare for FY 1958 and FY 1959 a
comprehensive military strategy paper that would provide overarching
guidance for the armed forces. He was asking for a paper like the one
that Eisenhower had called on the Joint Chiefs to prepare in 1953, early
in the administration. Consideration of the new strategy paper coincided
with JCS development of the war plans JSCP-57 and }JSOP-6O. All of
these papers inevitably were affected by the continuing interplay
berween them that engaged the planners and the Joint Chiefs.

A Newer Look?

In January 1956 Wilson completed three years in office, during which
he had endured what must have seemed never-ending battles between
the services over money, weapon systems, and roles and missions. During
these years there had occurred striking changes in the international order
that would have 10 be taken into account by the Defense Department
in planning for the future. The time had come, Wilson decided, to take
another look at DoD’s military strategy for the future. On 27 January
he directed the Joint Chiefs to develop a new outline military strategy
and guidance for determining the “size, nature, composition and de-
ployment” of the armed forces for FY 1958 and FY 1959, Two matters,
he reminded them, had alrecady been settled and were not open 1o recon-
sideration: preservation of a sound U.S, economy would continue to be
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“a necessary part of the fundamental values and institutions we seek to
protect,” and atomic weapons would be used from the outset in a general
war and in any lesser hostilities “whenever it is of military advantage to
do so” For certain long-range programs—aircraft, missiles, shipbuilding,
base construction, reserves, and the mobilization base—guidance should
be projected beyond FY 1959 as appropriate. Budget planners would
need the new JCS study for their FY 1958 submissions early in August.'

Thus Wilson, without fanfare or rhetoric, launched an effort (pro-
longed, as it rurned out) to adapt the policies of the administration’s first
term and devise new ones to mect the emerging challenges of the missile
era—what would later be called the *“New New Look.” Later in the decade
Albert Wohlstetter aptly summed up the challenges in the phrase the
approaching “balance of terror” a sitvation of mutual deterrence result-
ing from the rapid growth of American and Soviet air delivery capa-
bilities and the early prospect of nuclear plenty on boih sides. The
consequence would be a greater likelihood of small wars and creeping
Communist expansion, as we¢ll as more intense competition in the
diplomatic and economic spheres, straining the solidarity of U.§. alliances
and relations with Third World countries.?

Wilson probably expected no radical proposals from the Joint Chiefs,
and they gave him none. He had, however, suggested that they first talk
the matter over with the president, advice that they apparently did not
heed. Their reply on 12 March was prepared during a week’s stay at
Ramey AFB, Puerto Rico. Among the first items of business considered
there, the chiefs contemplated a surprise contribution by the Army's
new chief of staff, General Maxwell Taylor. “A National Military Program.”
a short paper writien about a vear earlier, oullined an emerging “flexible
response” strategy, which would become the Army's preferred alternative
10 the orthodox “massive retaliation” strategy. It should be *suitable for
flexible application to unforeseen situations . . .. In short, the military
program of the United States should include all reasonable measures to
prevent general and local war and at the same time contain the potential-
ity of waging any war, large or small” Secretary Brucker had applauded
the paper, but Taylor's colleagues were not impressed. “Quite content
with the status quo,” as Taylor later put it, they read it “politely” and "then
quietly put it aside” When Brucker sent it to him, Secretary Wilson simi-
larly pigeonholed it with a scribbled “no further action.”?

In their reply to Wilson the chiefs stated that the existing military
programs, as best they could forecast, would remain valid through 1958-60
and “continue to represent the minimum U.S. military forces required for
national security” This was not a reassuring judgment for, as they went on

E
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to warn. they perceived the whele free world situation ta be “gradually
deteriorating” and moving within a few vears toward a condition of
‘great jeopardy” for the United States unless something were done to
reverse the trend. The problem was political, social, and psychological,
not military. U.5. aational poelicy was based on deterrence of wars, large
and small, but visible strepgth in being. while indispensable, was not
alone sufficient 10 deter war

It musi be reinforced by a world-wide understanding that the

United States will use that strength promptly .. when necessary
....There is a feeling throughout the world that the United
States lacks the essential determination to acl in ume . . Deci-

siveness is endangered by the need to ohtain concureences of
our allies and by the regquirements of our constitutianal processes
- .. Our military strength will have littte effect if every word and
deed of our government and its representatives do not atiest our
national resolution to act promptly when the moment of
decision arrives. We must appreciate the fact that the effect of
aur free debates and the operation of our frec press tend 1o
present a picture of canfusion and indecisiveness 10 the rest of
the free world.'

This was an old plaini: the really bad news came in their estimate of
the cosi. Annual military spending in the period 19538-60 might, with
great difficulty the JC§ thought, be held down to the range of $38-40
billion, still a tolerable level for the prospering U.S. economy, But military
aid should be expanded to at least $4-5 billion anaually (about a $3 billion
increase over current fevels). in part to finance an adequate NATO air
defense syvstem and to provide more modern weapons worldwide. All
this peinted to annual defense expendirures that could reach $45 billion,
a heavy burden for the U.S. economy 1o support, but the JCS could not
forecast any change in the military situation that would warrant much
reduction. Military aid had indeced sirengthened the recipient countries
both economically and silitarily. but had not enabled them to “become
self-sustaining”™; some of them had even begun to “demand continued
and increasing financial support as the price of their adherence o our
alliances.” Military assistance necded 10 be examined with a view 1o
“increased selectivity and definite cutoff dates.™*

The president’s reaction 1o the paper was caustic, The Joint Chiefs,
he remarked. painted a “very dark picture.” which would seem to warrant
calling for a declaration of emergency, going 10 “field conditions,” a war-
time budget. even a garrison state—in which case, he added sardonically,
the services would be reduced to a “much more Spartan mode of living”
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He pronounced unrealistic the extraordipary powers proposed for the
president “in anything like the present circumsiances.” We were not worse
off now, he said, than we were three years ago, especially with regard to
the Soviets, who in fact had been dissuaded from military aggression. The
president seemed to share, to some degree, the Joint Chiefs' disenchant-
ment with the allies; the premise seemed to be that they were not them-
selves threatened, that the United States "must practically pay” for their
help in fighting communism, that “we [the allies] arc fighting vour war”
It might be better, and certainly cheaper, he wryly added, “to encourage
some nations 1o be neutral” The president also expressed annoyance
with the unceasing demand of the military services for ever-increasing
budgets. Why couldn’t they cut manpower, especially in the Army and
Marines? Wilson pointed out that Dol spending was actually severa)l
billion doliars larger than current funding would indicate, since the
services were still living in part off of past appropriations and various
ont-time savings.®

Eisenhower told Radford to have the JCS rewrite their paper, and he
specified organization and conient. He wanted a version in three sec-
tions: first, the domestic military situation, with an upbeat review of
developments in the last three years and a focus on the emerging roie
of missiles; next, the U.S. alliance system, how 1o sustain confidence and
cohesion, be more selective in choosing allies, and correct the “we are
fighting your war” syndrome; third, the world security problem, with a
critical look at the role of military power. Colonel Goodpaster of the
White House staff would send a written outline for the chiefs to follow.”

Radford could have had no doubt that he had, in effect, been given
new and far-reaching marching orders. The president had dropped a
parting remark of unmistakable meaning: “Each Chief of Staff . . . [should]
take the same attitude toward the importance of a sound economy as
he knows Admiral Radford does—to recognize it as a fundamental ele-
ment of over-al) U8, security strength” A few weeks before, in his
budger message, the president had proclaimed to the nation the need
for new and expanded domestic spending—for schools, housing, high-
wavs, €tc. Now he had the shocking forecast of $42-45 billion national
security budgets beginning in 1958, Which of these imperatives would
have to vield was clear enough. Service and aid budgets must be reduced.
even at the cost of structural changes in U.S. forces. The primacy of a
sound economy was an absolute. 50 was his conviction that in the last
resort the nation's security came first—but only in the last resort, which
was not yet.”
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Over the next few weeks the president hammered on the economy
theme and the responsibility of the service chiefs 1o take it to heart and
broaden their perspectives. Repeatedly he insisted that cach service
chief should sec himself less as a champion of his service and more as
a "national military” adviser. “The patriot today,” he declared, “is the fellow
who can do the job with less money.™?

“A little staggered.” as Radford admitted. the JCS submitted a new
report on 17 April. It followed the president’s prescribed outline to the
letter, inciuding sub-topics; the tone was far from cuphoric, but less
depressing than its predecessor. However, their new version, labeled
“further views,” still retained their gloomy conclusions of 12 March. 1t
carefully affirmed “confidence” that the comparative strengths of the two
superpowers provided 3 "margin of relative advantage in general war” for
the United States and its allies—although this was “not bound to persist
and may change” at any time. The trend in comparative strengths, the JC8
believed. siill was not favorable enough to justify curtailment of exist-
ing programs. If the president had hoped 10 goad his military advisers
to more venturesome thinking he must have been disappoeinted. They
studiously avoided martters of interservice dispute, and much of the paper
simply paraphrased current policy. They seemed 10 feel that obstreperous
or otherwise “difficult” allies were not worth the effort of placating
and perhaps should be left o their own devices. On one point—how (o
cope with the Communist bloc’s current aon-military competitive
tactics—the Joint Chiefs revealed heightened caution in their thinking.
“Qur military made of international action alone,” they admitted, could
oniy borrow time by deterring aggression. Meanwhile, the free world
must rely on palitical, economic, and psychological strategies to com-
bat communism.'®

When the president saw Radford on 18 April, the day after receiving
the joint Chiefs’ "further views,” he offered a few noncommittal com-
ments and turned to other matters.!' The whole exercise must have
scemed 1o him futile. The JCS had Jet him down. Still, Radford scems 10
have committed himself withour reservation 1o the president's stated
purposes. From that point on he was demonstrably searching for a new
strategy and force structure that could be accommodated within the
austere budgetary framework the president believed the nation’s cco-
nomijc health required. Since national strategic interservice planning was
the Joint Chiefs’ exclusive bailiwick, it would fall to them to define
the choices.
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War Planning

Defining choices had become increasingly difficult for the Joint
Chiefs during the New Look yecars—1953-56. Strategic planning was
marked by a high degree of volatility and sharp competition between the
military services. After the plenty of the Korean War era the services
had difficuity adjusting to what they regarded as lean postwar years,
The constraints on money and people directed by the White House and
3 powerfully driven by President Eisenhower intensified the battles
between the services to establish their respective missions as indis-
pensable and even dominant. Such considerations carried heavy weight
in the approach of aill of the services to war planning, as revealed in the
discussions of the Joint Chiefs. Consequently, the existing ¢laborate struc-
ture of war planning failed to produce plans on a timely basis and thercby
further compounded the difficulty of decisionmaking at the highest levels
of national security planning.

The Eisenhower joint Chiefs inherited a system of strategic planning,
promulgated in mid-1952, that envisaged the annual preparation of long-
range, mid-range, and short-range plans looking ahead 10, 7, and 4 years, /
K- rcspeclivcl)’.' The system had not worked well, and its ouiput had fallen
far behind schedule. By the end of 1955 it should have produced three
Joint Long-Range Strategic Estimates (JLRSE) projected through June
1965, three mid-range Joint Strategic Objectives Plans (JSOP) through
3 June 1962, and four short-range Joint Strategic Capabilitics Plans (JSCP)
5 through June 1957." But the long-range plan was abandoned as “imprac-
3 ticable” in March 1954 after two successive drafts had been rejected.
The JSCPs fared best: onc was completed for FY 1955 and one for FY
1956, each three months late. The more complex JSOPs fell far behind:
JSOP-56 never materialized, and work on JSOP-57 was suspended in
1954 after prolonged wrangling among the planners. In the end it was
decided to substitute a mid-range war plan JMRWP) aimed at a July 1957
D-day. In conjunction with the basic policy paper, JCS 2101/113, this
would cover both war and peace contingencies. Effectively completed
by the end of 1954, the JMRWP was finally approved on 15 April 1955,
little more than two years (instead of the prescribed three) before its
assumed D-day of a general war.*?

* Adjustments in these numbers occurred in 1955,
! The plans were not, of course, intended 1o cover the entire time span berween approval
of a plan and its projected werminal date. The short-range plan, the JSCP, assumed a D-day of
1 July, six months after JCS approval, and would guide use of military forces during
the initial phase of a war. The mid-range plan, the JSOP, would begin on 1 July three years
after JCS approval and would apply to the four years thereafier. The long-range plan, the
JLRSE, would begin five years after approval and would apply to the five years thereafter.




660 STRATEGY. MONEY, AND THE NEW LOOK

Most of the issues that had slowed completion of joint strategic plans
during the first three vears of the Eisenhower administration concerned
the probable nature, weaponry, duration, and patterns—especialiy
beginnings—of a general war. Throughout this period general war con-
tinued ta be perceived as the major peril facing the nation. If not the most
likely conflict, it was the chief contingency that had to be planned for.

Earty on. during discussion of the first JSCP in 1953, planners con-
fronted perhaps the most basic and intractable of the general war issues:
whether to rely mainly on strategic nuclear reialiatory power to bring
the war to an early end by crippling Soviet warmaking capacity (the Air
Force view) or to develop balanced forces of all services capable of deal-
ing with any military threat. The Air Force position required a clear
priority in peacetime for development of forces needed at the outset of
war with logistic support for the first six months only, on the assump-
tion that these forces, spearheaded by the nuclear retaliatory elements,
would quickly trinmph. Air Force planners did not reject the possibility of
a more preotracted conflict involving the other services, but assigned the
primary rele to strategic bombing. Later these differences were finessed
by submerging them in more general phraseclogy, and the JSCP was
updated and issued in April 1954 as the plan for the foHowing year. h
retained the focus on general war, with no provision for limited coen-
flict except a statement that ready mobile forces should be on hand 1o
deal] with limited aggression anywhere.**

Later, during discussion of the JMRWP in October 1954, the Air Force
planners asserted that the initial atomic phase of the war must be the
*primary consideration in military planning.” The other services, con-
ceding the probability of an initial Soviet nuclear surprise air attack, still
insisted that a large-scale buildup of forces after D-day should be planned
in order to provide flexibility for whatever strategy the sitnation might
dictate. Deadlocked, the Joint Chiefs sent up individual views. Radford
100k a position close to that of the Air Force bur with a difference.
Accepting the remote possibility of extensive post-D-day operations, he
stressed as more likely that both sides would be for some time too
“devastated and stunned” to fight back effectively. Since the first to re-
cover would have the upper hand, it was imperative in any event to
ensure maximum mobilization of reserves up to six months after D-day
“to absorb the initial shock, to deliver our own atomic offensive, and ta
form the nucleus” for further offensive action. In November Wilson
endorsed Radford’s view.

Arguments over the opening and subsequent duration of a general
war held up preparation of the FY 1956 JSCE During the debate the
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Army surfaced for the first time an alternative view that general war
might emerge by unintended escalation from conventional local origins
and perhaps even remain conventional. In the final version the JCS
guashed the view that general war might thus flower from a very small
seed, but left open the (rcmote) possibility of a prolonged aftermath.
In January 1955, six months before the joint planners began work on the
FY 1957 )SCP, NSC paper 5501 endorsed as a “possibility the Army’s small-
origins theory of general war”?®

On 15 March 1956, two days after the joint planners submitted to
the chiefs a draft of the FY 1957 JSCP, the president approved NSC 5602/1,
which repeated verbatim (par 11) the small-origins theory of general war.
1t also asserted, however, that nuclear weapons would be integrated with
conventional weapons and used with them *in general war and in mili-
tary operations short of gencral war as authorized by the President.”
Radford sprang into action. On 28 March he wrote his colleagues criti-
cizing as “a radical departure” from the new policy affirmed in NSC
5602/1, the statement in the draft FY 1957 JSCP that it was possible that
atomic weapons would not be used from the outset in a general war.
Two days later, at a mecting in his office, the president obligingly told
the Joint Chiefs he was “clear in his own mind” that nuclear weapons
(including air defense weapons as scon as available) would be used *in
any war with the Soviets.” Radford pointedly remarked that the reluc-
tance “in some quarters” to plan on this basis flew in the face of the “actual
fact” that “we are already largely committed as regards our force struc-
ture, and will become increasingly so as time goes on.”*

Following up quickly, Radford met with his fellow chiefs in his office
on 3 April to discuss new guidance for the JSCP They approved a formu-
lation that atomic weapons would be used “against the USSR” in the event
of a Soviet attack on the United States or on U.8. forces and also, as
authorized by the president, in other military operations not against the
USSR (presumably Communist China or other Soviet allies) when to the
advantage of the United States. On 5 April Radford directed that, as he
had implied in his 28 March memo, this guidance should apply to all
joint strategic planning—more¢ particularly to JSOP-60, on which the
planners had been working since August 1955.%7

Taylor Challenges Massive Retaliation

This move brought Taylor back into the fray. On 12 April he formally
objected to the application of the new policy to mid-range as distinct
from short-range planning. Within the time frame of JSCP-57, he pointed
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out, when the United States would still enjov a comfortable nuclear
superiority over the USSR, the threat of massive retaliation for even a small
Soviet aggression would probably have enough credibility t¢o deter an
attack. Butr by 1960. when the Soviets were expected to atrain nuclear
parity, the threat of massive nuclear retaliation against any level of Soviet
aggression would have very low credibility indeed. For a “massive retali-
ation for anything™ strategy to command an jota of credibility it would
require continued U.S. air-nuciear superiority well into the period in
which the USSR was expected to enjoy parity with the United States.
This would require beefing up SAC even beyond the level LeMay was
demanding, soaking up the already meager portion of the budger avail-
able for limited war forces. Taylor warned that the USSR, "recognizing
the unprofitable character of general nuclear war, will seek to achieve
its ends through subversion, infiltration and local aggression in situations
in which general atomic warfare . . . is not an appropriate response.” He
proposed an amendment to the recently approved guidelines for JSOP-60
to provide not only a deterrent nuclear capability but also “ample forces
of all services with the capability of waging limited war with con-
ventional weapons or tactical atomic weapons.” But on 17 April. in
revised guidance for JSOP-60 and JSCP-57, Tavior's fellow chiefs rejectod
his proposal, stating merely that the existing force structure was “ude-
quate to cover the military contingencies we might face in the plunning
period to be covered."!®

As it wurned out, even this decision was not final, Three weeks of
debate ensued. At the White House on 14 May Radford alluded ta his
current difficulty in extracting unanimous decisions from the Joint Chiefs
on the JSOP, especially on the question of whether atomic weapons
would be used in ~small wars.” To suggest in a plan that atomic weapons
would not be used, he stated, would leave “the way . . . for a building up
of service requirements” The president took the hint. He felt “that we
would not get involved in a 'small war' extending bevond a few Marine
battalions or Army units. If it grew to anvthing like Korea proportions.
the action would become one for use of atomic weapons.”"?

Thus armed, Radford had no difficulty two days later in mustering a
majority—himself, Twining, and Burke—1o redefine general war as any
war “in which the armed forces of the USSR and of the U.S. are overtly
engaged.” In any armed clash between the two, the United Swies would
use atomic weapons from the outset. Taylor and Marine Corps Com-
mandant Pate held to the 17 April guidance limiting use of atomic woap-
ons to the response 10 a Soviet artack on the United States or its forees
overseas that, in the latter case, threatened their survival. They also in
sisted on the possibility, based on NSC 5602/1. of a major conventonal
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conflict with the USSR restrained on both sides by awareness of the risk
of mutual annihilation. Taylor and Pate reaffirmed the view, which the
chiefs had held in earlier plans, thai operations of substantial scope could
be expected in the later phase of the war. Even during the initial phase,
there should be preparations and deployment for a general offensive
in Europe.®

Radford lost no time in wrapping up his victory, in meetings with
Wilson on 21 May and the two of them with the president the next day.
Wiison then notified the chiefs of his concurrence with the chairman's
position and directed them to preceed with planning on the assumption
that “in a general war, regardless of the manner of initiation, atomic
weapons will be used from the outsei,” and in lesser hostilities *when
required in order to achieve military objectives”—i.e., without require-
ments for presidential authorization.”

There was an epilogue. Tavior solicited and gained an audience with
the president and Radford on 24 May (the president had told the Joint
Chiefs on 30 March that any of them “could always come along with
Admiral Radford to see him.” i.e., not alone¢). Taylor asserted that the
JCS majority’s emphasis on a big war starting with a Big Bang was
contrary to the NSC’s view (i.e., as stated in NSC 5602/1) that the two
powers were more likely to back into war through a series of small
actions and counteractions. Moreover, the argument that if the worst case
was provided for, lesser ones could be handled in stride, was not sup-
ported by experience; brush fires must be dealt with at their own
level. Moreover, the costs of buiiding up “tremendous atomic forces and
the defenses against them” would leave no funds for the kinds of forces
nceded to handle small wars.

The president heard Taylor out, then replied at length. He made no
concessions. "It was fatuous to think that the U.S. and the USSR would
be locked into a life and death siruggle without using such weapons.” The
definition of general war to which Taylor abjected was not important:
“the question was simply one of a war between the United States and the
USSR,” and it must be assumed that atomic weapons would be used by
both sides and at once. As for local wars, the president asserted that the
use of tactical atomic weapons would be no more likely than old-
fashioned "block-busters” 1o trigger the Big War. The United States must
rely on countries attacked or threatened to defend themselves, with
Amecrican help in organizing and equipping their forces, and on small
U.S. mobile support forces armed with tactical atomic weapons that “have
come to be practically accepted as integral parts of modern armed forces”
But the Unjted States would not “deploy and tiec down our forces around
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the Soviet periphery in small wars” Massive retaliation, though maligned
by some, would be the key to survival.?

As he listened to Radford’s follow-on remarks enumerating some of
the “far-reaching effects” of the president’s decisions, Taylor knew that
on these issues he was playing against a stacked deck: a built-in adverse
majority in the JCS, a defense secretary who reflexively supported his
boss and usually the JCS chairman as well, and a president who had made
up his mind. On 29 May the Joint Chiefs received a revised draft JSOP-60.
Subsequently, they deadlocked on the issue of the Air Force’'s demand,
resisted by the other services, for more B-52s to replace B-i7s. Radford
noted that the aggrepated cost estimates of the services far exceeded
what the nation counld afford. On 20 June Wilson once again sent back
the draft paper to the JCS for further study, stipulating budget ceilings of
$38 billion, $39 billion, and $40 billion, respectively, for FYs 1958-60.%

The EisenbowerRadford Plan

Two weeks later, on 5 July, Radiord gave his colleagues a paper out-
lining what Taylor Jater characterized as “the most drastic proposal of the
New Look period.” It declared thar the essential aims of current military
policy—capabilities to wage both general and limited war, reduction of
overscas deployment, support of allies with atomic weapons if artacked,
continucd economic strength—now dictated certain measures. Beginning
in 1957 Army forces in Europe and Asia would be reduced to small atomic
task forces responsible, with allied forces, for dealing with limited Com-
munist aggression in those areas. Elsewhere, air and naval forces and a
slimmed-down Marine Corps, all armed with atomic weapons, would take
over the limited-war mission, At home the Army, with drastically reduced
strength, would devote itself mainly to civil defense. Tactical air forces
and airlift and sealift would also be severely cut back, but SAC and the
Navy's antisubmarine warfare and strategic striking forces would be
modernized at current levels. The “Radford Plan,” as it was soon called,
probably came as no great surprise to the other members of the JCS.
Radford had ample warrant for his boldness, for every significant feature
of the plan could be traced 1o the president himself. There was no need
to worry that the plan went too fast or too far for the president,”

The Joint Chiefs considered Radford’s paper on 9 July. Taylor “took
the offensive ar the start,” stressing the plan’s inconsistency. If it went into

© Ironically, the model for these groups was similar to the future “battle groups” Ridgway
described in his memoirs
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effect, he pointed out, by 1960 U.5. forces would be shaped mainly to
fight a gencral war with the USSR, beginning with a surprise nuclear
attack on the United States. For the kinds of conflict, ranging from small
local aggressions to regional wars on the scale of Korea, such components
as SAC and continental air defense forces would become, in large part,
“sterile assets.” In lowerlevel conflicts, “small atomic task forces . .. can-
not substitute for forces {eliminated in the plan} able to seize and hold
ground.” The plan was militarily unsound. It might deter the Soviets
from initiating general war, but it could not deter or effectively combat
infiltration, subversion, coups d’etat, or limited aggression. Politically,
Taylor feared, the plan threatened disaster—a wave of force reductions
among ailies, defections from NATO, increasing neutralism.*

Taylor was fighting more than concepts at this meeting. Radford’s
manpower figures showed that by 1960 the armed forces would take a
one-third cut of about 800,000. The Army would, of course, bear the brunt,
losing between 400,000 and 500,000 men, while the Navy would be cut
200,000 and the Aijr Force 150,000. Reportedly Radford did not circulate
this manpower plan to the services, but he did send it to Assistant
Secretary McNveil to provide the basis for a costing analysis. Il is likely
that Taylor—and perhaps the other chiefs as well—were aware before
the meeting of the scale of the proposed manpower cuts. Taylor's ac-
count of the 9 July meeting, however, gave no hint that the information
was discussed. His presentation, he wrote, was “received in strained
silence. The other Chiefs gave me no support, the Chairman undertook
no defense. The meeting broke up with no final action.”?

The immediate aftermath, however, brought important consequences.
On 13 July the New York Times carried on its front page the first of a
series of articles by veteran reporter Anthony Leviero, giving a generally
accurate account of the whole episode. Leviero, using the 800,000 figure
for the total cut, accurately cited the Navy and Air Force cuts and split
the difference to arrive at the Army cut af 450.000. But his most startling
“revelation” was that Radford’s proposal had precipitated a “revolt” by
the other chiefs, who “united in vigorous protest” Top Defense officials,
Leviero reported, had also reacted with alarm to what they perceived as
a proposed “withdrawal to 2 Fortress America””” The New York Times
story provoked alarmed reactions at home and abroad alse and appar-
ently influenced Wilson to order an indefinite suspension of the
preparation of JSOP-60. On the 15th, the Times claimed that it had been
assured by “competent Defense Department sources” that its published
account was “entirely accurate,"?®

Taylor's assumption during the 9 July mecting that his colleagues’
silence following his aggressive rebuttal signified support of the
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chairman, was not necessarily correct. For them, Taylor's vigorous counter-
attack may have been an unexpected boon. Although the reasons of the
other chiefs for opposing Radford preobably differed significantly from
Taylor's, all wanted at least to keep their existing programs, with their
built-in tendency to grow instead of shrink. Radford’s plan would make
hash of existing mission assignments and called for a leap into a very
cloudy future. The JCS evidently preferred the traditional incremental ap-
proach, one year at a time, fighting each budget battle as it came.

By the time the Leviero articles appeared, Radford’s plan was on the
shelf. Nevertheless, Leviero’s revelations caused a “tremendous hulla-
baloo,” as Taylor put it. Radford prompily issued a statement charac-
terizing as "a mixture af fact and pure speculation” the views atiributed
to him. He did concede that manpower needs might well be reduced in
the future by the introduction of new weapons, and he did not specifically
deny any of the particulars of the articles, including the reported “revolt”
of the service chiefs. Wilson on 7 August said that he had never seen the
reporied Radford paper and denied that any personnel reductions had
been decided on.?®

In Congress leading Jegislators hastened to voice their alarm joudly
and publicly: an B00.000-man cut would be a national security disaster,
and adopiion of the plan would dictate a revision of foreign policy. Simi-
lar outcries came from NATOQ leaders, particularly West Germany's
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, who sent his highest-ranking gencral, Lt.
Gen. Adolf Heusinger, to Washingion 1o gain assurances that U.S, troop
withdrawals were not in the offing. Taylor must have taken particular
pleasure in spraking to Heusinger for the Joint Chiefs on this point.®

Afr Force Perspectives

The abortive Eisenhower-Radford plan was the administration’s first
major response to the multiple challenges that would soon produce the
so-called “New New Look” Had the plan not been foiled by the explosive
domestic and interpational response to Leviero’s journalistic coup, it
nright have superseded the New Look as the approved national strategy
in the summer of 1950. As the revolt precipitated by its unveiling showed,
however, it would, like the New Look before it, have been imposed on
four, in varying degrees, dissenting and resisting services,

In the Air Force, the strategic air offensive, spearheaded by SAC,
reigned supreme as the dominant war doctrine. Before 1950, when the
Sovicts had no atomic stockpile, the envisaged priority targets were
population centers and war industries. When the Saviets acquired an
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atomic stockpile and a growing delivery capability, SAC’s primary mis-
sion increasingly came 1o be seen, as General LeMay explained, to “fight
the air battle first, . . . [and) as quickly as possible destroy their capability
of doing damage to us.”™¥

By 1955, as the expectation grew that within a few years both sides
would possess readv combat forces able 10 destroy each other's cities
and industries, that target system seemed 1o be losing its utility. As long
as the United States had a larger and varied stockpile of atomic weapons,
as currently it did, the alternative “counterforce” strategy of attacking
only key military targets promised to give it the upper hand. Objections
1o counterforce included the requirement for large numbers of nuclear
weapons and delivery vehicles and their cost. and the need for more
accurate advance identification and location of Soviet forces than the
Air Force possessed in mid-1956. Theoretically, a U.S. counterforce strategy
could be effective only during a stage in the superpower arms race when
U.8. offensive forces, even if vulnerable (like their adversaries) to a sur-
prise attack, were still capable of overwhelming enemy defenses. In
October 1955 Air Force Secretary Quarles referred to the next stage of
the arms race, commonly labeled muual deterrence, as “a stalemate that
would be paradoxically, our best hope for peace.”®

In the Air Force few agreed with Quarles. The prerequisites seemed
100 daunting and complex to be sustained for more than a brief period.
An effective nuclear deterrent required offensive forces of sufficient power
to overcome enemy defenses, plus defenses invulnerable to surprise or
counterattack. Such forces seemed impossible for both sides to paossess at
the same time. To maintain a stalemate, on the other hand, both sides
must have major offensive nuclear capabilities while “lacking defenses
capable of protecting their vital areas from destruction by the enemy™—
a theoretical standoff that would later be called “mutual assured
destruction.”®

Doctrinal thinking in the Air Force was not wholly preoccupied with
the Big War. Not surprisingly, SAC’s institutional rival, the Taciical Air
Command (TAC), became a hotbed of concern for the problems of limited
war, in part in an effort 1o broaden TAC's mission orientation beyond a
defensive strategy. AT an Air Force Commanders’ Conference in May 1954,
General Otto P Weyland, the TAC commander, proposed that his command
be authorized to create a mobile tactical air force, based in the United
States, to deter brushfire conflicts abroad. In July 1955 Weyland’s original
proposal for tactical mobility took on reality when TAC activated the Nine-
teenth Air Force at Foster AFB, Texas, as an operational headquarters for
what would later be called the Composite Air Strike Force. 1t reflected,
announced Vice Chief of Staff General White, the “new look™ in tactical
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air forces resulting from TAC's new nuclear strike and aerial-refueling
capabilities, “to meet the threat of lesser wars.” The following year
Weyland told the Symington airpower hearings that the United Scates
needed adequate tacucal air forces in being to deter brushfire wars, just
as SAC deterred global wars. SAC’s “poswures and concepts,” he asserted,
were “limited 1o major war situations

Actually, current intelligence in 1956 indicated that the Soviets had
no small-wars aim in view, but were going all out to develop long-range
air and rocket forces and had prospects of forging ahead of the corre-
sponding American efforts. In the Suez crisis later in 1956 the Soviects
threatened 1o unleash IRBMs against the British and French, raising the
ominous prospect of major Jocal aggressions by Soviet client states,
backed by the Soviets, Responding to this challenge, by late 1956 Secre-
tary Quurles was publicly argaing that the ability 10 derer general war
included also the ability to deter lietle wars, and the following February
Twining asserted that local aggression would be dealt with by all appro-
priate 1.8, resources, including “puart of the straiegic force.” o end it
guickly before it spread.®

Flextble Response and Other Ariny Strategies

Like the Air Force, the Army claimed a dominant role in the next Big
War and lesser ones as well, For the Air Force the “Big” one was a short
war, an allout "exchange” of thermonuclear strikes that might feave “our”
side not oo damaged 10 declare victory. To the Army the Big War was
a probably long, escalating, nuclear and conventional war, a replay of
Warld War 11 with modern trappings. Army planners also foresaw a variety
of less than all-out conflicts, some with 4 nuclear component, but all
tikely (o thrust the Army into a leading role.*

During General Ridgway’s wour as Army chiel’ of statf he launched an
ambitious retraining and doctrinal development effort to begin the
task of readying his forces wo operate in the presumed puclear envi-
ronment of the 1960s. The army of that period, he later wrote, would be
*a strearnlined, hard-hiting force, armed with a4 wide variety of nuclear
weapons . . . and greatly improved nopn-nuciear weapons,” and organized
in “aggregations of small ‘bartle groups’ of all arms—infantry, armor,
artillery, and engineers” In both offensive and defensive maneuver, dis-
persion would be the basic rule for survival. In the face of the airpower
oricntation and Air Force domination of approved national military
strategy, Army thinking, as presented by Ridgway, tended to assume a
defensive, reactive cast aimed primarily at discrediting the strategy of
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massive retaliation. Ridgway pointed out that the United States had
reacted defensively to Communist hostility by building a network of
alliances around the world, involving commitments, “some vague, some
specific, to take action, to deploy forces, or to provide materiel support . . ..
Those . . . pledges . . . express our intent to meet force with force .. . in
local or global wars, with or without the use of nuclear weapons” By
developing theit own adequate nuclear deterrent, Ridgway believed, the
Soviets could force the United States in a big war to confront them
where they were stronger, in ground forces and supporting air forces, and
on large land masses where superior American naval power could not
be brought effectively to bear. Ridgway’s proposed solution was “a fast-
moving, hard-hitting, joint force in which the versatility of the whole
is emphasized, and the preponderance of any one part [read, SAC) is
de-emphasized.¥

Ridgway and his successor, General Taylor, thought much alike on
most aspects of the Army’s role in modern warfare. The purpose of a
“proper” national strategy, in Taylor’s stark definition, was “to deter war,
particularly the general atomic war which will be so mutually destructive
as to offer little choice between the fruits of victory or defeat” So com-
pelling was this aim that its requirements must be “amply” satisfied before
additional preparations were undertaken to fight and win an all-out
nuclear war. It should not be difficult, Taylor thought, to deter the
deliberate initiation of all-out war by either the USSR or the United States,
because both were aware of the “unremunerative character” of such a
contest. The greater danger was that the superpowers might back into
the Big War, “either by mistake or by way of a series of smaller military
undertakings which expand into general war” It followed, therefore, that
the national strategy must provide for deterring not only general war
but limited aggression as well, “or of quickly suppressing it before it can
grow ™ —without threatening or resorting 1o retaliation so massive as to
provoke a like response.

In order of emphasis (not as preclusive priorities) Taylor listed the
essential aims of his strategy: “to deter general war, to deter or win Jocal
war, and, finally, to cope with a general war if deterrence fails” This
strategy required—in order of emphasis—maintenance of technological
superiority over the Communist bloc, an effective atomic retaliatory
capability and continental defense system, adequate (not merely token
or “tripwire”) ready forces deployed abroad to provide a buffer against
aggression, other ready mobile forces at home, armed for both conven-
tional and atomic combat and prepared to move rapidly to danger spots
as needed, naval forces to keep important sea lanes open, and indigen-
ous allied forces supported in part by military aid. To these he cautiously
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added a requirement for limited mobilization of backup forces to rein-
force the active forces during a period of tension either before or after
hostilities began. The total bill would surcly “excecd any peacctime bud-
get in United States history” But the money would go mainly to buy
deterrent strength >

Taylor’s strategy thus eschewed a “fixation on the requircments of
survival in general atomic war,” concentrating instead on measures to
deter such a war® Among these measures, perhaps second only in im-
portance to the air-nuclear retaliatory capability, was the deterrence or
quick suppression of limited and local wars precipitated by Communist
aggression. Such conflicts were prone to escalate. Radford’s plan, much of
current Air Force planning, and the approved massive retaliation strategy
disposed of gencral war costs simply by positing a presumably victorious
war ending shortly after an opening nuclear exchange. But the rigid
rejection by Taylor’s critics, notably the president, of even the possibility
of a long war, conventional or less than apocalyptically nuclear, surely
rlaced them well below the conceptual level of Taylor's hypothesis,
which stressed the unpredictability of such events and candidly accepred
calculated risks.

The Navy: Independent Player

In this period of trenchant debate over national security policy, the
Navy occupted a middle position between the Air Force's primary empba-
sis on strategic nuclear airpower and the Army’s reliance on multiservice
forces. This position began (o cmerge late in 1953 when the chief of
naval operations, Admiral Robert Carney, became Ridgwav's quasi-ally in
resisting the drastic force cutbacks imposed on the Army and Navy in the
so-called “Interim Look.” Carney protested. although in the end he ac
cepted the massive retaliation strategy, but with reservations that went
to the heart of the Navy's perceived role in the New Look. "The new
emphases,” he said at budget hearings in 1955, "have in no way altered
the roles and missions of the Navy. It is still responsible for the accom-
plishment of its fundamental assigned mission: To gain and maintain
control of the seas”?

Carney’s successor, Admiral Burke, who took office on 17 August
1955, had previously registered his opposition to massive retaliation. He
criticized as excessive and counterproductive its reliance on nuclear
strategic airpower and its failure to provide adequate conventional forces
to deal with the multifaceted threat of limited Communist aggression.
But he supported the use of nuclear weapons in limited conflicts,
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o rein- when appropriate. In 1956, as the junior member of the Joint Chiefs and
or after an old friend of Radford, he refrained from active support of Taylor's
me bud- views. Broadly speaking, the New Look and its impending recvisions
" to buy seemed unlikely to threaten the Navy's independent strategic mission ]
of controlling the seas. Dissent might have jeopardized the Navy's
nents of interests as the lesser victim, after the Army, of prospective budget and
sures 1o force cuts. In a nuclear war, carrier striking forces, while unable to pene-
y in im- trate (0 the enemy’s continental heartland, could complement SAC's
‘ence or bombers by attacking port and coastal installations. But until the develop-
mmunisy ment, several vears down the road, of the 1,500-mile ballistic missile fired
much of from a submerged nuclear-powered submarine, the Navy had no com-
strategy petitive alternative to the Air Force’s long-range nuciear bomber.
Ctorigus Burke moved energetically 1o hasten that day. With Nautilus, the first
he rigid nuclear sub, already at sea, Burke actively promoted the building of a
ssibility nuclear-powered fleet. Against considerable resistance in his own service,
1, surely he also put his weight behind the Navy's participation with the Army in
othesis, the Jupiter IRBM development directed by Secrelary Wilson in Novem-
iccepted 3 ber 1955. A year later the Navy withdrew from the joint effort in order
3 to build its own solid-propellant Polaris fleet ballistic missile.

Burke’s strategic views matured steadily during this period and
drew closer to those expounded by Taylor in the spring of 1956. During
the Senate airpower hearings in June 1956 he asserted that the Navy
planned not to rival, but 1¢ complement the Air Force's capabilities by

licy, the preparing “to deal with isolated danger spots during periods of cold war
empha- as well as limited or global war” In November, protesting a proposed
iservice drastic reduction by OSD in the Navy's FY 1958 budget, he reasserted
chief of the unlikelihood of all-out puclear war. Overemphasis on strategic
d-ally in bombers and nuclear weapons drained funds from other, more needed
y in the 3 limited-war defense forces. Noting that several local conflicts had been
! he ac- contained or averted in recent years “without recourse 1o puclear weap-
at went ‘ ons,” Burke recognized that guick settlement of such conflicts might
he new require use of tactical nuclear weapons, but only as a last resort, with
altered 3 utmost carc to avoid escalation to all-out war. A year and a half later,
accom- when Taylor renewed his attack on the massive retaliation strategy,
1aintain Burke endorsed it fully. creating for the first time a majority of the Joint

. Chiefs favoring a primarily limited-war orientation of national strategy.*!
August ¥ The outcome of this prolonged debate between the services was once
tion. He . again, as in previous yvears, delay in acceptance and approval of the two
nuclear war plans under consideration by the JCS. JSCP-57, on which work had
1 forces “ begun in July 1955, and the initial draft of which had been submitted
ression, to the JC$ on 13 March 1956, was not approved by the Joint Chiefs until

nflicts,
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21 December 1956. As for the hotly debated JSOP-60, it experienced an
even longer delay, In July 1956 Secretary Wilson ordered indefinite sus-
pension of its preparation, and planning was not resumed untl 1957,

The differences in strategic perspective between the major elements
of the national security structure became sharper and more pronounced
as the president, Wilson, and Radford sought to impose their strategic
views on the military services. The administration’s avowed intent Lo
give what scemed overriding priority to strategic nuclear forces caused
fear in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps that their status vis-a-vis the Air
Force would be scriously diminished, Changes in strategic direction and
large cuts in funds and manpower could seriously impact their opera-
tional capabilities and their missions, Under the pressure of tight ceilings
for money and manpower the services felt compelled 1o battle for their
own interests. Able 1o secure only minor modifications in the thrust of
administration policy, the services engaged in intense, sometimes des-
perate, competition 1o secure larger shares of the limited resources made
available. The issucs that erupted from this competition in turn became the
subject of heated public and congressional debate that clearly inflo-
¢nced policy decisions.

This period provides a (ascinating and classic object lesson, and an
instructive paradigm, of how American national security policy and its
military strategy ¢lemcents are fashioned. The events of these years scemced
to Jend point to the sardonic view that the real war was not between the
United States and the Soviet Union but between the U.S. military services.
Sill, the continuing interaction of the policymaking process, with all of
its twists and rurns, uncertaintics, and retreats, exemplified the American
democratic process. From it emerged a synthesis that, even if it left most,
if not all, parties dissatistied in some measure, nevertheless was accepted
as a workable modus vivendi.
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Reorganizing Detfense

“No more painful than backing inio a buzz saw,” was Secretary of
Defense Robert Lovetr's wry characterization, shortly before leaving office,
of efforts to rearganize the Army’'s seven technical services.! He and many
others in the Truman adminisiration belicved. nevertheless, that these
services and the rest of the worn baggpage inherited by the new unified
defense estublishment five vears earlier were ready for change. So did
presidential candidate Eisenbower. who charged in a2 major campaign
speech in Seprember 1952 1hat vnificaton of 1the armed forces was still
not warking — "tao much form and 1oo little substance”—and that current
detense operations wasted “1ime, money, and 1alem with equal pencrosity.”
The next admiaisteation, he said. should create “at the earliest possible
daty nexco year . a commission of the most capable civilians in our land
to stwdy the uperations of our Departmem of Delense.” Soon after his
inauguration. the new president followed up this pledge by directing his
new defense secretary (o submit by 1 May a plan for improving the opera-
tions of his department. without doubt vne eof the most important
assignments for anvone in the administration during the next four ycars.”

Wilson Takes Charge

Wilson lost no time in naming. on 1Y February, a blue-ribbon com-
mittee 10 study the Defense Department and recommend improvements
in its organization. Headed by Nelson A, Rockefeller, chairman of the
President’s Advisory Commiltee on Government Organization, the panel
included the president's brother. Dr. Milton 5. Eisenhower, Dr. Arthur §,
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Flemming, outgoing defense secretary Lovett, Dr. Vannevar Bush, David
Sarnoff, and JCS chairman General Omar N. Bradley. The committee coun-
sel was H. Struve Hensel. The committee was to be assisted by a five-man
staff headed by Don K. Price, and, appointed later, three distinguished
retired military officers as consultants: George C. Marshall, Chester W.
Nimitz, and Carl A. Spaatz.? Welcoming the committee on 2 March, Wilson
told them that their mission was to devise an organization that would
“get the cooperation of the whole without destroying the initiative of
the pieces.™

Although reorganizing Defense was a campaign pledge to wrap up
what the new administration regarded as unfinished business inherited
from its predecessor, it was not in the main a partisan issue. Substantially
the same mix of views on the problem could be found in both adminis-
trations. The service secretaries in both administrations, especially the
Navy secretaries, were jealous of their prerogatives and resisted domina-
tion by the defense secretary. Conversely, Wilson’s predecessor, Lovett,
had held that his office should be strengthened.’ Truman’s Joint Chiefs,
who carried over into the new administration to serve out their terms,
brought their views with them. The objects of contention were neither
absolute authority, nor total autonomy, but degrees of each—and cer-
tainly negotiable.

At the same time the membership of the new committee—which
Wilson presumably had cleared with the president—suggested that the
chief purpose of the reorganization would be to increase the authority of
the secretary of defense. That aim had two prominent and aggressive
advocates on the committee, Lovert and Bush; another member, General
Bradley, could be counted on to support it up to a point, as could the
president’s brother, Milton Eisenhowes. The remaining members were
either peutral or moderate proponents of a strong defense secretary. The
key player in this lineup was Lovett. Highly respected by Republicans
and Democrats alike, he was probably the most knowledgeable expert on
defense organization. Even Marshall could not match Lovett’s experience.
Lovett had recently analyzed his cxpericnce at length in his letter to
President Truman in November 1952 published in the New York Times on
8 January. Most emphatically he advised that the status and power of
the defense secretary, still ambiguous in his opinion, should be clarified
to ensure his authority over the military departments and the Joint Chiefs
and his primacy as the president’s adviser on defense mattess. Only in time
of war would the Joint Chiefs command and operate, and then under
the direction of the secretary, who in turn would report to the president
as commander in chief.®
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Lovet's letter was a primary source for the committee’s study as well

‘an Tor Wilson's own homework. On 26 February, responding to a request

from Chairman Rockefeller for guidance, Wilson wrote a seven-page

#hesis of the organization problem, astonishingly detailed for someone

“gply #» month into his new job. As might be expected, he began by putting

‘Pelense organization in the context of organization theory, the standard

‘divhotomies of staff-and-line, centralization-and-decentralization, head-

‘gusrters-and-field, that he had learned at the feet of Alfred P. Sloan at

- General Motors. “The most effective way to organize the Defense Depart-

ment” e wrote, “is in the form of a decentralized organization for

suninistration (Army, Navy, Air) and a centralized organization (the

- Pelense bBeparunent itself) for coordinated policy and control” He would

" man, in short, scrap the old edifice and replace it with, say, a monolithic

new siructure framed along functional lines as some had proposed. But

within 1he old framework, he wanted a simpler, ¢lcaner structure.”

Wilson then Jaid out the bounds within which the committee would

be eapected to work, cautioning that his memo was not his “formal

tevommendation or final thinking” Clearly, however, it was intended to

be reparded as a guasi-mandate. The staff assumed that the committee’s

mission was to “help the [secretary] organize the set-up the way he is

avvusiemced to function, more or less along the lines of his memorandum”

It stipufined that the three existing assistant secretaryships (comptroller,

munpower and personnel, and international security affairs) should be

fetained, and the statutory boards replaced by new assistant secretaries
with o smaller competent staff and redefined duties, to which the secre-
tary could add ar will ®

Wilson had little to say about the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a bundle of
isues m itself. Since its glory days as the high command at the president’s
right hand in World War II and Korea, the JCS had declined, in the view of
oue ontic, into “a debating society rather than a vigorous strategic plan-
hing body, and . . . a staff organization overloaded with [such] minor details
av .. how many coffee roasting plants should be operated by the Army”
Wilson proposed creating a deputy chairman as a fifth member, of equal
military rank to the other four and second ranking under the chairman.”
Presumably the deputy would relieve the chairman of some of his growing
workload but Wilson did not specify how. He had no suggestions regard-
tng (he vverall role of the JCS, but did pick up Lovett's idea of adding a
*combined staff® of recently retired, still vigorous and healthy former
chicts 1o advise the secretary on the effectiveness and balance of defense

* I 1986 1he Goldwater-Nichols Act established the position of vice chairman of the JCS.
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s, and make “physical audits of what is going on Finally, Wilson
'or the committee’s views on the question of the chiefs’ voting
g, and on Lovett’s so-called “gray arcas” of disputed jurisdiction. He
d his concern that the various defense entities below the QSD
the services, National Guard, Reserve components, etc.) be given full
unity to voice their opinions.’

The Commitiee Follows Instructions

~Facing the president’s desire for quick action and the members’ own
anding schedules the committec did not linger over its assignment.
er its initial meeting on 2 March it met 10 more times, mostly on
kends, at the Pentagon.'” On 11 April it submitted its final report to
Bison, who promptly forwarded it with his full approval to the president,'!
The report focused on the secretary’s relationships with his principal
clals. In his letter of transmittal, however, the chairman stressed the d
pmmittec's belief that the sceretary should also provide, through the three ‘8
flitary departmental secretaries, for a “thorough analysis and possibie
Revision of the organization and procedures™ of those departments. Rein-
'rcing this recommendation in his own message transmitting the approved
port to Congress, the president stated that the service secretaries had
en directed to initiate studies “with a view toward making those Secre-
urics truly responsible administrators, . .. and attaining ¢conomics wherever

possibie.”'?
Beginning on 2z grim note—"the continuing challenge of providing

dequate national defense without wrecking the national economy”—the

port moved on to the salient point that in 1947 Congress had established

central organization to exercise direction, authority, and control over the

ation's defenses, and a decentralized organization for administration

through the three military depariments. Experience had indicated that, while

fis fundamental principies were still sound, the organization and proce-

tlures of the Department of Defense required improvement (1) to establish

clear lines of authority and responsibility within the department, (2) to

cnable the secretary to clarify service roles and missions, (3) to make effec-

tive use of modern science and industry in planning, and (4) to achieve

. maximum economies without injury to military strength and its productive .

k- support. To attain these objectives, the secretary must have (1) clear and

;. effective authority over the entire organization and control over its chief

_ pessonnel; (2) a system to provide “complete, accurate, and understand-

~ gble” information for decisionmaking; and (3) ap independent audit of

programs and performance, through inspection where necessary.
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The report’s recommendations had five broad organizational aims:
(1) to make clear the authority of the secretary; (2) to clarify command
channels within the department, especially to raise the staius of the secre-
taries of the military departments; (3) to enhance the status of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as the top military planning and advisory body by clarify-
ing the role of the chairman. improving the subordinate staff siructure,
and clearly establishing executive responsibility for unified commands;
(4) to abolish cerain statutory boards in the secretary’s office and provide
him sufficient assistant secretaries to perform essential staff functions;
{5) to enable the secretary 10 ensure the promotional prospects of officers
assigned to his office.”

Lovett’s 18 November letter had noted “contradictions and straddles”
in the 1947 and 1949 national security acts regarding the powers of the
secretary and suggested that they should be clarified. On 20 February
the commitiee received a long memorandum from Roger Kent, Lovett’s
general counsel still in office, concerning the “gray areas” in the depart-
ment. Kent instanced cases in which the service secretaries had directly
challenged the secretary’s authority, citing their prerogative under the
1947 act to "separately administer” their respective military departments,
Certain statutes enacted since 1947 had in fact vested authoerity directly
in the military departments, giving rise 1o the view that they were 10 be
administered independently of the secretary of defense, even though in
the same act he was given “authority, direction and control” over his whole
department, including the three military departments. Similarly, indi-
vidual chiefs of staff and the military heads of certain technical services
and bureaus had claimed that in some areas they too were legally required
o act independently of their civilian superiors. In Kent's view—which
Lovett supported, and other executive agencies and previous organization
plans had adopted—the proper solution was to transfer ail functions of
all agencies and employees of the department to the secretary, with
exceptions as necessary. ™

None of the experts who advised or submitted statements to the com-
mittee challenged the view that the secretary should have “complete and
effective authority” over the entire department. Ironically, it was one of
the committee’s own senior military consultants who voiced the most
extreme OpPPOsition 10 strong secretarial powers. Admiral Nimitz, a blunt
spokesman for the Navy’'s resistance to unification, urged that, the
authority of OSD be sharply reduced and that the secretary’s role be
redefined to include that of chairman of the Joint Chiefs, with the princi-
pal function of extracting monics from Congress and secing to their
proper expenditure. The secretary’s office, Nimitz asserted, should be
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divested of any authority over manpower and personnel, internationsl
~evurity affairs. legal and legislative affairs. the Munitions Doard, the
koscarch and Develupment Board, and the Weapons Systems Evaluation
tioup——and the admiral was confident that the secretary could find siill
saher functions that his office could do without.*?

Nimifz was a solitary champion of these views aon the committee,
however. His colleague. General Spaate, favored enhancing the authority
»t hotl the secretary and the JCS chairman, Mcanwhife a new legal
cqguniom drafied by 1he General Counsel's office determined that corree-
tve measures to “clarify” the secretary's authority would not be needed,
vonvludiag that exisiing legisiation aiready suppoerted the “supreme”
autharity of the secretary “1o run the affairs of the Deparumem of Defense
andd bl s organizations and agencics.” It declared that “the power of the
Secrctary of Defense extends 10 all marters arising in the Depaniment of
w lusoever kKind or natwre; thar the stamte provides that the power and
authurity of the Secretary are superior w the authorities possessed Dy
any ather official, officer or member of 1he Department; that the Secre-
Larv’s power in the Depariment is the superior power irrespective of
when or how any other individual's power was derived.” ™

Convianced by the new ruling. the committee recommended that
the superior power of the secretary should be “confirmed by decisive
Jdministrative action, and it necessary by statotory amendment,” pre-
~nmably to protect it against future chatienge. On the other hand, the three
military departméents should “continue 1o be separdtely organized and
administered by their respective Secretaries subject to the direction,
authority, and control of the Secrciary of Defense.” The secretary. finally,
cxercised his authority “subject w the overriding authority of the Presic
dent as Chief Executive and Commander in Chief” who was, maoreover,
trec to deal direcudy with subordinares of the secretary of defensce,
mcluding the midnary chicfs of the services. In time of war the president as
commander in chiefl could be expected o assume much more active
command over strategic operations, “bw this is not in any way incon-
sistent with the National Security Act provisiun ‘that the Secretary of
Drefense shall be the principal assistant 1w the President in all mauers
rclating to the Department of Defense.™

The Unified Commands

Having thus cstablished the primacy of the secretary within his
department. the report next asserted the similar status of the three military
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departmental secretaries within their respective departments: “The
Secretary of cach military depariment carries full responsibility for the
administration of his department. No witness disagreed with the principle
that the militarvy chief of each service should be completely subject to
the direction of civilian authority” Gwing to the elusive character of the
distinction betrween civilian and military affairs, paraliel civilian and mili-
tary channels linking the defense secretary with each service secretary
and each military service chief would be administratively impracticable.
The president and the secretary of defense would normally communicate
with a military service chief or other military officers through the appro-
priate civilian secretary. In emergencies the communication might go
directly to the recipient. but even then “such a channel of communication
does in no sense take the military chief of a service out from under his
responsibility to the Secretary of his military department, or relieve him
of the obligation to keep his service Secretary fully informed.” Effective
implementation of this principle, the report added, might require
adjustments in the internal organization and procedures of each mili-
tary department.'®
This elucidation of the service secretaries’ status derived mainly from
an ongeing controversy over the role of the military service chiefs as
executive agents of unified commands. The Key West Agreement of 1948
had provided that when a unified command was created, the Joint Chiefs
should designate one of their members as executive agent for the command.
Under this provision, for example, they had later designated Army Chief of
Staff General J. Lawwon Collins executive agent to administer the unified
command in Korea. Subsequently Collins had asserted that when wearing
this hat he reported 1o the secretary of defense through the joint Chiefs,
rather than through his superior, Army Secretary Frank Pace. The latter
had promptly taken the issue to Secretary Lovett. Assistant Secretary
Coolidge, whom Lovett assigned to deal with the problem, proceeded to
write a Jegal opinion that when the chiefs established a unified command,
the executive agent {specifically the Army chief of staff) was not inde-
pendent of supervision by the secretary of the Army. The JCS, he argued,
should be required to “treat the Secretary of a military department whose
Chief of Staff has been appointed their agent as if the department itself
had been appointed” Lovett reportedly had decided to adopt this course,
but Truman left office before the issue could be brought before him.'*
Soon after the new administration took over, the issue was revived
when the chiefs submitted a new unified command plan for Europe, fol-
lowing the traditional practice of designating a particular military service

* See Rearden, Formative Years, 393-97.
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chief as executive agent for each overseas command. General Counsel
Kent recommended that Wilson confront the issue squarcly. If the unified
command plan were approved in its present form, he pointed out, “it
could be argued that Secretary Wilson had ratified the Key Wess paper”,
that paper should be amended to provide for appointment of a military
department as executive agent. Following the line of reasoning elucidated
by Lovert, Kent, and others, the Rockefeller Committee accordingly declared
that the executive agent provided by the Key West agreement was “unde-
sirable” The committee recommended that the Key West agreement be
revised accordingly, and that all orders transmitted by a unified command
specify that thev were issued by direction of the secretary of defense ™

During the hearing, Genceral Bradley voiced the concern of the Joint
Chiefs that the military might be unable, under this procedure, to exercise
operational control over their forces, particularly in an emergency. In their
last working session. the committee clarified the language of the report
to ensure. "that, for the strategic direction and operational control of forces
and for the conduct of combat operations, the military chief of that depart-
ment should be empowered to receive and transmit orders and to act for
that department in its executive agency capacity.”?!

The Joint Chiefs and Their Chairman

One of the basic aims of the reorganization was 10 improve the
machinery of strategic planning, centered in the Joint Chiefs of Siaff and
its supporting staff and committees. Eisenhower shared the belief of many
critics in a basic weakness of the JCS system—a tendency of the chiefs
and especially their committees and the Joint Staff—to be excessively
influenced by lo -alty 1o their respective services and by traditional ser-
vice biases. This tendency, the Rockefeller Committee asserted, must be
resisted. JCS plans must “provide for the defense of the Nation as a whole”
The chiefs "must rise above the particular views of their respective ser-
vices and provide the Secretary of Defense with advice which is based
on the broadest conception of the national interest.”**

A major anomaly in the existing defense structure was the dual role of
the Joint Chiefs as planners and advisers and as administrators and com-
manders. the former prescribed by the National Security Act of 1947,
the latter by subsequent delegation. One of the committee’s first
recommendations was (hat the Key West agreement be revised to elimi-
nate command functions delegated 1o the JCS by the secretary of defense—
notably in the establishment and administration of unified commands, as
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mentioned earlier—“jin order to enable them to work more effectively as
a unified planning agency.” In its planning role the corporate JCS also
benefired from the practical experience of its individual members as
chiefs of their respective services in implementing JCS plans. But the com-
mittee looked primarily to the JCS chairman, with enhanced powers, 10
organize the subordinate structure of the JCS and the Joint Staff with a
view (1) to freeing the chiefs to concentraie on their primary function
of strategic planning, and (2) as the president later put it, 1o divorce
“the thinking and the outlook of the members of the Joint Staff from
those of their parent services and to center their entire effort on national
planning for the over-all commeon defense of the nation and the West.” To
this end the committee recommended that selection of the director of the
Joint Staff be subject to the approval of the secretary, and assignments of
officers to the JCS conumittees and to the Joint Staff be subject to approval
of the chairman, To give the secretary a basis for full understanding of
the background of each issue in making decisions, it was important also to
bring into the planning process at all levels the independent views of
other parts of the secretary’s office and the expertise of scientific and
technical specialists.”

The report recommended a variety of additional responsibilities for
the JCS chairman, more or less inferable from the provision of the National
Security Act. He should prepare JCS meeting agendas and help the chiefs
“to prosecute their business as promptly as practicable.” For example, to
send matters referred to the JCS, if he saw fit, back to the secretary for
proposed reassignment to a military department; o appoint consultants
to the JCS from outside the department; to set up ad hoc committees to
advise the JCS; and to determine which matters should be referred to the
chiefs or delegated to other JCS bodies—in effect, with the help of the di-
rector of the Joint Staff, 1o serve as a general manager of the JCS system.*

The comumittee expressed particular concern for strengthening the
role of the Joint Strategic Survey Committee (JS5C), senior advisers to the
JCS on overall strategy. Officers assigned to this group needed to have an
exceptional grasp of strategic matters, not only in their traditional inter-
national context but especially with respect to the effects of new weapons.
They should also be chosen for their demonstrated emancipation from
traditional service biases and appreciation of the need for integration of
service plans. The commirtee urged that the JSSC be reinforced with
prestigious civilian scientists, both physical and social, as well as with
outstanding retired officers, and that it be given an important role in the
integration of new weapons into the armed forces.#
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Streamlining OSD

Of all the proposed organizational reforms, elimination of the
Munitions Board commanded widest support. Given statutory sanction in
1947, consisted, like other Defense boards, of representatives from the
military departments sharing equal power with the civilian chairman.
From its inception it had been a hotbed of interservice rivalry, which
intensified during the Korean War when it was overwhelmed by an
unanticipated large-scale mobilization. Another statutory agency, the
Research and Development Board, on the other hand, had had the good
fortune to recejve a new charter from Secretary Lovett in May 1952,
under which its chairman functioned, in effect, as an assistant secretary.
The Rockefeller Commitiee recommended that both boards be transferred
to the secretary of defense and their functions divided between three
assistant secretaries: supply and logistics, research and development, and
applications engineering.*

The dispuosition of these two statutory boards was part of a sweeping
reorganization of defense functions contemplated by the committee. The
statutory hoard (or agency) form of organization, the commitice argued,
was 100 rigid and unwieldy and should be replaced by assistant secretary
positions to which the secretary could flexibly assign functions as required.
The three existing assistanmi secretary positions—comptroller, international
security affairs, and manpower and personnel—should be retained with
their present responsibilities, and five more created to absorb the functions
of the two eliminated boards, the Defense Supply Management Agency, the
Office of Director of Installations, and the Office of Legislative Affairs. In
addition the general counse) should be raised to assistant secretary rank.?

This reshuffle of existing functions was viewed, the president confi-
dently asserted ar the end of April, as “the key to the attainment of increased
effectiveness at low cost in the Department of Defense.” As a “simple token
testimony” he pledged an OSD staff reduction of about 500 peaple.™

In its final recommendations, the committee deplored the professional
stigma that, despite official denials, seemed (o be fastened on military officers
assigned to OSD. 1t urged the secretary of defense 1o insist on full coopera-
tion by the military depariments “in assigning highly qualified officers”
to all OSD agencies and in assuring them that such service would offer
important opportunities for career advancement. It was imperative,
moreover, that officers serving there “do not losc standing in their respec-
tive services through a lack of appreciation of the importance of this
assignment or of the accomplishments of the individual officer while

* It was the successor to the Army-Navy Munitions Board, created in 1922,
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on such duty. At the present time, many officers feel that assignment in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense isolates them from their service
and deprives them of an equal opportunity for promotion with other
officers of the same age and rank.” In general the committee held that
civilian OSD officials should have e¢xclusive authority to write formal
efficiency reports for military personnel serving under them, and miljtary
departmental secretaries should direct their selection boards to give the
same weight to OSD service as to military service elsewhere. ®

The Congressional Hurdle

Wilson forwarded the commirtee’s report to the president on 13 April.
On that same day Rockefeller and staff director Don Price conferred with
Wilton B. Persons and Bryce Harlow of the White House staff on the
tactics of submitting the plan to Congress. The group decided to submit
it as an executive reorganization measure, the president’s preference. It
would not require statutory passage and allowed the legislators 60 days to
“take it or leave it” On the 23d, in 3 meeting between the president and
congressional leaders, the omens were judged to be favorable. Informal
contacts with both houses continued. By the beginning of the next week
an agreed draft of the president’s message had cleared the Justice Depart-
ment, as private briefings continued, On 30 April the president officially
transmitted his message, and copies were made available 1o the press.™

The president’s message transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 6, as it
was now labeled, briefly reviewed the circumstances that had led him ta
conclude, after six yvears of experience under the National Security Act,
that the defense establishment was “in need of immediate improvement.”
The Communist powers had chosen, he said “to conduct themselves in
such a way that these are years neither of towal war nor total peace.” Never-
theless, he was convinced that the Defense structure was fundamentally
sound, and would not be adversely affected by the changes now proposed.
He siressed three major objectives: (1) The military establishment must
rest firmly on basic constitutional principles and traditions, chiefly on a
“clear and unchallenged civilian responsibility,” essential not only to preserve
democratic institutions but also to protect the integrity of the military
profession. Military leaders *must not be thrust into the political arena
to become the prey of partisan politics,” (2) Because adequate defense
demanded more of the nation’s resources than anticipated,“maximum effec-
tiveness at minimum cost is essential.” (3) Finally, it was imperative to
develop “the best possible military plans,”incorporating the “most competent
and considered thinking . . . military, scientific, industrial, and economic.™
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After encountering no hurdies in the Senate, the plan ran into hastile
fire in the House, primarily over the new powers accorded the JCS
chairman. This issue set the rone of the debate. Behind the criticism
lurked the suspicion that the plan reflected a power play by the Army
members and cheir supporiers on the commitice with the backing of
Commander in Chiel Eisenhower-—aimed at “Prussianizing” the high
command by rvemiralizing power in a large, Army-dominated general staff.
In the immediate postwar years the Army had led the march woward unifi-
cation and the concept of an integrated general stafl with a single chief
of swaff. A prominent retired National Guard general and leading critic of
the Army charged 1hat it “*has engaged in an unrelenting scruggle for
power™* Throughout May unfriendly articles appeared from time o time.
On the 30th, Rep. Lestie €. Arends of lilinois, Republican Whip and mem-
ber of the Armed Services Commitiee, released (o the press a leticr he
had written the president aleng with the larter’s response. Speaking (o
Arends’s question, “Does the proposal in any way represent a step toward
our having an overait armed forces General Sialf comparable to the
Prussian General $taffr” the president answered a lengih: “The plan does
not give the chairman of ihe Joint Chiefs command powers over the
other three members of that body, it does nov give him a vote in their
proceedings, it does not .. " and so on down a long list of other auributes
describing the popular image of the “Prussian® General S1aff* Meanwhile,
the chairman of the House Government Operations Commiitee, Clare
Hoffman, a biter foe of the National Security Act and enlarged powers
for the JCS chairman, had introduced on 27 May a resolution providing
that all aspects of 1he plan should take ¢ffect except those relating to
that issue. Several weeks laier be ordered a hearing on the resoluion.
Testifying before the House committcc, Rockefeller, Kyes, and Dodge
argued that the purpose of the chairman’s enlarged powers was, in
Kyes's words, “to afford the responsible official the managerial latitude
normally given o any mansgement head and to remove managemeni
deqail from the heavily burdened members of the JCS™

On 22 June the House Government Operations Committee, belying
earlicr signals of a favorable disposition ioward the reorganization plan,
approved Hoffman's resolution to delete the clauses that increased the
power of the JCS chairman. Two davs later, it rejected the entire plan.
But on 29 june, afier intensive adminisiration lobbying, the full House
decisively reversed the committee’s voie, 235 1o 108. On 30 June the
reorganization plan became effective. *
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The Hoover Commission Proposals

Organization of the Department of Defense subsequently became a
major object of inquiry by the Commission on Organization of the
Executive Branch of the Government (known as the Second Hoover
C(:ammission).' Recommendations in June 1955 by its Committee on
Business Organization in the Defense Department resulted in the merger
of the assistant secretaryships for research and development and for
applications engineering, and establishment of the Defense Science Board.
Another recommendation, to organize the administration of research and
development wniformly in the service departments under an assistant
secretary in each, although approved by the administration, failed in
Congress in 19506, along with a proposal to raise the assistant secretary of
defense for international security affairs 1o under secretary Jevel ¥

A more difficult problem addressed by the commission concerned
the changed position of the Joint Chiefs in OSD resulting from their exclo-
sion from the chain of command. The 1953 reorganization had intended
to make the JCS a staff agency with a purely planning and advisory role,
while increasing QSD participation in formulating defense policy. But as
the system evolved, the secretary's office, with its augmented corps of
assistant secretaries, became a business-oriented bureaucracy devoted
largely to applying fiscal and managerial controls to the services’ procure-
ment, supply, and other logistic operations. Apparently, this trend accorded
with Wilson's wishes and suited his view of OS1)’s proper role in the Dol
firmament. But it also deprived the JC8 of the Jeaven of civilian experi-
ence and outlook that the Rockefeller Committee had hoped 1o infuse
into the formulation of defense policies and strategic plans. Also, the
service chiefs tended to be ¢ven more focused than before on the daily
husiness and special interests of their respective services, contrary to the
intent of the 1953 reorganization that they delegate their administrative
duiies and cultivate broader perspectives. Late in 1955 one ol them esti-
mated that he spent only 18 apparently unrewarding hours a week on
Joint Swaff work, which he regarded as more than ample. As a corporate
entity the JCS came to be centered in the office of the chairman and the
Joint Staff and the committee empire that the former controlled ¥

One of the staff working papers of the Hoover Commission roundly
criticized these developments, asserting that the chiefs were still immersed
in details, devoted too little time to broad planning, and were (oo partisan.
The recommended remedy was to give the secretary "a high level group
to advise directly in the field of strategy, missions [and] force levels.” This

* The predecessor Hoover Commission had carried out a simitar study in 1948,
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propusal harked back to a similar one by Lovett and McNeil, rejecied by
the Rockefeller Commitiee with the argument that such a staff would
overlap or conflict with the role of the JCS. As an alternative the committee
had recommended strengihening the Joint Strategic Survey Commitiee by
adding 1o it distinguished scientists and outstanding retired officers. Little
was done 10 adopt these proposals, and the JSSC continued to function in
the JCS system much as before. The Rockefeiler Committee had also
regarded the expansion of the secretary’s office by the addition of several
new assistant secretaries as a kind of alternative to the proposed new com-
mittee, and in the end opted for that solution because of the perceived
need for individuals of elevated rank and salary to provide the desired
talent and prestige.”®

Unintended Consequences

Missing from the blessings that Eisenhower told Congress and the
nation he expected to flow from the Defense reorganization was a solu-
tion to the apparent inability of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to function as a
corporate body. Lovett and other critics tended to see this as the principal
challenge facing the secretary and one of the most compeiling rcasons for
strengthening his authority and that of the JCS chairman.* Eisenhower
had grown up with parochial service attitudes in the Army, and as a voung
officer presumably shared them. But from early in World War II he had held
high leadership positions in national and muliinational organizations
in which single-service points of view were often irrelevant or counter-
productive. Long before he reached the White House he had shed these
attitudes. and apparently saw no reason why mature and inteliigent
individuals in high positions should not be expected to do likewise. In
mid-1953%, with the Korean quagmire hehind him. he moved quickly to
replace the Truman chiefs of staff, whose terms expired shorily, with a
new set sclected befare his inauguration, a distinguished group of officers
whom he repeatedly praised thereafier as possibiy the most able ever
appointed to these posts.®

For one of them, Admiral Arthur Radford, recruited from commander
in chief, Pacific, 10 replace Bradley as JCS§ chairman. he had especially high
hopes. An odd choice, Radford had opposed unification and been a leader
of the “Revolt of the Admirals” in 1949. But the admiral persuaded both
Eisenhower and Wilsan that he had changed his spots and was ready to
support Eisenhower’s national strategy, involving sharp reductions in
conventional forces and defense spending and more emphasis on atomic
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weapons and airpower. Apparently he asked for no commitments on
treatment of the Navy But in May, before Radford assumed his new post,
Eisenhower demanded from him a sort of “prenuptial” agreement in the
form of a public statement that his confirmation as JC5 chairman would
require a “divorce from exclusive identification with the Navy” thal
henceforth he would be loyal to the Defense Department as a whole and
would serve as “champion of @l the services, governed by the single
criterion of what is best for the United States” How much of Radford’s
conversion was genuine and how much opportunism is not clear, but for
practical purposes it was complete. From then on he was the “president’s
man,” his chief military adviser and spokesman, his most reliable supporter
against the often fractions service chiefs, and a persuasive vindication of
his belief that a chief of staff or commander such as Radford could be
weaned from partisan loyalty to his own service.?

But except for Radford the new Joint Chiefs did not shed their
service loyalties and biases. Indeed, the president’s constant criticism of
these attitudes may have served o intensify them. For his part, Eisenhower
apparently was surprised and disappointed, and soon incensed by the
persistence of atlitudes which he could only regard as self-serving lack of
vision. His reaction revealed not only the depth of his own “emancipation,”
but his unwillingness or inability to recognize any validity in these
opposing viewpoints. Why, indeed, should he have expected otherwise?
Each of the new chiefs now found himseifl in a position to which he
must have aspired for many years. To be chief of staff of his own service
was the traditional ultimate goal of every ambitious officer. To be told at
this junciure—the beginning of a new administration and the end of o
debilitating and frustrating war—that he must not strive to expand his
service, or take on new missions, or compete with his sister services,
flew in the face of the whole military culture.

Eisenhower's hope that the services could work together without
friction like a well-oiled machine under a single coordinated plan in which
cach service played a fixed assigned role was shown to be unrealistic from
the beginning. The service chiefs were persistently competitive, each
demanding more resources than the administration was willing to give
and lacking in sensitivity to the possible repercussions on the needs of
other services or the national economy. “Every recommendation made by
the military authorities,” Eisenhower complained, “seems to be for an
increase in strength or in money or both.” Recalling that the Army, his
own service, had held on to its horses for 50 vears after cavalry had
become obsolete, he remarked that he had vet to hear of any service
being willing to give up something. Each service chief should, he insisted,
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subordinate his identity to that of a tearn member of national military
advisers to the president. He shonld even initiate reductions in his
program, including transfers of a function 1o another service that couid
perform it more efficiently and cheaply.?

The services were also incorrigibly image-conscious. Each publicly
flaunted its sophisticated new weapoary, advanced doctrine, and asserted
role in the ultimate defeat of the Communists, while engaged in an endless
competition for headlines and broadcast time. Most of this was normal, if
flamboyant, public relations activity, aimed at improving service morale.
Some was more covert and politically motivated, ostensibly conducted
behind the back of the service chief or secretary. In the spring of 1956
the “competitive publicity,” as an exasperated Eisenhower called it, reached
such a pitch that he took all three service chiefs “to the woodshed” in
his office, castigating them for leaking information, some of it classified,
1o the press. ™

Service competition also found a pubiic outlet through the testi-
mony offered at congressional hearings on the Defense budget. Service
spokesmen, while praising their own service’s weaponry and performance,
on occasion disparaged those of their service rivals. Eisenhower angrily
lectureqd the chiefs on this practice. A service chief of staff, he declared,
“should not present just the picture of his own service alone, Each service
supplements the other in over-all military sirength. Those testifying should
not make it look as though each does the job alone.”*

Eisenhower’s most serious grievance against the chiefs pertained to
their refusal, or inability, tc accept wholeheartedly all the prescriptions of
his new national cold war strategy, the so-called New Look, worked out
and supposedly agreed to by all of them in the fall of 1953 and winter of
1954. Occasionally he protested that he did not expect them to “abandon
their basic convictions” and that he laid no claim to ultimate wisdom in
these matters. Practically speaking, this meant little. A dissenter was
entitied to a hearing (with Admiral Radford in watchful attendance and
Col. Andrew ). Goodpaster busily scribbling for the record). Once heard, if
he failed to change the president’s mind, he was expected to refrain from
airing his dissent publicly or from stitring up arguments in official circles.®

The framing of the New Look strategy and its subsequent development
over the next three years are traced in detail in later chapters, but its effect
on Eisenhower’s deteriorating relations with the chiefs can be summa-
rized here. The care elements of the New Look centered on heavy reliance
on nuclear airpower; modernized but drastically reduced ground forces,
concentrated as far as practical in and near the continental United States;
and integrated air-ground-sea continental defense forces. Indigenous allied
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forces, aided by U.5. support forces and materie] as needed. would provide
for their own defense against Communist aggression. The whole system
was designed to be affordable under peacetime cold war budgets and
adequate for the nation’s defensce over the long haul. The Air Force had
assured preeminence as the chief arsenal of the nation's nuclear and con-
ventional airpower. with nuclear-armed jong-range ballistic missiles only
2 few vears down the road. By mid-1956, war plans assumed, a war with
the Sovier Union would be fought with nuclear weapons and initiated by
air strikes agdinst one or both homelands. The Navy had a secondary, more
specialized role with its nuclear and conventional sea power, including
carrier-borne aviation and supported by the Marine Corps’ amphibious
forces with their own tactical aviation. Since naval carriers could also
project nuclear air strikes against an enemy’s coastal regions, the Air
Force and the Navy together held a de facto monepoly of offensive
airpower. soon to be enhanced by the nuclear submarine armed with
mid-range nuclear ballistic missiles. These two services were thus princi-
pal beneficiaries of Defense budgcts. The Air Force's budget actually
continued 1o grow despite peacetime economics, and the Navy's suffered
only moderate reductions.

The Army, traditional home of the nation’s land power and the domi-
nant service during the Korean War, found itself relegated to underdog
status through massive force and budge reductions. Subsequently, alibough
it shared with the Navy the building of the first intermediate-range ballistic
missiles, it was denied an operational mission for them. Its first chief of
staff alfter the war, Matthew B, Ridgway, a Korean War hero and NATO
supreme commander. fiercely resisted the New Look manpower cuts as
best he could short of insubordination. For his pains Eisenhower hrushed
off his protests as "parochial” Retiring in mid-1955 after only a two-
vear term. Ridgway continued the fight with speeches and magazine
articles.*® His successor, Maxwcell D, Tavlor, a World War 11 hero and Far
East commander. was a more formidable adversary, both politically and
intellectually. He became chief of staff ar a time when the pace of the
growing Soviet threat had suddenly guickened. with major advances, both
technical and quantitative, in airpower and nuclear capabilities. By 1956
these advances had brought alarmingly nearer than previously anticipated
the attainment of parity between the two powers in their capacity to
destrov cach other by surprise attack. For the first time an all-out general
war, precipitated by reciprocal fear of being antacked first, seemed a real
passibility.

Tavlor ¢id not setde for mere protests of personnel cuts. His answer
to what he viewed as the administration’s overweening emphasis on a
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cold war strategy of “massive retaliation™ proposed the first coherent
alternative strategy the president had yet had to confront. Later known as
“flexible response,” it stressed deterrence and measured response at all
levels of aggression, with balanced forces, conventional as well as nuclear,
appropriate to the task. Massive retaliation remained on the menu but,
as Taylor pointed out, the National Security Council itseif had already
declared an all-out Soviet air attack on the United States as the least likely
of all contingencies in a situation of nuclear parity. The most likely
Communist sirategy was scen as a “nibbiing” expansion through local
and proxy aggression and fomented insurrection and subversion, mainly
in underdevetoped and vulnerable Third World countries as already demon-
strated in Southeast Asia, Greece, Guatemala, the Philippines, and else-
where. The priorities of effort for dealing with these challenges, Taylor
believed, should be ordered accordingly.*®

These views put him on a collision course with the president. Con-
fronting him (by invitation} in his office in May 1956, Taylor challenged as
unrealistic the assumption in the current 1960 war plan that a war with
the USSR would necessarily start with an all-out nuclear attack by one or
both sides. Far more likely, he argued, it would come “through a succession
of actions and counteractions.” Since not only big wars, but small ones, as
well, must be deterred, diverse types of forces were needed. *We should
first calculate whar is needed for deterrence and provide that; we shouid
then provide the requirements for flexible forces usable in small wars, and
finally put what remaining effort we have into the requirements for fight-
ing an all-out war®®

Eisenhower rejected Taylor's reasoning. Tactical nuclear weapons, he
went on, had “come to be practicaily accepted as integral parts of modern
armed forces” and should therefore be freely used in small wars wherever
appropriate. However, the United States should generally not *tic down
our forces around the Soviet periphery in small wars,” but rather build up
indigenous forces in the regions threatened. It was folly to contemplate
moving large numbers of divisions overseas in the early months of an
all-out war. “Massive retaliation . .. is likely to be the key to survival . . ..
Planning should . . . [assume] the use of tactical atomic weapons against
military targets in any small war in which the United States might be
involved.” Taylor's position, the president implied, was motivated by under-
standable nostalgia for “the same great role [for the Army] in the firsy year
of war in relation to the other services as formerly” Regrettably the “Chiefs
of Staff still thought much too much each in terms of his own service.”
The Army should recognize that its new role, 10 maintain order at home in
the initjal stages of war, was “truly vital” He was confident that the nation’s
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security required primary reliance on nuclear weapons. He did not ¢laim to
be “ail wise in such matters,” but “he was very sure that as long as he ... [was]
President he would meet an attack in the way indicated.™™

From the president’s vantage point the new JCS "system” would seem
to offer rock-solid support for his defense policies. Radford “rubbed in”
Tavior's defeat, pointing out that the president’s decision supported the
majority view of the foint Chiefs® In fact, a majorivy of the chiefs, know-
ing that the president had already made up his mind, dutifully went
along. This was another of the JC§ decisions againsit the Army that on major
issues over the past three vears had become almost the norm. Wilson’s
almost ritual concurrence simply added another nail. The real decision
was the president’s. All the mhers were only decisions to advise.

Public relations disasters confirmed the president’s growing discon-
tent with the wayv the 1953 reorganization was working out. Although only
the Armyv’s chief of staff had openly and fundamenrtally opposed the New
Loak strategy. only the Air Force chief. #ts principal beneficiary, had sup-
ported it with any enthusiasm. but without abating his open ¢ftorts to
gain larger appropriations. None of the chiefs bad shown any concern,
except as directed by higher authority on particular issues, for the impact
of his service’s rising demands in treasure or resources on the health of
the national economy which, next 1o the Communist menace, the president
regatrded as the single greatest threat o the nation’s security. “In working
for permanent sccurity” he lectured the Joint Chiefs in March 1956, “we
must give due consideration to the right ‘1ake” from the cconomy—one
which will permit the economy 1o remain viable and strong.”™

Even Wilson and Radford. the president’s two Defense stalwarts, were
not wtlly undemanding. Wilson's loyvalty 1o the president was beyond
question, but as head of the hungriest of the agencies feeding on the
cconomy, he feic obliged periodically to defend its needs and interests,
including even service protests against budget and manpower cuts.
Prospective increases in DoD spending over the next few years, he pro-
tested to the NSC on one oceasion, “were not the result of extravagance,
but were based on the realities which we faced. ... The problem ultimately
gets buck to the basic matter of US. commitments and U.S. troop deploy-
ments” Discussing the rapid growth of Soviet airpower. hie "opposed the
view that we should simply sit where we are. We should speed up, should
increase botb our production of B-32s and our production of new fighter
aircraft. OQtherwise we could not honestly go before the people of the
United States and hongestly 1ell them we were staving ahead of the
Russians ™** At a mecting of the NSC on 17 May Wilson confessed that
“try as they would, he and Admiral Radferd simply could not carry out
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their commitments on the basis of the budgets on which the Defense |

Department now operates.” Radford agreed.*

A few days earlier Eisenhower reached a decision that “some reorien- §

tation of the whole organization ought to be made sometime nexi

vear” The kind of “reorientation” he had in mind revealed the extent (v §

which he had lost confidence in the service chiefs as key clements of

the machinery for developing defense policy, and, conversely, his con- |

tinued reliance on Wilson and Radford to ride herd on the system. The
authority of these two, already strengthened in the 1953 reorganization.
he wanted further enlarged, while the services wounld be reduced to “a
more operational, less policy role,” making the chiefs, in effect, “assistants
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs—i.¢. giving him the power 1o select
and reassign them. The Chiefs would then have the duty of implementing
policy within their own service—not of developing over-all policy.”**

The president had in mind other changes aimed at curbing the chiefs’
propensity to make trouble when “off the reservation™ requiring pro-
spective appointees to take an ocath to accept decisions once made,
and officials who served in the Pentagon not to disclose any “security
information” after retirement, as well as other ruies for statements on
government policies by rerired officers. Eisenhower also began tw
reconsider instituting a senior defense advisory staff, a new, more senior
military committee (“senior officers divorced from service™) modeled on
one he had set up when chief of staff.>

Eisenhower found less fault with the civilian than with the military
side of the 1953 reorganization. Perhaps because he was less involved
than Wilson in the selection of the service secretaries and in subsequent
dealings with them, he seemed to expect less of them than of the service
chiefs. Most of the larter were former associates or old friends, whose opposi-
tion he seemed (o0 regard almost as a betrayal. His complaints of the service
chiefs’ performance, both individually and as a corporate group, were not
matched by similar strictures concerning the secreraries. The latter, indeed,
offered less resistance than the chiefs to the president’s policies.””

Nothing was done in 1956 to implement Eiscnhower’s few remarks
on Defense reorganization.” During the presidential election campaign the

* In 1956 Congress finished the task begun in 1948 of codifying the laws governing the
mulitary ¢stablishment (Titles 10 and 32) Inadvertently, the new legislation incorporated
old provisions that gave command authority 1o the chief of naval operations and the
Air Force chief of staff, thus conflicting with the president’s authority 10 pur units of those
services in unified commands. As it happened, this issue was never raised. For some reason
the Army chief of staff received no command authority, remzining legally an adviser to
the secretary of the Army. See Cole et al, Department of Defense, 163-64; Semiannual
Report of the Secretary of Defense, January I 1o june 30, 1956, 11; PL 1028, 84 Cong
{10 Aug 56).

.
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topic was relegated to a back burner, and Wilson did not seem eager to
have his responsibilities enlarged, as the president desired. The following
June he stated emphatically that he regarded the existing organization of
the Defense Department as “sound” and “responsive to the President, the
Congress and the American people.” He urged the purveyors of radical
changes “to advocate them only after the most careful thought and when
experience has proved that they are necessary”®

Over the horizon and unexpected was the next Soviet “surprise,”
Sputnik. It would bring a new sense of urgency and lend impetus to a new,
more far-reaching reorganization of the Defense Deparument in 1958.
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BIMULTANEITY

‘The Panama Case

Operation Just Cause
proves the point that
overwhelming power con-
centrated on an enemy’s
‘center of gravity’ resoclves
a conflict decisively with
minimal casualties.

16 ARMY w November 1993

a series of crises, notably in Panama,

the Persian Gulf, Somalia and Mace-
donia, which ultimately involved the use
of U.S. military forces. Congress is now
debating the use of U.S. forces in Somalia
and the prospect of employing the 1.S. mili-
tary in the UN peacekeeping or enforcement
operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina. At the
same tme, U.S. force levels continue to de-
cline as the nation reshapes its post-Cold
War armory.

As policy concerning the use of 1).5, forces
in crisis intervention is reviewed, some facts
mast be considered. Where the United States
<clearly led the intervention effort—Panama
and the Persian Gulf—overwhelming mili-
tary force was employed using the principle
of simultaneity of operations to conclude
the intervention quickly with minimal casu-
alties.

In contrast, the United Nations, given no
standing forces and saddled with limited bud-
get Hexibility, normally considers entering
into peacekeeping, peace enforcement and
hurmnanitarian operations while looking to
its member states to voluntarily contribute
forces, Thus, it is forced to think about the
minimurmn force that can be made available
to the on-site UN commander.

The notions of minimization and gradu-
alism are tired relics of the Vietnam War
and are to be avoided. Rather, the successes
of Operations Desert Storm and Just Cause
taught us valuable lessons in the principle

I n the past several years, there has been

of simultaneity of operations. The Jessons
center on the commitment of decisive forces
to achieve victory in the shortest possible
time with a consequent reduction in casual-
ties.

Simultaneity is the generation of simul-
taneous effects that combine to create over-
whelming and focused power relative to
enemy sources of power {the centers of
gravity) in a campaign or major operation,
Mass implies concentration in space and
time. Simultaneity implies dispersion in
space of actions whose effects are concen-
trated to achieve a specific aim.

Simultaneity is made possible because of
today’s mobility and communications, Its
purpose is to paralyze the enemy's decision-
making process and create indecision. Its
by-products are minimal collateral damage
and rapid, decisive conflict termination,
both very important in any use of military
force today. Though conditions may limit
the degree to which simultaneity can be
achieved, it is usually the best goal during
planning and execution.

Perhaps the best example of simultaneity
in our recent military history took place on
a hot Panamanian night in December 1989
when nearly 28,000 soldiers, sailors, air-
men and marines undertook Operation Just
Cause, Mission, Enemy, Terrain and Troops
(METT} available made it possible. Simul-
taneity became a goal during the planning
phase of the operation and a reality during
the execution phase.
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—




AP/ Wide World

By Gen. Maxwell R. Thurman
U.S. Army retired
and

Lt. Gen. William Hartzog

By 1989, Gen. Manuel Noriega had been
indicted in the United Stales on drug charges,
stood accused of human rights violations
against his countrymen and blatantly ignored
the results of a free election in May.

In response, the United States had im-
posed fiscal sanctions on Panama that, when
coupled with 2 $4.5 billion debt and a decline
in foreign investment, added to a steadily
deteriorating economy.

Yet, Noriega clung to power.

Approximately 15,000 1.5, military per-
sonnel and their families were in Panama
at the time, spread over 1B defense sites.
The soldiers’ mission was to defend the
Panama Canal and to provide assistance
throughout the U.S. Southern Command
(USSOUTHCOM) region. Their presence
was rooted in the Torrijos-Carter Treaty
of 1979 that also established a timetable to
turn the canal over to the Panamanians.

As relations between Noriega and the
Urited States deteriorated in 1989, harsss-
ment of U.5. citizens and hostile incursions
to U.S. defense sites became commonplace
—2371 incidents occurred between May .nd
November that year. During May alc ne,
coinciding with the illfated elections, there
were 127 incidents of harassment or incur-
sion.

Numerous diplomatic efforts tried, but
ultimately failed, to improve the situation,
All the while, military contingency planning
was ongoing. In the most general terms,
the plans that eventually led ta Just Cause
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A U.S. MS551 Sheridan
tank and high-mobility,
miutipurpose wheeled
vahicles cordon off the
area around the Vat-
can embassy grounds,
wherg Manue! Norfega
had sought refuge.

followed a common path—common in that
before 1989, the plans assumed an ill-defined
enemy and were oriented toward the physi-
cal defense of canal facilities. The key point
is that the Panamanian Defense Force (PDF)
was considered an ally or no woarse than
neutral.

hen events in 1988-89 changed
that, the METT conditions under-
lying this discussion were formed.

We will discuss simultaneity as a precept in
the planning for Just Cause starting in the
summer of 1989 through its execution be-
tween December 1989 and January 1990,

To frame our discussion, a series of key
words and phrases in the matrix {chart} on
Page 20 helps describe simultaneity.

Before May 1989, participants in contin-
gency planning for Panama envisioned han-
dling initial problems of internal unrest with
forces stationed in the country and gradually
introducing additional forces only in response
to escalating threats. Throughout-the sum-
mer of 1989, it became increasingly obvicus
that the indictment, sanctions and diplomacy
were not going to cause Noriega to go, and
planning for more decisive military action
needed to be escalated.

These are factors that influenced the plan-
ning process:

m Noriega moved frequently to a num-

GEN. MAXWELL R. THURMAN, USA
retired, served as commander in chief,
USSOUTHCOM. during Operation Just
Cause. He is now a senior fellow of
AUSA’s Institute of Land Warfare.

LT GEN. WILLIAM HARTZOG is deputy
commander in chief, U.5. Atantic Com-
mand, and fornter J-3, USSOUTHCOM.

18 ARMY m November 1933

ber of command posts throughout the coun-
try.

& The PDF was spread in small units
throughout the country,

® An organized paramilitary force had
formed and was growing in capability daily.

B The PDF had not only a corrupt leader,
but a second echelon of corrupt leaders
leading a corrupt system.

There was a clear need to plan to attack
a wide array of power nodes simultaneously
to achieve decisive results should an attack
be ordered.

In early July, a new concept was briefed
by USSQUTHCOM to the Jaint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) ]-3 that recognized the increased
threat and began synchronizing the arrival
of military reinforcements rather than intro-
ducing thern sequentially. Shortly thereafter,
a review of existing planning by the incom-
ing commander in chief of USSOQUTHCOM
with tactical leaders of the reinforcing forces
solidified the notion that if military opera-
tions were to be undertaken, they must be
decisive, rapid and cause as few casualties
as possible.

By late summet, contingency planning
had evolved in this way:

& Daily operations and demonstrations
wete intensified to display U.S. capabilities
in accordance with the treaties.

m Reconnaissance and surveillance were
focused ta “"know" the potential enemy.

m Potential risks to U.S. interests were
reduced.

= The plan provided for the neutraliza-
tion of the PDF and its leadership by the
rapid intervention of an overwhelming force
to prevent Noriega's forces from escaping to
the Panamanian jungles and, thus, prolong-
ing the conflict.

11-£-0559/0SD/11076

& Minimal casualties and collateral dam-
age consistenl with safeguarding American
lives became a key consideration in the plan.

As options were formed, discarded and
reformed, concurrent planning went on in
four separate but closely connected rodes.
Much policy and stralegy work and inter-
agency coordination took place in Washing-
ton, D.C.

Strategic planning focused on develop-
ment of the commander in chief’s intent
and concept, and it took place at Head-
quarters, USSOUTHCOM. Most of the cam-
paign planning took place at Ft. Bragg, N.C.,
at HQ, XVIII Airborne Corps and HQ, Joint
Special Operations Command (JSOC). The
planning for and execution of daily opera-
tions leading up to Just Cause was done by
HQ, Joint Task Force {(JTF) Panama at Ft.
Clayton, Panama. At the operational and
tactical levels, air planning was done pri-
marily by HQ, 12th Air Force.

Though the nodes were Far-flung and the
interests of each headquarters often differed,
clear and simple guidance and frequent co-
ordination created continuity.

Three events between August and De-
cember proved crucial to Just Cause’s suc-
cess.

On 3 October, a group of PDF officers
tried to overthrow the Panamanian dicta-
tor and to reorder the defense force’s lead-
ership. The coup was ill motivated, ill can-
ceived and ill led. The failed coup, how-
ever, proved tremendously instructive be:
cause it demonstrated that major elements
of the PDF—even with rudimentary equip-
ment—could and would mave rapidly to
reinforce or mass in response to a threat.

Second, it underscared U.S. assessment
of the Jevels of violence that Noriega and
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his regime were capable of as coup leaders
were summarily executed.

Third, analysis indicated many shifts in
PDF leadesship and restationing of some
units based mostly on personal or unit loy-
alty, rather than capability. The conclu-
sion was that not only Noriega but also the
entire coterie of leaders would need to be
neutralized simultaneously.

During several meetings in October with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, USSOUTHCOM
Jaid out concepts that envisioned conditions
that would require movement from daily
operations through mobilization and en-
ployment of forward-deployed forces to
protect American lives and interests.

presentation was also made on the

size and type of continental U.S.-

based augmentees that would be
needed. It was during the course of these
sessions that all levels began to fully appre-
ciate the challenges of achieving simulta-
neity on such a large scale:

m Agreeing to a "trigger event” for the
plan. It was extremely difficult, even dur-
ing planning, to settle on an event or a se-
ries of evenls or a spectrum of conditions
that would trigger U.S. military action. It
was crucial, however, that all levels have
a common view of the general parameters
that might set in motion such actions.

It this had not occurred, the opportunity
to maximize the effects of simultaneity might

have been held hostage to discussion. The
trigger event would ultimately Jie in Non-
ega’s actions.

w {enerating the required lift. The chal-
lenge of assembling and lifting a 30,000-man
torce scattered among several locations in
the continental United States and Panama,
and targeting it in a precisely limed fashion
against multiple cbjectives was a tough chal-
lenge. Time and distance were risk enough.
There also were the vagaries of weather,
call-up of the civilian reserve feet, use of
reserves and a myriad of other potential
war stoppers.

m Protection of our cwn. There was in-
herent risk to American citizens, interests
and property if the dictator started hostili-
ties before the U.S. force required to en-
sure simultaneity could be assembled and
applied. To reduce that risk, some weap-
ons systems —Sheridans, Apaches, OH-58s
and the like—were secretly introduced early
to reduce the time needed for buildup,

w Defining the nature of the “center of
gravity” or focus of effort. Consensus was
reached that if or wher the decision was
made for military intervention, eliminating
Noriega wouid not sutfice. The PDF would
have to be removed. While the bulls-eye
was Noricga, there was a small group of
his equally corrupt subordinates in the “9-
ring.”

They had already quashed the coup and
shown no interest in installing the govern-
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ment elected in May. There were also sub-
ordinate units and commanders in the 7
and 8 rings” who had proven their abilities
to move their units rapidly te crisis spots.

From a geographical perspective, it be-
came clear that there were important tar-
gets in heavily populated bull's-eyes of the
major cities. They included command and
control facilities, headquarters communica-
tions facilities, public works facilities and
the fike.

There were a number of cther only slightly
less cryctal facilities in the five-to-ten-mile
areas immediately adjacent. Finally, there
were also zirfields and unit sites more than
30 miles {the “6 and 7 rings”™) from the <i-
ties, It was absolutely clear that ali targets,
both in terms of structure and geography
out to about the "6 ring,” had o be dealt
with simultaneously.

Noriega further complicated the planning
by meving from command post to command
post.

m Developing branch plans and force re-
dundancy. The senior leadership at both
the national and theater levels exhaustively
probed as many “what ifs” as could be con-
ceived and articulated. As events in Panama
unfolded, a tremendous number of “what
ifs” were considered serious enough to be
passed to the JTF level for either troop list
modification or for formal rehearsal. Con-
sidering the breadth of possibilities exam-
ined, the resulting depth of redundancy in
capabilities and rehearsals to achieve simul-
taneity was unprecedented.

The third and perhaps mast important
event in the fall was the series of rehearsals
for the operation. Although no one knew
how much rehearsal time there might be, all
were convinced of the necessity to “wring
out” each detail so that if the operation were
needed, rapid and simultaneous action would
be assured.

In these drills, each level’s limits of du-
ties and responsibilities were clarified. By
November 1989, the operational and tacti-
cal levels, both the forward-deployed force
{then a part of JTF Panama} and the con-
tingency force {under XVII Aitbome Corps,
later JTF South; of JSOC, later Jeint Spe-
cial Operations Task Force), were engaged
in a robust series of target-by-target rehear-
sals. Where accurate mock-ups were needed,
they were built; when secrecy was prudent,

Joint U.S.-Panamanian patrols provide
security in a Panama City district
destroved dunng the fighting as a U.S,
soidier helps in the clean-up effort.
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it was maintained; where repetition was
needed, mary iterations occurred; where
reconnaisesce was possible, it was con-
ducted; and finally, where large-scale com-
binations of major parts of the operation
were critical to achieving simultaneity, syn-
chronized rehearsals were conducted on a
joint scale.

Several practices were followed through-
out that proved crucial.

® Though there was never a complete
“dress rehearsal” of all parts of the opera-
tion, there were frequent leaders” after-action
reports following major blocks of rehear-
sals to share lessons learned.

m As many “what ifs” as were conceiv-
able were rehearsed—few were initially al-
lowed to seem “implausible.”

m As much live fire as possible late in

the rehearsal process proved vital.

On 16 December, members of the PDF
killed a U.S. Marine officer in Panarma City.
On 17 December, President George Bush
ordered the execution of Operation Blue
Spoon, quickly renamed Just Cause. H-hour
was designated as 0100 on 20 December.

Nets were opened, command posts acti-
vatéd, units assembled, leaders deployed,
reconnaissance intensified, and the opera-
tion began. Forces were assembled from six
bases in the continental United States and
18 locations within Panama.

The “what ifs” of ice storms, interna-
tional relations and the impact of media
exposure were all quickly accommodated.
Leng-planned task forces came to life. Planes
flew, ships sailed, and, on the night of 20
December, 27,081 soldiers, sailors, airmen

and marines attacked 27 targets simultane.
ously. By dawn of the 21st, mast military
objectives were accomplished.

Just Cause offers major four lessons tha:
should be considered in planning operations
whether unilateral, coalition, U.S. only or
UN directed.

1 While exhausting every effort to settle
peacefully, preparations for the use of force
should begin early if there is any possibility
of military operations.

m While there may be situations in which
incremental applications of military force
may be effective, in most instances it will
be preferable to use overwhelming, sudden,
simultaneous, precise and well-rehearsed
force to achieve decisive ends.

m Achieving coordination, precision, fo-
cus and combat power required for such

Strategic Operational Tactical
» Clarity/Simplicity + Clear Concept + Undersianding Intent
» Intemational Consensus « Doctrinally Sound Tactical
Mi, Interagency Understanding Missions
» Branches/Sequels
P » General Capabilities « Vision of Day after the Battle « Targeting
L E|° Leadership —fesidual Capabilities « Deception
A » Third Country Impacts —Governmental Change « Communications
N —Weapons
N
l; T | » Extremne Distances + Varled Tervain (Urban/Rural) + Redundancy/Branches
G » Strategic Lift + Warfighting Headquarters » Synchronization
» QOverwhelming Force « Intratheater Mobility » Operations Security
T1° Diversity of Force « Joint Operations « Commander’'s Intent/Rules of
» National Command Authorities’ « Commander in Chief's intent Engagement
Intent + Rehearsals
+ Define Lanes
« Retesting Validity » Media » Doctrinally Sound Tactical
M. Nurturing (nternationalism Missions
» Media
E » International Law « Planning for Day after During + Impact of Leaders
X Execution » Relative Capabilities
E E « Creativity + Impact of Deception
c + Telavision
U
T T | « Continental U.S. weather » Weather (30-90 degrees) + Night
l RE—
0 o Training « Work the Plan—Update « Emphasizing Strengths
N —People « Command and Coatrol— ¢ Operations Security
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—Leaders o nieragency trol
» Equipment ¢ Lingatsty
+ Staying in Lanes
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decisive action can be done with careful
planning, well-rehearsed preparation and
forceful execution.

®m Joint and coalition forces can handle
complexity if rehearsal time is available.
Distributed simulations will enhance re-
hearsals.

These lessons in achieving simultaneity
are best explained by another look at the
chart on Page 20.

8 Interngtionn! considerations in plan-
ning. At the strategic level, coalitions pro-
vide the flexibility in regional considera-
tions (basing, overflight and the like). The
lack of a coalition can easily thwart simul-
taneity during strategic assembly and Jift.
In this case, some third country landing
rights were arranged, and the potential stra-
tegic impact of Cuba was carefully consid-
ered,

B Vision. A clearly articulated vision of
the “day after battle” is essential. The in-
tent or concept must be articulated in some
detail and commonly held by national, the-
ater and tactical leaders. It also must be
consistently reviewed and, if still valid, de-
fended throughout execution. Ever-changing
conditions pressure leaders, commanders
and warriors at every level that could lead
to unwarranted changes and the loss of si-
multaneity. In this case, it was useful to fre-
quently review the concept against the in-
tent of the National Command Authorities.

President Bush's instructions were clear:
create an environment safe for Americans,
ensure integrity of the Panama Canal, pro-

-
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vide a stable environment for the freely
elected Panamanian government and bring
Noriega to justice.

m Coneept. Of equal importance was the
simplicity and utility of the commander's
concept.

His drumbeats were night operations, swift
entry, overwhelming force, neutralization
of Noriega and the Panamanian Defense
Force, constant rehearsal (irigger event date
unknown), and rules of engagement that
facilitated minimal casualties and minimal
collateral damage consistent with safeguard-
ing American lives.

While there was clearly a bit of “how to”
in the guidance, generals and individual ser-
vicemembers understood it.

m Lanes. An important element in achiev-
ing simultaneity is the need for all Jeaders
to stay in their respective lanes and follow
mission orders. As mentioned earlier, this
presupposes the definition of what those
lanes are or might be,

n Just Cause, while there were numer-
ous opportunities for “stovepiped” or
skip-echelon guidance, none occurred.
There was a trust and confidence among the
leadership at the National Command Au-
thorities level and among the multiservice
group of conventional and special opera-
tions commanders, The biases, differences
and disagreements were left on hundreds
of sand tables and exercises and did not
make it to the battlefield.
@ Deception. From early summer 1969

'
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until 19 December, JTF Panama undertook
a series of well planned and well executed,
usually joint, operatiens from squad to bat.
talion size.

‘They often were centered around the nead
to demonstrate that the [J.S. military could
move freely about Panama in concert with
the accords of the Carter-Torrijos Treaty,
Each operation was also designed to collect
information about the response capabilities
of the PDF.

These operations not only provided val-
uable training and intelligence but helped
boost the confidence of the U.5. civilian
population in our forces.

Even more important was the deception
effect these operations had on Noriega and
the PDF. They proved essential to the sur-
prise achieved on 20 December. Each op-
eration helped condition the PDF and, in
particular, its leadership, to believe that
military force would be employed only in
small packages. Later, many PDF officers
said they had also viewed the series as evi-
dence that the U.S. military would never
attack.

What is the lesson here with regard to
simultaneity? It is simply that a valid, well-
prepared conditioning plan can convince
opposing leaders to adapt a mind-set that
leaves them unprepared for decisive action
or flexible response when the battle is joined.

In Just Cause, neither Noriega nor any
of his immediate subordinates were able to
exercise effective Jeadership at the crucial
time or place.

An M113 armored
. personnel cartier
covers & street in
. Papama City.




& Execution, (Work the plan/flexibility.}
Theoughout the early days of Just Cause,
there were a number of challenges to the
plan that were overcome by flexibility. lce
storms hampered departure for part of the
airborne force, Hostages taken by the PDF
had to be rescued, Radio stations continued
to transmit after having been initially sup-
pressed. Noriega was not captured in any
of his targeted headquarters.

Any one of these battlefield chajlenges
could have fixated major parts of the U.5.
force to the point that sledgehammer im-
pact would have been Jost. They did not.

Redundancy, rehearsal and reserves gave
commanders the Hexibility to deal rapidly
with each challenge and to keep the plan
generally intact, Every target had primary
and secondary forces assigned to it. All
forces had rehearsed the strikes in detail.
In additior, in each phase, there were small
packages of highly mobile, uncommitted
forces whose mission was to be prepared
to respond to the unknown. The result was
the maintenance of momentum that facili-
tated simultaneity,

m Negotiators. In the midst of operations,
the presence of skilled military negotiators is
important in avoiding possible stalemate.
During Just Cause, the lwo most notable
instances involved Noriega's surrender and
the “campaign in the west.”

With little warning, Maj. Gen. Mare Cis-
neros, the commanding general of JTF Pan-
ama and the deputy commanding general,
JTF South, was given the mission to act as
the contact between U.S. forces and the
Papal Nuncio. Neriega had fled to the nun-
cic’s enclave, which had diplomatic stand-
ing and could not be attacked. Gen, Cis-
neros was uniquely prepared for this task

A fire rages in a Panamnanian Defense Force headquarters compourn

and carried it out with great skill that led
to Noriega's arrest withoul bloodshed.

In the far western provinces of Panama,
there were a number of PDF garrisons be-
yond the reach of the initial 27 invasion
targets. To neutralize each garrison without
a series of fights, a “reinforced” negotiation
campaign was undertaken. A Special Forces
team approached each compound accom-
panied by a readily visible airmobile force,
Tagether, they proved successful in having
the garrisons surrender peacefully.

m Training. All examinations of simulta-
neity must include acknowledging the neces-
sity for and impact of training. Most Army
commanders in Just Cause were veterans of
the National Training Center and the Joint
Readiness Training Center.

The Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps
leaders also each had similar large-scale,
demanding training experiences. Qver and
over, the notion was stated that the battles
in Panama had already been fought before
—many times, in many places.

ten-year training revolution that in-

volved clear warfighting doctrine,

clear training doctrine and a gen-
eration of training center-experienced lead-
ers built the baseline for simultaneity and
success in just Cause.

We have had major elements of simulta-
neity in our doctrine for years. Mass, tim-
ing, synchronization of impacts and all of
the myriad tools that underline those no-
tions have been long understood.

What is different? The difference is that
the world has shrunk in the satellite era,
and war has become extremely lethal. We
also are now a force primarily based in the
continental United States. In the next ten

R T T RO CNN  Dc_

d tha day after the ini-

years, we will be asked to assemble and rap-
idly deploy to distant target areas, fight de-
cisively and precisely to achieve the nation’s
goals with a minimal loss of life, injury or
damage. We will be expected to conclude
operations rapidly and to redeploy to the
continental United States—all of these in
the light of public scrutiny.

Just Cause was in many ways the first
modern example of simultaneity—a com-
plex, difficult operaticn involving many
moving parts working in close harmony.
The result was irrefutable—mission accotr-
plished in short order with few casualties.

The principle of simultaneity is to use su-
perior military force in very precise appli-
<ations against an enemy in order to achieve
overwhelming power at all potential cen-
ters of gravity or sources of power within
a very short time to collapse resistance cata-
clysmically. This confines the violence of
the conflict in time and space and permits
rapid conflict termination on favorable terms
with minimal collateral damage and miri-
mal casualties.

Commanders have Jong sought to achieve
overwhelming success in as short a time as
possible. Most long campaigns started out
being short in concept. Germany'’s Schlief-
fer Plan visualized a short, erushing cam-
paign of a few weeks, but ended in the pro-
tracted trench warfare of World War L.

During our preparation for combat with
the Soviets in the Cold War period, U.S.
strategists often spake of the desirability ta
turn within the enemy commanders’ deci-
sion cycle. Simultaneity permits us to col-
lapse the enemy’s decision-making process
to the point of uselessness,

Perhaps the single toughest task in this
entire business is how to get started, Said

i

tiaf assault—the result of heavy damage inflicted by air support and Sheridan light tanks.
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stmply, when the planning sheet is blank,
what is it that drives the conceptualizer to
pursue simultaneity rather than a more se-
quential or incremental approach? There
are at least five conditions that are condu-
cive to thinking simultaneity:

® The availability of good intelligence
to identify enemy centers of gravity—those
places, people, weaponry, information nodes
or conditions that, if controlled, take away
the enemy’s flexibility.

& Clearly articulated, broadly supported,
universally understood end states—while an
operation may be envisioned as being phased,
the conditions signaling success must be
stated in sufficient detail and with sufficient
clarity to ensure understanding by the task
force commanders, the privates and the
American people.

m Opportunity for creating surprise (either
tactical, operational or strategic)—although
difficult in the satellite age, the ability to
conduct operatianal security and deception
operations are key factors in carrying out
simultaneity,

& Sufficient force of the right sort must
be made available to do the job—over-
whelming, prepared to operate jointly, well
rehearsed, timely.

m Decisive leadership at each echelon--
leadership that understands not only the
explicit orders but the implicit challenges,
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able to persevere regardless of the vagaries
of rapidly changing conditions.

Today, farces can be concentrated from
dispersed locations and applied to separated
but functionally linked objectives in a very
short time. Communications allow coordina-
tion of functions, forces and details of plan-
ning and execution as never before. Mobil-

/Bettmann

Reuters.

U.8. troops guard an approach to
the Vatican embassy, during the
negoliations that led to the surrender
of Manusi Noriega.

ity and communications technology are now
at hand to shrink the petiod of application
of forces 1o near simultaneity anywhere op,
the globe. The trends in the technology of
weapons design will lead to weapons of
greater precision and lethality which, when
applied in a focused near-simultaneous fash-
ion, will continue to increase our ability to
bring about quick, decisive results with min-
imal casualties and minimal collateral dam-
age.
What about the use of the principle of
simultaneity in future operations? If mili-
tary or paramilitary force is to be used de-
cisively, the objective should be to sa over-
load the oppuosition’s command and contral
system as to paralyze it. “Laying down” a
peacekeeping force in Bosnia quickly, in a
matter of hours, for example, would ¢reate
the physical presence for substantially re-
ducing resistance to the intervention.
Simultaneity makes that happen. To fail
to do this leaves the opposition with the
opportunity to retain arms and reposition
equipment, melt into the hinterlands or into
the population to wait for a call to arms
on different terms, thus wresting the initia-
tive away from U.S, military forces or UN
peacemaking forces, Gradualism is lo be
avoided. It will cost precious lives. Viet-
nam taught us that Jesson. o

everal years ago | was assigned to

Ft. McPherson, Ga., and it was my

custom to run at noon every day with
four or five other officers.

At the time, the post did not have

the athletic facility it has now, and our

ond floor of an cld warehouse. There
were no assigned lockers and little em-
phasis was given to rank.

As a group, we talked rather freely,
often about the lack of an adequate locker
room.

On ane particularly sweltering sum-
mer day, the air conditioner was out,
the heat and humidity unbearable, and
the complaints plentiful,

accompanied by 8 5 ASE

Speaking Freely

locker room was a small area on the sec-

Arsex will pay. on publication, from 25 to 850 for true. first-person anecdates Cortriburions wil be retutned only

I had just stripped down to shower,
and although I didn’t recognize the fel-
low dressing beside me, I remarked, ra-
ther offhandedly, “"This place might im-
prove if any of the generals around here
ever darkened the doorst”

He nodded in agreement, and [ went
to shower.

I was just finished when one of my
buddies, who had overheard my com-
ment, stuck his head in the shower ro0m
and said, “You might consider staying
in the shower a little longer. That guy
sitting beside you just put his shirt ot
and he’s a major generall”

Jomun C. LATIMER
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SHOWHARe

July 19,2002 7:05 AM

TO: Tom White

CC: Paul Wolfowitz b\)
Doug Feith
Gen. Myers ._(:é
Jim Haynes

VADM Giambastiani
Larry Di Rita

FROM:; Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: DOMS Missions

I want to start signing deployment and execute orders with respect to the Director

of Military Support missions.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
071902-1

Please respond by

A (njé/
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
A000 DEFENSE PENTAGON S
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203014000 ‘

INFO MEMO

PERSOMMEL AMD
READIMESS

September 4, 2002 — 4:00 PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: DAVID 5. C. CHU, UNDER SECREJARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEIL AND READIN £55] 7 LTC/J ¢ oy %f;{) OA

SUBJECT: Tenure at the Military Academies— SNOWFLAKE

. In a note to me earlier this summer, you expressed your opposition to
tenure at the Military Academices (attached).

. We don’t really have tenure at the Academies in the sense thal the term is
used in civilian universitics.

*  Civilian faculty (half of Naval Academy faculty, one quarter at the other
two) cither are appointed in a “career conditional” status (Army, Air
I‘oree) or in normal General Schedule carcer status (Navy), but with a
significantly longer probationary period. Especially in the Army/Air
Force case, current federal disciplinary regulations concerning
cmployce conduct and performance provide adequate controls on
substandard performance for faculty employees.

*  Military facultics are mostly on three-year rotational tours (among our
fonger tours!). The exceptions are “'senior military” billets at West
Point and the Air Force Academy, in which officers are awarded
professional status in the latter part of their careers through a
competitive process. These officers serve until retirement (about six
years at West Point, eight years at the Air Force Academy), but may be
rotated through operational tours at periodic intervals to bring them up
to date on operational practices, The Naval Academy is just beginning a
similar program,

Attachment: As stated

Prepared by: Captain Stephen M. Wellock "

X
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SHBVHSRe
o
TO: David Chu
FROM: Denald Rumsfeld (Q’\

DATE: July 23, 2002

SUBJECT:

I don’t think any military academy ought to have tenure for anyone. Tenure 1s a

sickness,

Thanks.

DHRsazn
072302.06

Please respond by:

11-L-0559/05D/11084
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TO: David Chu

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld O™
DATE: July 23,2002

SUBJECT:

[ don’t think any military academy ought to have tenure for anyone. Tenure is a

sickness.

Thanks.

DHR/azn
072302.06

Please respond by:

11-L-0559/0SD/11085
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July 22, 2002  8:00 AM

T0: Pete Aldridge

_FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld Y]\

SUBJECT: Innovation Entity

Please take a look at the innovation entity that CIA created. 1 think a man by the

name of[?(® |heads it up.

Please te}l us whether you think DoD ought to do anything like that.

Thanks.

[HR:dh
0722029

Please respond by (s % e loe

11-L-0559/05SD/11086
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SABWIT4Re

September 9, 2002 11:25 AM

TO: The Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Secretary of Veterans Affairs

CC: Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary of Defense
David Chu, Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel & Readiness

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld€y 2

SUBJECT: Initiatives o
-

I have been receiving positive reports on progress between Defense and VA s

regarding the President’s Veterans Health Care Task Force. I hope you are

hearing the same thing, and that you will let me know if there is anything that may

not be moving along as it should.

Thanks.

Attach,
08/28/02 USD(P&R) memo to SecDefre: “Monthly Progress Report on Department of
Defense/Veterans Affairs Initiatives for July 2002"

DHR:dh e
090902-32 e (M‘]
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON IT? NG 20 ™% 90
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 R

AUG 2 8 “r e
INFO MEMO SECDEF HAS SEEN
SEP 09 2002

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

/{Z’U(’ 4.,//;4,(:\0*"‘/’5 L 2
SUBJECT: Monthly Progress Report on Department of Defense/Vetdrins Affairs
Initiatives for July 2002

FROM: Under Secretary of Defe$OMEI and Readmcss)

o Presidential Task Force to Improve Health Care Delivery for Qur Nation’s
Veterans (Task Force). The Assistant Secretary of Defense, Health Affairs
briefed the Task Force on 10 July on current Department of Defense health care
initiatives with Veterans Affairs. Dr. Winkenwerder outlined his strategic
objectives with Veterans Affairs including the establishment of a single payment
rate for medical resource sharing; initiating programs to improve the exchange of
health information; increasing Veterans Affairs participation in the TRICARE
program; and developing an interagency strategic plan to identify a joint vision
and objectives for future Department of Defense/Veterans Affairs collaboration.

¢ Task Force Interim Report. The Task Force issued its Interim Report on July
31, 2002. General findings include the following:

1. Veterans Affairs and Department of Defense efforts must be to improve:

Interoperability --- business practices, medical records, information
technology systems, and financial systems;

Coordination —- joint procurement and strategic planning; and
Accountability --- top leadership commitment and performance
measurements.

2. Joint facilities and merger of programs will not yield desired results. Veterans
Affairs and Department of Defense have different missions.

3. Clear, sustained commitment of top leadership to collaboration is critical.
Efforts of carrent leadership were praised. Desire to make this permanent.

e The role of Veterans Affairs in the next generation of TRICARE Contracts.
The Assistant Secretary of Defense, Health Affairs approved language for the
Request for Proposal to remove barriers and encourage direct sharing between
military treatment facilities and Veterans Affairs Medical Centers.

Wi e AN froninan

Prepared by: Dr. Willtam Winkenwerder, Jr., MD ASD (HA) -~
pared by: ;.. _ASSISTANT DI RTTA

MiA GIAMBASTIAN) —
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HEWHERe

September 9, 2002 11:29 AM

TO: (en. Hagee

CC: Gen. Myers
Gordon England o
Gen. Jones —

<
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld @ ’
)

SUBJECT: Camp Pendleton Follow-Up

I was asked a question during my visit to Camp Pendleton about a citizenship
issue with respect to a 9/11 victim. The attached memo provides some

background info you may find helpful.

Thanks.

Attach.
08/302 USD(P&R) memo to SecDefre: “Washington Times Article ‘U.S. Ready to Boot
Grieving Grandma’”
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON Imr oz, Tty
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

INFO MEMO

s Augusbg) 002, 4:00 PM

FOR:  Secretary of Defense SEP 09 20m

FROM: David S. C. Chu, USD (Personnel and Readg_ess%z i / L/(, / /f@ oy 3“7‘&’%

SUBJECT: Washington Times Anicle “U.S. Ready to Boot Grieving Grandma”

e To provide you with information regarding the possible deportation of the mother of
a September 11, widow. You were asked about this issue during your appearance at
Pendleton, and committted to give solving the problem “a good try.”

¢ Mrs. M. Hemenway is the surviving spouse of Petty Officer 1% Class Ronald F.
Hemenway who died in the attack on the Pentagon. Mrs. Hemenway’s mother, Mrs.
Jolanda Sannino, 79, was transported by the Navy from Italy to assist her daughter
and two grandchildren in the aftermath of the attack. Mrs. Sannino's one-year visa
expires September 13, 2002.

¢ Press accounts would have you believe that the bureaucracy has been unfeeling. Not
true.

» A relatively senior lmmigration and Naturalization Service (INS) official is handling
this case personally. INS is prepared to grant Ms. Sannino a temporary visa, good
for 6 months.

¢ Situation is complicated in that Mrs. Hemenway is not an American citizen, She
will be naturalized in about two months.

e Mrs. Hemenway has been uncooperative (despite Navy efforts) in meeting
requirements to complete necessary paperwork and meet scheduled appointments
that address her citizenship visa questions

s When Mrs. Hemenway becomes a citizen, her mother can be recognized as the
family member of a citizen and can seek to become a resident alien.

e Navy and INS appear firm that this will have a positive outcome.

RECOMMENDATION: None. Information only.

—~JSPL ASSISTANT Df RITA
COORDINATION: N/A SR MA GIAMBASTIAN
DO ;
PREPARED BY: John Molino, DASD (MC&FP), C WHITMORE | 2% 173
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July 19,2002 7:13 AM
Novpourzd
TO: Doug Feith
FROM:  Donald Rumsfcld }f\q

SUBJECT: Preemption

Let’s get that paper on the cancept of preemption turned into a memo to the \\)\J
President. ' e
Thanks.

DHR dh
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ﬁ' THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

\ ' WASHINGTON

SEP 10 2M

gsecs

Rear Admiral J.L. Betancourt, Jr., USN
Commander

Navy Region Southwest

937 North Harbor Drive

San Diego, CA 92132-5100

Dear Admiral Betancourt:

It was a pleasure seeing you on my recent trip to San

Diego. 1 appreciate the hospitality and hard work that was
evident throughout.

Sincerely,

2.4F

042G/

14526 02
11-L-0559/05D/11092
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Rear Admiral J.L. Betancourt, Jr., USN /N
Commander ‘/(M
Navy Region Southwest ’ R
937 North Harbor Drive AT b e
San Diego, CA 92132-5100 ,f

v

Dear Admiral Betancourt:

It was a pleasure seeing you on my recent trip to San

Diego. I appreciate the hospitality BWM
v / . Jrod rvs Condr) /juxjék/ .

_Plegse cogvey irh k and—
. pro sggaﬁs/m

Sincerely,

11-L-0559/0SD/11093
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TO: Larry Di Rita

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld fi)
DATE: August 29, 2002
SUBJECT:

Let's send a thank you to Admiral J. L. Betancourt for his hospitality in San

Diego.
0430, 30 Avg
ccy Lobat
DHBAz A 167/
Please respond by:
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July 22,2002 7:50 AM

1

TO: Doug Feith

-~ FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ™

fﬁ; “ SUBJECT: Reward Program

61[‘1 Please get me the information on the Department of State reward program. I want

1o know what they have given out. [ don't need to know the names, but [ nced to

-7
2000

know what dollars they have given out, for what purposes and on what dates.

Thanks.

DHA&:dh
0722Q2-5
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Suowflake

August 15,2002 4:26 PM

TO: Gen. Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Qﬁ\

SUBJECT: Computers in South Korea

7230

You are going to get back to me on the subject of jamming our computers in South

Korea.
Please advise.

Thanks.

DHR:Ak
(R1502-26
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TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7D ﬁ\
DATE: July 23, 2002

SUBJECT: Violation of Airspace

I want to know what the Justice Department will do to stiffen the penalties on this o
flying near the White House. G

Thanks.

DHR/azn
072302.11

Attach: 7/18/02 Info Memo re: Violation of Airspace

Please respond by: rﬁll’:b ] O
!
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

INFO MEMO

GENERAL COUNSEL

July 18, 2002, 5:00 PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes 11, General Counsel W—

SUBJECT: Your Question About Violation of Airspace

¢ You commented that one of the ways to keep people from flying close to
the White House and Capitol is to start prosecuting violators of the no-fly
zone.

s OnJuly 2, 2002, I spoke with the General Counsel, Department of
Transportation (DOT), and Chief Counsel of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), both of whom are working on this issue.

e The General Counsel of DOT provided me a briefing paper summarizing
what DOT is doing to stop the airspace violations.

o Post September 11 airspace violations demonstrate a substantial
disregard for safety and security. Accordingly, violations will
_usually result in a 30-90 day license suspenston for single,
‘inadvertent, first-time operation within a restricted or prohibited area
and a license revocation for a deliberate violation.

o New initiatives by the FAA include posting graphic displays of
restricted areas on the Internet and meeting with pilot organizations
to enlist their assistance in increasing pilot awareness of the
restrictions. They intend to continue to work with the Defense
Department on better ways to publicize restrictions.

¢ I provided the Deputy Secretary with talking points for a telephone call to
the Deputy Secretary of Transportation. (See attached.) I understand he
made the call.

Coordination: NONE

SPL AGSISTANT Di RITA
Attachments: SR MA GIAMBASTIAN!
As stated. MA BUCC o
‘5 EXECSEC WHITMORE ;Jﬁi(“
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July 3, 2602 12:49 PM

TO: Jim Haynes
3% FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /\]\ -

SUBJECT: Violation of Airspace

One of the ways to keep people from flying close to the White House and the
Capitol and clarify who the planes are that are up there is to start prosecuting the

people who break the no-fly zone over the White House and the Capitol.

Please get work going on that.

Thanks.
DHR:dh
070302-9
Please respond by Oy {/ 0 P/ 0% 7/2 o
/7‘/¢7 ned ,4,,-_7 anlte ‘*’ﬁ'{@
Larry i Ritg
7/2:2-—

d 7 qy;;w""

11-L-0559/08D/11099



Ay

* xE

Ly

GENERAL COUNSEL
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

7/’9’/0 z

NoTE2 R DETSEC DEF

. /\)Qc,DMMM [ 2ol 4
Dﬁg‘i‘] &“‘h”? OF Tfm%)nmﬂ
, «:ﬁao&p’ ﬁ’(k‘:‘) f“;"{?_

st
Wt

11-L-0559/0S8D/11100



Talking Points for Tf’}g)%};nm' call ta Deputy Secretary of Transportation
(Michael Jackson

o The threat of aerial attacks in the national capital region is significant,
¢ DoD has a CAP over the Washington area fo engage any attackers.

» We understand there have been a large number of unauthorized
intrusions into the restricted.airspace since September 11.

» We hear that these intruders have been “innocent” of malicious intent,
but even so, this “clutter” is not helpful — and apparently is not

decreasing.

e This “clutter” is dangerous for at least three reasons:

o Each intruder is at risk of being shot down.
o Each intruder diverts attention from the real bad guys,

nullifying the CAP .
o Each intruder drains costly resources

¢ Because of this, we want to make doubly sure that DoT and FAA are
doing everything they can to reduce this clutter, such as:

o Revoking licenses

o' Imposing substantial financial penalties for violating the
restrictions, whatever the rcason for the violation

o Publicizing widely the dangers and the consequences

o Other?

s

e Jim Haynes spoke yesterday with your general counsel (Kirk Van
Tine) and the chief counsel of the FAA (David Leitch), who are

working on the issue.

o [ would appreciate your following up closely on this important and
urgent matter.

11-L-0559/0SD/11101



GEMERAL COUNBEL

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C, 20301-1800

INFO MEMO
July 31, 2002, 8 AM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes 11, General Counselb\-uq"f“'ﬂsl o2

SUBJECT: Criminal Enforcement of Airspace Violations

¢ You asked what the Department of Justice was doing to stiffen the
penalties on flying near the White House in violation of airspace restrictions (TAB
A).

¢ The enforcement attorney at the FAA says that no criminal statute covers
the White House. As I noted in my previous memo, the FAA uses regulatory and
civil sanctions to sanction violators.

o Attorneys at the Justice Department say that there is a federal
misdemeanor statule that covers violations of airspace resiricted “in the interest of
national defense.”” However, thosc restricted areas cover military operating areas,
not the White House.

¢ | have asked Peter Verga, Special Assistant for Homeland Security, to
pursue an interagency solution through the working groups under the Homeland
Security Council. In the meantime, my staff has begun to work directly with
attorneys at Justice and the FAA to fashion alternatives to permit prosecution of
those who violate White House restricted airspace.

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared by: Jim Schwenk"®

<o
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GEMNERAL COUNGEL

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. <, 20301-1600

INFO MEMO
July 31, 2002, 8 AM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes I, General Counselm‘““r‘?]sr od-

SUBJECT; Criminal Enforcement of Airspace Violations

¢ You asked what the Department of Justice was doing to stiffen the
penalties on flying near the White House in violation of airspace restrictions (TAB
A).

¢ The enforcement attorney at the FAA says thal no criminal statute covers
the White House, As I noted in my previous memo, the FAA uses regulatory and
civil sanctions to sanction violators.

o Attorneys at the Justice Department say that there is a federal
misdemeanor statute that covers violations of airspace restricted “in the interest of
national defense.” However, thosc restricted areas cover military operating areas,
not the White House.

o | have asked Peter Verga, Special Assistant for HHomeland Security, to
pursue an interagency solution through the working groups under the Homeland
Security Council. In the meantime, my staff has begun to work directly with
altorneys at Justice and the FAA to fashion alternatives to permit prosecution of
those who violate White House restricted airspace.

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments:
As stated

(b)(6)

Prepared by: Jim Schwenk/
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TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7D ﬁ\
DATE: July 23, 2002

SUBJECT: Violation of Airspace

I want to know what the Justice Department will do to stiffen the penalties on this o
flying near the White House. G

Thanks.

DHR/azn
072302.11

Attach: 7/18/02 Info Memo re: Violation of Airspace

Please respond by: rﬁll’:b ] O
!
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

INFO MEMO

GENERAL COUNSEL

July 18, 2002, 5:00 PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes 11, General Counsel W—

SUBJECT: Your Question About Violation of Airspace

¢ You commented that one of the ways to keep people from flying close to
the White House and Capitol is to start prosecuting violators of the no-fly
zone.

s OnJuly 2, 2002, I spoke with the General Counsel, Department of
Transportation (DOT), and Chief Counsel of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), both of whom are working on this issue.

e The General Counsel of DOT provided me a briefing paper summarizing
what DOT is doing to stop the airspace violations.

o Post September 11 airspace violations demonstrate a substantial
disregard for safety and security. Accordingly, violations will
_usually result in a 30-90 day license suspenston for single,
‘inadvertent, first-time operation within a restricted or prohibited area
and a license revocation for a deliberate violation.

o New initiatives by the FAA include posting graphic displays of
restricted areas on the Internet and meeting with pilot organizations
to enlist their assistance in increasing pilot awareness of the
restrictions. They intend to continue to work with the Defense
Department on better ways to publicize restrictions.

¢ I provided the Deputy Secretary with talking points for a telephone call to
the Deputy Secretary of Transportation. (See attached.) I understand he
made the call.

Coordination: NONE

SPL AGSISTANT Di RITA
Attachments: SR MA GIAMBASTIAN!
As stated. MA BUCC o
‘5 EXECSEC WHITMORE ;Jﬁi(“
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July 3, 2602 12:49 PM

TO: Jim Haynes
3% FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /\]\ -

SUBJECT: Violation of Airspace

One of the ways to keep people from flying close to the White House and the
Capitol and clarify who the planes are that are up there is to start prosecuting the

people who break the no-fly zone over the White House and the Capitol.

Please get work going on that.

Thanks.
DHR:dh
070302-9
Please respond by Oy {/ 0 P/ 0% 7/2 o
/7‘/¢7 ned ,4,,-_7 anlte ‘*’ﬁ'{@
Larry i Ritg
7/2:2-—
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Talking Points for Teﬁ%mumnﬂmum Secretary of Transportation
(Michael Jackson

o The threat of aerial attacks in the national capital region is significant,
¢ DoD has a CAP over the Washingion area to engage any attackers.

» We understand there have been a large number of unauthorized
intrusions into the restricted.airspace since September 11.

s We hear that these intruders have been “innocent” of malicious intent,
but even so, this “clutter” is not helpful — and apparently is not

decreasing.

e This “clutter” is dangerous for at least three reasons:

o Each intruder is at risk of being shot down.
o Each intruder diverts attention from the real bad guys,

nullifying the CAP _
o Each intruder drains costly resources

¢ Because of this, we want to make doubly sure that DoT and FAA are
doing everything they can to reduce this clutter, such as:

o Revoking licenses

o' Imposing substantial financial penalties for violating the
restnctions, whatever the rcason for the violation

o Publicizing widely the dangers and the consequences

o Other?

s

e Jim Haynes spoke yesterday with your general counsel (Kirk Van
Tine) and the chief counsel of the FAA (David Leitch), who are

working on the issue.

o [ would appreciate your following up closely on this important and
urgent matter.

11-L-0559/0SD/11108
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August 5, 2002 9:30 AM

TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld (Df\

SUBJECT: Airspace Violations

I can’t imagine why if the restricted area covers military operating areas, it

J
O
-

wouldn’t cover the White House as well. That is the Commander-in-Chief,

Thanks.

Attach.

07/31/02 GC memo to SecDef re: Criminal Enforcement of Airspace Violations

DHR:dh
080502-12

Please respond by o[ 20 [or
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August 12,2002 2:36 PM
TO: Gen. Pace J 6

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld ﬂ’\ s
A
SUBJECT: Future Combat Vehicles -
Please give me your views as JROC Chairman on this memo from Pete Aldndge.
Thanks.
Attach,
08/06/02 USD(AT&L) memo to SecDef re: Army and Marine Corps Future Combat Vehicles
DHR:dh
081202-37
~ Please respond by 0 4, o Lj" L
-
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Snowflake

January 11,2002 3:40 PM

TO: Torie Clarke

FROM:  Donald Rumsfcl@{\-

SUBJECT: Stories

Someone ought to run down what the fellow in the back of the room said about the
Foreign Ministry of Afghanistan saying that they had released those 6 or 7 people.

I can’t believe it, but we ought to run it down and see if it is true.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
Di1102-19

Please respond by

Ul4635 02
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January 12,2002 12:03 PM

TO: Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld <\-,) ‘\
SUBJECT: Letters of Condolence

I think I probably ought to write the spouse or parents, whichever one, of any

person who is killed in the war on terrorism, even if it is not in combat. The letter
et

drafted for Mrs. Chapman was excellent. I den’t think I should write the parents.

N

Thanks.

DHR:dh
011202-11
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January 12,2002 11:07 yvf

g

/
TO: Larry Di Rita /‘/\Q N
Powell Moore Qﬁi N / X
Toric Clarke /4 Y
%

Paul Wolfowitz |
7

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld $/

SUBJECT: New Name for PK-HA
/)
Please take 2 look a look at this memo from Doug Feith. Tell me what you think
the name should be. /../
4‘/
Thanks. //"
1/’
Attach. Py
01/05/02 USD(P) Action Memo to S¢éDef re: Title Change [U00339/02]
/
DHR:dh /-/
011202-9 g
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Please respond by . o 1 25[.91/
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January 16, 2002

Memo to Sech'fi N ¥

Subj: Title Change for the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
e Doug’s proposal is:

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations and
Humanitarian Affairs

o [t fits the responsibilities but strikes me as cumbersome.

* [ propose shortening it to:

eputy Assistant Secretary for Stability Operations

A i S

11-L-0659/0SD/11114 iy



THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ™ '
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 2T BN -2 Moo 57

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000 309 |am -;&EE 55)30 PK

AcTioN MEMCSECDEF HAS

" JAN 1 2 2002
+# > FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

1
FROM: Douglas I. Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy /\33 e le

SUBJECT: Title Change for DASD for Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Affairs

You asked if we shoutd change Joe Collins' title from DASD Peacekeeping and
Humanitarian Affairs to a broader phrase (TAB 1).
His responsibilities cover a wide functional portfolio as indicated below:

» Interagency political-military planning for complex contingencies, complex /
humanitarian emergencies, and natural disasters;

» Non-Combatant Evacuation Operations, embassy protection, and migrant
operations;

e Support to peace negotiations, international peace operations, and DoD support to
peace operations;

¢ Building foreign capacity for complex contingency operations;

¢ DoD programs in humanitarian assistance, demining, and HIV/AIDS programs;
and,

* Landmine policy and DoD participation in laws of war issues, e.g., Convention on
Conventional Weapons.

Given these responsibilities, an approprate title for Dr. Collins is DASD for Stability
Operations and Humanitanan Affairs.

RECOMMENDATION: Approve title, “DASD for Stability Operatlons and_
‘Humanitarian Affairs.”

COORDINATION: None.

CE 7=

Attachments: As stated

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Matthew Vaccaro, SO/LIC (PK-HA),
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November 15,2001 11:30 AM

TO: Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \“\

SUBJECT: Collins’ Title

Should we change Joe Collins’ title with “peacekeeping” in it to some nice,

broader phrase?
Thanks.

DHR:dh
111501-16
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January 12,2002 11:04 AM \°
TO: Torie Clarke
t >
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld |) N >
S
SUBJECT: Press Briefings J
A couple of thoughts on press briefings:
1. Should we ask them to speak standing up and say their name and the
organization they represent?
2. I notice in the press briefings that it is almost impossible to hear what the
question is. Should we have a better microphone system where people can
be heard in the questions so the listening audience can know what they
asked?
Thanks.
DHR:dh
011202-8
Please respond by __ ©1 116 jor
S
C
5
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January 12, 2002 9:07 AM

g

TO: David Chu
FROM: Donald Rumsteld an'

SUBJECT: Benefils

Attached is a suggestion from Bill Timmons. Why don’t you take a look at it?

Thanks.

Attach,
01/09/02 Timmons ltr to SecDef, “Victim Compensation™

or¥

DHR:dh
011202-2
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JAN. 9.2002 2:57PM “IMVONS & €O NO. 9298 P 1

FAX ! '
TIMMONS AND COMPANY 4 % /
SUITE 850
1850 K STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20006
PHONE: (b)(6)
(b)}6)

Number of pages (including cover page). 2

DATE: January 9, 2002
TO: _The Hanarabhle Danald Bumsfeld
{b)(6)

,/

FROM: William E. Timmons <
e’
— Gc/e/ -
woé«'ﬁiav( o e

Attachment 1€ yom are

Fhnn, 4 Cortety  fod ferac <o
fore Di Chu /)uw@iw
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(AN 9.2007 2570 TINMONS & €O k. 9298 .

-

VIA FAX

Memorandum for the Honorable Donald Rumsfeld
From: Bill Timmeons M
Date: 9 January 2002

Subject: Victim Compensation

Don, ]I suggest you consider a program to compensate the families
of military {(and other government officials such as CIA} who die in the
line of duty in the Afghanistan theater of operations.

I watch the bizarre management of U.S. government, Red Cross,
Salvation Army, and many other organizations’ funds raised in the
aftermath of 11 September. Amounts of benefits apparently are
calculated on formulas that include number and ages of dependents,
salary, lifetime income expectation, pain and suffering, and who knows
what else (life insurance?). As tragic and heart rendering as these cases
are, the fact is that other than the heroic firefighters, police, and
emergency workers most victims were at the wrong place at the wrong
time....and were not serving in defense of our country. I understand that
some famulies are receiving many millions of dollars in compensation.

However, families of military and intelligence officers have no
corresponding benefits even though victims are on the front line of our
nation’s battle against terrorists. This is wrong!

Therefore, it seems to me that you might request Congress as well
as the various charitable organizations to compensate the families of
those who lose their lives in combat and support operations during the
current conflict in a manner similar to programs for civilians. This might
even be appropriate for the President’s State of the Union Address. |
think it would be well received by all patriotic Americans.

Just a thought.

11-L-0559/0SD/11120
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& THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON

Mr, William E. Timmons
Timmons and Company
Suite 850

1850 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Bill,

Thanks so much for your note on compensation. |
appreciate it.

1 will get David Chu to look into it. 1 understand
there are some things that happen automnatically, but itis a
good idea and we will sort through it.

| Best cgards,

11-L-0559/0SD/11121
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January 14,2002 7:36 AM
TO: Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld % S
S
SUBJECT: Enron ~O
I wonder if we ought to tell AP and the Washington Time the truth, namely that
did not own any Enron, Joyce did. She did not own individual shares, she owned
an S&P 500 stock fund that had to own Enron because it was part of the S&P 500,
and the fund owned a small number of shares of ecach stock in the S&P 500. The
stock fund was sold in February 2001, shortly after I was sworn in.
When you think you have it written down, you should check the phraseology with
me and then with Terry Robbins, so we are absolutely right.
Thanks.
DHR:dh
0114024
Please respond by ©1 [15] 02
~
h
S
N

Ulse4l 02
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January 14,2002 8:35 AM
TO: Larry Di Rita
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld 1) @
SUBJECT: Danforth MilAir
I talked to Colin Powell and Condi. They made no promises to John Danforth
about airplanes or jets or anything else, so we don’t have to do a lick.
Thanks.
DHR:ih
011402-10
Please respond by
S
N
A
N
Ul4642 02
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January 14,2002 7:24 2 &
TO: Larry Di Rita
ROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: Confirmation Process

qoq ¢cd

I think people are going to focus on the slow confirmation process this month.

Please give me a piece of paper that shows the date I sent each name to the White

House and the date they were sworn in, so pegple will see how long it took.

- 0@/
L1402 _ary Di Bits
Please respond by / !

Ulse 43 02

11-L-0559/0SD/11124



Position
Secretary

(Legislative Affairs)
(Public Affairs)

IS0y (ATRL)

ATSD (NCB)

USD (Policy)
DUSD (P)
ASD (ISP)
ASD (I1SA)
ASD (SOLICY

USD (Comptrolier)
General Counsel
Dir. (OT&E)
laspector General
ASD (C3I)

USD (P&R)

ASD (Force Mgt Policy)
ASD {Health Affairs)
ASD (Reserve Affairs)

RMATION STATUS 1/18/01

Name

Paul Wolfowitz

Powell Moore
Tane Clarke

Pete Aldridge
Michael Wynne
Diane Morales
Ron Sega

Dale Klein

Doug Feith

Steve Cambone

1.D. Crouch

Peter Rodman

Tom White {Acting)

Dav Zakheini
Jim Haynes
Tom Christie
Joe Schmitz
Johr Stenbit

David Chu

Charlie Abell

Bill Winkenwerder
TBD

Average days

SecDef Selected/

Sent to WH

1720

2/20
2120

2/t4

4/20
4/4
55

H16

3/1
Y21
3721
372

723
2120
473
330
4/4

2/26
2726
7729

Days from_

Selection to
Nomination

25

63

69
52
61
65
52

59
B
46
53

50
63
51
78
99

33

50

Nominaled

2/15

423
475

4/23
/12
6/5
Tz
10/18

4/30
612
57
5/14

313
4/23
5/24
618
113

4/30
3/2%
21

Days from
Nomination (o

Confirmation

13

2
37
84
58

43
24
48

20

26

34
25

35

11-L-05659/0SD/11125

Confirmed

2/28

5/1
517

5/8
iz
712

813
118

712
119
8/

112

5/1
507
T2

83

5/26

573
10/16

Sworn-in

32

5/4
5/22

5/10
117
"I
B/14
H/15

7116
8/1
&/6

6

5/4
5724
7

817

6/1

5/8
10/29

Days from
Sclection to

Swearing-in
42

T4
92

86
87
103
97
119

135
130
135
ts

101
94

123

95

72
90

100

o\personnel status reporticonfirmation matrix



Position

ecretary
Under Secretary
Acquisition
Financial Management
Manpower & Reserve Aff,
Installations & Env.

General Counsel

Atr Force

Secretary

Under Secretary
Acquisition

Financial Management
Manpower & Reserve All,
Installations & Env.
General Counsel

Army

Secretary

Tnder Secretary
Acquisition

Financial Management
Marpower & Reserve Aff.
Installations & Env.
General Counsel

Civil Works

@MATION STATUS 1/18/01

Name

Gordon England
Susan Livingstone
John Young

Dino Aviles

Bill Navas

H.T. Johnson
Alberto Mora

Jim Roche

Peier Teets

Marvin Sambur
Michael Montelongo
Michael Dominguez
Nelson Gibbs

Mary Walker

Tom White
Les Brownlee
Claude Bolton
Sandra Pack
Reggie Brown
Mario Frori
Steven Morello
Mike Parker

Averape days

Days from

SecDef Sclected/  Selection to

Sent to WH Nomination
2/28 60
4/3 34
4713 59
4/3 69
4/5 62
5/1 57
413 69
2/28 67
8/10 80
4f5 116
4714 38
545 57
4122 30
8410 45
2/28 61
7431 90
9/6 62
120 80
4420 52
5/1 71
4/2 65
5£7F 42
65

Nominated

4/30
5/7
6/12
6/12
6/7
6/28
6/12

517
10/30
/31
6/12
T2
T2
B/25

5/1
10/30
11/8
10/10
6/12
712

6/19

Days from

Nomination to_

Confirmation

22
72
30
3¢
35
35
37

17
37
98
30

2]

2]

23

42
28
a0
21
35
97

37

11-L-0559/0SD/11126

Confirmed

522
7/19
7112
712
7712
8/3
719

5124
12/7
11/8
7712
8/3
8/3
11/8

5/24
11/8
12/20
11/8
712
8/3
7/12
9/26

Sworn-in

524
725
i
117
77
8/7
725

6/1
12/13
11/26
3/6
8/13
910
12711

5/31
11714
12
11/14
716
8/13
7/26
10/2

Days from,
Selection to

Swearing-in

121
112
94

104
102
96

1t2

91
483
591
112

88
498
121

90
104
116
114
86
102
114
505

188

o:\personnel status reporticonfirmation matrix
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January 14,2002 12:52 PM

TO: Pete Aldridge

CC: Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld D’\

SUBJECT: Report on Industrial Base

Thanks for your report on the health of the industrial base. 1t looks like you are
moving.

Paul, what do you think about either you or Dov Zakheim sending this to OMB, so

they know what we are doing?

Thanks.

59

Attach.
01/09/02 USD(AT&L) memo to SecDef, Health of the Indusinzl Base

DHR.dh
01140245

Please respond by o} v o

3
“\
3
S
Uliée4s 02 N
11-L-0559/0SD/11127
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SECDEF HAS SEEN /’ o

JAN 1 4 2007

January 9, 2002

To:  Secretary of Defense™~—-
Deputy Secretary of Defense
Tom White
Gordon England
Jim Roche

From: Pete Aldri
Subjeet: Health of the Industrial Base

When I came on-board in May 2001, I established five specific goals for AT&L, one of
which was to improve the health of the defense industrial base. The motivation for this
goal was the fact that a strong industrial base was essential to provide the superior
military capabilities required by our armed forces. A healthy industrial base was more
competitive, more innovative, better able to attract essential talent, and more attractive to
external investors.

The goal had two aspects: 1} improve the health of our “traditional” contractors; and,
2) encouraging “non-traditional” contractors to do business with DoD, by being more
“commercial friendly”.

Attached are some 20 initiatives I have started within AT&L to accomplish this goal.
These initiatives cover the areas of profit policy, shared cost savings, performance-based
payments, cost accounting standards, commercial-friendly contracts, public-private
partnering, improving export control processes, international cooperation, improving the
internal merger and acquisition review process, and performing industrial base
assessments. If accomplished, all of these should go a long way to accomplish the goal,
and we have metrics to measure our progress.

For information only.

Attachment

11-L-0559/0SD/11128



Health of Defense Industrial Base

Objective: Adopting Commercial Practices - Establish a strategic approach to the adoption of
commercially friendly acquisition practices in all functional disciplines.

Pricing/Payment

1. Use of performance-based pavments (Al/DP) {(Goal 3 #1):
USD (AT&L) policy of November 2000 encouraged the use of Performance-Based Payments (PBP) for fixed

price contracts, linking contractor financing to actual performance. Al produced a Uset’s Guide to
Performance-Based Payments in Jan 2001. Al continues to lead multi-service/agency IPT that developed a
PBP Distance Learning Module (DLM) in November 2001, is monitoring a DFAS cycle time pilot and
developing C-17 lessons leamned module in partnership with Boeing. Projected completion date for the
C-17 module is May 2002,

2. Reform Cost Accounting Standards & Cost Principles (DP) (Goal 3 #2):

Currently revising the FAR 1o clarify that cost principle rules do not apply to firm-fixed price or fixed-price
with economic price adjustment contracts awarded without the submission of certified cost or pricing data,
Encourage the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) Board to pursue proposed streamlining revisions to the CAS
provided by the USD (AT&L) in September 2000. Continue to streamline cost principles. Projected
completion date is October 2002.

3. Shared Saving for Contractor Cost Efficiencies (DP/AP) (Goal 3 #3);

Develop incentive approaches to motivate contractors to eliminate excess and underutilized facilities and
achieve other cost efficiencies. Projected completion date to publish a final Defense Federal Acquisition
Regulation Supplement is Septernber 2002,

4. Profit Policv (DP) (Goal 3 #4):

Revise the cost based incentives policy (“Profit Policy™) to provide more commercial-style incentives for
innovation, cost efficiencies, and contractor investment in independent research and development and less for
capital investments. Projected completion date to publish a final Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation
Supplement is April 2002.

8. Implement the New Cost Share Policy (DP/ARA/AT (Goa) § #1):

Recent USD (AT&L) policy requires that the government minimize the use of cost sharing and specifically
directs suspension of the use of IR&D 1o suppiement funding of defense programs unless there 1s a reasonable
probability of a commercial application related to the research and development effort. Changes are being
made to the DoD 5000 series to reinforce this requirement. Projected completion date to publish a revised
DoD 5000 series is January 2002,

Acquisition Strategy & Oversight
6. Change the DoD Cultural Mindset Regarding Intellectual Property (AL/DP) (Goal 3 #5):

Many potential non-traditional commercial companies are reluctant to do business with DoD. Government
treatment of their intellectual property (IP) rights is the most often-cited rationale for that reluctance. The
challenge is then to develop and provide practical guidance and educate the acquisition workforce in both
government and industry as to the inherent flexibility of existing regulatory guidance regarding IP and thus
bring about a paradigm shift in the treatment of IP. Projected completion date to submit legislative changes
is March 2002.

Green — lmplementing Phase Bhlue - Defining Phase Italics — New Initiatives Page 1
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7. Reform government property management to commercial-like practices (AI/DP/ARA) {(Goal 3 #6);
Lead a team to ensure the Federal Acquisition Regulation regarding Government Property in the Hands of
Contractors adopts commercial practices to the maximum extent. Projected completion date to publish final
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement rule is December 2002.

8. Expand FAR coverage on commercial contract tvpes & incentives (AI/DP} (Goal 3 #7):

A policy encouraging use of long-term contracts, non-cost based incentives and recognition for consistent
excellent performance using commercial style incentives was signed by USD AT&L on 4 Jan 200] focused on
enabling DoD to access non-traditional suppliers and expand the Defense industrial base. Established
commercial contracting goals in a USD (AT&L) memorandum on Feb 5, 2001, Published a guidebook titled
“Incentive Strategies for Defense Acquisitions.” The next step is to expand Federal Acquisition Regulation
coverage on commercial contract types and incentives. Also, refining commercial policies (Part 12) by
providing a guidebook on clarifying use of commercial item determinations. Projected completion date to
publish final Federal Acquisition Regulation rule is October 2002.

Performance-Based Requirements including Logistics

9. Institutionalize packaging reform and expand industrv-packaging pilots (Al/Log) (Goal 3 #9):
Packaging reform initiative seeks to move DoD) packaging practices to more commercial-like packaging
practices. Pilots were established two years ago with General Electric (GE) and Honeywell. This pilot effort
is expanding to bring in Raytheon and other interested participants. Changes to the DFARS, MIL-STD-2073,
Logistics Material Management Regulation (DoD-4140) and the DoD 5000 series are in process to
institutionalize the pilot results. Projected completion of all regulation changes is January 2003.

10. Expand Strategic Supplier Alliances (SSA) (DLA/A)) (Goal 3 #10):

SSA is a buyer/seller agreement that transcends purchasing transactions resulting in reduced costs and delivery
times. It focuses on improving and expanding S§As by standardizing the process and preparing a lesson
learned guidebook. The senior level-working group is developing alternatives for component acquisition
executive participation and to streamline the process to establish additional SSAs with our major suppliers.
Projected date to identify new strategic supplier alliances with the components is March 2002.

11, Adopt Public-Private Partnering for Depot-Level Maintenance {L&MR/AL (Goal 3 #11):

DoD is not free to choose the most cost effective depot—when choosing between public and private sector
resulting in increased cost to DoD. Use public-private partnering arrangements where it makes good business
sense to maximize use of capacity, reduce ownership costs of infrastructure, reduce costs of products and
services, and leverage recapitalization of plant and equipment.

Export Control Process

12. Improve Export Control Management (QUSDP/DUSD/ITS} (Goal 3 #12):

Current export licensing policies and procedures were developed for the Cold War era and are ill suited for the
interconnected global economy of the 21* century. These policies and procedures are outdated and adversely
affect the competitiveness of the U.S. defense industrial base. Improve the transparency of the license request
review process by establishing electronic connectivity between industry, State, Commerce & DoD to
electronically process export license requesis and associated technical data. In our studies we are identifying
critical technologies that require export control, ¢.g. aerospace, missile, space and UAV in order to provide a
realistic feed to the munitions control list. Projected completion date to demonstrated interoperability to
be accomplished by late spring-—if Dept of State supplies requisite data.

Green — Implementing Phase Blue - Defining Phase ltalics — New Initiatives Page 2
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13. Update of US Munitions List (OUSDP/DUSD/IPATS) (Goal 3 #13):
Review US ML for appropriate additions, deletions, transfers to CCL and clarifications. Projected
completion date for all Tranches is February 2003.

14. Conclude binding agreements on ITAR Country Exemptions with UK and Australia
(OUSDP/DUSD/ITS) Goal 3 #14):

Negotiate agreements with the U.K. and Australia for ITAR exemptions in order to speed export license
requests. Promulgate exemptions by July 2002,

15. Issue Implementing Guidelines for DoD Component Use of Existing ITAR Exemptions
{QUSDP/DUSDATS ) (Goal 3 #15):

Issue guidance 1o the DoD components to enhance the use of existing ITAR exemptions. Projected
completion date for issuance of DoD Guidance on use of existing ITAR exemptions is dependent on
USDP action and cannot occur before April-May 2002.

International Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Cooperation

16. Declaration of Principles (DoP) Activities (IC):

The SecDef and his UK. counterpart signed the U.S.-U.K. Declaration of Principles for Defense Equipment
and Industrial Cooperation on February 5, 2001. A “Statement of Principles” of a similar nature was signed by
the SecDef and his Australian counterpart on July 17, 2001. Both of these documents set forth a mutually
agreed vision of closer government and industry defense cooperation through harmonization of relevant laws,
regulations, and policies wherever possible. Additional DoPs are being negotiated with The Netherlands,
Norway, and Sweden. The net effect of DoD’s DoP-related activities, once successfully implemented, will
promote healthy allied defense industrial base as well as substantially benefit the U.S. defense industry by
increasing their ability to team with foreign industry and facilitate defense exports to key allied and friendly
nations. Projected completion dates for signature of DoPs with Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden is Jan-
March 2002. Projected completion of legislative and policy changes, and corresponding legally binding
agreements with foreign nations, is mid-calendar Year 2003.

17, Major Cooperative Program Activities (IC);

AT&L has supported several ‘flagship’ government-to-government cooperative programs -- such as Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF), Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS), and Multifunction Information
Distribution System (MIDS} — that meet common defense requirements and promote defense industry-to-
industry cooperation, MEADS and MIDS Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) documents were signed in
mid-2000. U.S.-U.K JSF MOU documents were signed in January 2001. The collective value of the current
international agreements for these three cooperative programs alone exceeds $30B. Cooperation in
transatlantic programs of this magnitude will serve as a key stabilizing factor in U.S. and European defense
acquisition relationships that will help counteract ‘Fortress America vs. Fortress Europe’ defense export
tendencies on both sides of the ocean. MOU document signatures with additional prospective JSF
partners are projected for February-June 2602, Next phase MEADS MOU negotiations begin in mid-
2002.

Domestic and International Industria) Base

18._Improve the Merger and Acquisition Process (IP/OGC):

We are refining DoD merger and acquisition policy to formalize a more systematic, disciplined review process.
We are also actively participating in the interagency team (DoJ-FTC) to assist them in better harmonizing the
US and European Competition Commission Antitrust review process on cases involving national security
considerations. Ongoing Initiative.

Green — Implementing Phase Blue - Defining Phase Itafics — New Initiatives Page 1
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19. Shipyard Productivity Assessment (IP):

We have recently completed a study evaluating productivity differences between U.S. and foreign shipbuilding
companies. Resuits will be used to assist U.S. shipyards in their ability to successfully compete in world
shipbuilding markets. Projected completion June 2002

20. Supplier Base Assessment (IP) {Goal 3 #9):

Proactive continuous process to identify industrial base assets (i.¢., products, technologies, processes and
facilities) that represent potential risk or concern for continuing supply. We will identify unique or critical
suppliers where manufacturing/production capacity is less than demand, the supply is threatened by financial
challenges, commercial market interactions or other means, or there exists significant potential challenge from
unreliable foreign sources. For each market sector, we will identify the field of suppliers, capacity vs. need,
barriers to entry and potential product alternatives. The process will be developed to assess the extent of risk to
DoD and the impact of loss of the capability and to propose mitigation measures. Ongoing - Projected
completion date for Phase I is March 2002.

Green - [mplementing Phase Blue - Defining Phase Htalics — New Initiatives Page 4
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January 14,2002 1:06 PM 3/ 1,
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TO: Larry Di Rita a ) S
' A\
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld | e
SUBJECT: Milton Bearden a
Let’s go ahead and set up a meeting with Milton Bearden. E;/én though he was
wrong, it might be useful to talk to him.
Thanks. |
Attach. 7
01/07/02 ASD(ISA) memo to SecDef, Predictions,
DHR:dh "
01140246

Please respond by ovlr1jor / /
7
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SECDEF HAS SEEN LoU0iSiS0

JAN 1 4 20082nuery 2,2002  2:33PM

INTERNATIONAL
SECURITY AFFAIRS

£ Fe09%))
FOR:  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Qscoer imte
gf~02
FROM: Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security A ffairs 6900
(Peter W. Rodman, 695-4351)
07 JAN 2002

SUBJECT: (U) Predictions

For your information:

? Milton Bearden is a former CIA station chief in Pakistan who was responsible for
nning the CIA's covert action program in suppott of the Afghan resistance to the
Soviet-supported government from 1986 to 1989.

o He authored an article (Tab B) in the November/December 2001 issue of Foreign
Affairs, " Afghanistan, Graveyard of Empires” in which he wrote:

- "Some have called for arming and forming an alliance with Afghanistan's now
leaderless Northem Alliance...the recipient of military and financial support from
Russia and [ran...in the U.S. quest to locate and neutralize the bin Laden network

and replace the Taliban regime."

- "But this is not a wise course--not simply because of the ¢old irony of allying
ourselves with the Russians in any fight in Afghanistan, but because it is not likely
to achieve either goal. It is more than doubtful that the Northem Alliance forces
could capture bin Laden and his followers, and thLTL is no rcasonable guarantee

) d that they could dislodge the |d|lbd|‘| !
SPL ASSISTANT DI RITA | yzry
SR MA GIAMBASTIAN] !" ¥ z,"
COORDINATION: Tab A. MA BUCCI Ty R
EXECSEC WHITM 'f i,
Attachments: Tab B ORE ﬁ.’ “.

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Dr. William J. Luti
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Coordination Page

Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) Mr. Douglas J. Feith ,( 5 ), l~, ‘@»
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- 1 agree that eventually the Department of Justice ought to get

TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \7\

SUBJECT: Disposition of Walker

wonder if the Department of Justice knows we can keep E}Hﬁ for a while, and
maybe there will be some cross-referencing and some dditional information that

would help their case.

I am curious to know what the rush is.

Thanks.

Attach.
41/10/02 GC Action Memo to SecDef,

DHR:dh
01)402-50

Ul4646 02
11-L-05659/0SD/11136
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April 22,2002 2:25 PM 67/7
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TO: Doug Feith
¢ G
CC: Gen. Myers ’___:Q
Gen. Pace
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld D{\
SUBJECT: Leverage
Aftached is a note from Newt Gingrich, which I think is right on the mark. [ am
convinced that we can considerably leverage the combat and information power of
our allies if we connect them to our capabilities and do so at relatively little extra
cost for our allies.
It seems to me what we need to do is make a major proposal for NATO that sets in
process a swidy group to begin this process of interconnectivity, so that we greatly
expand our combined capabilities around the world.
&
Please come to me with a proposal to do that.
Thanks.
N
Attach. (\\
03/05/02 Gingrich e-mail to SecDef re: Allies SECDEF HAS SEEN N
™
- 3
DR : SEP 12 2007 "
O
B PP AANYEBNUNRAVEBEFFE DO U NANEEN AR RRUANSERSE PN FFIARDFPFNERENNENRRNSEDERIRA) M
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From:

Page 1 of 1

CIV, OSD SECDEF Hag op~

APR 2.2 oy,

Sent: _Tuesday March 05, 2002 9:34 AM

To.  [P®

osd.pentagon.mil; Ed. Giambastiani@osd.pentagen.mil;

Subject: secdef-10

IX. Our allies should be encouraged to buy into transformation so they can have
their defense dollars dramatically enhanced in combat and information power by
being part of the American network. Properly designed the American national
assets can empower our allies at virtually no cost to ourselves. This should be a
major ongoing project because it will accelerate transformation in the Pentagon,
lower our allies’ opposition to and hostility about our efforts, and greatly expand our
combined capabilities around the world.

3/5/2002

11-L-0559/08D/11138
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January 14,2002 3:10 PM
TO: Doug Feith
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld )/(
SUBJECT: UN Strategy -
[
Here is a memo on UN strategy. Please write a memo from me to the Vice
President on this issue, with a copy to Condi Rice.
Thanks.
Attach.
12/21/01 SecDef MFR, UN Strategy
DHR:dh
011402-52
Please respond by o1lzrto
~
N
%\g\
X
Ul4651 02
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December 21, 2001 8:23 AM

SUBJECT: UN Strategy

We need a strategy for the UN, a willingness to say no so that people have to bid

for our vote. We have the wrong strategy.

We constantly think that every time we are against something, we have to

compromise in the middle. That is the wrong philosophy.

DHR:dh
122101-11

11-L-0559/05D/11140
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January 14,2002 2:09 PM

TO: Doug Feith
CC: Paul Wolfowitz ™
Steve Cambone 37

z

FROM: Donald Rumsfeldq)'f\ b}

SUBJECT: Taiwan Z
1.

] have not had time to read Chris Williams’ memo of Janmary 3. Would you <3

please look at it and then do whatever needs to be done in connection with it.

Thanks.

Attach.
01/03/02 Chris Williams memo to SecDef, U.S.-Taiwan Military/Security Cooperation

DHR:dh
011402-48

Please respond by _ © | 22f o2
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January 3, 2002 CDEF Iﬂ‘w
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEEENSE N1 g 2007 i Rae

FROM: Chris Williams

SUBJECT: U.S.-Taiwan Military/Security Cooperation

»

5 I visited Taiwan from November 26-December 1, 2001, for discussions with senior Taiwanese
military and civilian officials, including the Minister of Defense and Vice Minister, the Chief of the
General Staff and key subordinates, the senior National Security Council official who handles military
affairs, and the head of the Mainland Affairs Council (responsible for relations with Beijing). (A partial
listing of officials with whom I met is attached for your review.) 1 also visited a naval base, where I
inspected two of Taiwan’s four antiquated submarines (a World War II-era GUPPY class and a SEA
DRAGON class), as well as a combined underground command center/- airbase that houses U.S.-built
F-16 fighters. On the return leg, | stopped in Honolulu for discussions with CINCPAC Admiral Blair.
Below are my key findings and recommendations.

Key Findings
Finding #1: .S.-Taiwan military/security relationship is unfocused and adrift. There has

been virtually no follow-up since President Bush’s arms sales decisions last April. The dialogue
between the sides has been limited and perfunctory; there has been no significant or sustained senior-
level contact. Your earlier guidance to aggressively explore opportunities for broadening *“operational
linkages” between the U.S. and Taiwanese militaries has largely gone unheeded. Numerous
opportunities to promote an enhanced dialogue, broadened cooperation, and detailed interactions on
“hardware” (e.g., arms sales) and so-called” software” issues (e.g., operational linkages, military
education and training, force planning, modeling and simulation, intelligence sharing, etc.), have been
missed.

The absence of senior-level dialogue and attention has yielded damaging results. Many top
Taiwanese civilian and military officials are uncertain about U.S. intentions; some have even begun to
question Washington’s commitment to Taiwan’s security. Media reports suggesting that the Bush
Administration is reconsidering various arms sales decisions and reviewing whether to downgrade
relations with Taipei in order to promote improved ties with Beijing on counter-terrorism, have added to
the confusion. For example, a 28 November Voice of America report suggesting that the Bush
Administration had reversed its earlier decision to sell diesel-electric submarines to Taipei, sent shock
waves throughout Taiwan’s political and military circles. A recent Washington Post article intimating
that the U.S. Government was looking 10 reinvigorate U.S.-PRC military-to-military contacts — at
Taiwan’s expense — as a “reward” for Beijing’s “assistance” in the war on terrorism, produced a similar
reaction. Unfortunately, the Bush Administration has done little to clarify the record or reassure
Taiwan’s leaders following the appearance of such reports.

Another example is Pete Aldridge’s recent decision 1o cancel the Navy Area Defense (Lower
Tier) system. Given Taiwan’s keen interest in acquiring sea-based air- and missile-defenses, including
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U.S.-built AEGIS destroyers equipped with the Navy Area Defense (Lower Tier) system, many
Taiwanese civilian and military officials find the Aldridge decision perplexing. To make matters worse,
10 my knowledge no one in the U.S. Government has discussed with senior Taiwanese officials either
the basis for this decision or the implications of it for Taiwan’s security and U.S.-Taiwan arms
cooperation.

The confusion and uncertainty over U.S. policy has sparked a contentious and counterproductive
debate within Taiwan’s political and media circles about Washington’s commitment to Taiwan’s
security. That debate has forced President Chen Shui-bian, a strong proponent of strengthened U.S.-
Taiwan security ties, onto the defensive, and has diverted his time and attention away from his positive
military reform agenda (see below) in order to answer domestic critics. Furthermore, the uncertainty
over U.S. intentions may help explain why, during the most recent low-level arms talks here in
Washington, the Taiwanese side appeared to “hedge its bets” by announcing that Taipei is undecided on
whether it will procure all of the defense articles and services previously approved for sale or release by
the U.S. Government, including such high-profile items as diesel-electric submarines, KIDD-class
destroyers, a missile early warning radar, and technical information on the PAC-3 missile defense
interceptor system.

Finding #2: President Chen is struggling mightily to promote long-overdue reforms in Taiwan’s
military and civilian security establishments and in Taiwan’s outdated military strategy. He and his
senior civilian advisors, along with certain pro-reform military officers, recognize that significant
strategy, policy, organizational, and other reforms must be undertaken in order to transform Taiwan's
current military force into an agile, effective 21% Century deterrent and hence provide a stronger, more
durable foundation for discussions with the mainland over Taiwan’s future political status. They
understand that defense reform/transformation encompasses a wide range of issues, including
establishment of an effective civilian oversight structure (especially in the areas of strategy, force
planning, and budgeting), joint force development and integration, enhanced training and doctrine,
improved C4ISR, etc.

None of the proposed reforms will prove easy, however, Certain elements in Taiwan’s military
are fiercely resistant to change. For institutional reasons, the Taiwan Army is most opposed to rapid
change; its leaders have opposed significant investment in air and naval systems. At the same time, the
Army controls almost every key position responsible for military strategy and operational planning and
continues to cling to the Army-centric “decisive [land] operations at the beach” strategy which is
directed at what may be the least likely scenario facing Taiwan: a massive amphibious invasion.

The Army’s approach is also inconsistent with President Chen’s bold new military strategy,
known as “decisive off-shore operations,” that seeks to reduce the relative priority of counter-
amphibious landing operations (and associated ground force weapon systems) and increase investment
in systems that can paralyze the enemy’s ability to conduct offensive operations. In a June 2000 speech,
President Chen stated that “we must develop our military readiness in the direction of precision deep
strike, early warning, and information dominance linked with ‘decisive off-shore operations’.” Many
observers viewed Chen’s remarks as a logical extension of a shift in strategic direction spelled out by
former Chief of General Staff Tang Fei in 1999, which prioritized development of an enhanced deterrent
capability over purely passive defense operations. Taiwan’s requests during the last round of arms talks
probably reflected President Chen’s emphasis on developing more effective counter-strike capabilities,
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especially against the PLA’s increasingly lethal air defense network and mobile missile launchers, As
you may recall, their request included the High-Speed Anti-Radiation Missile (HARM), a land-attack
capability for their existing HARPOON anti-ship missiles, and the Joint Direct Attack Munition; the
U.S. denied Taiwan’s request for these items.

President Chen has an excellent opportunity to boost the reform/transformation agenda when in
the coming weeks he announces a reshuffling of the entire senior military leadership (owing to the
scheduled retirement of the current Chief of General Staff Gen. Tang Yiao-ming). Most important will
be the selection of a new Defense Minister, a position that will gain increased clout and authority
following the enactment and implementation of Taiwan’s National Defense Law and the Defense
Reorganization Act. (President Chen had a hand in crafting both of these laws during his years of
service in the Legislative Yuan,)

President Chen clearly is looking for, and would benefit greatly from, a signal that the Bush
Administration supports his military reform/transformation agenda, including a more robust defense
strategy. An American initiative to begin a high-level and intensive (albeit unofficial) dialogue with
President Chen’s administration, with expanded interactions between the two defense establishments as
its primary focus, would constitute just such a signal. Both President Bush’s approval of a robust
package of arms sales last April and his subsequent public assertions that the United States would help
defend Taiwan in the face of PRC coercion or aggression, conveyed a new clarity and firmness in U.S,
policy. As noted above, however, Taiwan’s leaders more recently have received confusing signals about
U.S. policy. 1 am convinced that President Chen and his advisers would be ¢ven bolder in promoting the
necessary defense reforms and transformation if they were convinced that Washington firmly backs their
efforts.

Finding #3: Taiwan’s armed forces are professional, dedicated, and motivated. Yet they suffer
from decades of isolation that significantly limits their understanding of modern military doctrine and
strategy, joint force integration, operational training methods, planning tools, C4ISR, and more. For
decades U.S. policy toward Taiwan’s defense has been passive: We waited for Taiwan to submit its
annual “wish list” of requested defense articles and services, then rendered judgments on those requests
- with oftentimes little or no explanation as to why certain items had been approved or rejected. The
Bush Administration’s decision to abandon the once-a-year arms talks in favor of a broader set of
discussions of strategy and other matters, marks a step in the right direction. Still, implementation has
lagged. '

Only recently has the U.S. begun to study Taiwan’s actual capabilities, shortfalls, and future
needs (as with the Air Defense, Naval Forces, Early Warning, and other assessments conducted by
PACOM, the Joint Staff, and Services.) Unfortunately, the U.S. has been unwilling to share the detailed
results of those assessments with Taiwan’s military and civilian leaders. If Taiwan’s military is to grow
and mature, then we must help them understand their shortcomings and jointly develop appropriate
strategies for remedying identified deficiencies.

In addition, the United States has sold Taiwan certain platforms over the years, but has imposed
unnecessary and counterproductive restrictions on the provision of modern armaments, effective
training, and other assistance that dramatically limit the deterrent potential of those platforms. For
exampte:
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e According to experts, the Lafayette~class frigates we sold Taiwan’s Navy are ill-equipped; they
carry only subscnic anti-ship missiles with an effective range of just 35 miles, surface-to-air
missiles with only a 2-mile range, and a Gatling gun that is ineffective against PRC Sunburn
high-speed anti-ship missiles.

¢ The version of F-16 we sold Taiwan (the so-called “Model T” variant) doesn’t exist anywhere
else. The weapon systems, avionics, and tactical training given to Taiwan along with the
airframe did not meet Taiwan’s expectations, nor did they match that which we had provided to
other foreign recipients of the F-16. The U.S. has refused to provide Taiwanese pilots with
education and training in airpower doctrine and tactics tailored to what we know about the
capabilities and shortfalls of the PLA Air Force. U.S. military personnel are not allowed to train
Taiwanese personnel in Taiwan, and U.S. pilots can’t fly backseat with the Taiwan Air Force
(similar to the training provided by the French on board Taiwan’s French-built Mirage 2000s).

¢ President Clinton agreed in 2000 to sell Taiwan AIM-120 AMRAAM air-to-air missiles.
However, he directed that those missiles be stored in Arizona until such time as Russian-made
AA-12 missiles were acquired by Beijing. Taiwan’s Deputy Chief of the General Staff for
Intelligence (J-2) told me during my visit that Beijing has in fact taken possession of the first
tranche of AA-12 missiles from Moscow. Regardless of whether U.S. intelligence can verify
Taiwan’s claims of such transfers, withholding these missiles until some future date clearly
inhibits the Taiwan Air Force’s ability to train and operate with these missiles and hence
undermines its capability to deter PRC air attacks on Taiwan.

The above examples are but the tip of the iceberg, Similar restrictions exist with respect 1o visits to
Taiwan by U.S. military officers (0-6 and below only); restrictions on the number of Taiwanese students
and trainees in the U.S.; the U.S. refusal to provide Taiwan with ldentification Friend-or-Foe (IFF)
codes and equipment; and much more. Such restrictions are no longer appropriate, if they ever were.

Proposals for Consideration

I am firmly convinced that a strong push from the top of the U.S. Government is needed to get
the U.S.-Taiwan military/security dialogue and defense cooperation back on track. In this regard, the
following proposals are put forward for your consideration.

First, ] recommend that you seek President Bush’s approval for a private communication to
President Chen that expresses support for his defense reform/transformation agenda, encourages him to
move forward even more aggressively to implement those reforms, and indicates that the U.S.
Government will match his efforts with concrete proposals of its own for expanded defense cooperation.
Such a communication might also underscore the importance of seizing the current opportunity to
promote pro-reform civilian and military officials as President Chen considers up-coming personnel
changes. More importantly, it should clearly signal an end to the recent period of neglect in U.S.-
Taiwan military/security relations and a new determination to proceed with a far-reaching set of
initiatives aimed at bolstering defense cooperation between the sides.
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This communication could take the form of a letter from President Bush or from you or Condi.
Or it could be a “non-paper” delivered through a trusted intermediary. Regardless of the form, the
message should be sent soon, as it could well influence near-term personnel, budgetary, and other
decisions President Chen intends to make.

Second, | recommend that you seek President’s Bush’s approval for you to meet with Taiwan’s
new minister of defense in May or June of this year. (The new minister should be in place by February
or early March.) A meeting in late spring or early summer would allow staffs adequate time to prepare a
substantive agenda appropriate for such a meeting. The centerpiece of such a meeting should be
discussion and approval by the ministers of a detailed, joint workplan for broadened defense cooperation
and expanded interactions between the sides for the coming year and a verbal agreement that the
ministers will meet again at an appropriate date in order to review progress in implementing the joint
workplan.

Such a workplan could include a proposed schedule of reciprocal visits by high-ranking officials,
including between Doug Feith and/or Peter Rodman and their civilian counterparts at Taiwan’s NSC and
Defense Ministry, and between mid- and senior-level officers (including flag officers) from PACOM,
the Joint Staff, and the Services and their counterparts in Taiwan’s General Staff and Services. It should
also assign points of contact/leads within each bureaucracy for accomplishing the workplan (in order to
ensure accountability). One objective of such senior-level interactions could be to begin to develop a
“five-year plan” of proposed defense cooperation that the ministers could discuss and approve during
their second meeting. In addition, the workplan should include a list of specific initiatives in the areas of
“hardware™ (arms sales) and “software” (exchanges, training, education, operational linkages, etc.). (A
notional list of initiatives is provided below.) These initiatives, along with the senior-leve! dialogue,
would constitute the centerpiece of the new program of expanded defense cooperation.

(Note: Assuming the President approves your participation in such a meeting, one can expect a
lively inter-agency discussion over where such a meeting should occur. In fact, where the meeting
occurs is far less important than the substance of the meeting, especially the ministers’ agreement to
initiate reciprocal visits and approval of the joint workplan,

Third, I recommend that you direct OSD Policy to lead an aggressive effort to develop for your
consideration a wide-ranging set of initiatives for significantly expanded defense cooperation between
the sides” civilian and military establishments, for inclusion in the joint workplan mentioned above. The
OSD Policy staff has already given this much thought, and therefore it shouldn’t take an inordinate
amount of time to generate such proposals. Such an effort must include the Joint Staff, the Services,
PACOM, the NSC staff, and perhaps even the State Department. Nonetheless, you shouid insist that the
menu be as bold and inclusive as possible. This cannot be allowed to become a “lowest common
denominator” exercise.

Below is a notional list of possible initiatives for your consideration:
¢ Undertake intensive follow-up on arms sales issues, in order te reach mutual agreement soon on
what previously approved defense articles and services Taiwan will procure, precisely what

capabilities will be included (including associated training and support), and
construction/delivery schedules. In addition, undertake a detailed review of Taiwan’s future
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arms sale needs, focusing particularly on improving Taiwan’s counter-strike deterrent
capabilities (e.g., suppression of enemy air defenses and destroying mobile missile launchers).
Establish secure means of peacetime and crisis communication between senior civilian and
military authorities, One approach would be to install dedicated secure phone lines in the
Pentagon, White House Situation Room, and at PACOM on the U.S. side and the Ministry of
Defense HQ and Presidential office in Taiwan.

Expand military-to-military contacts, to include lifting the current restrictions on U.S. flag
officer travel to Taiwan; expand U.S. observation of Taiwanese military exercises and facilitate
Taiwanese observation of U.S. military exercises (and consider joint exercises starting with
search-and-rescue or special forces); increase Taiwanese participation in Joint Staff wargaming
seminars and simulations; etc.

Expand and accelerate on-going “software initiative” discussions, including in the areas of
CA4ISR, logistics, personnel, and joint force operations.

Broaden military intelligence sharing and exchanges, especially involving DIA, NSA, and
Service intelligence components.

Place a small contingent of active duty military officers in American Institute on Taiwan (AIT)
spaces in Taipei, headed by an 0-6 or 0-7, during 2002. Ensure PACOM has a senior rep in that
office as soon as it is stood up.

Provide Taiwanese civilian and military officials with detailed briefings on the findings and
recommendations of previous and planned U.S. studies and assessments of Taiwan’s defense
capabilities, shortfalls, and needs.

Expand “operational linkages” to allow, among other things, U.S. and Taiwanese aircrafi, ships,
and shore units to communicate. On a strictly controlled basis, establish mechanisms for sharing
information on both sides’ warplans, with an eye to improving deconfliction capabilities (e.g.,
IFF codes and hardware) and possible coordination.

Expand educational and operational training of Taiwan’s military personnel, including intensive
study of military doctrine and tactical training on systems already in Taiwan’s inventory or
approved for sale or release.

Finalize and implement detailed plans for sharing of missile early warning data.

Increase exchanges on electronic warfare, information assurance, and critical infrastructure
protection.

Expand interactions aimed at improving Taiwan’s strategy and force planning capabilities,
programming and budgeting processes, net assessment analyses, modeling and simulation tools,
etc.

Increase the number of positions dedicated to Taiwan arms sales issues within the Defense
Security Cooperation Agency.

This list is, of course, illustrative only. 1 am confident that OSD, PACOM, and the Joint Staff can
develop a more thorough and detailed list for your consideration.

Conclusion

There are generally two schools of thought regarding U.S. defense cooperation with Taiwan.

The first school holds that the United States should not undertake to significantly enhance Taiwan’s self-
defense capabilitics. Adherents of this school typically posit one or more of the following arguments in
support of their position: (1) Enhanced cooperation would serve as an irritant in the far more important
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U.S.-PRC relationship, and therefore should be avoided; (2) Taiwan’s military is incapable of effectively
operating advanced hardware and systems — indeed, such capabilities in the hands of Taiwan could
complicate U.S. military operations in the defense of Taiwan; and (3) A dramatically improved military
posture vis-3-vis the mainland could make Taiwan’s political leaders less willing to engage Beijing in
discussions on reunification. This first school has clearly held sway over U.S. policy toward Taiwan for
well over a decade, while the philosophy behind it has largely animated U.S. warplans and governed our
approach to arms sales decisions over this period as well.

A second school of thought rejects the above line of reasoning and instead argues that enhancing
Taiwan’s self-defense capabilities, as called for in the Taiwan Relations Act, is an imperative. This
school holds that, with the support of the United States and others, Taiwan’s military can become a
much more capable fighting force and can contribute significantly to deterrence of coercion and/or
aggression by Beijing; that bolstering Taiwan’s ability to deter PRC coercion and/or aggression can
reduce the requirement for massive and prompt U.S. military intervention in times of crisis; and that
Taiwan’s political leaders are more likely to enter into meaningful discussions with the mainland over
the island’s future political status if a “margin of safety” exists in the cross-Strait military balance.
Finally, this school asserts that placing the U.S. in the role of Taiwan’s security guarantor ad infinitum is
unheaithy both for the United States and for Taiwan, a fledgling but vibrant democracy.

I find the second school of thought much more persuasive and much more consistent with U.S.
strategic objectives and the American political culture. It is in line with President Bush’s Asia strategy,
which places primary emphasis on bolstering cooperation with friends and allies in the region. The
strategy also sees the PRC in a much more realistic light (e.g., regional competitor vice “strategic
partner”) and rejects making “improved relations” with Beijing the focus of our Asia policy. The views
of this second school also dovetail nicely with the findings and recommendations contained in the
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) report.

President Chen and his feliow advocates of reform face serious economic, political, and other
obstacles in their quest to transform Taiwan’s military strategy, policy, organizations, etc. They wish
for Taiwan to become less dependent upon the United States in times of crisis and more self-reliant.
These are goals we can and should embrace. The United States should accept President Chen’s efforts at
face value, and act in a timely way in order to bolster our mutual security. The actions and initiatives
proposed herein are, I believe, entirely consistent with both the letter and spirit of the Taiwan Relations
Act. I am convinced they will strengthen peace and stability throughout Asia.

I hope this memo proves useful 1o you. Please let me know how I might be of assistance on this
or any other matter. Best regards.
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PARTIAL LIST OF MEETINGS/VISITS
Minister of Defense — WU, Shi-wen
Vice Minister of Defense — Dr. Peter CHEN
Chief of General Staff — Gen. TANG, Yao-ming
Vice Chief of General Staff — Gen. HUOH, So-yei
Deputy Chief of General Staff (J2) — Lt. Gen. CHEN, Chia-lin
Deputy Chief of General Staff (J3) — Lt. Gen. HU, Cheng-fu
Deputy Chief of General Staff (J5) — Lt. Gen. HUNG, Cheng-Lo
Deputy Fleet Commander — Vice Admiral WANG, Li-Shen
Deputy Chief of Naval Staff - Rear Admiral REY, Kung-shu
Chief of N5 — Rear Admiral KONG, Chia-cheng
Chief of Military Intelligence Division - Maj. Gen. ZHAOQ, Lian-di
Director of Procurement Burean — Lt. Gen. CHEN, Lang-jun
Director of Communication and Electronic Information Bureau - Lt. Gen. LIN, Chin-gin
Chief of International Affairs Division — Maj. Gen. LEE, Jung-chang
Vice Commander of Jia-shen AFB — Maj. Gen. WANG, Wu-hang

Air Wing Commander — Maj. Gen. WANG, Ming-¢

Semior Advisor, National Security Council, KO, Chen-Heng

Chairperson, Mainland Affairs Council, Dr. TSAI, Ing-wen

Visit to Jia-shen Air Force Base

Visit to Fleet Command Headquarters

11-L-0559/05D/11149



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable Richard B. Cheney
President of the Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. President:

22¢

[t is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)}(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to assess more fully the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. Ilook forward to working with

Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

U14779-02
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002
Honorable J. Dennis Hastert
Speaker of the House
2369 Rayburn House Office Building
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161{(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to assess more fully the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President appraved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new *“U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. I look forward to working with

Congress on these matters.
Sincerely, '

o~ U14779-02
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable Carl Levin
Chairman

Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-6050

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to more fully assess the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised io accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. I look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

2 U14779-02
W
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-100C

September 20, 2002

Honorable Robert Byrd
Chairman

Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

it is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in Apnil,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to assess more fully the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. Ilook forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

> U14779-02

W
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Honorable Ted Stevens



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable Daniel K. Inouye
Chairman

Subcommittee on Defense
Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-6028

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It 1s my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and | contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to more fully assess the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. I look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

U14779-02

cc:  Honorable Ted Stevens
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable Bob Stump

Chairman

Committee on Armed Services

United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-6035

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to more fully assess the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. 11look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

U14779-02

cc:
Honorable Tke Skelton
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20201-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable C.W. Bill Young
Chairman
Committee on Appropriations

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-6015

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to more fully assess the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. I look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

U14779-02

ce:
Honorable David Obey
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

September 20, 2002

Honorable Jerry Lewis
Chairman

Subcommittee on Defense
Committee on Appropriations
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-6018

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002, the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which the President approved in April,
General Myers and 1 contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order to more fully assess the
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On
July 30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Command” be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska,
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the future,

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. 1 look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

U14779-02

cC:
Honorable John P. Murtha

!
b
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON -
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000

ACTION MEMO | e em

POLICY

August 27, 2002
1-02/011854-STRAT

F (PR SECWQ_EDE‘FENS‘E\
FW Douglas J. Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy [ \ \ I‘ v
SUBJECT: Congressional Notification of Change 1 to 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP)

At Tab A find suggested letters that notify Congress that the President recently approved the
following changes to the 2002 UCP (Tab B):

s Creation of a new combatant command, U.S, Strategic Command, and the
diseslablishment of the current U.S. Strategic Command and U.S. Space Command,
effective | Qctober 2002,

» New command will have its headquarters at Offutt AFB, Omaha, Nebraska, with eletnents
at Peterson AFB, Colorado Springs, Colorade; and

» New combatant command will nssumge the missions and responsibilities currently assigned

to the two commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept evolving missions
(Global Strike, Integrated Missile Defense, [(, C41SR) in the near future.

Coordination on the letters is at Tab .

e EPL ASSISTANT OF RITA
SR MA CRADDOCK
MA BUCC!

EXECSEC WHITMORE é’;}; Al
-

Prepared by: Burpess Laird. Strateyy,

U14779-02,
11-L-0559’@5D/11158 D



COORDINATION

Office of the General Counsel  Daniel Dell’Orto August 22,2002
OSD Legislative Affairs Leo T. Clark August 15, 2002
Vice Director, Joint Staff MG James Hawkins August 20, 2002

11-L-0559/0SD/111359



THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC

Reply ZIP Code:
20318-0300 20 August 2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY

Subject: Congressional Notification of Change 1 to 2002 Unified Command
Plan (UCP)

1. Thank you for the opportunity to coordinate on your letter! notifying
Congress of Change | to the 2002 UCP. | concur in the letter as written.

(b)(6)

2, The Joint Staff point of contact is Commander Hornbeck,

& Secured with ApprovelT
by JAMES A HAWKINS, 20 August 2002, 16:47.07

JAMES A. HAWKINS
Major General, USAF
Vice Director, Joint Staff

Reference:

1 QUSD(P) memorandum, [-02/011854-STRAT, 15 August 2002,
“Congresstonal Notification of Change 1 to 2002 Unified Command Plan
(UCP)”
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OSD Legislative Affairs
o Correspondence Control Cover Sheet
Document Number: 3969 SecDefDepSec Coordination ~  Classified Coordination:
Date of Correspandance: 15-Aug-02 Assigned Due Date 19-Aug-02 Date Received: 15-Aug-02

Subject:  Congressional Naotification of Change 1 to 2002 Unihed Command Plan (UCF)

CCD Control Number:  W00845-02 Member of Congreas:
Originating Agency: Policy
(b)(6)

Agency POC: Burgess Laird Agency POC Telephone:

Routing List: Transfered Date Transfared.
Action Officer  Perkins, Chistbpher (COL) ‘%/ oncur Nun-Concur (S Hut 0.
Comments: ' %ﬂ
Routing List: Transfered To: Date Transfered:

DASD: Concur / Nen-Concur
Commonts:

Routing List: Teansfered To: Date Transfered:

ASD LA: Concur / Non-Coneur
Routing List: Transfered To: Date Transfared:
Commants:

>-|> ‘ ﬁ&'

.-3?6\(_& %.m g‘ \‘OD 122¢ 7 ?{HC

Picked up by: b "\_Q. O, E L A ) ¥ 67/
JRlNT NA@(‘AR_’/

(SIGNATURE)
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\

DRAFT WORKING PAPERS

Dear:

It is my privilege to notify you, in accordance with section 161(b)(2) of title 10
United States Code, that on July 30, 2002;the President of the United States approved
changes to the 2002 Unified Command Plan (UCP).

During the review that led to the 2002 UCP, which weaswppioved-by-the Presiden{lin
April, General Myers and I contemplated the creation of a new, single command to develop
synergy from the capabilities resident at the U.S. Space Command and the U.S. Strategic
Command. We chose, however, to defer that decision in order tthe
implications of such a change.

We recently completed this assessment and concluded that sufficient synergies exist
at present, and particularly in the future, to warrant the creation of a new command. On July
30, the President approved our recommendation that U.S. Strategic Command and U.S.
Space Command be disestablished and that a new “U.S. Strategic Commandy’ be established
effective October 1, 2002. With headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebrask@
and elements at Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, Colorado, the new U.S.
Strategic Command will assume the missions and responsibilities currently assigned to the
two combatant commands in the near-term, and will be poised to accept additional missions
in the near future.

Thank you for your continued support on the UCP. T look forward to working with
Congress on these matters.

Sincerely,

Vit oo it st

M{ sc

DRAFT WORKING PAPERS
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 30, 2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Change to Unified Command Plan 2002

Pursuant to my authority as Commander in Chief, I hereby

approve Change-1 to Unified Command Plan 2002, and direct the
creation of a new combatant command named U.S. Strategic Command,
effective October 1, 2002. The Space Command and the present
U.S. Strategic Command will be disestablished on that same date.

"~ You are directed to notify the Cungress on my behalf consistent

with title 10, United States Code, section 161(b) (2}, of this
action.

W00886-02
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTGN, DC 20301-1000

sEP 13 20
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
SUBJECT: Relocation of United States Army South
I understand the rationale behind your decision to move the United States Army : A f

South (USARSO) from Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, to Fort Sam Houston, Texas. Itis o
important, though, that you execute the relocation in a manner that preserves your ability }
to undertake a comprehensive analysis of basing and infrastructure requirements during

BRAC 05.

Further, the decision to administratively organize the relocated command under
the United States Army Forces Command is a step in the direction of flatter, more
efficient headquarters. [ ask that you wark closely with the Joint Staff and OSD to assist
in the ongoing analysis of the component command support structure, focusing on
SOQUTHCOM and its subardinate component commands as a test bed.

-,
s

4 U14839 02
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SHEW4Re

1:49 PM
Via Facsimile
TO: Henry Kissinger
FROM: Donald Rumsfe\@'
DATE: September 11, 2002

SUBJECT: POTUS MEETING

I spoke with the President this morning and he indicated he had a very helpful visit

with you. [ am delighted we set up that channel.

Thanks so much. Keep in touch.

a S&8

DHR/azn
091102,03

=
4
O
('\J

V14840 /02

Qgﬂ al}

11-L-0559/08D/11165



Snowflake

September 12,2002 7:58 AM

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
Doug Feith
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \//-’L
-
SUBJECT: Paper on Iraq -
Please take a look at this Carnegie Endowment paper, “Iraq: A New Approach” -
and tell me if there are any good ideas in it.
Thanks.
Attach.
“Iraq: A New Approach,” Camegie Endowment for International Peace, August 2002.
DHR:dh
091202-9
Please respond by ] o4|or
>~
I
]
v
o~
~N
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SECDEF HAS SEEN

SFP 12 2007

A NEW
APPROACH

AUGUST 2002

N

CARNEGIE
ENDOWYWWMENT

forinternaciona {
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A NEW APPROACH

Coercive Inspections

Jessica Mathews

The summary proposal tha follows draws heavily on the expertise of all these
who participated in the Carnegie discussions on Iraq and on the individually
authored papers. Further explanation and greater detail on virtually every
point, especially the proposals military aspects, can be found therein.

With rising emphasis in recent months, the presi-
dent has made clear that the United States’ num-
ber one concern in Iraq is its pursuic of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD). No link has yer been
found between Baghdad's assertively secular regime
and radical [slamist terrorists. There is much else
about the lraqi government that is fiercely objec-
tionable but noching that presencs an imminent
threat to the region, the United States, or the world.
Thus, the United States’ primary goal is, and should
be, to deal with the WMD threat.

In light of what is now a four-year-long ab-
sence of international inspectors from the coun-
try; it has been widely assumed that the United
States has only two options regarding thar threat:
continue 0 do noching to find and destroy Iraq’s
nuclear, chemical, biological, and missile pro-
grams, or pursue covert action or a full-scale mifi-
tary opersation to overthrow Saddam Hussein. At
best, the latter would be a unilateral initiative with
grudging partners.

This paper proposes a third approach, 2 middle
ground between an unacceptable status quo that
allows Iraqi WMD programs to continue and the
enormous costs and risks of an invasion. It pro-
poses a new regime of coercive international in-
spections. A powerful, multinational military force,
created by the UN Security Council, would en-
able UN and International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) inspection reams to carry out “comply or
else” inspections. The “or else” is overthrow of the
regime, The burden of choosing war is placed
squarely on Saddam Hussein.

The middle-ground option is a radical change
from the earlier international inspection effort in
which the playing field was tilted steeply in Iraq’s
favor. It requires a military commitment sufficient
to pose a credible threat to Iraq and would take a
vigorous diplomatic initiative on Washington’s part
to launch. Long-term success would require sus-
tained unity of purpose among the major powers.
These difficulties make chis approach attractive only

Jessica Mathews | 7
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in comparison to the alternatives, but in that lighe,
its virtues emerge sharply.

Inspections backed by a force authorized by the
UN Security Council would carry unimpeachable
legitimacy and command broad international sup-
port. The effort would therefore strengthen, rather
than undermine, the cooperation the United Staces
needs for long-term success in the war againsc ter-
rorism. It would avoid a direct blow co the 2utharity
of the Security Counci] and the rule of law: It would
avoid setting a dangerous precedent of a unilateral
right to attack in “preventive self-defense.” Althaugh
not likely to be welcaomed by [raq's neighbors, it
would be their clear choice aver war. Regional assis-
tance (basing, over-flighe rights, and so on) should
therefore he mare forthcoming, If successful, ic would
reduce Iraq’s WMD threat to negligible levels. 1f
failure, it would lay an operational and political ba-
sis for a transition to a war to oust Saddam. The
United States would be seen to have warked through
the United Nations with che rese of the world rather
than alone, and Irags intent wonld have been cleanly
tested and found wanting. Baghdad would be iso-
lated. [n these citcumstances, the risks to the region
of a war to overthrow Irag’s government—f{rom do-
mestic pressure on shaky governments (Pakisean) co
governments misreading U.S. intentians (Iran) o
heightened Arab and [slamic anger toward the
United Scates—would be sharply diminished.

Compared to a war aimed at regime change, the
approach greatly reduces the tisk of Saddam’s us-
ing whatever WMD he has (probably against Is-
rael) while a force zimed ac his destruction is being
assembled. On the political front, coercive inspec-
tions avoid the looming question of what regime
would replace the current government. It would
also avoid the risks of persistent inswbility in Iraq,
its possible disintegrarion inte Shia. Suni, and
Kurdish regions, and the need ta stacion tens of
thousands of U.S. troops in the country for what
could be a very long time.

A year ago, this approach would have been im-
possible. Since then, however, four factors have
combined to make it achievable:

8 | A New Approach: Coercive Inspections

» pgready increased concern about WMD in the
wake of September 11,

» lraqs continued lies and intransigence even af-
ter majot reform of the UN sanctions regime,

» Russia’s embrace of the United States after the
Seprember 11 artacks, and

» the Bush administration’s threats of unilateral
military action, which have opened a political
space thar did not exist before.

Together, these changes have restored a consen-
suc among the Security Council’s five permanent
members (P-5) regarding the need for action on Iraq’s
WMD that has not existed for the past five years.

CORE PREMISES

Several key premises underlie the new approach.

» Inspections can work. In their first five years,
the United Nations Special Commission on Iraq
(UNSCOM), which was responsible for inspeet-
ing and disarming lraqs chemical, biological,
and missile matcrials and capacities, and the
1AEA [rag Action Team, which did the same for
Irags nuclear ones, achieved substantial suc-
cesses. With sufficient human and technologj-
cal resources, time, and political support, inspec-
tions can reduce Jrags WMD threat, if not o
zero. 10 a negligible level. (The term inspectzons
encompasses a resumed discovery and disarma-
ment phase and intrusive, ongoing monitoring
and venification extending ro dual-use facilities
and the activities of key individuals.)

» Saddam Hussein's overwhelming priority is to
stay n pewer. He will never willingly give up
pursuit of WMD, but he will do so if convinced
that the only alternative is his certain destruc-
tion and thar of his regime.

» A credible and continuing military threat in-
volying substantial forces on Iraq’s borders will
be necessary both to get the inspectors back into
Iraq and to enable them to do their job. The
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record from 1991 to the present makes clear that
Iraq views UN WMD inspections as war by
other means. There is no reason to expect this
to change. Sanctions, inducements, negotiations,
or periodic air strikes will not sutfice to restore
effective inspection. Negotiations in the present
circumstances only serve Baghdad’s goals of de-
lay and diversion.

» The UNSCOM/IAEA successes also critically de-
pended on unity of purpose within the UN Se-
curity Council. No amount of military force will
be effective without unwavering political resolve
behind it. Effective inspections cannot be rees-
tablished until a way forward is found that the
major powers and key regional states can sup-
port under the UN Charter.

NEGOTIATING
COERCIVE INSPECTIONS

From roughly 1997 until recencly, determined Iragi
diplomacy succeeded in dividing the P-5. Today,
principally due to Iraq’s behavior, Russia’s new geo-
political stance, and U.S.-led reform of the sanc-
tions regime, a limited consensus has reemerged.
There is now agreement that Iraq has not met its
obligations under UN Resolution 687 (which cre-
ated the inspections regime) and thar there isa need
for the return of inspectors to Iraq. There is also
support behind the new, yet-ro-be tested inspec-
tion team known as the UN Monitoring, Verifica-
tion, and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC,
created in December 1999 under Resolurion 1284).
Because three members of the P-5 abstained on
the vote to create UNMOVIC, this development
is particularly noteworthy. The May 2002 adop-
tion of a revised sanctions plan was further evi-
dence of a still fragile but real and evolving conver-
gence of view on the Security Council.

Perhaps paradoxically, U.S. threats o act uni-
laterally against Iraq have the potential to
strengthen this limited consensus. France, Russia,
and China strongly share the view that only the
Security Council can authorize the use of force—a

view to which Great Britain is also sympathetic.
All four know that after eleven years of the United
Nations” handling of the issue, a U.S. decision to
act unilaterally against Iraq would be a tremendous
blow to the authority of the institution and the
Security Council in particular, They want to avoid
any further marginalization of the Council since
that would translate into a diminution of their in-
dividual influence. Thus, U.S. threats provide these
four countries with a shared interest in finding a
formula for the use of force against Iraq that would
be effective, acceptable to the United States, and
able to be authorized by the Council as a whole.
That formula could be found in a resolution autho-
rizing multinational enforcement action to enable
UNMOVIC o carry out its mandate.

Achieving such an outcome would require 2 rre-
mendous diplomatic effort on Washingron’s part.
Thar, however, should not be a seen as a serious
dererrent. Achieving desired outcomes without re-
SOIT to war is, in the first instance, what power is
for, Launching the middle-ground approach would
amount, in effect, 1o Washington and the rest of
the P-5 re-seizing the diplomatic initiative from
Baghdad.

The critical element will be that the United States
makes clear that it forswears unilateral military ac-
rion against frag for as long as internavional inspec-
tions are working. The United States would have to
convince Iraq and others that this is not a perfunc-
tory bow to international opinion preparatory to
an invasion and that the United States’ intent is to
see inspections succeed, not a ruse to have them
quickly fail. If Iraq is not convinced, it would have
no reason o comply; indeed, guite the reverse be-
cause Baghdad would need whatever WMD) it has
to deter or fight a U.S. attack. Given the past his-
tory, many countries will be deeply skeptical. To suc-
ceed, Washington will have to be steady, unequivocal,
and unambiguous on this point.

This does not mean that Washington need alter
its declaratory policy favoring regime change in Iraq.
Its stance would be that the United States continues
to support regime change but will not take action to

Jessica Mathews | 9
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force it while Iraq is in full compliance with incer-
national inspections. There would be nothing un-
usual in such a position. The United States has, for
example, had a declaratory palicy for regime change
in Cuba for more than forty years.

Beyond the Security Council, U.S. diplomacy will
need to recognize the significant differences in stra-
tegic interests among the states in the region, Some
want a strong Iraq to offset Iran. Others fear a pros-
perous, pro-West Iraq producing ail ¢ its full po-
tential, Many fear and oppase U.S. milicary domi-
nance in the region. Virrually all, however, agree thac
Iraq should be free of WMD), and they universally
fear the instability that is likely to 2ccompany a vio-
lent overthrow of the Iragi government.

Moreovet, nocwithscanding the substancial U.S.
presence required for enforced inspections and what
will be widely felt to be an unfair double standard
{acting against [raq’s WMD but not against Israel’s),
public opinion throughout the region would cer-
tainly be less aroused by mulcilateral inspections
than by a unilateral U.S. invasion.

Thus, if faced with a choice between a war to
achieve regime change and an armed, mulnlateral
effort wo eradicate Iraqs WMD, all the region’s gov-
ernments are likely to share a clear preference for
the lateer.

IMPLEMENTING
COERCIVE INSPECTIONS

Under the coercive inspections plan, the Security
Council would autharize the creation of an [nspec-
tions Jmplementation Force (IIF) to act as the en-
forcementarm for UNMOVIC and the [AEA rask
force. Under the new resolution, the inspections
process is transformed from a game of cit and
mouse punctuated by diversions and manufactured
crises, in which conditions heavily favor Iragi ob-
struction, into a last chance, “comply or ¢lse” op-
eration. The inspection teams would return zo Iraq
accompanied by a military arm strong enough to
force immediate entry into any site at any tme with
complete security for the inspection team. No terms
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would be negotiated regarding the dates, duration,
or modalities of inspection. If Iraq chose not to
accept, or established a record of noncompliance,
the U.S. regime-change option or, beuter, 2 UN
authorization of “use of alt necessary means” would
come into play.

Overall control is vested in the civilian execu-
tive chairman of the inspection reams. He would
determine what sites will be inspected, without
interference from the Security Council, and
whether military forces should accompany any
particular inspecrion. Some inspections—for ex-
ample, personne} interviews—may be better con-
ducted without any accompanying force; others will
require maximum insurance of prompt entry and
protection. The size and compesition of the ac-
companying force would be the decision of the ITF
commander, and its employment would be under
his command.

The 1IF must be strong and mobile enough ro
support full inspection of any site, including so-
called sensitive sites and those previously designated
as off limits. “No-fly” and "no-drive” zones near
10-be-inspected sites would be imposed with mini-
mal advance notice 10 Baghdad. Violations of these
bans would subject the opposing forces to attack.
Robust operational and communications security
would allow surprisc inspections. 1n the event sur-
psise fails and "spontancous” gatherings of civil-
1ans aticmpt 10 impede inspections, rapid response
rio1 contro) units must be available.

The IIF must be highly mobile, composed prin-
cipally of air and armored cavalry units. It might
includc an armored cavalry regiment or equivalent
on the Jordan-Iraq border, an air-mobite brigade
in eastern Turkey, and 1wo or more brigades and
corps-sized infrastructure based in Saudi Arabia and
Kuwait. Air support including fighter and fighter-
bomber aircraft 2nd continuous air and ground sur-
veillance, provided by AWACS and JSTARS, will
be required,

The 11F must have a highly sophisticated intel-
ligence capability. Iraq has become quite experi-
enced in concealment and in ies ability to penetrate

11-L-0559/0SD/11172



and mislead inspection teams. It has had four un-
impeded years to construct new underground sites,
build mebile facilities, alter records, and so on. To
overcome that advantage and ensure milizary suc-
cess, the force must be equipped with the full range
of reconnaissance, surveillance, listening, encryp-
tion, and photo interpretation capabilities.

The bulk of the ferce will be U.S. For critical
political reasons, however, the IIF must be as mul-
tinational as possible and as small as practicable.
Its design and composition should strive to make
clear that the 1IF is not a U.S. invasion force in
disguise, but a UN enforcement force. Oprimally,
itwould include, ar a minimum, elements from all
of the P-3, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan, as
well as others in the region.

Consistent with the ITF’s mandate and UN ori-
gin, Washington will have to rigorously resist the
temptation to use the force’s access and the infor-
mation it collects for purposes unrelated 1o its job.
Nothing will more quickly sow division within the
Securiry Council than excesses in this regard.

Operationally, on the civilian front, experts dis-
agree as t¢ whether UNMOVIC mandate con-
tains disabling weaknesses. Although some provi-
sions could certainly be improved, it would be
unwise to attempt to renegotiate Resolution 1284,
Some of its weaknesses can be overcome in prac-
tice by tacit agreement (some have already been),
some will be met by the vastly greater technologi-
ca) capabilities conferred by the IIF, and some can
be corrected through the language of the IIF reso-
lution. Four factors are critical:

» Adeguate time. The inspection process must not
be placed under any arbitrary deadline because
that would provide Baghdad with an enormous
incentive for delay. It is in everyone’s interest to
complete the disarmament phase of the job as
quickly as possible, but timelines cannot be fixed

in advance.

» Experienced personnel. JNMOVIC must not be
forced to climb a learning curve 2s UNSCOM
did but must be ready to operate with maxi-

mum effectiveness from the outset. To do so, it
must be able 1o take full advantage of individu-
als with irreplaceable, on-the-ground experience.

» Provision for two-way inselligence sharing with na-
tional governments. UNSCOM experience proves
that provision for intelligence sharing with na-
tional governments is indispensable. Inspectors
need much information not available from open
sources or commercial satellites and prompt, di-
rect access to defectors. For their part, intelligence
agencies will not provide a flow of information
without feedback on its value and accuracy. It
must be accepted by all governments that such
ineractions are necessary and that the dialogue
between providers and users would be on a strictly
confidential, bilateral basis, protected from other
governments. The individual in charge of infor-
mation collection and assessment on the inspec-
tion team should have an intelligence background
and command the trust of those governments that
provide the bulk of the inrelligence.

> Ability 1o track Iragi procurement activities out-
side the country. UNSCOM discovered covert
transactions between Iraq and more than 500
companies from more than 40 countries between
1993 and 1998. Successful inspections would
absolutely depend, therefore, on the team’s au-
therity to track procurement efforts both inside
and outside Iraq, including ar Iragi embassies
abroad. Accordingly, UNMOVIC should in-
clude a staff of specially trained customs experts,
and inspections would need to include relevant
ministries, commercial banks, and trading com-
panies. As with military intelligence, tracking
lragi procurement must not be used to collect
unrelated commercial or technical incelligence
or impede legal trade.

CONCLUSION

War should never be undertaken until the alter-
natives have been exhausted. In chis case that
moral imperative is buttressed by the very real
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passibility that a war 1o overthrow Saddam
Hussein, even Jf sucr.e.r{ﬁd n doing so, could sub-
tract more from U.S. security and long-term po-
litical interests than ic adds.

Political chaos in Iraq or an equally bad succes-
sor regime committed to WMD to prevent an in-
vasion from ever happening again, possibly hor-
rible costs to Israel, greater enmity toward the
United States among Arab and other Muslim pub-
lics, a severe blow to the authoriry of the Unired
Nations and the Security Council, and a gianr step
by the United States roward—in Zbigniew
Brzezinski’s phrase-—political self-isolation are just
some of the costs, in addition to potentially severe
cconomic impacts and the loss of American and
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innocent Iraqi lives, that must be weighed.

In this case an alternative does exist. It blends
the imperative for military threar against a regime
that has learned how to divide and congquer the
major powers with the legitimacy of UN sanction
and multilateral action, Technically and operation-
ally, it is less demanding than a war. Diplomati-
cally, it requires a much greater effort for a greater
gain. The message of an unswerving international
determination to halt WMD proliferation will be
heatd far beyond Iraq. The only real question is
can the major powers see their mutual interest, act
together, and stay the course? Who is more detet-
mined—Iraq or the P-5?
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A MILITARY FRAMEWORK
FOR COERCIVE INSPECTIONS

Charles G. Boyd, Gen., USAF (Ret.)

The premise underlying the framework presented
below distinguishes berween Saddam Hussein with
and without weapons of mass destruction
(WMD)—nuclear, biological, or chemical. With-
out such weapons he is a problem for the Iraqgi people;
with them he is a problem—a huge one—for the
rest of the world. Thus, the objective of the United
Nations—and the United States—should be to dis-
able rather than remove him, since that is the only
course of action that can be sanctioned in interna-
tional law and the only one likely to attract signifi-
cant multilateral support. It may also have the added
bencfit of making Saddam’s future removal easier
for the Iraqi people.

The framework assumes that the United Stares
can persuade the UN Security Council’s perma-
nent members (P-5} to accept the concept of coer-
cive inspections by conditionally forswearing its
own unilateral option of military invasion. The
condition of the forswearing would be that Saddam
complies with all relevant Security Council resolu-
tions pertaining to WMD inspections as well as to
the terms of the Gulf War cease-fire agreement
(Resolution 687).

Yet a second assumption is that Saddam will never,
under any conceivable circumstances, comply with
any effective inspection terms unless he becomes
convinced that the alternative is his certain destruc-
tion and that of his regime. A coercive U.N. inspec-
tion program must therefore be accompanied with

an unambiguous assurance thar Iraqi obstruction of
the inspection process would release the United States
from its pledge not to invade. That assurance, to be
credible and uterly clear, must be made in the form
of a Security Council resolution, which builds on
Resolution 687 and the UNMOVIC charter (Reso-
lution 1284). It could, but need not, seek to com-
mit all participants in the inspection program to
participation in an invasion should Saddam invite it
by obstructing the process. At that point, the United
Stares could proceed unilaterally or with a coalition
of the willing,

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS

The basic concept of a coercive inspection program is
one inwhich a robust military enforcement arm would
be added to support UNMOVIC and IAEA, through
adoption of the new Security Council resolution
mentioned above. An Inspection Implementation
Force {IIF) would consist of modern air and land forces
sufficient to impose entty into or destruction upon
any potential weapons site, or, with augmentation,
transition into a credible invasion force.

The inspection program would consist of two
phases: (1) initial disarmament or certification; and
(2) ongoing monitoring and verification. For the
purposes of this paper, the latter phase will not be
developed other than to assume that once certifi-
cation has been accomplished, force requirements
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will be largely reduced, and most of the ITF may be
withdrawn from each host country. Provisions for
its rapid reconstitution would, however, be included
in the resolution should Saddam choose to resume
obstruction of the inspection process.

The initial disarmament phase would consist of
locating and disassembling or destroying all WMD
weapons, materials, and related facilities. It would
continue until the UNMOVIC executive chairman
certifies full Iraqi compliance with all relevant Se-
curity Council resolutions and Gulf War WMD
provisions. No time limit should be placed on this
phase, but with adequate team composition it
should be accomplished in less than two years.

Once chartered, the executive chairman must
have full auchoricy to choose:

» All inspection derails as to location, timing, and
duration without further instructions from the
Security Council;

» ‘Whether and to what purpose U.N. military
forces will accompany inspection reams;

» When the operations of Iraqi air and ground
forces will be proscribed {corresponding to pe-
riods during which inspection operations are
under way); and

» What reconnaissance targets are to be covered
by the IIF forces in service of the inspection pro-
cess {that is, reconnaissance tasking authority).

Choice of, and confidence in, the UNMOVIC
executive chaitman will be crucial to the success of
the inspection program because he must be vested
with considerable power and freedom to operate
independently from Security Council day-to-day
supervision and instructions. The Securiry Council
should retain the power to remove the executive
chairman if necessary but must determine not to
interfere with his authority in the field.

Since this concept depends for its success on the
use of powerful military forces to ensure inspecrors
can go where they wish and see what they want, the
executive chairman must have the authority to de-
termine when and to whar purpose the IIF accom-
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panies the inspectors. Some, perhaps a majority, of
the inspections will be conducted under fairly be-
nign circurnstances in which a sizable accompany-
ing military force will not be required and might
even be an impediment to the atmosphere the in-
spectors are trying to create. Other inspection sites
may be prized highly by both inspectors and the
Iraqi government and require powerful forces with
unmistakable intent to ensure immediate access, Still
others may produce circumstances in which the ex-
ccutive chairman chooses to withdraw his inspec-
tors and call for destruction of the site by on-call air
power. These choices should be leh to the executive
chairman, always with an eye toward ensuring suffi-
cient force to succeed in the task while providing
complete security for the inspecton team. The size
and composition of these forces and method of
employment should be left to the IIF commander.

When inspections are to be conducted in which
the chief inspector requires accompanying force,
the safety of the inspectors and the success of their
mission must be assured by restricting all Iraqi
military operations in the air and on the ground.
“No-fly” and “no-drive” zones must be established
throughout that region of the country in which
the inspection is being conducted. No Iragi ground
forces would be allowed to assemble and move; no
air forces—fixed wing or helicoprer—would be al-
lowed to fly. The IIF commandet, through estab-
lished notification procedures, would inform Iraq
of the ume, duration, and area throughout which
Iraqi forces must stand down, Any violation of that
prohibition would constitute a hostile act subject-
ing the offending Iraqi forces to artack and destruc-
tion, as well as the militaty installations from which
they came. It would also constitute Iraqi noncom-
pliance, in the clearest form, with conditions of
the Security Council resolutions and would release
the United States and its potential coalition part-
ners from the pledge not to invade.

Ineelligence, always key to military success, is
equally so to the envisioned inspection program.
Discovering illicit weapons programs and storage
sites and overcoming very effective Iraqgi concealment
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technigues will require sophisticated planning and
teamwork.

The kind of intelligence capabilicy that only the
Unired States can provide must be made available
to the inspectors: satellite and U-2 imagery, Glo-
bal Hawk, Predator, relevant electronic surveillance,
and other covert capabilities, A military photo in-
terpreter unit should also be provided by the IIE
The executive chairman would be able to define
the intelligence requirements to be fulfilled by the
IIF commander.

Operational and communications security must
be of the highest order in this concept of operarions.
Whereas true surprise inspections were not routine
throughout UNSCOMs history, they must now
become the standard. To avoid the problem of Iraq
moving illicit materials before the inspectors arrive
and to reduce the problem of civilian maobs gather-
ing “spontancously” at the intended inspection site,
the exact time and location of inspections must be
ueeerly unknown to the Iragis in advance.

Operational security will be enhanced by not
requiring advance approval of inspections from
New York, UNSCOM’s frustration with Iraqi bug-
ging of their rooms and facilities can be avoided
this time with the help of top-rank securiry profes-
sionals. The [IF can also provide state-of-the-art
encrypred communications capability as well as
special equipment for conducting private, secure

interviews with lraqgis.

INSPECTION IMPLEMENTATION
FORCE: COMPOSITION AND TASK

The force in support of the inspection program
must be carcfully constructed o fulfill the follow-
ing requirements:

» Rebust and responsive enough to support any size
inspection team on amy size nspection site, inclid-
ing those previously designated “sersitive” or off lim-
its, such as presidential pa‘.ﬁm‘es or even military
bases. When used, the force accompanying in-
specrors must constitute an utrerly intimidat-
ing presence on any potential inspection site,

» Small enough, and multinational enough, that it
does not appear to be an invasion force ooking for
an excuse ro invade. The objective of removing
Saddam’s WMD but not Saddam himself must
be credible—not only to Saddam bu alse ro
those whose support we seek in the region and
the Security Council.

> So composed that it can quickly become an inva-
sion force if necessary. This means an adequate
amount of pre-positioned equipment and sup-
plies such that, with the addition of troops, it
can be turned into a fighting force, It also means
a force composed in such a way that no critical
tasks are left to the multinational players, in the
event that some choose not to participate should
an invasion be required,

The force required for enforcing che inspection
program must be very mobile, principally involv-
ing air-mobile and armored cavalry uniis. [c must
also have very rapid response units trained and
equipped for riot contsol, in the event that the el-
ement of surprise fails and Iraq is able o assemble
a civilian crowd for disruptive purposes. A notional
force suited to this mission would include an ar-
mored cavalry regiment or cquivalent on the Jordan—
Iraq border, an air-mobile brigade or two in east-
ern Turkey, and two or more brigades with corps-
sized infrastructure, poised in northern Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait, around which an angmenta-
tion force could be developed if necessary.

Air support would be critical, since the safety valve
during inspection operations will be those aircraft
enforcing the no-fly, no-drive zones. The IIF com-
mander will decide what areas will be restricted from
Iraqi use, and for what duration, in support of in-
specror activiry, During thase periods, continuous
air and ground surveillance with AWACS, JSTARS,
Predaror, and Global Hawk will be required, as well
as the lethal force provided by fighter and fighter
bomber aircraft, Iraq is currently denied use of 60
percent of its airspace by forees of Southern and
Northern Watch but not o the degree of denial en-
visioned in this concepr of operations. IIF air forces
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must be capable of sustaining no-fly, ne-drive cov-
erage for up to a 24-hour period over two-thirds of
Iragi territory. The force required 1o do that would
be two to three rimes the current Northern and
Southern Watch components in equipment and
personnel.

Although the United States could deploy all of
the constituent force elements for the duration of
an effective inspection program, a more interna-
tional solution would have far more political value.
One of the most important ways to convey the
Security Council’s seriousness will be to collect
implementation force elements from the states most
concerned with and affected by Iraqs clandestine
weapons programs, with of course the exception
of Israel and Iran. A combined force with compo-
nents from the P-3 as well as Turkey, Saudj Arabia,
and Jordan would not only collect a significant ar-
ray of military capabilities but would also signal
powerful political resolve to Saddam’s regime. Al-
though most of the named scates would be unable
to contribute major military units, collective par-
ticipation at any level will convey a strong interna-
tional community commitment to countering pro-
liferation. The cost of operating these forces should
be defrayed by Iraq, under the provision of Article
9 of Resolution 1284.

COMMAND ARRANGEMENTS

Although 2ny number of arrangements might suf-
fice for the command of the implementation force,
the Security Council should establish or authorize
the simplest practical setup. Just as civilian authori-
ties set objectives for U.S. forces (and U.S. officers
are responsible for achieving those objectives),
UNMOVIC’s executive chairman would set tasks
for the UN implementation force commander.
That commander, on behalf of the United Natiens,
would command the resources, determine the ap-
propriate levels of force, and exercise the latitude
needed to accomplish authorized missions. One
overall command can direct and integrate che op-
erations of air and ground units, even if units are
widely distributed to ensure regional security. Each
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ground force component’s responsibilities would
normally be set by geographical boundaries, and
each could include elements from several different
nations. Air elements from different nations rou-
tinely work together in the region and could be
integrated into 2 responsive command structure.
Selecting commanders and staff members from the
large collective body eof those who have studied and
experienced Iragi military practices will further
magnify the raw military potential of the combined
force. The overall commander of the ITF should be
from the nation commirting the largest number of
forces, presumably the Unired States.

With the Security Council defining the overall
outcomnes that the inspection program must accom-
plish w0 end sanctions and blunt Irags threat to its
neighbors, and the executive chairman setting spe-
dfic inspection objectives, the [IF will have the unique
and eritical role of compensating for the evennualities
no policy body can foresee, The implementation foree
must therefore be extremely well equipped, well
trained, and in 2 high state of readiness.

The notional force described above is intended
for purposes of approximate scale onfy. Current
military planners with sophisticated planning tools
not available to this author can define force type
and size with far greater precision. That will be the
easy part of turning this concept of operation into
a real plan.

Of greater difficulty will be forging the political
solidarity necessary to confront the issue of Irag’s
WMD in an effective mannet. Two principles de-
scribed earlier are indispensable to the success of this
or any concept of effective weapons inspection in
Iraq: (1) inspections must be conducted at the loca-
tion, time, and duration of the inspector’s choosing,
and (2) any major incident or pattern of Iragi ob-
struction of the inspection process will ensure a full-
scale invasion to follow. Given that chaice—and no
other—Saddam Hussein will relent.

With the future of threat reduction depending
on the precedent set in eradicating Irag’s illicit weap-
ons, all nations should view the concepr of coer-
cive inspection backed by force as an investment
in thelr future securiry.
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INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT FOR
WEAPONS INSPECTORS IN IRAQ

Rolf Ekeus

Fora UN inspection organization there are two prin-
cipal approaches 1o obtaining necessary dara on [raq’s
WMLD program: One is on-site inspections carried
out by its own inspection teamns; the ather is intedli-
gence sharing by governments. Although the former
is by far the most important, especially with regard
to quantty, intelligence sharing has proven indis-
pensable for a successful inspection regime. More
than 30 governments provided UNSCOM with
intelligence data, but more regular intelligence shar-
ing was limited to fewer than five.

There are certain requirements to make such
cooperation effective and feasible:

> Govemmcnts maust haVC COnﬁdCl'lCe in the com-
petence of the leadership and arrangemenc of
the UN inspection tearn. This requires profes-
sional handling and protection of data provided
to the future inspection organization

(UNMOVICQ).

» The head of information collection and assess-
mient in the inspection organization should be
an expert with a background in intelligence. In
UNSCOM, first 2 Canadian and then a British
citizen were in charge of this work. Both had
credibility in the eyes of the major potential
contributor organizations because they had
worked inside the military intelligence organi-
zations of their respective home countries. The

United States and the United Kingdom can be
expected to provide significant intelligence, bur
it is necessary that the head of the information
collection and assessment unit comes from the
United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, or New
Zealand, because their respective intelligence
organizations cooperate broadly and are cred-
ible in the eyes of the United Scates. The senior
American in the organization should preferably
have 2 good standing with the U.S. intelligence
community as well.

The inspection organization cannot handle de-
fectors in regard 1o their protection, families,
identity, and so on, but it is important that some
selected experienced inspection personnel be
allowed to carry out debreifings and interviews
directly. Those who have had in-country expe-
rience——in other words, the UN inspectors—
are best placed to interview Iraqi defectors, who
are notoriously imprecise about locations and
dates. UN inspectors, knowledgeable about lo-
cal geography and other circumstances, could
be much more effective in debreifings than other
personnel without such skills.

Feedback is essential for effective work. Thus, the
providing organization must be given the chance
to get access to the inspection organization’s as-
sessment of the usefulness of its intelligence. This
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can be done by information about inspection
activities or internal analysis for which the shared
intelligence has been used. Only then can the
government in question evaluate the credibility
of its sources. Therefore, a dialogue must be cre-
ated between the user and provider of such sensi-
tive information. However, the inspection orga-
nization must protect this dialogue from other
governments: It must be a matter of a purely bi-
lateral exchange of information.

» In UNSCOM’s experience, a pre-condition for a
government’s cooperation about information on
companies in its country that had, wittingly or
unwittingly, supplied material to Irag’s WMD
program was that all information about such com-
panies—or access to their management or tech-
nical personnel—was absolutely confidential in
relation to other governments, including allies.

» Starting in 1996, UNSCOM applied some in-
country listening arrangements in support of
inspections, which raised reasonable suspicions
that Iraq was hiding material from the inspec-
tors by moving sought-after equipment or com-
ponents in the country to avoid detection. This
type of asset is politically sensitive and must be
handled with discretion under the personal di-
rection of the head of the inspection organiza-
tion. Such operations require close cooperation,
including protected communications, with sup-
porting governments. Here, there is a tempta-
tion for supporting governments to use the sys-
tem for “extracurnicular” purposes: This must
be avoided at all costs. Some clumsy efforts in
that direction were made during UNSCOM
inspections. They brought some harm to
UNSCOM’s credibility and yielded nothing of
value to the perpetrator.

OVERHEAD IMAGERY

No inspection regime would be effective without
access to overhead imagery—satellite or other.
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UNSCOM had an excellent and flexible system in
its arrangement with the United States, which pro-
vided it with imagery taken from high-altitude re-
connaissance flights. Under UNSCOM auspices,
the United States was operating U-2s over Iraq from
a base in Saudi Arabia. The U-2 flights were em-
ployed either with high-resolution cameras directed
at sites, factories, and installations associated with
the WMD project or with a “sweep-camera” that
could cover large areas of Iraqi territory, The latcer
was useful for detection of new construction ac-
tivities such as facilities above- and underground
or work on roads, the clectrical grid, or water sup-
ply installations. Linked 10 the potental of quick
on-site inspections, the UJ-2 operations became a
uniquely effective tool of inspection.

U-2 operations would work well for a new in-
spection regime, provided that the inspection regime
is free to determine the objects for photography.
Furthermore, as was the case for the UNSCOM-
United States cooperation, the imagery must be
the property of the inspection organization, and
no sharing with other governments should be done
without prior approval of the Unired States.

Because of the large quantity of imagery, 2 pri-
mary screening by the United States would be help-
ful, because the inspection organization would oth-
erwise be forced to employ a number of additional
staff for photo interpretation (UNSCOM had only
two such staff members). Screening areas concern-
ing images especially requires a large number of
photo interpreters. To help with this task, Israeli
photo interpreters assisted UNSCOM under ar-
rangements worked out in cooperation with the
U.S. government.

Considering the small but not insignificant risk
of attack by Iraqi air defense on the U-2, arrange-
ments must be made to protect the U-2.
UNSCOM practices could be followed. Thus, 24
hours prior to the planned entry of the U-2 into
Iraqi airspace, the Iraqi government should be no-
tified concerning points of entry and exit. Of course
no approval is expected, but Irag must recognize
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the notification before the entry into Iraqi airspace.
The U-2 aircraft must carry UN insignia, and the
pilot must carry UN inspector identification,

SATELLITE IMAGERY

Ideally, satellite imagery should be made available
to the international organization. Howevet, satel-
lite imagery, due to secrecy rules, is under strict

governmental control, which makes its use restric-
tive and not available for the flexible needs of an
internarional organization. With radically improved
resolution quality, commercial satellite imagery can
be of some use, but such imagery would require
considerable capability for photo interpretation,
which would also limit its usefulness for an inter-
national organization.
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MULTILATERAL SUPPORT
FOR A NEW REGIME

Joseph Cirincione

As the dominant military power on the planet, the
United States alone can conduct a wide range of
military operations against Iraq. Burt it does not
have to act alone. There is now considerable sup-
port in the UN Security Council for enforcing 2
robust inspection regime o bring Irag into com-
pliance with UN resolutions. Such joint action of-
fers considerable promise of success with few of
the risks atrendant large-scale unilateral military
operations in the Gulf.

Since the mid-1990s, howevet, the Security
Council has been deeply divided over Irag and
unable to take effective measures, The council-man-
dated disarmament process has been highly politi-
cized, and the imegriry of inspections compro-
mised. Nonetheless, the Security Council remains
the most important source of international legici-
macy in dealing with questions of international
peace and securiry,

In the absence of international support, unilat-
eral milicary action against lrag may well entail se-
rious short-term and long-term problems for the
United States and the international legal system
the United States has helped create. In addition to
global economic disruptions and regional instabil-
ity, there will be serious consequences for the rule
of law and international institutions, particularly
the relevance of the UN Charter and the authority
of the Security Councik

PAST DIVISIONS
UNDERMINED INSPECTIONS

The history of UNSCOM demonstrates that strong
political support from the Security Council for the
inspection agency is not only a prerequisite for
UNSCOM’s suceess but also its lifeline. Serious
divisions in the Security Council, particularly
among its permanent members, constantly under-
mined UNSCOM’s work in Iraq and eventually
prevented it from implementing its mandate. As
Iraq’s influence grew in the council, UNSCOM’s
integrity was questioned, while attempts were made
to shift the burden of proof to UNSCOM. Opera-
tion Desert Fox deepened the council’s schism, as
Anglo-American military action angered the other
P-5 members. In the end, the credibility of
UNSCOM was badly damaged by its special rela-
tionship with Washington and its reported involve-
ment in espionage activities, which eventually cost
it the council’s support and precipitated its dernise.

Divisions within the Security Council also over-
shadowed the future of the new inspections body,
UNMOVIC. A paralyzed Security Council was not
able 1o agree on a new omnibus resolution estab-
lishing a new inspections system for nearly one year.
Even when the council finally adopted Resolution
1284 in December 1999, its division was mani-
fested by the abstentions of three permanent mem-
bers, seriously weakening UNMOVIC’s mandate
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at its inception. Itis litcle surprise that Iraq quickly
rejected the new mandatory resolution adopred
under Chapter VIL

The council’s continued divisions had negative
effects on the sanctions regime too. As the humani-
tarian situation gravely deteriorated (as a result of
Iraq’s refusal to implement the council-mandated
humanitarian program over five years), Russia,
China, and France also became advocates of Iraq’s
humanitarian cause. Iraq finally accepred dhe oil-
for-food program in 1996, but the program has
accorded Irag a powerful economic leverage in the
council. Because the program allows Iraq to choose
its trade partners, Baghdad has actively exploited
the program to cultivate its influence in the coun-
cil and mobilize its allies to change the council’s
policy by granting them lucrative trade deals. The
Clinton administrations relatively hands-off policy
toward Iraq in the wake of Desert Fox lent a hand
to Iraq (albeit unwittingly). In the fall of 2000, a
paralyzed sanctions commitree was unable to act
on Baghdad’s bid to erode the sanctions, which al-
lowed Baghdad to restore international air links.

NEW SUPPORT FOR UNMOVIC

Recentdy, however, council unity has gradually re-
wrned. There is now a strong consensus in the
council on the need for the return of weapons in-
spectors to Iraq and unanimous support for
UNMOVIC.

As the Bush administration brought Iraq back
into focus, its initiative to revamp the sanctions re-
gime in the spring of 2001 created a new dynamic
in the Security Council. Washington’s active diplo-
macy resulted in French and Chinese agreement to
restructure the sanctions regime by adopting the
Goods Review List (GRL). After September 11,
Russia joined the U.S. effort to fight terrorism and
the relationship between the two countries warmed
considerably. As Washington threatened o take mili-
tary action against Baghdad, Moscow stepped up its
cfforts to persuade Baghdad to accept weapons in-
spections, and in November 2001 Moscow joined
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the consensus on Resolution 1382 (2002} in which
the council expressed its intention to adopt the GRL
within six months. This led to the adoption of reso-
[ution 1409 in May 2002—the most sweeping re-
structuring of the sanctions regime yet. Thus, the
council was able to restore agreement on the most
important humanitarian issue.

Although the council enjoys a new spirit of co-
operation on Iraq, this does not mean that the P-5
is now completely united on Iraq issues. Russia,
for example, remains eager to negotiate a “com-
prehensive” sertlement, and some differences re-
main concerning the secretary-general’s role.

REGIME CHANGE

Following Desert Fox, and claiming to have de-
graded Saddam’s capacity to develop and deliver
WMD, the Clinton administration quiedy disen-
gaged from Iraq. Desert Fox was not aimed at bring-
ing Iraq back into compliance with Security Coun-
cil resolutions but was an actempt to neutralize Iraq’s
WMD programs militarily. As a consequence, with
the exception of the continued enforcement of the
“no-fly” zones, U.S. military threars on Iraq dimin-
ished significantly. There was a corresponding in-
crease in Iraqi recalcitrance.

The Bush administration’s military chreats have
had a significant impact on Irag’s position on weap-
ons inspections. A year ago, Iraq was adamant, re-
jecting Resolution 1284 and declaring its firm re-
jection of anything associated with the resolution,
especially UNMOVIC and its executive chairman,
Hans Blix, Iraq repeatedly stressed that it had com-
pleted its disarmamenc obligations and flady rejected
the possibility of weapons inspections. However, as
the United States stepped up its threat to change the
Iragi regime by force, the Iraqi leadership resumed
dialogue with Secretary-General Annan, hinting at
the possibility of accepting inspections.

In his dialogue, the secretary-general has sought
to focus on the return of weapons inspectors, but
Iraq has claimed that no major disarmament issues
remain, while attempting to shift the focus of dis-
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cussions to the mechanism of lifting sancuons, no-
fly zones, U.S. threats on its government, and the
creation of 2 weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
free zone in the Middle East (alluding to Israel’s
nuclear weapons program). As long as there were
no immediate military threats, the Iragi leadership
did not need its trump card—weapons inspec-
tions—to stave off U.S. strikes. In addition, from
Iraq’s perspective, the United Nations, along with
the Arab Leaguc, is a useful policy tool to mobilize
global and Arab opinion against the United States.
The Iragis thus try 1o use the secretary-general and
Weaporls iNSpectors to serve as convenient buffers
1w U.S. military action. In a sense, they are “hu-
man shields” for the Iragi leadership.

USE OF FORCE

Despite the council’s unity regarding the new sanc-
tians regime and the resumption of weapons in-
spectors, it remains sharply divided over the way
forward on the issue of disarmament in lraq, par-
ticularly the prospects for the use of force. Russia,
China, and France, albeit to varying degrees, re-
main important allies for Baghdad. Even if Iraq
continues to reject weapons inspections, they would
net support U.S, military action—especially if
Washington’s declaratory objective is to overthrow
the regime, Generally speaking, these nations can
be expected to oppose 1o the use of force against
Iraq to the greatest extent possible.

This is not limited 1o Iraq issues. Russia and
China, and 10 a lesser extent France, are wary of
the Bush administration’s unilateral policies, espe-
cially regarding its perceived haste in resorting to
military force. Russia and China are particularly
averse to the use of force, as was demonstrated dur-
ing the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s
{(NATO) military campaign in Kosovo. They also
have serious concerns about the implicarions of the
use of force for issues of their own concern, such as
Chechnya, Taiwan, and Tibet. The three nations
shate the view that anly the Security Council can
authorize the use of force—a view to which Grear

Britain is also sympathetic, Increasingly unsertled
by U.S. power and its developing unilateralism,
they would seek to check U.S. military action
through the United Nations. Although U.S. pri-
macy is indisputable outside the United Nations,
within the Security Council the United States re-
mains equal ro these other nations as a veto-wield-
ing permanent member.

These council members fear, however, that de-
spite their strong opposition, the United States ad-
ministration still prefers military solurions to these
international security issues, sidestepping the
United Nations, as in the case of Kosovo. The irony
is that adamant opposition from other council
members could drive the United States away from
the Security Council, further marginalizing the
council and the United Nations. Washington’s uni-
lateral resort to military force would certainly un-
dermine the council’s authority and credibility, and
correspondingly, the power and prestige accorded
to the other permanent members.

Russia, France, China, and the United Kingdom
are well aware of this dilemma. This suggests that
even though they oppose Washington's use of force
to remove Saddam Husscin, they may realize that it
is in their interest to work out 2 formula for the use
of force against Iraq that is acceptable to the United
States and that can be authorized by the council asa
whole, It follows that if Washington seeks the
Council’s authorization for the use of force to “sup-
port inspections,” opposition from Russia, China,
and France may not be insurmountable—although
it may still require considerable diplomatic efforss.

THE CHALLENGE AHEAD

In light of the growing unity among the P-5 re-
garding Iraq issues, the United States could first
pursuc the goal of establishing an effective inspec-
tion regime through the current system established
hy Resolution 1284. The current process, includ-
ing UNMOVIC’s preparatory work and the secre-
tary-general’s effort to bring inspectors back to Iraq,
enjoy broad international support.

Joseph Cirincione | 23
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There are several immediate options for improv-
ing the effectiveness of inspections and increasing
the pressure on Iraq to accept inspections:

» Measures under Article 41. The United States
could pursue vigorouns and creative diplomacy
to explore various UN-mandated measures that
have not yet been tried. For example, a number
of measures enumerated in the Article 41 of the
UN Charter have not been applied, such as com-
plete or partial interruption of rail, sea, air,
postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of
communication and the severance of diplomatic
relations. The councit could also reinstate travel
bans on ranking Iraqi officials. In addition, the
Unired States could seriously pursue the estab-
lishment of an internadonal tribunal on war
crimes in Iraq. Confronted with the possibiliry
of all-out U.S. invasion, other council members
would be more willing to consider these mea-
sures. They will certainly increase pressure on
the Government of Iraq to accept weapons in-
spections.

» Use of force vo support inspections. The United
Stares could seek Security Council authorization
for the limited use of force to coerce Iraq into
accepting weapons inspections, A new council
resolution could contain a deadline for Iraqi
compliance. This option offers an important
diplomaric advantage for the United States by
according international legitimacy o milisary
action against [raq. Negotiations in the council
may require considerable time and effort and
may also result in certain constraints on the use
of force and rules of engagement. Nonetheless,
the international community would accept the
legitimacy of U.S. military action and even ex-
tend military assistance. This option would also
provide incentives to other council members. It
would preserve the council’s unity and authot-
ity. Faced with the prospect of all-out U.S inva-
sion, even Iraq’s staunch allies in the council may
be swayed to agree to take decisive measures
against Iraq, including use of force. They share
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Washington’s concern about Iraq's WMD pro-
grams, but they seck to control them through
the United Nations.

> Subcontracting inspections. It might be possible
to persuade other P-5 members to replace Reso-
lution 1284 with a new inspections system fash-
ioned after the “subcontract” model—that is,
inspections would be conducted by 2 coalition
of “willing” governments. UNMOVIC's current
mandate would be implemented by groups of
inspectors provided by like-minded govern-
ments. UNMOVIC could be totally disbanded
or significantly reduced to a liaison office to the
secretary-general. The concept of subcontract-
ing is nothing new in UN peacekeeping opera-
tions. Since the Dayton Agreement in 1995, the
United Nations has subcontracted peacekeep-
ing operations to a coalition of governments in
Bosnia-Herzegovina (IFOR/SFOR), Kosovo
(KFOR), East Timor (UNTAET), and Afghani-
stan (ISAF). In these cases, peacckeeping forces
are not tradicional UN peacekecpers led by UN
commanders; rather, they are multinational se-
curity operations authorized by the Security
Council.

The subcontracted inspections model may have
some merits—it would be more agile and coher-
ent and much easier to achieve synergy between
inspections and military operations. But it would
require colossal diplomatic efforts to persuade Rus-
sia, France, and China to consent to this model.
Although the council is united on the need for
weapons inspections in Iraq, there remain serious
differences as to how the United Nations should
devise and implement an effective inspection sys-
tem. Should Washington seek to reinforce the cur-
rent inspections regime based on Resolution 1284,
it would encounter a number of challenges in
achieving the unity of the P-5. The council’s cur-
rent unanimous support for UNMOVIC did not
come casily. Therefore, it remains an open ques-
tion whether the council will support any attempt
to alter the current inspections regime based on
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Resolution 1284. Russia, France, and China would
resist any dilution of UNMOVIC’s UN character
and object to reinstating a system similar o
UNSCOM. Reestablishing a “Super UNSCOM”

would require a new Security Council resolution.

COERCIVE INSPECTIONS:
THE MIDDLE GROUND

A most viable approach would appear to be the
use-of-force option. Without changing the current
inspection system established by Resolution 1284,
the Security Council could authorize the use of
force specifically for the purpose of enforcing in-
spections. Because all the relevant resolutions of
the Security Council regarding Iraq’s disarmament
obligations were adopted under Chapter V11, it
would be 2 logical course of action for the Security
Council to order enforcement action. As in the case
of Operation Desert Storm, a coalition of like-
minded countries would deploy armed forces and
initiate military action so that UNMOVIC inspec-
tors could carry out its mandate. Decisions on the
modality of military operation, such as air cover,
military escort, and limited occupation, could be
left 1o a coazlition of governments. Meanwhile,
reaffirming the previous council resolutions, par-
ticularly Resolurions 687 and 1284, including its
commitment regarding sanctions, would increase
internarional legitimacy, the credibility of the
Security Council, and hence the legitimacy and
credibility of U.S. diplomacy.

Finally, a new diplomatic initiative should take
into account the timeline of the current process
initiated by the secretary-general. Should Iraq ac-
cept UNMOVIC inspections, this would trigger a
new process centered on UNMOVIC and the
IAEA. Obviously, such a process will generate a
new dynamic in the council.

CONCLUSION

Although disarmament in Iraq requires a rigorous
inspection system that at least threatens the use of
force, the council's unity and international support
are also critical in establishing effective inspections.
Securing other P-5 members’ agreement remains a
major challenge for the United States. In the face
of Baghdad’s diplomatic offensives and shared in-
terests with council members, Washington will have
ta commit to consistent and strenuous diplomatic
engagement with other P-5 members to achieve
and preserve council unity.

The P-5% recenc positions on lraq indicate posi-
tive developments and hint ac useful clues to furure
action. First, the council is now united on the need
for weapons inspections and unanimously supports
UNMOVIC. Second, the U.S. threar 1o change the
Iraq regime has engendered changes on the part of
Russia, France, and China, signalling their willing-
ness t agree to mote decisive measures on Iraq.
Third, Washington’s vigorous diplomatic engage-
ment with other -5 members is required for ob-
taining international support for military action, and
its sustained focus on Iraq is key to achieving P-5
unity in the Security Council. Finally, while a di-
vided Security Council has limited the secrerary-
general’s use of his good offices, a united council
could allow him to play a supportive role by con-
veying a strong, unequivocal message to Iraq.

It should be obvious that ir is always in
Washington’s interest to secure the council’s sup-
port for its policy goals and the international le-
gitimacy this confers. It now appears possible that
the United States could develop an acceptable for-
mula for multilateral military acdon to support
inspections and secure council authorization for the
limited 1se of force.
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PERSUADING SADDAM WITHOUT
DESTABILIZING THE GULF

Patrick Clawson

Iraqi President Saddam Hussein seems unlikely to
cooperate with the inspections mandated by UN
Security Council resolutions (UNSCR) in the ab-
sence of credible threats of the use of force. Com-
prehensive economic sancrions did not have that
effect. Saddam showed that he could endure com-
prehensive sanctions longer than the international
communiry could sustain them; in the end, it was
the United Nations that substantially loosened the
restrictions rather than Saddam who cooperated
with UNSCR mandates. It also seems untikely that
Saddam would be induced to cooperate were there
a “light at the end of the runnel,” because it secems
that his ambitions are so grand that he cannort be
accommodated.

Indeed, the prospect of limited air strikes may
be insafficienc to secure Saddam’s cooperation.
Saddam seems to have decided that such air strikes
will be episodic rather than sustained and thar the
limizations the United States will impose on itself
about what targets to hit will prevent the strikes
from being regime-threatening. At che least, air
strikes have to date not been sufficient t secure
Iraqi cooperation with UNSCR mandates, which
suggests that Iraqi cooperation may come only with
a credible threat of regime averthrow.

Making the threat of regime overthrow credible
will not be easy, given the heated rhetoric used by
the last three U.S. presidents, which to date has
not produced much. U.S. coup-promortion activ-

ity has not impressed Saddam. Nor has U.S, assis-
tance to the Iraqi opposition led Saddam to feel
sufficiently threatened so as to cooperate with
UNSCR-mandared inspections. He may well ques-
tion U.S. resolve 1o commir the forces necessary
for his overthrow. In chis environmeny, it seems
uniikely that any U.S. declaratory policy, no mat-
ter how explicit or severe, will be sufficient to se-
cure Saddams cooperation with the inspections.
Even if persuaded of U.S. resolve, Saddam may
believe that regional states will be unwilling to pro-
vide the United States the access it would need to
carry out regime-threatening military action. He
would have good reason to believe that Tuskey and
the Areb Gulf monarchies prefer the status quo,
with a weakened Iragi regime and an implicit U.S.
security guarantee in the event of Iraqi aggression,
to the alrernatives—either the “bad” alternative of
a failed state in Iraq or the “good” alternative of a
democraric pro-Western lraq. (A federal democratic
Iraq with a largely autonomous Kurdish region is a
very bad precedent in Turkish eyes, whereas the
Saudis would not like losing theit position as the
United States’ privileged partnet in the Gulf, nor
would they like seeing Iraq become an oil super-
power displacing Saudi Arabia’s position as lynchpin
of the world oil market.} Saddam may also believe
that he can successfully pressure regional states not
o give U.S. forces sufficient access to threaten his
regime; after all, he has had great success with the
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argument that Iraq will be in the region forever
while the United States may leave.

[f this analysis is correct, then securing continu-
ing [raqi cooperation with inspections will require a
sustained ULS. presence in the region enforced by a
U.5.-led military force of a size and chatacter sufh-
cient to threaten the overthrow of Saddam’s regime.
But such a force could threaten the stability of the
Persian Gulf in at least two ways: by bringing into
question the close security cooperation between the
United States and regional staces and by undermin-
ing the stability of the Gulf monarchies.

ENDANGERING U.5.-REGIONAL TIES

Were they to agree toa sustained U.S. presence aimed
at Iraq’s regime, regional states would chink they were
doing the United States a considerable favor. In re-
turn, they would expect the United States to ad-
dress some of their concerns; in particular, the Arab
monarchies would expect U.S. pressure on Israel,
and Turkey would anticipate military aid, beteer ac-
cess 10 U.S. trade and finance, and assistance in its
relations with the European Union. But many in
the United States would regard a continuing U.S.
deployment on Iraq’s borders as a favor to the re-
gional states, because those states would be the ones
being protected from Saddam. There would likely
be calls for the regional states to assist with other
UL.S. foreign policy objectives in return for the U.S.
protection against Saddam, similar to the pressure
on Saudi Arabia in the early 1990s to finance a vari-
ety of U.S. initiatives {from Somalia to the Korean
peninsula) and to participate in peace talks with Is-
racl. With the regional states expecting the United
States to do them favors and ac least some in the
United States expecting the regional states t do the
United States favors, the potential for disappoint-
ment and disagreement is great. This will not help
U.S. relations with the regional states and could lead
to a serious deterioration of relations.

Even setting aside the potential asymmetric ex-
pectations, it would hardly be surptising if regional
states were reluctant 1o sign on to a continuing
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threat against their neighbor Iraq. Constructing an
afliance 10 threaten another state is no easy task.
The North Adantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
was hard enough to hold together as a defensive
alliance. Despite the close societal ties berween the
United States and Western Europe, ir is by no
means clear that NATO could have worked had it
been an alliance designed to attack the Soviet bloc.
Asking the Gulf Arab menarchies to sign up to an
alliance for artacking Iraq is particularly difficule
because of the strong historical and social links
berween those states and [rag. It would be very dif-
ficult for Arab states ro cooperate with former co-
lonial powers in an artack on a fellow Arab state.

UNDERMINING THE STABILITY
OF THE GULF MONARCHIES

Preserving monarchical rule in the Gulf Coopera-
rion Council {GCC) states is not and should not
be a long-term U.S. objective; monarchy is not a
system the United States wishes to promote, and
monarchies are not necessarily particulatly stable.
That said, at present, the alternative to the Gulf
monarchies is probably worse: There is every rea-
son to think that overthrow of the monarchies
would be at the hands of anti-Western, anti-demo-
cratic Islamists. For that reason, the United States
may well have a short-term interest in ensuring the
stability of the Gulf monarchies, while encourag-
ing them to move toward more transparent and
accountable governments with Jegislatures that have
more powers and are more freely selected.

The existing U.S. troop presence in the Gulf js
unpopular with social conservatives and national-
ists in the GCC states. How much political impact
this generates is unclear. Afeer all, the GCC states
arc not democracles, and the ruling families have
traditionally conducted foreign and security policy
without much reference to popular opinion. The
redeployment of U.S. forces to desert bases, far from
the sight of the civilian population, has fowered
the profile of the U.S. presence. That said, a large-
scale U.S. presence, especially if it were poised 1o
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strike hard at Iraq, would sit badly with many in
the GCC countries. That would provide an op-
porruniy for the Istamist opposition to reach out
to 2 larger audience with their violent anti-regime
message. The ruling regimes have been intensely
aware of the Islamist danger and have been pre-
pared to take strong action 1o keep a lid on the
opposition, so it seems quite unlikely that any of
the GCC regimes would be overthrown in the wake
of alarger U.S. military presence. However, if some
GCC regime already faced serious internal prob-
lems—splits in the ruling family, serious socioeco-
nomic problems, and so on—then the larger U.S.
military presence could become a rallying point for
anti-regime agitation.

Furthermore, there is a risk that GCC regimes
might seek to redirect criticism abous the U.S. pres-
ence into criticism of the Unired Staces instead of
criticism of their own regimes for cooperating with
the United States. This was certainly the strategy
in the 1990s, with the result that radical anti-West-
ern forces were able to win the recruits needed for
repeated attacks on U.S. rargets, from Khobar Tow-
ers to the USS Cole to the World Trade Center.

Besides the two destabilizing impacts of 2 sus-
rained large U.S. military presence analyzed abave,
a third potential problem woutd be an Iranian pet-
ception that the United States is preparing for a
strike against the Islamic Republic. Any military
force suitable for threatening Saddam’s regime
would also provide a capability thar could be used

against Iran, and any prudent military planner has
to worry about capabilities as much as intentions.
On top of which, the Bush administration’s hostil-
ity 1o the Islamic Republic’s hardliners and its evi-
dent interest in promoting democratic forces could
lead the revolutionaries who control Iran’s levers of
power to worry that the United States would use
its mulitary force in the Guif against Iran if the
opportanity presented itself. Cersainly in the last
few months, there have been many serious Iranian
analysts and policy makers wha have assumed this
is the U.S. intention. The risk is that a U.S. force
designed 1o secure Iragi cooperation could lead to
acute tensions with Iran thar could escalate into
periodic military confrontations, 2long the lines of
the U.S.~Iran naval clashes in 1988-1989~<lashes
that included the largest surface naval confronta-
tion of the last half century,

WHAT TO DO?

It is by no means apparent how to press Saddam
into permitting inspections without threatening the
stability of the Persian Gulf. Perhaps the most real-
istic way to frame the issue is to say that restarting
inspections will require a continuing substantial
U.S. force presence of a sort that will complicate
U.S. relations with Gulf countries and may threaten
their internal stability, and then to allow the reader
to judge whether that risk is worth taking.
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CALCULATIONS OF
IRAQ'S NEIGHBORS

Shibley Telhami

In designing a strategy to gain the support of Iraq’s
neighbors for limiting Irag’s nuclear potential, it is
important to begin by separating the strategic cal-
culations of governments in the region from their
domestic political calculations.

At the straregic level, governments in the region
generally favor preventing Iraq from becoming a
nuclear power, espectally under Saddam Hussein.
Even Gulf states such as the United Arab Emir-
ates, who fear Iran more than they fear Iraq and
who worry about weakening Iraq too much, sup-
port measures to limit Itag’s nuclear capabilities,
including reinstating international monitors. But
some states, especially Iran and Syria, also worry
about overwhelming U.S. power in the region.
Their caleulations are thus more complex: They
do not want to see Iraq armed with nuclear weap-
ons, but they also fear U.S. dominance—and in
Syria’s case, Isracli strategic dominance—especially
U.S. occupation of Iraq. This leads to the follow-
ing considerations: On the one hand, any option
that would rule our a U.S. military campaign may
get their supporg; on the other, trust in the United
States is so low that there is the belief that uncer-
tainty about lraq’s nuclear potenual may be a ma-
jor deterrent to U.S. war plans.

Even aside from public sentiments, one should
not underestimate the strategic reluctance of other
states in the Gulf, including Saudi Arabia, to sup-
porta U.S.-led war on Iraq for two reasons: (1) states

in the region fear the possible disintegration of Iraq
or the continued instability emanating from Iraq;
and (2) they fear possible U.S. military-political con-
trol of Iraq that would aleer the strategic picture o
their disadvantage. All this suggests thae, strategi-
cally, states in the region could rally behind an in-
ternational plan to prevent Iraq from acquiring
nuclear capabilities, if they could be persuaded that
this option is indeed intended as 2 genuine alterma-
tive to the war option and not part of a process de-
signed to lay the groundwork for justifying a war.
On the domestic political level, no state in the
region can ignore public sentiment in the era of the
information revolution. Certainly one of the major
barriers to getting the support of Arab governments
for a war optien is public pressure. Indeed, much of
the public in the Arab world is sympatheric to Iraq’s
cfforts in gencral. It is important then to understand
how the public in the region, including che elites,
views this issue. First, most people there do not un-
derstand that the policy to prevent lraq from ac-
quiring weapons of mass destruction (WMD) is
based on UN resolutions. Instead, they see the policy
as a strategy intended to prevent only Arab states
from acquiring such weapons. Second, those who
de understand the role of UN resolutions raise the
question of “double standards” in applying those
resolutions, always with examples from the Arab—
Israeli conflict. Third, the sense of humiliation and
helplessness is so pervasive in the region after the
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violence on the Israeli-Paiestinian front of the past
several months that many wish for an Arab deter-
rent, even if possessed by Saddam Hussein. Fourth,
while many wish for such an outcome, most do not
believe that it is likely and see the entire focus on
this issue as ractical, intended 1o justify keeping Iraq
in a box or declaring war on it. This view has be-
come even stronger in recent months, with the pub-
lic in the region increasingly identifying U.S. inter-
ests with Israeli interests and perceiving the Unired
States as dominating decisions at the United Na-
tions. Fifth, there is continued empathy with the
suffering of Iraq’s population and a prevailing as-
sumprion that the sanctions, not the Iraqi regime,
are ultimately to blame for this suffering.

Even so, the public in the region is not likely to
muobilize against steps by governments in the re-
gion to contain Irags capabilities, such as support
for the reinstatement of UN monitors, in the same
way that it would likely mobilize in the event of
wat. The difficulty comes when Irag defies mea-
sures to contain its programs. It is clear that Iraq
could gain a great deal of sympathy, especially in
the event of punitive measures for fack of compli-
ance—-something we have often witnessed in the
past. In other words, Iraq could have the capacity
to time its defiant actions for maximum sympathy,
such as at times of high regional anger over U.S.
policy toward the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Sa
any effective policy would have to be designed to
reduce this possibility.

Taking these strategic and political calcularions
into account, an effective policy intended to gain
the cooperation of Irag’s neighbors in limiting Iraq’s
nuclear potential would have to include several
important elements:

» Securing strong U.S. assurances that it intends the
policy as an aliernazive 10 war and that if the policy
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succeeds, the war option will be off the table. But
even if the implied threar of war in case peace-
ful measures fail is projected in the name of the
United Nations, nort the United States, there
should be no illusion: Most actors in the region
will continue to see U.S. moves as tactical, in-
tended ultimately to justify the war option,

Making progress in the Palestinian—lIsraeli nego-
tiarions. It is hard to imagine any successful
policy toward Iraq, military or otherwise, as long
as violence continues unchecked. A full serte-
ment of this conflict is not a necessary condi-
tion; rather, a de-escalation of the violence and
the onset of a genuine political process that
projects hope will be important for securing re-
gional cooperation for U.S. policy toward Irag.

Providing incentives, in addition 10 threats, to Irag.
This will be important in securing Iraqi coopera-
tion, especially given the public sympathy with
Iraq in the region. These incentives could include
lifting economic sanctions completely and allow-
ing for increasingly normal relations between Iraq
and its neighbors, These measures would also go
a Jong way toward addressing regional public con-
cerns about the hardship in Iraq, But it is impoz-
1ant to recognize the implications of such an ap-
proach: ht entails thac the priority of limiting Iraqs
WMD capabilities supersedes the objective of
removing Saddam Hussein.

Beginning a forum for addressing WMD on a re-
gional basis, focusing on strategic concerns about
the uneven proliferation of weapons in the region.

Differentiating among Irags neighbors. Not every
state has the same concerns, even if most have
much in common in their attitude toward [rag.
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THE RUSSIAN ELITE AND IRAQ:
AN UNEXPECTED PICTURE

Rose Gottemoeller

Our intetest is that Iraq should bave a stable and predicrable regime, friendly
t0 Russia. And naturally, we do not want to see weapons of mass destruction
produced there. We are convinced that the political resoutce for resolving
problems with Iraq has not been exhausted. However, if the United States
does not correct its unbearable urge ro fight as soon as possible, that resource

may never be used.

——Dmitry Rogozin, Chairman of the Committee on
International Relations, State Duma of the Russian Federation'

Rogozins statemnent of Russia’s current interest in
Iraq is succinct and interesting because it does not
stress the economic issues that are so often assumed
to be the driving force behind Russian policy. In-
stead, he focuses on requirements for stability, pre-
dictability, and the absence of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD). The United States clearly
articulates similar requirements. So if Rogozin rep-
resents a view widely held among Russian elites,
then thete is a basis for cooperation berween Rus-
sta and the United States in wrying to address the
Irag problem.

The ifis a big one, however, because it contains
several elements, First is the obvious one: Do Rus-
sian political elites really share Rogozin’s view that

1. Dmitry Rogozin Comments, fzvestiya, Aprif 30, 2002.

stability, predictability, and an absence of WMD are
at the heart of Russian interests in Iraq? The second
isonly slighdy less obvious: Would Rogozin and the
Russian elites ever go along with the notion of mov-
ing quickly to a military invasion of Irag? And if
they did go along, would they be willing to extend
Russian military support to the invasion? Alrerna-
tively, would they press hard for a different solu-
tion, one that would emphasize diplomacy and a
strengthened inspection regime?

This paper examines these questions to provide
a sense of how Moscow might react to precipitate
U.S. use of military force or to efforts to craft an
alternative solution. The paper draws exclusively
on sources in the Russian media and on that basis
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forms a picture of likely public and elite opinion
in Russia. It does not emphasize Western sources
or the diplomatic record, except to the extent that
it is reflected in Russian media commentary.
Before launching into an examination of recent
comments on these issues in the Russian media, it is
worth noting that since September President Putin
has often taken pro-Ametican steps that go against
the flow of elite opinion in Russia, No matter what
views are being expressed in the Duma, the press, or
among the intelligentsia, therefore, Putin may de-
cide to acquiesce to the Bush administration in what-
ever they do in Iraq. This acquiescence, however,
might be a far cry from providing active support w
a military operation. It might be more akin to the
Russian attitude toward the U.S, withdrawal from
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty: Moscow would
stress that the U.S. policy is a mistake, but not one
to which the Russian Federation will respond either

with anger or precipitate action of its own.

THE QUESTION OF RUSSIAN INTERESTS

On the question of how the elites define Russian
interests in Iraq, the oil interest group seems to be
running to type. For example, Konstantin
Kagalovsky, board member of the Yukos oil com-
pany, inveighed against an invasion of Iraq “by our
American friends.” He was not, however, focused
only on the difficulties that this would cause for
Russia—he noted that the consequences of such an
attack would be deeply contrary for both “us and
America.” At the same time, he cautioned against
the “gift horse” that the United States was offering:

The Americans are telling us that it is very
imporeant for us that there be a different re-
gime in Iraq, and that they will guarantee that
thar regime will make Iragi debt payments
to us... The Americans also promise that once
a new Iraqi regime is in place, they will help

us get contracts in Iraq...Both of these posi-
tions are a raw deal, but now they are going
to be supported in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and other government agencies.?

Kagalovsky’s comments illustrate that elite positions
in the oil industry are as would be expected: suspi-
cious that the new advantages that the Americans
are offering would be better than the promises that
they already have in hand from the Iragis. More
interesting is his portrayal of the approach inside
the Russian government: Although he and his in-
dustry are holding firm, the government agencies
are moving toward the U.S. view. This conveys
clearly that clite opinion in Moscow is by no means
stuck on the Russian oil industry position.

It must be said, however, that of the commen-
tators teviewed for this analysis, only Rogozin was
s0 succinct in portraying Russian interests as rooted
in stability, predicrability, and the absence of WMD
inIraq. Indeed, the lack of widespread geostrategic
analyses in the current media discussions was strik-
ing, but it may reflect no more than a temporary
silence among those, such as Yevgeny Primakov,
who have uaditionally been the voice of 2 “Eur-
asian” policy for the Sovier Union and Russia. In
other words, the current preeminence of Putin’s
U.S.-leaning policy may have temporarily silenced
those who would normally have been articulating
more of 2 geostrategic view of Russian interests.

THE QUESTION OF SUPPORT
FOR MILITARY ACTION

The lack of a Russian consensus on its interests in
Iraq does not, however, imply ready Russian sup-
port for U.S. military action. On the contrary, Rus-
sian experts stress both that the United States will
have 1o go it alone and that U.S. forces should not
expect a repeat of the easy time that they had in
toppling the Taliban from power in Afghanistan.

2. Konstantin Kagalovsky Incerview, Viemya MN [Moscow News], April 17, 2002.
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As Alexel Arbatov commented in an interview in
May, “Using aerial bombardment alone in [raq will
not do the trick; the United States will need a
ground operation. In Afghanistan, the ground ap-
eration was carried forward by the Northern Alli-
ance, under the leadership of Russia and the USA.
But in Irag, no one will want o do this dirty watk
for the Americans.™

One commentator went so far as to say that [raq
for the United States will be as Carthage was for
Rome: an eventual victory bue won only after a long
war that significandy taxed the Roman Empire.* This
image of an imperial power about to enter a quag-
mire is one that a number of Russians seem to rel-
ish, perhaps based on their awn experience in
Chechnya. Hawever, they do not specifically cam-
pare Iraq to Chechnya. Instead, they warn againse
“naive” hopes, such as counting on “marionette-sevle
fighters from the ranks of (Iraqi) dissidencs.™

Thus, the answer ta the question of whether
Russia would support a U.S. invasion of [raq wich
its own military forces is a clear no: As far as Russia
is concerned, the United States will have ta go it
alonc. The more general question of whether Rus-
512 would go along with such an invasion has a mare
nuanced answer, however. Russian elites seem ready
to stand aside and let the Americans go forward if
they ate determined to da sa. As Georgy Mirsky
puc it, “Russia will not hinder the Americans.™

In some sense, Russian cammentators may be
preparing their public for what they believe will be
the likely response from the Keemlin: Pucin's ac-
quiescence ta a U.S. invasion of Iraq, similar to
the case of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treacy.

Ly

THE QUESTION OF
AN ALTERNATIVE OPTION

A numbser of Russian commentators echo Rogozin's
view that political tools for addressing the crisis
have not been exhausted.” They note that Iraq has
not so far refused dialogue with the United Na-
tions. They also note that as soon as others walk
away from diplomatic efforts, the Iraqi Jeader will
be tempied 10 preempt the situacion.® This atd-
tude indicates thar Russia, if it should acquiesce to
U.S. military action, wili continue to press on the
diplomatic front as well.

Even more naturally, the Russian elites would
be positively disposed 1o a reasonable alternative
10 a full-scale U.S. invasion. The scope and defini-
rion of thar alternarive is not clear from the Rus-
sian media, except to emphasize a strong commit-
ment to continued engagement at the negotiating
table. However, the current Russian stance at the
Unired Nations suggests that a use of force to sup-
port inspections might not be out of the question,
if only 10 maintain the continued viability and le-
gitimacy of the UN system.

Moicover. although they do not occupy the First
rank of argument, the interests of Russian compa-
nies would not be disregarded. Russian media com-
mentators convey the sense that they are simply
waiting for the giant to falter. This would not be
because they expecr to gain in the old Cold War
zero-sum sense, but because they believe it will cre-
ate the conditions for a new political process. In
this, Russian experts would hope to take a decisive
role, especially to support the interests of Russian
companies.”

. Alexander Kuranov intervicw with Alexei Arbaav, Nezavisimaya gazeta, May 23, 2002. This view thar the United Srates will not

be able 10 engage in "push-bunen warface™ and will have vo di its own disry work is curzently common in the Russian press. See,
for example, Georgiy Mirsky Cammens, frvertiya, April 30, 2002; and Sergey Sergeyev, “Baghdad Marsh,” Vek, May 17, 2002.

Sergei Norka, "Head to Head,” Vek, Juae 7, 2002
Rogozin, fzvestiya.
Mirsky, lovestiya.

SRR

and Norka, “Head to Head.”

[r

. See, for example, Vladimir Skosyrev, “Iraqi 'Nur' Difficubr 1o Crack.” Veemya MN, April 30, 2002; Sergeyev, “Baghdad Marsh”;

. See, for example, Vladimir Skosyrev, “To Get Saaked in Self-Defense.” Vremya MN, June 18, 2002.

9. This argumenc has already been present in the Russian press. See Skosyrev, “Iragi ‘Nur” Difficule vo Crack.”
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CONCLUSIONS: ENGAGING RUSSIA

To sum up, Russian elites will not be tied fast by
Russian oil companies in regard o defining Rus-
sian national interests in Iraq. Likewise, they will
not be driven to precipitate steps against the United
States, in the United Nations or elsewhere. At the
same time, they will likely urge, and strongly so,
the continuation of a diplomatic-political process
to resolve the crisis. This could include the option
of armed support to inspectons.

The flip side of their actitude in the political
arena is that although they might acquiesce 10 a
U.S. invasion of Iraq, Russian elites will be unwill-
ing to lend military support to the United States.
It is difficult to tell from existing media commen-
tary, but this unwillingness may well extend to sup-
porting roles that are now well established in Af-
ghanisean, such as the sharing of intelligence data.

This summary leaves 2 number of questions
unanswered. For example, what would be the Rus-
sian attitude roward other former Soviet states that
chose 1o support a2 U.S, military operation? Would
Russia object strongly to the U.S, use of military
bases on former Soviet territory? What means
would it use to pressure its neighbors against pro-
viding such support? Russian elites have not been
speculating widely on such issues, although it seems
likely that Russia would try 1o prevent widespread
U.S. staging from countries that are its partners in
the Commonwealth of Independent States,

Another set of questions revolves around what
goals Russia would have for itself in a continuing
political process. “Advantage for Russian companies”
is a straightforward goal bur too simple when juxra-
posed against the very evident elite opinion that vic-

tory will not come easily and that the United States
may in fact become bogged down in Iraq. In chat
case, Russia mighr have 1o step up to a more active
role in solving the Iraq problem. What that role
might comprise is difficult to see, given that Russia
has not traditionally been good at engineering face-
saving remedies for other parties at the negotiating
table. At the moment, however, the Kremlin seems
to be setring itself up for just such a role.

These two sets of questions highlight both prob-
lems and opportunities that may emerge in engag-
ing Russia in a middle-ground option involving
the use of force to support inspections. On the
problem side, complex tensions are atready arising
berween Moscow and Washingron as Putin tries to
walk a line berween pushing for continued progress
on the diplomatic front and acquiescing too quickly
to a U.S, invasion. Those in Washington whe are
strong supporters of invasion might be tempted o
conclude that Russia is not a reliable partner. Its
role as an intetlocutor might therefore be prema-
turely diminished.

On the opportunity side, the strong interest of
Russia in a continued political-diplomaric process,
when joined with the diversification of its policy away
from simple oil company interests, means that Rus-
sian decision makers might be able and willing to
play an active role in formulating 2 middle-ground
option. Russian commentators already emphasize
that Russia is urging Iraq to embark on a more flex-
ible policy toward the West.' If that role can be de-
veloped successfully, then Moscow could be very
helpful. The dynamic berween the problem and
opportunity sides, however, will be decisive in de-
rermining whether this outcome is possible.

10, See, for example, Elenz Suponina, “Baghdad Changes Color: Russia Forces Iraq to Be Like Everyane Else,” Viemya nowostes,

May 21, 2002,
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THE UNSCOM
RECORD

Stephen Black

Following che Gulf War, as an integral part of the
cease-fire agreement, the UN Security Council
imposed on Iraq a total ban on weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and cerrain ballistic missile
systems. The prohibition was implemented by the
director general of the IAEA and a new organiza-
tion, the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM).
Under Resolution 687 (1991), Iraq was required
to declare its WMD programs, including extant
weapons and related facilities. UNSCOM and 2n
Action Team (AT-IAEA) established by IAEA’s di-
rectos general were tasked with verifying Irag’s dec-
larations, eliminating proscribed items and facili-
ties, and instituting a system of ongoing compli-
ance monitoring, The ceasc-fire resolution called
for immediate on-site inspections of both declared
capabilities and those sites designated by UNSCOM.
1n addition to facility access, a subsequent exchange
of letters between the UN Secretary-General and
the Government of Iraq secured for investigators a
host of complementary rights and privileges: full
freedom of movement into and within Iraq; full
rights to request, record, and retain any relevant
items or documents; right to conduct interviews;
freedom to conduct both ground and aerial sur-
veillance; right to collect and analyze samples of
any kind; and right to install equipment for in-
spection and monitoring purposes. While Iraq was

permitted to have an observer present for inter-
views and aerial inspections, there were no sub-
stantive operational limits placed on UNSCOM
and AT-IAEA.

Despite the complexity of the task, both
UNSCOM and the Action Team remained small
organizations throughout the 1990s. UNSCOM
comprised 21 international arms conrrol experts,
administered by an executive chairman. Based in
New York, the executive chairman led an office of
about 50 headquarters staff and another 50 sup-
port staff at field offices in Bahrain and Baghdad.
The Action Team was based in Vienna with about
a dozen staff members. Headquarters personnel
planned inspection missions, with additional mis-
sion staff seconded by supporting governments.

Even with an annual budget of only about $30
million, UNSCOM managed two field more than
250 visiting inspection teams berween 1991 and
1998 and maintained a permanent monitoring
presence in Iraq for five years. The vast majoriry of
the personnel and equipment utilized by the com-
mission was provided at no cost by supporting gov-
ernments.

On-site inspections were the principal means of
verification used by UNSCOM and the Action
Team. Teams of varying sizes—from three to more
than 80 inspectors—conducted short-notice and no-
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notice inspections of a range of Iraqi installations,
including declared WMD stores; declared research,
development, and production sites; dual-use facili-
ties; and undeclared locations suspected of proscribed
activities. On-site inspections included, among other
things, simple factory tours, environmental sam-
pling, materials and equipment inventories, physi-
cal surveys, and document and compurer searches.
Orher teamns confined their inspections to confer-
ence rooms where they interviewed Iragi military
personnel, weapons scientists and engineers, indus-
wial managers, financial officers, and high govern-
ment officials. The wams were supported by aerial
inspections conducted by both commission helicop-
ters and a U-2 reconnaissance aircraft.

Inspections were the principal source of infor-
mation, but investigators also operated a host of
sensor and monitoring systems to verify Iragi com-
pliance. As part of their search for undeclared
WMD assets and to facilitate ongoing monitor-
ing, UNSCOM and AT-1AEA installed and oper-
ated a nerwork of remote monitoring video cam-
eras, chemical air sampling systems, aircrafe- and
vehicle-mounted gamma ray detecrors, helicopter
and man-pack ground penetrating radar, and other
specialized information collection systems. In ad-
dition to their own operations, UNSCOM and AT-
1AEA requested and received sensitive national in-
formation from supporting governments. Other
important sources of data were suppliers of equip-
ment and materials 1o the Iragi WMD programs,
Iraqi defectors, and open-source information.

Contrary to the incomplete initial Iraqi decla-
rations of April 1991, UNSCOM and AT-IAEA
were able to uncover vast amounts of undeclared
weapons, materials, and facilities. By using the full
spectrum of inspection rights and information
sources, the investigators cither located or forced
the disclosure of major aspects of Iraq's WMD in-
frastructure.

Iraq initially denied char ic had conducted any
nuclear acuvities outside of those already under
IAEA safeguards and that all were in compliance
with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Inspec-
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tions, however, revealed a massive, covert, multi-
facility effort directed roward the production of
nuclear weapons, several undeclared uranium en-
richment projects, and a crash program to utilize
safeguarded reactor fuel in a nuclear device.

While Iraqi ballistic missile activities were pub-
lic knowledge, the full extent of the program was
not. Investigations proved that Iraq had not dis-
closed all relevant missile systems and forced Iraq
10 declare more than 80 SCUD missiles, more than
ten mobile missile launchers and related equipment,
at least 45 chemical and biological weapons spe-
cial watheads, successful programs to indigenously
produce SCUD-type missile components, and ef-
forts to continue proscribed missile research and
development covertdy.

The chemical weapons (CW) investigation simi-
larly started with basic knowledge of the lraqi pro-
gram but with uncerrainty about its scale and scope.
As a result of inspections, Iraq increased its initial
declarations by about 30,000 CW munitions (filled
and unfilled); admicted a range of CW research
and development efforts including the VX nerve
agent, incapacitating agents, and binary munitions;
and yielded for destruction hundreds of pieces of
CW manufacturing equipment. The chemical team
also oversaw the destruction of all declared CW
munitions, agents, precursors, and research, devel-
opment, and production facilities.

Discovery of the Iragi biological weapons (BW)
program was one of the commission’s grearest suc-
cesses. Despite long-running Iraqi denials, commis-
sion investigators proved the existence of an offen-
sive Iraql BW program. Under pressurc from
UNSCOM, Baghdad was forced to declare several
BW production facilities; bulk production of BW
agents, including anthrax and botulinum toxin; and
production of BW munidons, including at least 25
SCUD warheads and more than 150 acrial bombs.

The successes achieved in investigating the Iraqi
WMD programs belie a much larger difficulty en-
countered by the disarmament regime. Despite the
requirements of the cease-fire agreement, in the
spring of 1991 the Government of Iraq decided o
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actively conceal important aspects of its proscribed
programts, mast notably its entire nuclear and bio-
logical weapons programs. The concealment policy
evolved over the course of 1991 and evenrually in-
cluded releasing to inspectors only a portion of its
WMD holdings. Iraq released the least modern,
least effective weapons burt retained sufficient
records and documents to allow the restart of the
WMD programs and as much of its WMD and
missile research, development, and production in-
frastrucrure as possible, often under the cover of
permitted dual-use actvities.

Iraq’s concealment policy and operations were
coordinated by high-ranking officials and involved
a number of intelligence and security organizations.
The concealment process used a hast of techniques
to mislead and ebstmact investigators, including rapid
evacuation of designated inspection sites; unsuper-
vised, unrecorded unilateral destruction of proscribed
materials; denial of access to inspection sites; destrue-
tion of documents prior 10 inspection; and a perva-
sive system of surveillance capable of providing ad-
vanced knowledge of inspection sites and 1opics.

Although UNSCOM and AT-IAEA were able

to confirm many Iraqi claims and in some cases

produce a technically coherent picture of past
WMD activities, after almost cight years of inten-
sive work they were never able to claim complete,
or even sufficient, knowledge. When disarmament
work was halted in 1998, the commission consid-
ered Iraqs ballistic missile, CW, and BW declara-
tions to be incomplete and inaccurate. The myriad
lingering questions and areas of uncertainty fall
roughly into two categories. First, investigators are
uncertain of the completeness of Iragi declarations:
It appears that Iraq has not declared all relevant
activities and materials. Barring significant, good
faith Iragi cooperation, quantitative accounting for
proscribed macerials will remain incomiplete. Simi-
larly, Iraqls effort to conceal know-how, technical
capabilities, and WMD-related infrastructure calls
into question the investigaror’s qualitative knowl-
edge of the weapons programs. Although a com-
plete qualitative knowledge is not specifically nec-
essary for disarmament accounting, it is a critical
companent of the long-term monitoring of Iraq’s
dual-use infrastructure. Irag’s policy of concealment
and its known past efforts to retain proscribed items
serve to magnify these uncertainties as they may
represent just the tips of icebergs.
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THE IAEA IRAQ ACTION TEAM RECORD:
ACTIVITIES AND FINDINGS

Garry B. Dillon

The report of the IAEA director general to the Se-
curity Council on October 8, 1997, (S/1997/779)
provides a comprehensive summary of the IAEA
acrivities and findings regarding the investigarion,
destruction, removal, and rendering harmless of
significant components of Iraq’s clandestine nuclear
weapons program. In this report the IAEA con-
cluded, inter alia, that its mandated activities had
resulted in a coherent picture of Irag’s program;
that there were no indications of Iraq having
achieved its program goal of producing a nuclear
weapon; not were there any indications that there
remained in Irag any physical capability for the
production of amounts of weapons-usable nuclear
material of any practical significance.

Thesc conclusions were recorded in conjunction
with. the recognition that some uncertainty is in-
evitable in any countrywide technical verification
process that seeks to ensure the absence of readily
concealable ftems or activities. At the time of re-
porting, it was the JAEA view thar the few remain-
ing uncertainties did not detract from its ability to
implement effectively its plan for the ongoing
menitoring and vetification (OMV) of Irag’s com-
pliance with its undertaking not to acquire or de-
velop nuclear weapons or weapons-usable nuclear
materials or their related activicies and facilities. It
was also the JAEA view that the investigation of

the remaining uncerrainties, or any other matter
that may come to light, was provided for and could
be accomplished within the scope of the OMV
plan. Nothing arose to change these views from
October 1997 to December 1998,

ACTIVITIES OF THE IAEA
IRAQ ACTION TEAM

The first IAEA inspection in response 1o its man-
date under UN Security Council Resolution 687
commenced in Traq on May 15, 1991, As of Octo-
ber 1997, the IAEA had completed a series of 30
Inspection campaigns in Iraq involving some 500
site inspections and utilizing more than 5,000
person-days of inspector resources. During those
campaigns the IAEA supervised the destruction of
more than 50,000 square meters of factory floor
space of nuclear program facilities, some 2,000
weapons-related items, and more than 600 metric
rons of special alloys. The IAEA also arranged for
and supervised the removal from Iraq of all weapons-
usable nuclear material—essenuzally highly enriched
uranium (HEU) research reactor fuel—and ac-
counted for and placed under its control, all other
known nuclear materials—some 500 tons of natu-
ral uranium in various chemical compounds and
some 1.8 tons of low cariched (2.6 percent} ura-
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nium dioxide. In addition 1o these activites, the
IAEA began phasing in its OMV activities in No-
vember 1992 and commenced its concinuous pres-
ence in Iraq through the esrablishment of the IAEA
Nuclear Monitoring Group in August 1994.

The results of the inspections and discussions
with Iraqi counterparts showed that by January
1991, through its Tuwaitha-based Atomic Energy
Commission and later through the Nuclear Weap-
ons Project {caded Petrochemical 3, or PC-3), Iraq

» had procured and demestically produced sub-
stantial amounts of natural uranium compounds
at Al Qaim and had built and commissioned
plants at Al Jesira to convert such compounds
ro supply materials for production-scale enrich-
ment processes;

*» had investigated several processes for the enrich-
ment of uranium, including diffusion, electro-
magnetic isotope separation (EMIS) and cen-
mifuge, as well as laboratory-scale work on laser
itoropic separation (L1S) and chemical and ion-
exchange separation processes;

» had built 2and was in the process of commissian-
ing a 1 5kg HEU/EMIS plant ac Al Tarmiya and
was building a similar plant at Al Sharqar;

» had, with significant foreign assistance, devel-
oped and successfully tested a workable single-
cylinder centrifuge and was building a centri-
fuge machine production facility ac Al Furat;

» had produced more than one ton of natural ura-
nium metal and was furcher developing purifi-
cation, casting, and machining technologies;

» was equipping and commissioning 2 major fa-
cility at Al Atheer for the production of HEU-

“fueled” nuclear weapons;

*» had, in conjuncrian with Al Atheer, carried our
a semi-empirical program ac Al Qa Qaa for the

production of explosive lenses and was soon to
“cast” the first full-scale explosive package;

» had, in the second half of 1990, embarked upon
a “crash program” to extract the HEU material
from the research reactor fuel ro produce 2 single

nuciear weapon;

» had irradiared in the Tuwaitha IRT-5000 re-
search reactor domestically produced narural
uranium rargers and separated gram quantities
of plutonium; and

» had undertaken three ficld experiments with
radiation weapons containing radioactive ma-
terials produced by irradiating zirconium diox-
ide {actuaily s hafnium impurity) in the IRT
research reaccor.

Although Jraq had been close o the threshold of
success in such areas as the production of HEU
through the EMIS process, the production and pilot-
cascading of single cylinder centrifuge machines, and
the fabrication of the explosive package for a nuclear
weapon, by December 1998 the IAEA was satisfied
that there were no indications of Iraq having:

» produced a nuclear weapon;

» produced more than a few grams of weapans-
usable nuclear material (HEU or separated plu-
tonium) through its indigenous processes;

» otherwise acquired weapons-usable nuclear
material; or

» cetained any physical capability for the produc-
tion of amounts of weapons-usable nuclear ma-
terial of any practical significance.

Furthermore, all of the safeguarded research reac-
tor fuel, including the HEU fuel that Iraq had
planned to divert to its crash program, had been
verified and fully accounted for by the [AEA and

removed from Iraq.

1. Inags capahilities with respect 10 machine manufacture and particularly cascading are prudentdy overstaced.
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IRAQ’'S COOPERATION

Cooperation is very difficult 10 measure. An in-
spection authority is likely to be afforded coopera-
tion until it requires information or access that the
inspected party does not wish to provide. Unless
the aurhority requires such information or access,
it may conclude that it has received the ill-described
“full cooperation,” although it may, from its own
perspective, have asked all the wrong questiens and
visited all the wrang locations. It must also be rec-
ognized that the manner in which the inspeciion
authority asks for information or access can greatly
affect the response of the inspected party.

Iraq’s cooperation with the IAEA has been vari-
able, starring at a low leve] with Iraq’s initial com-
plete denial of its clandestine nuclear program, soon
dipping lower with the denial of access to a mili-
tary site where EMIS components were being con-
cealed, and reaching its nadir during the two “stand-
offs” occurring in inspection number six (Seprem-
ber 22-30, 1991).2

It is distinctly feasible that the improvements in
cooperation, which gradually followed these con-
frontations, resulted from Iraq's realization that it
was impossible to continue to deny that its clan-
destine program was not specifically dedicated to
nuclear weapons production. Irags cooperation was
tested on many occasions with the IAEAY intro-
duction of “capable site” inspections that involved
visits to locations with no known association with
Iraq’s nuclear program bur that the IAEA judged
10 have capabilities 10 support prohibited nuclear
activities. Apart from a few politically motivated
grumbles, lraq provided the necessary cooperation
to facilitate these inspections, which by December
1998 had involved more than 60 sites.

It is fair to sumemarize Iragi cooperation as be-
ing essentially adequate from late 1991 until diffi-

culties reemerged in August 1998 with Iraqs re-
fusal 1o cooperare with UNSCOM and eventually
the IAEA. It is also fair to say that Irag’s motiva-
tion to caoperate was shattered by the statement
thas, regardless of Irags compliance, the embargo
and the sanctions would nort be lifted as long as
President Saddam Hussein remained in power.
Fortunately, as it would be regarded in some quar-
ters, Lraq could be relied upon to mazke yer another
public relations blunder and emerge as the “vil-
lains of the piece.”

FINANCIAL AND
PERSONNEL RESOURCES

Like most such ventures, the UNSCOM-IAEA
activities in lraq received a surfeit of moral sup-
port and, after Iraq’s “unfrozen assets” were ex-
hausted, woefully inadequate financial resoutces.
The JAEA Iraq Action Teamn was limited to a bud-
get of no more than $3 millien per year, in addi-
tion to logistical services provided chrough
UNSCOM. To complete its mandated acriviries,
the Action Team drew on the inspection resources
of the IAEA Department of Safeguards—for which
the department received no compensation—and
cost-free personnel resources from [AEA member
states. For the future, the costs of full operation of
the JAEAs OMV plan in 1998 were estimated to
be in the range $10 to 12 million per year, in addi-
tion to logistical services to be provided through
the UN Monitoring, Verification, and Inspection
Commissien (UNMOVIC), and 1o require some
20 person-years of human resources. On an an-
nual basis, the task was assessed 1o include but not
be limited to 300 site inspections, 100 key person-
nel interviews, 100 capable site inspections, and
200 ground-based radiation surveys, to be comple-

2. Fallowing the LAEA team’s discovery of a cache of technical documents at the Al Nigabat Centre, the team was detained for five
haurs, afrer which the Iragi counterpart removed, sanitized, and later returned the documents. The next day the Tragi counterpart
prevented the LAEA seam from leaving the Al Khyrat complex with a second cache of documents, a standoff that lasted 96 hours.
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mented by fixed and rotary wing aerial radiation
surveys, in parallel with a wide-area monitoring
plan involving vegetation, aquatic, deposition, and
aerosol sampling and analysis.

It would be relatively easy to justify twice the
effort, but it is far from clear that this would bring
twice the assurance. For comparison, the JAEAs
OMYV plan translates to about 2,000 person-days
of inspection per year, but the total person-days of
inspection expended by the IAEA Department of
Safeguards in 1998 was 10,500,

Another apposite, though perhaps oversimpli-
fied, comparison assumnes that the real product of
the [AEA Department of Safeguards is person-days
of inspection, from which simple arithmetic would
yield a unit cost of approximately $10,000. Aver-
aging ten person-days of inspection per year 1o have
been spent in Iraq from 1980 to 1990 results in an
undoubtedly overstated rotal “investment™ of
$1,000,000 over the decade. During that same

period, Iraq is variously estimated to have spent up
to $5,000,000,000! These are scarcely the statis-
tics of an even playing field.

CONCLUSION

Technical ingpection authorities that are compre-
hensively and competently staffed, adequately
funded, and supported by unwavering political
support for their mandate can provide a satisfac-
tory level of assurance of compliance.

This conclusion presupposes that the “complyee”
is able to recognize some benefic from compliance.
In a cease-fire context, the “carrot and stick” appraach
to motivation seems to be entirely appropriate. How-
ever, the carrot should represent a rangible benefit,
not merely the withholding of the stick. Indeed,
during 1998, Iraq repeatedly claimed that “the light
at the end of the tunnel had gone out.”
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NEW INSPECTIONS IN IRAQ:
WHAT CAN BE ACHIEVED?

Terence Taylor

The purpose of this brief paper is to lay out some
issues for discussion in relation to the conduct of
possible future inspections in Irag. The UN Moni-
toring, Verification, and Inspection Commission and
the International Atomic Energy Agency are doubt-
less taking account of the points raised in this paper
(and others) in their planning. In offering some
thoughts on ways to enhance the inspection pro-
cess, this paper is not intended to imply that the
inspection organizations are not already doing so.

MANDATE

UN Security Council Resolution 687 remains the
basis for the obligations placed on Traq with regard
1o cooperating with UN inspection teams. Any
agreement on the return of inspectors should ad-
here as closely as possible to Resolution 687, which
the Government of Irag has repeatedly affirmed.
Any dilution of the resolution’s obligations would
seriously impede inspections under the aegis of
UNMOVIC and [AEA. The success or otherwise
of the inspectors would depend heavily on the de-
gree of cooperation offered by Iraq. As the experi-
ence of the previous inspection system demon-

strated, even limited cooperation can yield substan-
tial results. However, the task of UNSCOM and
the IAEA was further complicated by Irag’s elabo-
rate deceprion and concealment plans. Eventually,
by 1998, Irag withdrew all cooperation once it was
clear that the UN Security Council was becoming
even more divided and that the threat of the use of
substantial and destabilizing force had faded from
the scene. This brief analysis will not deal with these
external political and military issues. Nevertheless,
it needs to be appreciated that 2 high degree of
agreement in the Security Council and a percep-
tion in Baghdad of the possibility of the use of sub-
stantial military force were key elements thart in-
duced 2 limited but sufficient degree of coopera-
tion to allow UNSCOM and the JAEA to achieve
LMPOTTANt SUCCESSES,

INSPECTION PROCESS

Although the impact of external dynamics s criti-
cal to the inspection pracess, UNMOVIC and the
IAEA should maximize their chances of success by
exploiting as far as possible the internal dynamics
of inspection procedures.

The views in this paper are thase of the author and do not necessarily reflect thase of the 11SS or any other organizations.
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Critical elements of this process include:

> Reesiablishing the baseline. A fundamental ini-
tial step would be to confirm the current stase
of knowledge of UNMOVIC and the IAEA,
drawing on the information available when in-
spectors were last in Iraq. In particular inspec-
tors will need to confirm the location of key
dual-use equipment that was tagged and moni-
tored by the inspectors.! If all aspects of Resolu-
tions 687 and 715 are to be met, a system of
monitering will have to be put in place to help
ensure continuing compliance by Irag with its
obligations. This will require the re-opening of
a verification and monitoring center in lraq.

¥ Addressing unresolved issues. Uncovering the criti-
cal unresolved issues in relation to the weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) and missile pro-
grams will be the most challenging aspecr fac-
ing any future inspection organization. The Se-
curity Council has been unanimous on at least
one issue, which is chat Iraq has not divulged all
that is required to meet its obligations under
Resolution 687. At the request of Irag, a series
of Technical Evaluation Mectings, attended by
a wide range of independent experts (not
UNSCOM), was held from February to July
1998. After four sessions the experts concluded
that Iraq had not met its obligations in particu-
lar in relation to the production of VX nerve
agent, the disposal of missile warheads, and its
biclogical weapens program.

It will be important to adopt a plan that deals
with these two challenges simultancously from the
start. If the inspectors return, a most important
period to exploit would be the very early part of
the inspection process, when Iraq is likely to per-
ceive that it is in its interest to demonstrate coop-

eration. This early period would provide the best
opportunities to uncover inconsistencies and new
information but would allow no time for a learn-
ing curve for the new inspectors.

The Iraqgi side has a detailed knowledge of what
was known to UNSCOM and the IAEA and is
very experienced in receiving inspectors, handling
visits to sites, and preparing for interviews. They
will have learned from the earlier experience of the
occasions when they inadvertently allowed
UNSCOM and the IAEA to obtain access and in-
formation directly related to the WMD programs.
1f Yraq decides that it is in its interest 10 allow the
inspectors to return, without a real intention of
declaring and dismantling all aspects of the pro-
hibited programs, it would most likely seck o in-
troduce the maximum amount of predictabilicy
into all aspects of the inspection process and ro
minimize the degree of flexibility in procedures. In
addition, future inspectors are likely to be faced
with a carefully prepared and subtle concealment
plan. The Iraqi regime has unrivaled experience in
such activities and has had ample time to prepare.

MEASURING COOPERATION

A key factor in enhancing the capabilities of
UNMOVIC and 1AEA inspections in Iraq wili be
an understanding of how UNMOVIC commis-
sioners and the [AEA can measure the extent of
true cooperation by the Iraqi side. This is needed
to convey to the UN Security Council a convine-
ing assessment of Iraqi compliance with the rel-
evant agreements. Aspects that would require some
sort of criteria for measurement of cooperation
could include:

» Access. The extent to which the Iraqi side allows
prompt and unimpeded access to sites in re-

1. Under procedures agreed with [raq, 1he inspectors placed serial numbers on key dual-use squipment (for example, fermenta-
tion equipment, flow merers, and the like). Under the terms of Resolution 715, UNSCOM and TAFA monitoring teams
made regular inspection visits to ensure equipment was in place and was not being misused. Certain areas such as missile
westing sites were placed under continuous video surveillance. Another imporrant activity was environmental monitoring for
levels of radioactivity to help menitor compliance with the nuclear aspects of Resolurion 687.
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sponse to requests in accordance with the man-
date allowed under Resolution 687 is a most
important criterion. Promptness in allowing
access 1s as important as the degree of access al-
lowed. In making an assessment, the degree of
cooperation shown in the case of site inspec-
tions carried out without notice would be par-
ticularly important. There has been a history of
the Iraqi side trying to politicize access to sites
thar they consider o be sensitive by attempring
to impose delay or completely deny access. Such
attempts in future should reflect negatively in
any assessment. In 1996 (by 2 memorandum of
understanding, or MQU, enly) and in 1998
(under an MOU endorsed by Resclution 1154),
special arrangements were made for access 1o
sensitive sites. These included introducing ad-
ditional independent expercs and senior diplo-
mats and inevitably led ro delays and a serious
degradation of the inspection process. These
MOUs were developed for particular circum-
stances and need not set precedents for future

UNMOVIC and [AEA activities.

Information. There has been some backsliding
on information and acrivities already admitted
by the lraqi government. For example, Iragi
Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz has stated on
CNN in May 2002 that while Iraq did produce
biological weapons agents, they did not put them
into weapons delivery systems. It is clear from
UNSCOM documentation that evidence was
found that the Iraqis had done so and had later
admitted to it.? Such actions during any future
inspection process would clearly constitute a
serious breach of Irag’s obligations. Because the
Security Council is on record agreeing thar Iraq
has not yet met all its obligations in regard o
accurately declaring its WMD and prohibited
missile programs, the extent and the prompt-
ness with which new information is given would

be vital measures of genuine cooperation. Some
of the key matters that remained unresolved
when inspections ended in 1998 included mis-
siles and biological and chemical weapons. For
example, the Iragis cannot account for critical
missile components, including warheads and
rocket fuel, or explain the whereabouts of 17
tons of growth media for biological agents. Nor
has Iraq given a satisfactory explanation of the
disposal of 4,000 tons of precursor chemicals.
These chemicals could be used to manufacture
thousands of chemical weapons, Further, the
United Nations does not know the whereabouts
of many thousands of chemical munitions. Iraq
would have to make substantial and early
progress in handing over convincing explana-
tions of these issues and others to demonstrate
genuine cooperation.

Personnel While the focus in considering Iraqi
weapons programs is often on weapons and
equipment, information on the personnel di-
rectly engaged in the programs is equally im-
portant. In relation to furure compliance, the
activities and whereabouts of key personnel may
even be more important. Under the previous
inspection system, UN inspectors were denied
access to key personnel on 2 number of occa-
sions, Also not all the key personnel have been
disclosed, particularly in relation o the biologi-
cal weapons program. An important demonstra-
tion of cooperation would be the readiness of
the Iraqi side to make such people promptly
available for interviews when requested, Also the
Iraqi side should be prepared to allow inspec-
tors to conduct interviews at, for example,
interviewees normal place of work and not enly
in set-piece interviews.

Technical support of inspections. An important
support to inspectors under the previous sys-
tem was acrial surveillance provided by high-

2. An example can be found in the UNSCOM Executive Chairman’s report to the UN Sccurity Council of Octaber 10, 1995.
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level aircraft (U-2) and helicoprer-borne teams.
There may now be additional or alternative
means of providing such surveillance, fot ex-
ample, with unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV).
Aerial support will also be needed to conduct
the environmental monitoring. Another area
requiring a clear understanding and agreement
is in sample taking and analysis. The readiness
of Iraq to make and comply with the necessary
agreements to enable these and other essential
support activities to take place would be an im-
portant indicator of genuine cooperation.

> Security of personnel and informavion. The previ-
ous inspection system was, from the beginning,
subject to an aggressive Iraqi effort 1o steal in-
formation through illegally obtaining docu-
ments, electronic eavesdropping on inspectors
in their accommodarions and offices, and inter-
cepting telephone and facsimile communica-
tions. These efforts were directed at all parts of
the system from New York to the inspectors in
the field. UNMOVIC and the IAEA are well
aware of this experience and are no doubt plan-
ning the appropriate measures to assure the
security of information and communications to
prevent their operations from being compro-
mised. 1f Iraq should be found to be conduct-
ing such activities against the inspection orga-
nizations in future, this should be viewed as a
most serious breach of its obligations, signify-
ing that Iraq is not cooperating seriously.

CONCLUDING POINTS

The challenge facing the new inspection organiza-
tion, should it be deployed in Iraq, of having a2 com-
plete grasp of all the background informarion should
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not be underestimated. The Iraqi side will have the
details at their fingertips. It is vitally important that
UN member states provide UNMOVIC and the
IAEA with any new information they might have
on activities since the ending of inspections in 1998.
Resolution 687 calls on all UN member states to
assist in the cffort to find and dismantle Iraqi WMD
and prohibited missile programs including by sup-
plying information. Returning inspectors would face
2 particular challenge in assuring the degree of con-
tinuing compliance since inspectors were withdrawn
in 1998 in addition to satisfying outstanding issues
on past weapons programs. For example, on the
nuclear side, work on components for nuclear weap-
ons (apart from the fissile material element} was ex-
traordinarily difficult to uncover even in the period
from 1991 to 1998. Rigorous and continuous com-
pliance monitering is essential for any serious assur-
ance that Iraq is observing its obligations. Such
monitoring can only be successful with proper co-
operation by the Iraqi authorities. This in itself will
be an important measure to assess Iraq’s seriousness
in meeting its obligations.

Asstated eatliet, although inspectors can enhance
their capabilities with astute planning, retaining
maximum flexibility to achieve some element of
surprise, and making sure that full technical sup-
port can be provided (in particular overhead sur-
veillance), the external dynamics will most likely be
the determining factor. In particular, if the Security
Council does not remain resilient and united in back-
ing the inspection process and compelling Iraq o
meet its obligations, all the efforts of UNMOVIC
and the IAEA, no matter how imaginative they might
be, will come to naught. Iragi perceptions of the
possible use of substantial force will also have a di-
rect bearing on the degree of its cooperation,
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ESTABLISHING
NONCOMPLIANCE STANDARDS

David Albright

Any inspection system in lraq must have a clear
definition of when lIraq is not complying with its
obligations under UN Security Council resolutions
thac mandate that it does not possess weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) or the ballistic missiles
to deliver them. Irag has often violated its com-
mitments under these resolutions during the last
eleven years. Too often Iraqi noncompliance was
tolerated, or [raq was given repeated opportunites
o comply. A future inspection system must include
aset of “redlines” that demonstrate noncompliance
and, if crossed, are sufficient justificarion for ac-
tions by members of the Security Council. The
mast important redlines are adequate cooperation
and transparency.

The fundamental resolution governing Iraq veri-
fication requirements remains Resolution 687
adopted in April 1991, Under this resolution, Iraq
is to “uncondidionally acceprt the destruction, re-
moval, or rendering harmless, under international
supervision,” of all nuclear, chemical, and biologi-
cal weapons—related assets, and lenger-range bal-
listic missiles programs (ranges over 150 kilome-
ters). Iraq is to accept the implementation of on-
going monitoring and verificadion to cnsure that
these programs are not reconstituted. With regard
to its nuclear weapons program, Iraq is permanently
prohibited from possessing separated plutonium or

highly enriched uranium or obtaining technology
for producing such materials.

Resolution 687 and several subsequent Security
Council resolutions have led  an extensive sys-
tem of inspections and ongoing monitoring in Iraq.
The IAEA Action Team, UNMOVIC, and its pre-
decessor UNSCOM have had an extensive under-
standing of when Iraq did not comply, or, con-
versely, when it did comply, with its fundamental
obligations. These concrete experiences provide a
strong foundation for creating a set of standards to
determine noncompliance under a future inspec-
tion regime.

The best judges of whether Iraq is complying
with its obligations remain the IAEA Action Team
and UNMOVIC. Each group should retain the
authority to determine noncompliance in its re-
spective area of responsibility. Although the Secu-
rity Council is responsible for deciding a course of
action in the event of noncompliance, the inspec-
tors should make the fundamental decision about
Iragi compliance based on a set of rechnical verifi-
cation measures and standards.

The first and foremost measure of compliance
is Iragi cooperation. Although Iraq can legitimately
resist certain requests by inspectors, the inspection
authorities have extensive experience in judging
whether Iraq is cooperating with core requirements.
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A lack of cooperation, as judged by eicher inspec-
tion agency, should be sufficient by itself to find
that Iraq is in noncompliance with its obligations.

Efforts by Iraq to impose unilaecrally limitations
on the inspectors should be viewed as noncoopera-
don, The inspection agencies and the Security Coun-
cil must maintain their right to determine the rules
and obligations of the verification process.

Another equally imparrant indicator of compli-
ance is transparency. Inspectors should be able o
venfy Iraqi compliance with minimal ctfost. To that
end, Irag should take steps to make its industrial
activities, its decision-making processes, its facili-
ties, and its imports visible to the inspectors. The
inspection agencies should not have to create elabo-
rate ruses to obtain information from Iraq, as was
too often che route forced on UNSCOM. In addi-
tion, the inspectors should not have to find a
“smoking gun” to prove noncompliance. If inspec-
tors detect a parttern of evasion or camouflaging
activities and receive no satisfactory explanation of
such behavior, they should conclude that Iraq is in
noncompliance with its obligations.

Iraq has accepted a wide range of specific verifi-
cation requirements that provide the methods for
the inspectors to determine technically that Iraq is
free of WMD and in compliance with relevant Se-
curity Council resolutions. Irag must, for example,
permit inspectors regular and no-notice access
designated sites, submit full and complete declara-
tions, answer questions from inspectors, produce

50 | Eseablishing Noncompliance Standards

personnel for questioning and discussion, permit
monitoring of sites, equipment, and individuals,
and allow environmental monitoring, Iraq can
never be expected to provide one hundred percent
compliance with all such requirements. A local
authotity may temporarily deny access to a site,
despite the wishes of the central Iragi government.
Iraqis may slight a declaration. They may overlook
questions, view them as roo difficult to answer, or
be just lazy. However, a pattern of not fulfilling
these requirements is sufficient to conclude that
Iraq has not complied with its obligations. In ad-
dition, the INsSPECtOrs mMust gain sufficient insight
and knowledge through these activities to conclude
that Iraq is complying with its obligations,

Too often in the past, the international com-
munity viewed the Iragi inspecrion process as a “car-
and-mouse game” in which inspectors were ex-
pected to demonstrate that Iraq was hiding banned
activities or otherwise not in compliance with its
obligations. Through dramatic unannounced in-
spections, the usc of information from intelligence
agencies or defectors, or old-fashioned detective
work, inspectors often did uncover a prodigious
amount of secret Iraqgi WMD activitics. Burt such
an approach was not sustainable and cannot be a
basis for an inspection process in the future. The
international communicy, and in parricular the
Security Council, must understand that the bur-
den of proofis on Iraq to demonstrate compliance,
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TRACKING IRAQI
PROCUREMENT

Fouad E-Khatib

A credible mechanism to detect potential illegal
procurement attempts by Iraq represents a key ele-
ment of a comprehensive monitoring strategy in
nonproliferation. Such a mechanism is required to
deter Baghdad’s regime from acquiring goods and
technologies necessary for the development of a
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) force.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITUATION

Seeking to Develop
Indigenous Capabilities

The embargo imposed on Saddam Hussein's re-
gime during the kran-Iraq War and the UN sanc-
tions after Irag’s invasion of Kuwait and Opera-
tion Desert Storm have constituted a double-edged
sword. On one hand, they slowed down Iraqs ac-
quisition of WMD, On the other, they pushed Iraq
to pursue actively the development of an indig-
enous capability. Those indigenous efforts were and
are still premised on low reliability, low technol-
ogy, relatively low safety, and particularly pragmatic
experimentation.

Regardiess of international sanctions, from 1993
and at least until 1998, Iraq covertly negotiated
uansactions with more than 500 companies from
more than 40 countries around the globe, scattered

from the Western world to Eastern Eurape and
Asia. Competitive deals, some worth several mil-
lion dollars, were negotiated with the support of
small trading companies established in the Middle
East or within Irag—the so-called Iocal markert.
They covered a wide variety of goods and tech-
nologies to restore, upgrade, and expand the
country's industrial and milirary assets. Traders did
not foresee any problem in procuring specific raw
materials or machinery from well-known foreign
companies. Some contracts were 1o be fulfilled with
foreign currency payments, and some through bar-
ter terms involving Iraqi oil products, Not all the
transactions were finalized: Some were terminated
in their early stages; others were to be implemented
after the lifting of the embargo. Nonetheless, some
contracts were actually implemented and resulted
in the delivery of goods to Iraq. All of those trans-
actions were undertaken in violation of UN sanc-
tions, through a highly centralized procurement
network with a constantly evolving pattern involv-
ing various ministries,

Since 1998, numerous press reports mentoned
Iraq’s continuing illegal procurement actemnprs from
foreign countries of goods subject to monitoring
by weapons inspectors.
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Difficulty Enforcing

Export-import Legislation

Outside of Iraq, the effectiveness of expart-import
controls as 2 tool for limiting the spread of WMD-
related technologies is being called into question
by economic globalization and a complex array of
international developments.

Today more countries are beginning to show
greater awareness, willingness, and interest in in-
rernational cooperation on nonproliferation and
export controls. At the state level and on a legal
basis, institutions necessary for effective export
control systems are more or less established. How-
ever, many governmients often face 2 daunting task
in implementing those controls. They lack resources
and, ar times, the will to enforce national legisia-
tion to comply with international standards. Also
there remain a number of countries that are faced
with government corruption and polirical or eco-
nomic instabilicy—all of which have relegated ex-
port control issues to a very low priority. Some of
these countries may serve as transit points to leak
dual-use technologies and equipment to countries
ot groups of concern. In those cases, local customs
authorities are poorly trained and ill equipped to
identify sensitive material or rechnologies, which
hinders effective implementation and enforcement
of export laws. In addition, most of the proscribed
procurement from foreign companies may be un-
dertaken following legal and internatienal routes
with appropriate low-signature measures to con-
ceal the true end-use objective.

Despite Iraq’s efforts to produce everything in-
digenously, a conservative assessment would con-
clude that today Iraqi engincers and scientists cer-
tainly still depend on foreign expertise, imported
critical components, spare parts and materials, es-
pecially in the nuclear, missile, and chemical fields
and to a lesser extent in the biological field. Such a
relity tends to mederace the clear and present dan-
ger and suspicions about what actually could have
been achieved by Iraq since 1998. Nevertheless, all
experts agree that vigilance is necessary. Technical
breakout scenarios identified by UNSCOM are still
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possible, as dual-use technologies and knowledge
are spreading worldwide more freely and easily.
Morcover, implementation without hampering ci-
vilian application remains ethically confusing due
to the dual-use aspects of research, industrial equip-
ment, and material.

TRACKING IRAQI PROCUREMENT:
WHAT COULD BE DONE?

There is no silver bullet solution to impair iliegal
or undeclared procurement actempts. However,
determined implementation of a mix of interna-
tionally endorsed measures could contribure to de-
terring Baghdad from pursuing such objectives
while remaining credible vis-2-vis the inrernational
community. Those measures embrace new national
legislation and improved information stracegies,
apprepriate support and allocation of resources to
UNMOVIC and the [AEA Action Team, and plan-
ning of intrusive export-import focused multidis-
ciplinary inspections.

Legislation and Information Strategies

As additional political signs of cooperation, the Iraqi
government could pass legislation on reporting of
proscribed rearmament efforts to an international
authority, including procurement-related attemprs,
to be both legal and praiseworthy. It could amend
its constitution to reflect its resolve not to procure,
develop, acquire, or use any WMD, Baghdad could
also accede 1o the Chemical Weapons Convention.

Important UN-sponsored informacion disserni-
nation efforts could be engaged to increase aware-
ness about WMD proliferation risks and export-
import regulations, especially in industry circles.
The international community should also engage
in improving the education and training of cus-
tomns control agents worldwide.

Mechanisms for updating lists of controlled
irems should be streamlined into timely responses
to challenges posed by newer techniques, processes,
and materials being developed as substitutes to
controlled items.
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In the medium term, severe international penal-
ties for export control violations should be elaborated
and imposed when WMD-related items are involved.
Personal responsibilities should be involved.

Quality and Quantity of the Resources
Made Available to UNMOVIC

Tracking illegal procurement cannot be underraken
without external, fresh, and reliable information
to assist in verifying the compliance of Iraq and
the completeness of its import declarations, Aside
from access to open-source information, requests
for intelligence materials should be renewed and
stressed to supporting governments.

Currently few customs experts work in UNM-
OVIC. Those who do mainly review Iraq’s requests
fot imports 1o identify dual-use goods from pro-
hibited items in the UN Security Councii Resolu-
tion 1051 list or the GRL of goods.' Instead of
hiring private contractors for trade controls at bor-
der posts, training 2 pool of UNMOVIC customs
experts to conduct on-site inspections in conjunc-
tion with muludisciplinary teams should be
strongly promoted.

Operations Undertaken

by Weapons Inspectors

The minimum UNMOVIC can and should do is
what UNSCOM end the [AEA Action Team already
did. It is recommended that strong multdis-
ciplinary operational planning for the purpose of
intrusive monitoring of procurement attempts be
well thought out.

Beyond traditional on-site inspections of declared
or undeclared industrial sites by intemadonally man-
dated bodies, access 1o all premises on Traqi territory
should be implemented as stated in UN Securicy
Council Resolution 687 to deter Iraqi citizens from
undertaking trade or financial operations related to
illegal procurement activities. Inspecting the follow-

ing botdenecks could contribute to identifying un-
declared end-users or proscribed activity:

» Border posts on roads but alse rail and civilian
and military air and maritime ports and routes
could be randomly checked by technical inspec-
tions teams combined with highly competent
customns experts. On-site monitoring could be
complemented by unmanned aerial vehicle
(UAV) aerial surveillance of unusual routes.

» The structural compartmentalizadion of the Iraqi
programs tends to preserve the secrecy surround-
ing potential illegal procurements. Nevertheless, a
highly centralized and hierarchical paper process-
ing systern at ministry Jevels is its Achilles” heel.
Intrusive challenge inspections of commercial de-
partments In various ministrics and commercial

banks could unveil suspect trading activities.

» Diplomatic premises abroad could also be sub-
ject to challenge inspection upon strong evidence
or suspicion of financial assistance and attempts
10 use immuniry to cover up illegal transactions.?

Continual monitering or unannounced spot
inspections of government-owned or private trad-
ing companies could be rewarded with catches of
whole procurement networks of proscribed activi-
ties. But it should be noted that once a company’s
illegal activity has been unveiled, it has often been
disbanded and a new one created elsewhere. Such
efforts would be a high-value, low-probability “fish
and catch game,” especially in the absence of reli-
able current intelligence information.

Conversely, what should such monitoring met be?
Monttoring procurement activities should not be
designed to be limited ro monitoring 2 specific site,
some specific Iraqi program, or any specific declara-
tion process. It should be designed ro catch pro-
scribed procurement activities, undertaken by Iraq,
whether they are undertaken inside or outside the

1. The Goods Review List (GRL) is a list of import {tems subject to ongoing monitoring.
2. Closer analysis by legal advisers of articles 22, 24, and 36 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relacions (1961) is
necessary o ascertain the legality of such an option within the framework of UN Security Council Resolutions 687 and 1284.
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country. It should not, however, impede nonpro-
hibited procurement activities. Tracking Iraqi pro-
curement should not be about military, technical,
or commercial intelligence. International inspectors
should take into consideration Iraqs legitimate con-
cerns and protect confidential business and security
information of the Government of Iraq not relevant
to applicable UN Secutity Council resolutions,
Notwithstanding, all effores should be made o up-
hold the dignity of individuals faced with such highly
inrrusive measures, This should by no means restrict
access to sites or relevant information of interest
pertaining to importation of material and technolo-
gies related to prosctibed programs.

CONCLUSIONS:
WHAT CAN WE EXPECT?

First, despite UN sanctions, Iraq has demonstrated
over the last few years its intention to imporr dual-
use goods and monitored items to enhance indig-
enous indusrrial capacities. It has also demonstrated
its ability to smugglc proscribed items. Second, in
many countties, the enforcement of international
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export controls standards is still flawed and subject
1o relatively easy deceprion measures.

Whatever happens in Iraq, several of the proposed
measures can be initiated without being too costly.
Their implementation would reinforce the interna-
tional cfforts by setting new standards, improving
awareness and expertisc of the potential actors.

When monitoring resutnes, the first six months
might offer the maximum opportunities for dis-
coveries; meanwhile Iraq’s level of cooperation
would be expected to score high. However, during
this period, the newly wrained inspectors will be
under the burden of re-baselining all their data on
old and possible new sites, as well as establishing
programs to monitor such sites, Most inspectors
will be obrtaining their first real field experience,
while being under extreme political pressure to
provide quick results. After a year, one can expect
the inspectors to become familiar with the country
and its facilities, but the level of cooperation on
the Iraqi side might progressively decrease. Beyond
initial discoveries, the deterrent factor of the pro-
pased measures will remain.
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THE LEGAL BASIS FOR UN
WEAPONS INSPECTIONS

David Cortright

The UN arms inspection effort in Iraq is the most
comprehensive, most incrusive weapons monitor-
ing program ever established. The successful
completion of the program is crucial to the secu-
rity of the region and the world and may serve as a
precedent for future disarmament effores. This pa-
per explores the legal basis for that effore. It begins
by examining the main provisions of the two pri-
mary UN Security Council resolutions mandating
the disarmament of Iraq. This is followed by a com-
parative analysis of the two resolutions, which re-
veals a number of ambiguities and cantradictions
in the existing legal framework. The paper addresses
these ambiguities and concludes with options for a
diplomatic straregy to induce Iraqi acceptance of
renewed weapons inspections.

RESOLUTION 687;

THE FUNDAMENTAL MANDATE

When the Government of Iraq signed the Gulf War
cease-fire agreementin 1991, it rhcrcby acceptcd the
terms of UN Security Council Resolution 687. Sec-
tion C of that resolution specifies Iraq’s disarmament
obligations and establishes UN mechanisms for

implementing this disarmament mandate. By agree-
ing to Resolution 687, Iraq accepted uncondition-
ally “the destruction, removal, or rendering harm-
less, under international supervision” of all its weap-
ons of mass destruction (WMD), including:

All chemical and biological weapons and all
stocks of agents and all related subsystems and
components and all research, development,
support and manufacturing facilities refated
thereto. . . .

All ballistic missiles with a ranger greater
than one hundred and fifty kilometers, and
related major parts and repair and produc-
tion facilities. . . .

Nuclear weapons or nuclear-weapons-
usable materials or any subsystems or com-
ponents or any research, development, sup-
port or manufacturing facilities related to the
above.!

To implement this resolution, Iraq was directed
1o submir within fifteen days a “declaration” on
the Jocations, amounts, and types of all specified
weapons.” Resolurion 707 (1991) reiterated this

1. United Nations, Security Cosncit Resolution 687, SIRESIGR7 (1991), April 3, 1991, par. 8 and 12.

2. United Nations, Security Councif Resolusion 687, par. 9(a).
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demand in calling for Iraq to submit a “full, final,
and complete disclosure” of its weapons activities
and capabilities.’ During the 1990s Iraq submit-
ted nearly rwo-dezen such disclosures ro UN offi-
cials. All of these disclosures were subsequently
shown to be false.*

Resolution 687 directed the secretary-general to
form the UN Special Commission {(UNSCOM)
to carry out on-site inspections of Irag’s biological,
chemical, and missile capabilities, based on Irag’s
declarations. Iraq was directed to yield possession
to UNSCOM of all specified weapons and related
items and to destroy all specified missile capabili-
ties and launchers under UNSCOM supervision.

Resolution 687 further ordered that “Iraq shall
not acquire or develop nuclear weapons.” It directed
the IAEA to carry our on-site inspections of Iraq’s
nuclear capabilities, with che assistance and coop-
eration of UNSCOM. The IAEA was also directed
to implement a plan for the future ongoing moni-
toring and verification of Iraqs compliance with
the prohibition on nuclear weapons activities.®

Resolution 687 noted that the disarmament ac-
tions to be taken by Iraq “represent steps toward the
goal of establishing in the Middle East a zone free
from weapons of mass destruction and all missiles
for their delivery.” Four preambulatory paragraphs
in the tesolution made reference to the objecrive of
establishing a Middle East zone free from WMD.®

In Section F of Resolution 687, the Security
Council decided thar, upon council agreement that
Iraq has mer the requirements of the disarmament
mandate, the prohibitions against importing Iraqi
oil and against financial transactions with Iraq “shall
have no further force or effect.”

Subsequent Securitcy Council actions sought to

implement the work of UN weapons inspectots,
as follows:

» Resolution 699 (1991) approved the operational
plans for UNSCOM and 1AFA, as submitted
by the secretary-general in documents §/22614
and §/22615. The implementation plans envi-
sioned three stages for the inspection process:
(1) the gathering and assessment of information;
(2) the disposal of weapons and other specified
facilities; and (3) ongoing monitoring and veri-
fication. The plans approved in Resolution 699
covered the first two stages.

» Resolution 707 (1991) condemned Iraq’s viola-
tions of its commirment to comply with the UN
disarmament mandate and demanded “full, fi-
nal, and complete disclosure” of all aspects of
its WMD programs. The resolution provided
UNSCOM and IAFA complete air surveillance
rights and demanded that they be allowed “im-
mediate, unconditional, and unrestricted access
1o any and all” sites they wished ro inspect.

» Resolution 715 (1991) approved the operational
plans for ongoing monitoring and verification de-
veloped by UNSCOM and IAEA, as submitted by
the secretary-general in documents $/22871/Rev.1
and 5/22872/Rev.]. The operation plans approved
in Resoludons 699 and 715 gave UNSCOM and
the IAEA unprecedented and extraordinary powers
1o conduct intrusive inspections.

» A list of import items subject to ongoing moni-
toring was approved in Resolution 1051 (1996)
and was revised as the Goods Review List in
Resolution 1409 (2002},

3. Unired Nattons, Security Councel Resolusion 707, SIRES/707 (1991}, August 15, 1991, par. 3(i).
4. Chantal de Jonge Oudraat, “UNSCOM: Between [raq and Hard Place?” European journal of Internasional Law, vol. 13, no. 1

(2002), p. 142.

5. Unived Nations, Security Conncil Resolution 687, par. 12 and 13.

6. United Nations, Security Council Resolution 687, par. 14.
7. Unived Nations, Security Council Resolution 687, par. 22.
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RESOLUTION 1284:
RENEWING THE MANDATE

Following the departure of UNSCOM from Iraq
in December 1998, the Security Council adopted
Resolution 1284 in Diecenber 1999 creating 2 new
weapons inspection body, the UN Monitoring,
Verification, and Inspection Commission. The reso-
lution also developed a new plan for the fulfillmenc
of the UN disarmament mandate.

The adoption of Resolution 284 reflected two
contrasting developments, as articulated in the pre-
ambulatory paragraphs: [raq’s parcial progress to-
ward the implementation of the disarmament pro-
visions of Resolution 687, and Iraq's failure to
implement thase provisions fully?

The weapons inspection provisions of Resolu-
tion 1284 assumed chat much of the work of dis-
arming Iraq had already been achieved, and thar
the disarmament mandate could be completed
through a series of tasks that UNMOVIC would
identify arid then accamplish within a year. The
resolurion envisioned the tallowing timeline for the
corpletion of weapons inspections:

» sixty days after entering lrag UNMOVIC and
[AEA will submit for Security Council approval
a work program for implementing a reinforced
system of ongoing monitoring and verification

and accomplishing “key remaining disarmament
tasks”; and

» onc hundred oweary days after the ongoing sys-
tem of monitoring and verification is fully op-
erational, if Iraq 15 coaperating in all respects,
the Security Council would suspend sanctions

for renewable periods of 120 days.

COMPARING 1284 AND 687

An analysis of Resolution 1284, in comparison to
Resolution 687, reveals the following:

» The new arrangements under Resolurion 1284
reaffirm all the terms of the UN disarmamenc
mandate. UNMOVIC is granted all the powers
and responsibilities that were given 1o
UNSCOM in Resolution 687. The role of IAEA
as stared in Resolution 687 is reaffirmed. The
Government of Iraq is required to fulfill all the
obligations imposed upon it in Resolution 687
and "shall allow UNMOVIC teams immediate,
unconditional, and unrestricted access to any
and all areas, facilities, equipment, records, and
means of transport which they wish to inspect.™

» Resolution 1284 introduces new disarmament
requirements without specifying what those ob-
ligations would entail. Paragraph 2 of the resolu-
tion declares that UNMOVIC will establish and
operate a “reinforced sysiem of ongoing moni-
toring and verification.” No definition of the term
reinforced is provided, either in the resolution or
the approved UNMOVIC wortk plan. The reso-
Jution calls upon UNMOVIC 1o “identfy . . .
additional sites” to be covered by such a system.
According 1o the Government of Irag, the num-
ber of sites previously monitored was more than
500, The new language thus suggests “a certain
direction toward expanding the number of
sites.”"” The operational plan for UNMQVIC
approved by the Security Council in April 2000
offers no specific guidance on the operation of a
reinforced system of onguing monitoring and
verificarion.' The requirements for such a sys-

8. Sec preambularory paragraph 9 in United Natians. Securisy Council Revolurion 1284, S/RES/1284 (1999}, December 17, 1999.
9. United Nations, Security Council Resolurion 284, SIRES/1284 (1999}, December 17, 1999, par. 4.
10. Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Analysis of Security Council Resolution 1284,” Decemnber 1999, available at <kp.//
www iraquatch.org/governmentliraglfor-minussryliraq-mfa-res 1284 hims
11. United Nations, Note by the Secretary-General Trarsricing the Organizational Plan for the United Nations Monitoring, Verifica-
tion, and [mp(t‘rian Commision Prtparni b_'y the Execusive Chatrman, 5/2000/292, Aprﬂ 6, 2000, par. 14-16.
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tem are important because the suspension of sanc-
tions is contingent upon satisfactory reports that
this system 15 fully opcrational.

> Resolution 1284 places the burden for specifying
Irag’s disarmament obligations on UNMOVIC
rather than on the Baghdad government, Paragraph
7 of Resolution 1284 requires UNMOVIC and
the IAEA to develop work programs for imple-
mentng “the key remaining disarmament tasks to
be completed by Iraq pursuant to its obligations”
under Resolution 687. The same paragraph fur-
ther decides that “what is required of Iraq for the
implementation of each task shall be clearly de-
fined and precise.”'? This language is very differ-
ent from that of previous measures, which required
Iraq to submir a “declaranon” {Resolution 687) or
a “full, final, and complete disclosure” {Resolution
707} of all of its weapons capabilities.

» The operational and staffing plans for UNMOVIC
differ from those of UNSCOM. Paragraph 5 of
Resolution 1284 makes UNMOVIC account-
able ro the secretary-general. The executive chair-
man of UNMOVIC is instructed to report to
the Security Council through the secretary-gen-
eral. By contrast, the chairman of UNSCOM
reported directly to the Security Council. Para-
graph 6 of Resolution 1284 specifies that
UNMOVIC staff will be international civil ser-
vants subject to Article 100 of the UN Char-
ter.'® Staff members of UNSCOM were pro-
vided by, paid for, and accountable to their in-
dividual governments. Under the provisions of
Resofution 1284, UNMOVIC staff members
are part of the UN Secretariat and are not to be

12. United Nartions, Security Counce! Resoluzion 1284, par. 7.

held accountable 1o or influenced by any single
UN member state.

Resolution 1284 states that UNMOVIC shall
take over all assets and archives of UNSCOM
and thae it shall assurne UNSCOM’s part in agree-
ments previously negotiated with the Govern-
ment of Irag."* UNMOVIC thereby inherited
two previous agrecments, one negotiated by
UNSCOM Chairman Rolf Ekeus in June 1996
and the other by Secretary-General Kofi Annan
in February 1998, that specify modalities and
procedures for inspecting so-called sensitive sites.”
Presumably these agreements sdll hold.

Section D of Resolution 1284 alters the proce-
dures for the lifting of sanctions as an induce-
ment for Iragi cooperation. In place of the lan-
guage of paragraph 22 of Resolution 687, which
declares that upon completion of the specified
disarmament tasks, “sanctions shall have no fur-
ther force or effect,” Resolution 1284 states
merely that the Security Council “expresses its
intention” to suspend sanctions for 120 days if
the chairmen of UNMOVIC and IAEA report
that Iraq has cooperated “in all respects.”'¢ Con-
tinuing this suspension would require an affir-
mative vote by the Sccurity Council every 120
days. This gives any permanent member of the
counct] the power to terminate the suspension.”

The suspension of sanctions outlined in Resolu-
tion 1284 is subject 1 “the elaboration of effec-
tive financial and other operational measures” to
ensure thar Iraq does not acquire prohibited items
referted 1o in paragraph 24 of Resolution 687,
namely weapons and military-related goods.'®

13. United Nations, Security Cosincil Resolution 1284, par. 5 and 6.

14. United Navions, Security Council Resoltution 1284, par. 11,

15. de Jonge Oudraat, “UNSCOM: Berween Irag and Hard Place?” p. 143.
16. United Nations, Security Councsl Resolution 1284, par. 33.

17, United Nasions, Security Councel Resolurion 1284, par. 35.

18, United Nasions, Security Council Resolution 1284, par. 33,

58 | The Legal Basis for UN Weapons lnspections

11-L-0559/0SD/11216



Resolution 1284 expresses the Security Council’s
intention to approve arrangements for such mea-
sutes before it decides to suspend sanctions. "

» The previous language of Resolution 687 con-
cerning a Middle East zone free from WMD is
mentioned only once in a preambulatory para-
graph and is not included in the text of Resolu-
tion 1284, thereby weakening the legal commit-
ment to this objective.

ADDRESSING AMBIGUITIES:
UNMOVIC'S MANDATE

As noted, the legal foundation for insisting upon
comprehensive, intrusive inspections in Irag re-
mains solid. Resolution 1284 does nor weaken the
disarmamenr mandate established in Resolution
687, However, there is an apparent contradiction
berween the acknowledgement in the preamble to
Resolution 1284 of “the progress made by Iraq to-
ward compliance” and the provisions in paragraph
2 of that resolution calling for 2 “reinforced” sys-
temn of monitoring and the inspection of “additional
sites.” Further ambiguity is introduced by the lan-
guage of paragraph 7 of Resolution 1284, which
places the burden for defining the “remaining dis-
armament tasks” on UNMOVIC rather than the
Government of Iraq. This seems to imply, concrary
to available evidence, that Iraq has provided ad-
equate disclosures in the past and thac the respon-
sibility for completing the disarmament process
rests primarily with UNMOVIC,

A contradiction also exists becween the require-
ment of paragraph 4 of Resolution 1284 that
UNMOVIC be allowed “immediate, uncondi-
tional, and unrestricted access to any and all areas”
and the provisions of paragraph 11 that UNMOVIC
“shall assume” UNSCOMs part in the legal agree-
ments previously negotiared with the Government
of Traq. The February 1998 memorandum of un-

19. United Natioas, Security Council Resolution 1284, par. 36.

derstanding between the UN secretaty-general and
the Government of Iraq, which was approved by
the Security Council in Resolution 1154 (1998},
established modalities for independent experts and
senior diplomats 1o accompany inspectors at sensi-
tive sites. As noted by Terence Taylos, the former
chief inspector of UNSCOM, these procedures
slowed and degraded UNSCOM inspections. None-
theless, paragraph 11 of Resolution 1284 indicares
that UNMOVIC is bound by this agreement.

It is safe to conclude from rhe above that
UNMOVIC faces a more restrictive legal framework
and operating environment than UNSCOM did.
The new agency may not be “UNSCOM Lite,” as
some have suggested, but it faces unique obligations
and restrictions. These are the result of the political
differences within the Security Council that pro-
duced the sometimes contradictory language of
Resolution 1284, They also reflect the results of
UNSCOM?’s nearly eight years of experience and
the significant progress that was achieved in elimi-
nating most of Iraq’s WMD. Because the polirical
climate has changed and much of the work of dis-
arming Iraq has already been accomplished, it seems
clear that UNMOVIC will be required to operate
under a mote limited mandate than its predecessor.

UNCERTAINTY OVER
THE LIFTING OF SANCTIONS

Another major contradiction concerns the terms
and conditions for the lifting of sanctions against
[raq. On the one hand, Resotution 1284 offers spe-
cific benchmarks and a timetable for the easing of
sanctions pressure (120 days after the reinforced
engeing monitering and verification system is fully
operational). But the resolution also significantly
weakens the commitment to lifting sanctions. The
resolution merely expresses the Security Council’s
“intention” to suspend rather than its obligation
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to do so. Resolution 1284 employs the term sus-
pend rather than /iff, and it requires that the sus-
pension must be renewed by an affirmative Secu-
rity Council vote every 120 days.

The ambiguities in this area have direct bearing
on the diplomatic prospects for inducing Iraqi ac-
ceptance of renewed weapons inspections. With-
out a clear commitment to the lifting of sanctions
in return for compliance, it will be difficult to per-
suade the Baghdad government to permit the re-
turn of weapons inspectors. According to former
UNSCOM chair Rolf Ekeus, “the language of sus-
pension injects 2n element of instability and insecu-
rity. That is probably the major reason why Iraq has
been withholding its approval of the resolurion.™

Uncerrainty about the lifting of sanctions is re-
inforced by the position of U.S. government offi-
cials, who have stated their intention 1o maintain
sanctions as long as Saddam Hussein remains in
power. In a March 1997 speech at Georgetown
University, Secretary of State Madeleine Albrighe
declared that the United States does not accept the
view that sanctions should be removed when Iraq
fulfills its obligations to the United Nations.” In
November 1997 President Bill Clinton remarked
that “sanctions will be there until the end of time,
or as long as [Hussein] lasts.”? In light of these
and other statements from U.S. officials, the Iraqi
government could reasonably conclude that the
United States would oppose any lifting of sanc-
tions, regardless of whether or not it complies with
weapons monitoring. The U.S. government posi-
tion of mainuaining permanent sanctions against
Saddam Hussein goes beyond the legal mandare of
UN policy and is not authosized in Security Coun-
cil resolutions. It is 2 major obstacle to the pros-
pects for inducing Iraqi cooperation with UN
weapons inspections,

A further abstacle to the suspension or lifting of
sanctions is the absence of a Security Council plan
to establish an ongoing arms embargo against Irag,
as required by Resolution 1284. Paragraph 33 of
that resolution makes any suspension of sanctions
subject to the “elaboration of effective financial and
other operational measures” to ensure that Iraq does
not acquire prohibited weapons. Nothing has been
done to consider or develop such arrangements,
however. This is a significant omission because the
“effective financial measures” referred to in the reso-
lurion are bound to be complicated, especially in
light of 2 provision of paragraph 36 referring to
“payment” for authorized civilian exports and im-
potts. This is an oblique reference to the UN es-
crow accotnt, which currently controls all revenues
from approved oil sales and provides payment for
the import of civilian goods into Iraq. Reference
to the matter of “payment” raises the contentious
issue of whether and how oil revenues are 1o be
returned to Iraqi government control. The Secu-
rity Council has not yet considered whether or how
this is 10 be done, with what degree of continuing
UN monitoring or control. Until this matter is
addressed and decided, according to the language
of paragraphs 33 and 36 of Resolution 1284, the

council cannot suspend sanctions.

INDUCING IRAQI COMPLIANCE

To resolve ambiguities in the conditions for lifting
sanctions and to provide an incentive for Iragi co-
operation, the Security Council should clarify and
restate the original commitment in Resolution 687
that sanctions will be lifted when the UN disarma-
ment mandate is fully implemented. This would
provide a carrot to accompany the many sticks that
have been applied or threatened to gain Iragi com-

20. “Shifting Prioritiess UNMOVIC and the Furure of Inspections in Irag, An Interview with Ambassador Rolf Ekeus,” Arms

Control Today, March 2002, p. 3.

21. Madeleine K. Albright, “Preserving Principle and Safeguarding Stabitity: United Srares Policy Toward Iraq,” speech delivered
at Georgetown University, Washington, D.C., March 26, 1997.
22. Quoted in Barbara Crossette, “For Irag: A Doghouse with Many Rooms,” New York Times, November 23, 1997, p. A4.
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pliance. Inducement strategies have been success-
ful in other setrings, notably North Korea, as means
of persuading targeted regimes to accept nonpro-
liferation and disarmament objectives.™ Experience
has shown that incentives are most effective in these
settings when they are strictly conditioned on com-
pliance and when they are accompanied by cred-

ible coercive pressures. Any inducements offered
10 Irag must be linked to clear and unequivocal
compliance by the Baghdad regime.?* The lifting
of sanctions must be subject to certification by
UNMOVIC and the JAEA that Iraq’s capabilities
for developing WMD have been fully eliminated.

23. For a thorough analysis of the North Korea case, see Leon V. Sigal, Disarming Strangers: Nulear Diplomacy with North Korea

{Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1998).

24. For a fuller discusston of the strengths and weaknesses of inducement strategies, se¢ David Cortrighs, ed., The Prece of Peace:
Incentives and International Conflict Prevension (Lanham, Md.: Rowman and Lirdefield, 1997), a report of the Carnegic

Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict,
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TO: David Chu

FROM:  Donald Rumsfelf\)'\
DATE: August 8, 2002

SUBJECT:

—
Please look into this business about pilots using amphetamines. 1 don’t think that ~
is a good idea. What’s going on? <

Thanks.

DHR/azn
080902.02

Please respond by: ¥ L‘S} 0d
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. D C. 203011200

INFO MEMO © SRR & R

HEALTH AFFalrd

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
, wzm_wiw% : _
FROM: William Winkenwerder, Jr. , ASD (Health Affairs)

SUBIECT: Operational Use of Dextroamphetamine in Avialors

—L

<
* You directed that we “look into this business about pilots using O
amphetamines.” (TAB A)

e Dextroamphetamine, known as "go pills,” has been used by military aviators
since World War II to counter the effects of fatigue during combat operations.
It is only used if alternatives such as adjusting sleep patterns, in-flight naps or
exercise are either unsuccessful or not an option. There have been no reported
safety incidents involving aircrew members’ use of “go pills.”

¢ The wing commmander, or deployed commander equivalent, in consujtation
with the senior flight surgeon, determines if the use of Dextroamphetamine is
medically warranted. The authorization for its use is time and/or mission

specific.

« Countering pilot fatigue is an “off Jabel” use of Dextroamphetamine; inforrmed
consent is necessary from the crew member. Commanders may not order its
use. There is no penalty, punishment, loss of benefits, or adverse action of any
kind for thase who decline the use of stimulants. Ground testing prior to
combal use and rigorous accountability mcasures must also be in place.

¢ Military medical research laboratories are currently studying alternative drugs

r

to effectively combat pilot fatigue, including Modafinil, a Food and Drug (A

Administration approved medication used to treat narcolepsy. 4
&
~N

COORDINATION: TAB B

Prepared by: COL John Powers, C&PP, | PCDOCS# 40336, 40197
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TO: David Chu

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeidﬂf\_
DATE: August 8, 2002

SUBJECT:

Please look into this business about pilots using amphetamines. 1 don’t think that

is a good idea. What’s going on?

Thanks.

DHR/azn
080902.02

&
Please respond by: )] LD ) 02
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Operational Use of Dextroamphetamines in Aviators

COORDINATION
) S
PD, C&PP CAPT Jack Smith 28 Aug, 2002
C of S, HA Ms. Diana Tabler Aas Seen 9/ (’/ oA
PDASD, HA Mr. Ed Wyatt
USD, P&R Dr. David $.C. QUW‘A‘ Ohon_
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September 12, 2002 7:51 AM

TO: Doug Feith

FROM.: Donald Rumsfeid m

SUBJECT: Information on Websites

<
Do you have anyone working on this memo I sent Toric on August 297 w
Thanks. .C./.-l
Attach.
082902.02 SecDef memo to Clarke

DHR:dh

0912026

Please respond by 04 / 20/0v

/13
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TO: Torie Clarke

CC: Paul Wolfowitz
Gen. Dick Myers

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld )\
DATE: August 29, 2002
SUBJECT:

It appears that terrorist groups are extracting information from all of our websites
around the world. [ think what we ought to do is have somebody with some brains
go through and systematically look at all websites and think of things that could be
helpful.

For example, in the intel brief I was told they are accessing the background sheets
of all the scientists at Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, obviously to try to

compromise them, or kill them.

I think we ought to really pare down what is on the DoD websites; army, navy, air
force, every one of them. Here and around the world, We ought to get a
systematic way of doing that and calling people’s attention to things that might be

problematical.

For example, should my background sheet mention my children’s names. I think

not.

Thanks.

DHR/azn
082902 .02

Please respond by:
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SECDE H SEEN

8000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-6000
INFO MEMO v
comam. CONTROL, September 10, 2002 12:00 PM
COMMUNICATIONS, AND
INTELLIGENCE
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action:

FROM: JOHN P. STENBIT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C3I)W§
SUBJECT: Web Site Administration

I am replying to your inquiry to Torie Clarke about information on DoD websites. 0 ﬂ&x P ; J
on
« DoD Web Site Administration policy, which is applicable to all unclassified web b cou r,;?/ .
sites, requires information to be reviewed prior to posting using an OPSEC-based
process and protection to be applied according to data sensitivity. Since 1998, DoD
policy has prohibited posting personal | ion rclating to famil mbe
December 2001, removal of lists of names and other personally identifying
information (e.g., e-mail addresses) from public web sites was directed pursuant to
changes in application of the Freedom of Information Act.

» The Joint Web Risk Assessment Cell (JWRAC), established in February 1999, does
OPSEC-based reviews of the DoD public web content. The JWRAC is located at
DISA and manned by drilling (i.e., part-time) reservists., Using data mining tools,
they review sites for inappropriate content (e.g., classified, personal information,
QOPLANS, CONQOPS). Discrepancies are referred to the owing Component for
remediation; required registration of public sites provides ownership data. The
JWRAC also does special studies/vulnerability assessments as requested by individual
components (e.g., EUCOM, SOUTHCOM, DTRA). During the past year the
JWRAC has identified over 1,500 discrepancies, undertaken 14 special studies, and
expended nearly 1,500 days of effort. From September to December 2001, daily
reports of findings were being provided.

s The DoD has between 700 gigabytes and | terrabyte of accessible web content and
major efforts (e.g., Federal e-gov iniliatives) are moving more content in that
direction. A message to the field will be staffed for your signature hjghhghtmg the ’ l Lon-

risks and reiterating the need to apply the OPSEC review process, limit details, and
protect information according to sensitivity when posting to the web.

+ While DoD policy restricts certain types of data from posting, some Federal agencies
have few guidelines. The DeD CIO will propose the Federal C1O Council establish basic
guidelines to facilital‘e/i,qcreased overall security and safety.

COORDINATION: ASD:
cc: General Myers, CJCS

{b)(6}
Prepared by: Linda BrownquS_EL26




TO: Torie Clarke

CC: Paul Wolfowitz
Gen. Dick Myers

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld )\
DATE: August 29, 2002
SUBJECT:

It appears that terrorist groups are extracting information from all of our websites
around the world. I think what we ought to do is have somebody with some brains
go through and systematically look at all websites and think of things that could be
helpful.

For example, in the intel brief I was told they are accessing the background sheets
of all the scientists at Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, obviously to try to

compromise them, or kill them.

1 think we ought to really pare down what is on the DoD websites; army, navy, air
force, every one of them, Here and around the world. We ought to get a
systematic way of doing that and calling people’s attention to things that might be

problematical.

For example, should my background sheet mention my children’s names. 1 think

not.

Thanks.

DHR/azn
082902.02

Please respond by: 9 l DIQL e
e \
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
6000 DEFENSE PENTAGON ,
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-6000

COMMAND, CONTROL,
COMMUNICATIONS, AND
INTELLIGENCE

INFO MEMO

September 16, 2002 5:17 PM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action:
FROM: JOHN P. STENBIT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (C@W }
SUBJECT: Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibility at DIA

You asked what actions we should take to give the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
more flexibility (per Admiral Jacoby’s August 23 memorandum).

e [ agree with Admiral Jacoby that we should seek legislation to grant DIA the authority
10 use personnel services contracts similar to the authority granted 10 the CIA. This
would be consistent with your desire to make DoD intelligence support more agile
and responsive to military activities, the war on terrorism, and crisis situations, and
therefore 1 recommend that we propose this legislation for the DoD Intelligence
Community.

o [ also want to share some thoughts on his other points.

o Defense Intelligence Senior Experts: We already have the authority to approve
requests to establish these positions, known as Defense Intelligence Senior Level
(DISL), so further action is not required. We can accommodate DIA requests for
DISL positions without making changes to current policy, and I have asked
Admiral Jacoby to forward his requests to me.

» DoD policy to budget 100% of the salary of military personnel billets regardless of
whether they are filled: This is a complex matter that has far-reaching budget
implications and affects all non-service assignments. 1t is ajso a matter of some
concern on the Hill. I support Admiral Jacoby’s recommendation to seek an
internal solution, rather than go to Congress for legislation.

o Comparison between CIA personnel legislation and that of the DIA: It is worth
noting that the CIA is not happy with the authority it possesses now, and is in the
midst of making some radical revisions, so a comparison between CIA and DoD

O

11-L-0559/05D/11228 Ul4949 /02




would not be helpful at this time. We will monitor and assess developments, and
report back to you warranted,

+ [have a related item that | would like to discuss with you regarding DIA Human
intelligence. It is a very important budget and policy issue, and I look forward to
discussing it with you at our meeting on October 4.

COORDINATION: NONE

bK6
Prepared by: Chnistopher Mellon, DASD ( !ntelligence).( e
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September 3, 2002 §:04 AM

TO: John Stenbit
CC: Steve Cambone
Rich Haver

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /})‘L

SUBJECT: Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibility

I have reviewed Admiral Jacoby’s August 23 memo on recommendations for

additional management flexibility.
What action should we take?
Thanks.

Attach.
08/23/02 DIA memo to SecDefl1e: “Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibilty”

DHR:dh
090302-2
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
TS B L2
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20340-

U-087/DR 23 August 2002

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE K/ !
7 {1,
FROM: L.E. Jacoby, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, Acting Director, Defefse Intelligrce g?/y

SUBJECT: Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibility

On July 19, during my office call, you asked me to identify policies which inhibit DIA
flexibility. Modifications to four policies listed below would significantly improve management
of Defense intelligence activities.

o Personal Services Contracts. The Government is normally required to obtain its
employees by direct hire under competitive appointment or other procedures required by
civil service law. This significantly limits the ability of Defense intelligence to hire
specific expertise to support short-term or project-specific efforts. Examples include
experts on al Qaeda, chemical-biological warfare, Islamic militant personalities, and
linguists to support interrogation and document exploitation. CIA has much greater
flexibility to address unforeseen requirements for specific expertise because of its
authority to use personal service contracts. The situation would be rectified if Congress
granted Defense intelligence components the same personal services authorities granted

» Defense Intelligence Senior Experts. DoD has established a ceiling on the number of
senior civilian technical experts (referred to as Defense Intelligence Senior Level (DISL.)
positions) authorized for each intelligence agency. These positions are the technical,
non-managerial equivalent of Senior Executive Service personne] and offer salaries
above the grade of GS-15. DISL opportunities improve retention of superior, in-depth
intelligence expertise. The retention and application of expertise is critical in the current
environment, Increasing DISL authorization does not increase appropriated salary. The
DoD ceiling on DISLs should be eliminated and organizations should be permitted to
manage personnel to their salary limit.

¢ Unfilled Military Billets. A funding source to maximize the flexibility offered by the
above proposals could be National Foreign Intelligence Program (NFIP) funding
allocated to unfilled military billets. DIA and the unified command intelligence centers
are required by DoD policy to budget the salary of military personnel billets. We are
required to reimburse the departments for 100% of the authorized billets regardless of
actual fill. In recent years, the departments have been decreasing their fill rates. In
FY02, Defense intelligence military biilets were only filled at approximately 85%. Due
to budget policy, Defense intelligence lost between $60M and $80M in fiscal guidance
which flowed to the Services to pay salaries for billets they did not fill. Between FY99
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and FYO02, the loss was about $340M. This is a windfall for the departments and a loss
of Defense-wide intelligence capability. If we could cost and program for military
billets at the average fill rate, for example, for the previous three years, funding for the
unfilled billets would be available to execute the full implementation of any or all of the
above policy change proposals, specifically personal services contracts or other
mechanisms to work with the private sector to meet needs.

You also asked me to compare CIA personnel legislation with our own and determine whether or
not CIA authorities would improve DoD intelligence effectiveness. Qur assessment is ongoing.
In addition to the personal services contracting issue noted above, we will report findings as we
develop a more detailed understanding of CIA’s exceptional personnel authorities and how they
might be applied to benefit Defense intelligence.

COORDINATION: NONE

Enclosures:

1. Personal Services Contracts

2. Defense Intelligence Senior Experts
3. Unfilled Miljtary Billets

CcC.

DEPSECDEF
DIR(PA&E) é"’?buw
ASD C4l S denb.

Special Assistant to the Secretary for Intelligence
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Authority to Use Personal Services Contracts

PURPOSE: To request that Congress grant authority for DIA to use personal services
contracts.

BACKGROUND: 5 U.S.C. 3109 states that Agencies shall not award personal services
contracts unless specifically authorized by statute to do so. A personal services contract
is characterized by the employer-employee relationship it creates between the
Government and the contractor's personnel. The Government is normally required to
obtain its employees by direct hire under competitive appointment or other procedures
required by the civil service laws. Obtaining personal services by contract, rather than by
direct hire, circumvents those laws unless Congress has specifically authorized
acquisition of the services by contract. Without this exception to law, intelligence support
to military operations are limited by the number of government assets that are available.
It is important to note that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) currently has the
authority to use personal services contracts (Sec 8., 50 USC, 403;).

RECOMMENDATION: That Congress grant authority for DIA to use personal

services contracts Lo support analytical and collection activities with short-term or project
specific efforts to support crisis requirements. For example, the intelligence analytic staff
could be augmented with personnel with specific expertise to support such efforts as the
Global War on Terrorism. Examples include experts on al Qaeda, the country of Yemen,
chemical and biological warfare, Islamic militant personalities, etc. Another example is
the need for additional interrogators or document exploitation personnel with special
language proficiencies to interrogate detainees quickly or eliminate a backlog of
potentially important captured documents.

- f _
aclosave |
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Retaining Senior Intelligence Experts

PURPOSE: To request elimination of the OSD established ceiling on Defense
Intelligence Senior Level (DISL) authorizations in the Defense Civilian Inteiligence
Personnel System.

BACKGROUND: DISL personnel are the senior technical experts in specific areas of
intelligence (e.g., regional experts (Middle East, South Asia, Latin America) or subject
matter experts (e.g., chemical and biological warfare, information operations, computer
forensics, counterintelligence, clandestine collection). They are distinct from Defense
Intelligence Senior Executive Service (DI SES) managers. 10 U.S.C. 1606 provides a
DoD DISES ceiling of 492, OSD policy states DISL totals will approximate 30% of
DISES. This ratio applies to the number of DISL authorized within agencies. For
protocol purposes DISL personnel are treated like SES personnel. This is important as it
gives them entrée’ to meetings and forums which sometimes exclude GS-15s and below.
The pay level for DISL is equivalent to SES. Agencies pay DISL salary from the total
for salary appropriated to the agency. Increasing DISL authorizations does not increase
appropriated salary. Agencies must manage to their salary limit. Internal priorities have
to be established for the number of senior grade and GG-grade authorizations filled.

As DIA is a people intensive operation and as the nature of its intelligence analysis,
production and collection capabilities requires significant expertise, the IDISL structure is
important. Because of the related salary and benefits, DISL positions are reasonably
competitive with similar civil sector jobs. DISL opportunities improve retention of
superior technical experts. They ensure the agency has a broad range of world class
experts to oversee production, quality control intelligence products, and mentor junior
analysts and technical collectors. DIA is currently authorized 25 DISL. This is
insufficient to cover the wide range of required expertise.

RECOMMENDATION: Eliminate the OSD-established ceiling on DISL authorizations
allowing DIA to manage the number within its anoual civilian pay appropriation.

Caclogurce &
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Unfilled Military Billets

PURPOSE: To generate funding to provide maximum flexibility to implement the other
policy change proposals, request that DoD change its policy regarding military billets
being costed and programmed at 100% of authorization.

BACKGROUND: The General Defense Intelligence Program (GDIP), a component of
the National Foreign Intelligence Program (NFIP), funds most intelligence analytical
capabilities in DIA and the unified commands. This Defense intelligence community lost
between $60M and $80M in fiscal guidance in FY 02 {(about $340M over the period
FY99-02) due to budgeting for unfilled military billets. DoD requires the GDIP to budget
at 100% for military billets even though the historical actual fill rate falls between 80%-
95%. This overstates our military budget and reduces Defense intelligence capabilities.
Intelligence funds would be available to maximize the flexibility offered by the other
proposed policy changes if the GDIP was allowed to program for military billets based on
a composite average of filled military positions, for example, the average for the past
three years, versus programming for 100% of the authorized billets - filled or not. The
program amount could be modified every year to account for the latest three year average
of fill rate.

RECOMMENDATION: That DoD allow the GDIP component of the NFIP 1o cost and
program for military billets at the average fill rate based on the past three year average.
The DoD Comptroller is aware of this issue.

A%
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September 3,2002 8:04 AM

TO: John Stenbit
CC: Steve Cambone
Rich Haver

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld m

SUBJECT: Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibility

I have reviewed Admiral Jacoby’s August 23 memo on recommendations for

additional management flexibility.
What action should we take?

Thanks.

Attach.
08/23/02 D1A memo to SecDef re: “Policies Inhibiting Management Flexibilty”

DHR:dh
090302.2

Please respond by __ 04 |27 ]ov
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TO: : a tani LT& C‘-““m it

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld (Zf\l : vy gm0 e

DATE: August 22, 2002

SUBJECT:

Please Snd out how many Mus!im senior officers we have, from colonel up.
Do we know that kind of information?

Thanks.

DHR/amm
08220212

Please respond by; C}\L{\OQ
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE L
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON SETRI LT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 o
T SEP Yy 1 = 04

INFO MEMO
PEgSOBrNEé_ AND
sATIESS SEPTEMBER 18, 2002 — 4:00PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM:  DAVID S. C. CHU, UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND READ /.0 Lhre /8520 5D

SUBJECT: Muslim Senior Officers

8
There are six active duty colonels who state they are Muslim in their Q\\

official records. There are no active duty general or flag officers who state they

are Muslim. Attached is a table of active duty members by Service and grade who

are recorded as Muslim.

Just under eleven percent (10.8 percent) of the force have no religious
preference recorded. Another 20.9 percent state that they have no religious
preference.

Attachment: as stated

=9 PP f/
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RELIGION AFFILIATION MUSLIM - AUGUST 2002

GRADE ARMY AF. M.C. NAVY TOTAL

E01 62 27 18 38 145
E02 99 26 39 61 225
EO03 229 115 123 -~ 234 701
E04 470 130 93 239 932
E05 417 188 90 245 940
E06 342 101 68 a8 599
Eo7 191 79 22 14 306
E08 30 12 7 3 52
E09 9 6 1 2 18
Wo1 10 0 0 0 10
Wo2 15 0 1 0 16
wo3 8 \ 2 Q 8
W04 0 0 2 0 2
001 19 6 1 0 26
O01E* . 5 3 0 8
Q02 2 4 9 0 34
o02E* . 2 1 0 3
003 53 19 1 0 73
O03E* . 8 4, 12
004 13 11 1 0 25
005 8 1 0 0 7
006 3 3 0 0 6
TOTAL 1995 743 486 924 4148

* Indicates prior enlisted experience
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