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Dereliction of Duty II:
Senior Military Leader soWarkflers of | nt
27 January 2012

Senior ranking US military leaders have so distorted the truth when communicating with the US
Congress and American people in regards talitimms on the ground in Afghanistan that the

truth has become unrecognizabl e. This decept
both our allies and enemies, severely limiting our ability to reach a political solution to the war in
Afghanistan. It bs likely cost American taxpayers hundreds of billions of dollars Congress

mi ght not otherwise have appropriated had it
has almost certainly extended the duration of this war. The single greatest penbl&gion

has suffered, however, has been that we have lost the blood, limbs and lives of tens of thousands

of American Service Members with little to no gain to our country as a consequence of this
deception.

Introduction

These are surely serious chesgand anyone who would make such claims had better have
considerable and substantive evidence to back it up. Regreftatityp muchevidence does
exist and will here providekey elements of itAs | will explain in te followingpaged have
persomlly observed or physically participated in progrdorsat least the last 15 yearswhich

t he Armyoés seaiitorerl efadterr st hlaevce t hgahetU$S ut ho or
Congress and American publigvhat | witnessed in my most recently corded 12 month
deployment to Afghanistan has seen that deception reach an intolerableAtdwarovide a

very brief summary of the open source information that would allow any American citizen to
verify these claimsBut if the public had access tire< classifiedreports they would see the
dramatic gulf between what @dtensaid in publidoy our senior leadend what isactuallytrue
behind the scenes. It would be illegal for me to discuss, use, or cite classified nmateriapen
venueand thud will not do sq | am no WkiLeaksguy Part Il.

Fortunately, there is a provision that allows méetgally submit a classifieceportto Members
of Congress In conjunction with thigublic studyl have also submitted classified repdd a
number ofUS Representatigeand Senators, both Democrats and Republicans. As the duly
elected representatives of our people, they are authorized to see the classified data and
empowered to do something about it. For the sake of so many who have paid witlotHir bl
and the sake of those Service Members who have not yet had to pay thattggaay sincere
hopethat Congress acts to resolve these isempsditiously.

In the first section belowwill demonstrate how numerous military senior leaderge usd

omission and outright deception in order to prevent the American public from knowing the truth
in regads to thegenuine conditions on the groumdAfghanistan. | will explain that there has
been a significant volume of information available from nwous and reputable open sources

that should have been effective in communicating to the American public the truth of the
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situation. Owing to numerous factors (the key of which are discussed in detail in subsequent
sections of the report), however, the goful and pervasive personalities of several US general
officers have been surprisingly effective at convincing even highly educated Americans to
believe what the generals say and not what their @yg®videncéell them.

In the second section | will ethe readegain a better understandingtadw the situation
described in Section | came to eéor the most parestricting myself to discussing situations in
which | was physically a participant, | wfitst presenea number of facté many of whichwill

be seen in public for the first tinieregarding how Army senior leaders have been deceiving the
US Congress and American people on some key modernization programs going back to the
1990s In this section you will see how despite year after ye@osernment Accountability

Office (GAO) analysis done explicitly for the US Congress which showed major and repeating

failures in the Future Combat Systems (FCS),
Congress and the US public in press reletisishe opposite was true; because Americans have
trusted the Armyodés | eaders more than any othe

generals and ignored the GAO reports and the physical absence of successful products.

A second major sublemant to this section will be a demonstratioalso containing significant

new information that has never been seen by the American gemealingthat what virtually

the entire country and even a great percentage of our uniformed Service Membersabeligve

how and why the Iraq surge of 2007 was successful, was in fact grossly inaccurate. The version

of events that depicted the | ionds share of t
adoptionof t he fAprotect t haeatpdapdsustained lmymodoumbketafley egy
senior US generals. When the full facts are examined, however, it becomes very clear that the

surge of troops in 2007 wasstrumentakt best and according to one senior ground commander

who led much of our fighin the Anbar province %76 80% of the credito f
success lies elsewhere.

The inaccurate assigning of the reason for th
implicationsfor our current war in Afghanistan and doubly so for the suwgse$ ordered by the

President in late 2009. Had the President known the truth of what really happened in 2007 Iraq it

is a virtual certainty he would not have made the decision he did in November/December 2009.

In any case, the situation demonstratgsoaving and expanding willingness on the part of our
countrybés senior military | eaders to use flnf
manipulate the system in order to get what they want.

As the last section demonstrates, the seniorarnylieaders have been remarkably successful in
achieving their desires; but as a result, our country has squandered almost a fulirdetécte

it might have made noteworthy advancements in its force structure, has continued pursuing a
military strategythat has proven to be an abysmal failure during a time when effective outcomes
might have been found, and worst of all, has cost the lives and limbs of tens of thaisands
American Service Membeisand reportedly deprived hundreds of thousandseof their
psychological and emotional wdiking.

Section Il will cover a broad range of negative consequences that our country has paid and will
continue to pay until changes are made. We 6 v
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r egi on pstaest alleredibility among even the Afghan population and individual

government officials; and our word has no value among our enemies. Many may be tempted to
believe it unimportant what our enemies think, but it is almost as impeaganis forus to have

our closest allies believe in uEt some point this war will have to end in a political settlement of
some sort. I f our ene myguraowminydvé may beleefindao bel i ev
foundation upon wich to reach an agreeataecordto end the war on terms acceptable to us

Finally I will lay out a few recommendations on a way forward to address these deficiencies.

There is a bit of good news to be had, however. While there are a number of general officers and
senior leaders whoalve not dealt honorably with the American people, there are a great many

others who have. As | note in the body of this report, the vast majority of the Soldiers and
Marines |1 6ve met and personally observed in a
talented, and dedicated men and women | O0ve ev
officers in our Army who are dedicated to the nation and still have their integrityrftaist.

For examplehie new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Genlglaitin Dempsey, by all

accounts, is a man of strict adherence to honorrdagrity.

In order for the current crop ekcellenf uni or Army | eaders to become
senior Army leaders and continue to demonstrate the same adheremmnty and integrity

changes must be made and made quickly t oday 6 s. s elndivoer |cooshtorctount

of truly promising and intelligent leaders who have gotten out of the service at thevedid

because they could not stomach the mengatithe top.If we can change the culture at the top,

however, the future for our Armed Forces and our country can once again be very bright.

Why Should You Listen to Me?

| am a Lieutenan€olonel in the United States Army, serving as a Regular Afinger in the

Armor Branch. | have just completed the fourth combat deployment of my career (Desert Storm,
Afghanistan in 20086, Irag in 20089, and Afghanistan again in 261Q). In the middle of

my career | served eight years in the US Army Resandgeheld a number of civilian jobs, one

of which was an aide for US Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (Legislative Correspondent for
Defense and Foreign Affairs)his report does not constittdecomprehensive investigation into

the corrupt nature of the genranks, but rather will be limited to the programs and combat tours

in which I have personally engaged since 1997. Though the number is limited, the assignments |
have had have placed me in arguably the most significant Army programs of the past15 yea

During my most recent Afghan deployment my duties required thatel extensivéy

throughout Regional Command (RQYorth, RGEast, and R&South, covering 9,178 miles. |
conducted mounted and dismounted combat patrols with our teydraveling at various times

in MRAP vehicles, MRAP AliTerrain Vehiclesand Strykersl. spent time with both

conventional forces and Special Forces troops. While on dismounted patrol | once stepped on an
IED that we discovereandsomehow did not detonate; wasan MRAP patrol that was attacked

with an ED (no one was injured); was twice on combat outpattaicked by Taliban dismounts

was rocketed and mortared maraes than | could count, several times impacting so close my
ears rang for hours afterwards.
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LTC Daniel L. Davis on patrol in Khost Province and Kunar Province, 2011

Throughout this process | interviewedhad conversations wittver 250 Soldiers frorthe
lowest ranking 19ear oldprivate, to sergeants and platoon leaders, company comraande
battalion commanders, brigademmanders, and Division commangjexs well as staff
members at every echeldn.addition, | have had conversations with Afghan security officia
Afghan civilians, and a fewillage elders. | cite all the above notaditto boast about an
personal accomplishments, lvather to convey that the conclusions and observations made
throughout the remainder of thigport are not made by an officer that was limited to one
location, but one given a rappportunity to see @hparticipate in operations aimost every
significant region of Afghanistan

Section I: Into Afghanistan

In early 2009nternational Security Assistance For¢®@AF) commander General David
McKiernanwasfired by the Secretary of Defense and the Chairmf the Joint Chiefs of Staff

because they lost confidence in his ability to lead. General Stanley McChrystal was given

Mc Ki ernands c 0 acooadingito d2déeya?008 ¥ alBtreet Journal news artidle

iMr . Gat es 0 de c iMeKiesnan'stresignatisnkcanfe after a Geftinelscenes

campaign by an influential group of current and former military officers, many of whom played

key roles developing and backingthesB ad mi ni st r atinloagd Aongwitto op &6 s ur
General Petraeus (who was at this time the commander of CENTCOM), General McChrystal and

his principle deputy General David Rodriguez were among the prime architects of the 2007 Iraq

surge and wereding expected to reprise their success in Afghanistan.

US Military leadership unambiguously sought to replicate the fundamentals that were believed to
have succeeded so well in Irag and importing them into Afghanistan. Prime among those
fundamentalswas o fiPr ot ect the popul ationodo which many
for our success in 2007 Iraq. Mgl be thoroughly covered in subsequerngection of this

report, however, that was never t hverindhese i n |
next section, it never worked in Afghanistaivhat | hope to convey ithis sectioris the engths
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to whichour currentmilitary leadership seems t@mve gonéo keep the facade of success alive
despite the msence otonsiderable quantitativend qualitative evidence to the contrary.

Levels of Deception

Before retiring to become the Director of the C@@eneraDavid H.Petraeusestified before the
Senate Armed Services Committee on 15 March 20ptovide Congress an updatetba
progres ofthe Afghan surge. A month later, the Department of Defense publishedsts
recentassessment of the situation in AfghanistBoeth paint a very optimistic appraisal and give
the unambiguous impression of succedslow is an excerpt of GeneraltReeusopening
statement followed by ey passagérom theApril 2011 DoD report. In his Opening Statement,
the General said

As a bottom line up franit is ISAF's assessment that the momentum achieved by the Taliban in
Afghanistan since 2005 has been arrested in much of the country, and reversed in a number of important
areas. However, while the security progress achieved over the past year iisasigriifis also fragile and
reversible. Moreover, it is clear that much difficult work lies ahead withAdginan partners to solidify and
expand our gains in the face of the expected Taliban spring offensive. Nonetheless,-tbadtdrd
achievements i2010 and early in 2011 have enabledibmt AfgharNATO Transition Board to

recommend initiation this spring of transitionAfghanistan lead in several provinces. The achievements

of the past year are also very important as | prepare to provide aptios recommendation to President
Obama for commencement of the drawdown of the U.S. surge forces in July. Of note, as well, the progress
achieved has put us on the right azimuth to accomplish the objective agreed upon at last November's Lisbon
Summit, that of Afghan forces in the lead throughout the country by the eB@lef.

o\
AP Photo of General David Petraeus testifying before Congress dtarch 15, 2011

The April 2011 DoD report said in its Executive Summary
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Since the lasReport on Progress Toward Security and Stabilibpfighanistan)nternational Security
Assistance Force (ISAF) and its Afghan partners have made tangible progress, arresting the insurgents'
momentum in much of the country and reversing it in a number of important areas. The coalitidr's effo
have wresté major safe havens from the insurgents' control, disrupted their leadership networks, and
removed many of the weapons caches and tactical supplies they left behind at the end of the previous
fighting season. ThAfghan National Security Forces (ANSF) cimted to increase in quantity, quality,

and capability, and have taken an ewereasing role in security operations. Progress in governance and
development was slower than security gains in this reporting period, but there were notable improvements
noneheless, particularly in the south and southwest. Over all, the progressAsfglussistan remains

fragile and reversible, but the momentum generated over the last six months has established the necessary
conditions for the commencement of the transitibeazurityresponsibilities to Afghan forces in seven

areas this summer.

The following pages quantitatively demonstrate that much of the two pubboneatsabove are
eithermisleading, significantly skewed or completely inaccurate. Alsdemonstra how this
patternof overt and substantivadeception has become a hallmarkbkh ny of Amer i cads
senior military leaders in Afghanistaths mentioned earlier in this report, were | able to share
the classified reports the gulf between what some oleadlers have said in public and what
they know behind the scenes would be dramatic
provide from open source material the gulf will still be clearly evidémthe following sub
sections, I'll cover:
Decepti at the Strategic Level

o The Truth: (UAfghan NGO Safety Offic@.4 2010 Report

o The Truth: (U) Center for Strategic and International Stulilég Failures
t hat Sh a pWad, byTAotdoayyCordesman

Deception at the Operational/Tactical Leel

o Early 2011 Closing of the Pech Valley:

o Statements of "Clear Progress" in Helmand Province
Deception against the American Public

o Statements by Senior Uniformed Leaders from 22040

o Statements by General David Petraeus Z8

Decepton at the Strategic Level

Introduction
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In this section | have endeavored to examine or discuss reports concerning largpssealer
information regarding regional matters, as opposed to anecdotal infornvitien.the main
pillar issues are examinegbarticularly over a numbaerf years- it becomes very difficult indeed
to maintain that anything short otantinualdeterioration of our mission has occurred, and
continues to deteriorate thugh today. Absent significant changing of circumstances
strategy, the President's national security objectivégéghanistan will not be accomplished.

Tactical Terms?

There are a number of terms that have been lmgetany senior leaders and pundits when
talking to the American publim regards to combaictions in Afghanistasince 2009 that ar
being used in lieu of tactical terms. For example, the hallplarkse used idetermining
success in this current Afghan fight is, "momentum.” ltsed as a tactical termuch like we
used "countenttack” et¢ but unlike the list of commonly understoligt of tactical terms the US
Army specifies in several Field Manuals, the meaning of "momentim'the eye of the
beholder: you can neither prove nor disprove its existence.

For example, in the waning dagéWorld War I, Germany launched its last gasp, fetéémpt

to return to the offensivé®peration "Wacht am Rheinr'or the Battle of the Bulge, as we came

to know it. Theallieswent on the defensive and employed a number of coattrks to break

the Germaroffensivemomentum. Once accomplished, we would return to offensive action to try
and win the war.

That was a measurable mission, and once accomplishealjld be an indisputable facttteer

we stoppedheir westward attack or we didr. the Afghan COIN environmerhere is nasuch
clarity. American Commandecsn claim we have "halted their momentum" and witwo&ay
otherwise? Omar Bradlegouldn't have claimed he "halted the German offensive momentum® if
there were stilGermantanks ploving deeper into the Ardennes. But in the case of a guerilla war
therefew identifiable actions that have unambiguous tactical meaning

Another phrase commonly used by numerous ISAF officials to suggest that we'vprogess

is the equally undefinabléragile and reversibleNo matter what happens, no one can be pinned
down: if it goes well, they cite the drop in insurgent capability as evidence they were right, but if
it goes the other way, they have simply to say: "I told you this was fragile."é&t@ne is a bit
stranger.

Many ISAF leaders have since repeated this mantra on nunwrcasions, variously explaining
that since there are more US boots on the ground, there ar¢amy@ts to hit, or alternatively,
"whenwe take away his sanctuariég,s going to fight back But this is hard to support when
one examines the physical evidence available.
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(Davis Photo)Helicopters picking up troopsin Kandahar, and Soldiers on parol in Kandahar, 2011

As of May 2010 the US had more than 94,000ps on the ground in Afghetan. Thus, over
thenextyear theravereno more than 5 or 6% more troops deployed, yehtimber of
insurgent attacks, the number BDs (both found and detonated), the nunddddS wounded
and US killed all continued tose on a monty-month comparisonntil this past summér
coincidentally when the number of US boots began to decline owing to redeployments

Further, asvasrepeated with frequena@uring the first quarter of 201skeniorlSAF leaders have
explainecthatwe killed a significant number afisurgent (NS) leadersand foot soldiers, we
took away his former sanctuaries, cut off his supplytesutookaway his freedom of movement,
discovered a huge number oéapons and ammo cachasd captured hundreds olsurgent
fighters. But if these things are so, the expectatioyetanother altime record of violence
warned by the leaders wéiggical.

If I have tens of thesands of additional ISAF bootmnd | kill hundreds ofNS leaders
thousands of his fights, capture huge numbers of cachte&eaway his sanctuaries, and deny
him freedom of movement, hosould he themignficantly increasenis level of attacks as the
Taliban did in the first half of 2011? By any rational calculatau, vastlyincreasinghumbers
combined with the enemydsindling pool of fighters and loss of equipmenight to havéad
precisely the opposite effect: they shobl/e beerapable of conducting consideralidyver
attacks, emplacing smaller number of IED&nd their inflence on th@opulationshouldhave
beennotably diminishedYet none of those thingsameto pass.

ISAF leadersnevertheless continue to make bold and confidetement after statement that w
are succeeding, that tiresurgency is weakening, and thia¢ Government of the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan (GRA) is gaining the confidence of iigople though thegffer

almost no tangiblevidence to that é&ct, while explaining away theonsiderable volume or
evidence which logically should cause ooedach a very differemonclusion.

Ground Truth: (U) Afghan NGO Safety Office Q.4 2010 Report

The two unclassified sourcemlabout tomention areemarkablyaccurateand line up precisely
from what | observed throughout my 12 months in Afghanistan, during which | traveled over
9,000 miles throughout the countijheconclusions the authors of these reports reach
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especially gven they have no personal stakeiy particular strategy over another working
should be givemttention

The first was producely the Aghanistan NGO Safety OffiqdNSO) and signed by ANSO
Director, Nic Lee, and examines the security situatiohfghanistan in order tmform the

greater NGO community about the risks they face when operating there. Accorttiag to

"ANSO Quarterly Data Report Q.4 20the ANSOcharacterizd the insurgency as having

fought "asignificant campaign in 2010 expanditinge total volume of attacks by 64%, the

highes$ annualgrowth rate we have recorded, and securing new strongholds in the North, West,
and Easbf thecountry. Their momentum would appear unaffected bylédiScounterinsurgency
measuresThe campaign grew aneasingly complex with reports suggestingdeeloyment of
parallelgovernance structures including courts, judges and administraidreré was one other
finding, however, on which the ANSO repards uniquelyaccurate.

Specifically addressing thesurgent performance and capability for violence, the repguiains
when taking the country as a whole into consideration, they consider their datdigsutable
evidence that conditions are deteriorating. If losses are taken in one area Sieyplgre
compensated for in another as has been the dynamic since this conflict started.'hitgtthe
damning statement is this:

More so than in previous years, information of this nature is sharply divergent from (International Military
Forces)strategic conmu n i ¢ mdssagesuggesting improvements. We encour@gd€0 personneljo
recognize that no matter haauthoritative the source of any such claimgssages dhe nature are solely
intended to influence American and Europeablig opirion ahead of th withdrawal, and are not intended

to offer an accurate portrayal of the situation for those who live and work here.

There can be little doubt what the author meant in the above: he notes that since General
Petraeus has been the commarither 'strategicommunication' message behite

resemblance to the truth, and that this distorted reality is more "sharply divergenihthan
previous years." From my personal experience over the past year, | can tell you this view is
accurate. But it'sot just theANSO that comes to this conclusion. One of the more respected
defense experts in the Unit&tatesalso notes the stark departure from the truth we've taken.

And thatodés not all. In the first half 2011,
Plus these notes about the UN repogin mmer 201 1. they saidé and

Ground Truth: (U) Center for Strategic and International Studies, "The Failures that Shaped
Today's War", by Anthony Cordesman

As part one of a muHpart series on the situation in Afghanistan, Anth@ordesnan, on behalf

of the Center for Strategic and Internationtaldies (CSIS)wrotein a Februay 15,201 1article
that ISAF and th&JS leadership failed to report accuratetythe reality of the situation in

Af ghani st an smnmeeduna20ieesinclassifeed reporfing théS doegprovide ha
steadily shrunkn content e#ctivelyfispinning the road to viary by eliminating content that
illustrates the full scalef thechallenges ahead .. . " It is no coincidence that he specified June
2010as the date the "spinning" beg&beneral David Petraeus took commamdune 2010.
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Cordesman, however, explains that despite the dearth of truthful information, thsenase
useful unclassified metrics in spite of the tendency to 'spin' and 'messdge. co. Everan
overview of the strengths and weakness of unclassified metricshdoesyer provide
considerable insight into both what is known about the war, and the aneay where
meaningful reporting is lacking and the reporting available isgtee and misleadind.he US
and its allies, and ISAF may currently be repeating the samekmeerall messaging as the
follies' presented in Vietham." Could there be a more damning comparison?

Here are some of the more noteworthy points Cordesman made in his presentation:

A US and | SAF won every major tactical cl a

A I SAF denied the scale of the&suednsurgency
intelligence and other reports claiming success that did not exist;

A The US and | SAF remained ki mbatleaf t hr ough
influenceover the population and political attrition to drive out the US and ISAF from
the start;

Aln June 2010, the Acting Minister of Interior told the présg only 9 of Afghanistan's
364districts were considered safe;

ANo ISAF nation provides meaningful transparency and reporting to its legislature and
people

In the overview of his repor€ordesman wrote:

The first report in this series of highlights some of the metrics that reflect a consistent failure to properly
resource the Afghan campaign and to react to thethrof the Taliban, the @Daeda sanctuary in Pakistan,
and the failure of the Afghan government. These failures were driven in party by the lack of unity and

realism in | SAFé They al so, however, weTalibandr i ven b
and insurgent gains from 2002 to 2009, to ignore the problems caused by weak and corrupt Afghan
governance, to understate the risks posed by sanct u

ISAF victories while ignoring the steady @vo of Taliban influence and control.

We'll see the points he made above as a recurring theme in the material that Whawis
critically important to consider is thainthony Cordesman and the authors of the reports that
follow aren'tant-rAmericanor a propaganda arm for the enemy; rather they are intensely
interested in seeinfpe United Statesucceed and wholly in agreement with what we seek to
accomplish.

But they are pointing oudrecisely the same situation that has prompted the writingsof th
report: our current militarleadership is so distorting the informatibmeleaseshat the
deterioration of the situaticand the failing nature of our efforts is shielded from the American
public (and Congress), améplaced instead with explicitasements that all is going according to
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plan.Not only is this type of behavior not representative of American values, it also works
against ouown interests.

In 2010 the violence in Afghanistan was dramatically higher than in 2009. The senior American
leadergepeately explained that was so because the surge troops went into areas where no
troops had been in the past and naturally the Taliban fought againstBl¢@nalysis othe

situation they describeveals some pretty sigicant problemswith the logic.

On the surface, it certainly seems plausible: the enemy is in possession of location Xingm g
to attack X in order to take it from him, thus, there will be an increase in fighting analties

as a resultin the initial phase that ceaiitly is logical and a spike in violence would reasonably
be expected butonly after the initial entry.

For example, when we deploydtbtisand®f Marines into Helmand for the first time in 2008, it

was logi@l to assume that the numbewajdlent actsvould increase, as no one had been fighting

in many of those aredefore our arrivalBut after the Marinegstablishe@ presence and drove

the Taliban out of their sanctuariéisere ought tdvave beemreductionin violence, not a

continual, unbrokestring ofincreasesl 6 | | explain why:in this gene

Prior to the arrival of ISAF Marine unit fere were already numberof Talibanforces in a

given areaand the number of violent acts/attagks i or t o | SBeEndZsL ea rorsi vsaaly h
we sent 2,000 Marines intbe area and their number is néw2,000but the Taliban numbef

remains constantAs the Marines conduettacks against Y, logically the number of violent acts

would rise. But after several monthissnistained operations wte X +2000 continues a

relentless onslaght against the insurgents, the Talilbasualties begin piling up by the

hundreds. The Marines are equipped with every tool and technology known to war and they can
replace 100% of their losses almost immedyatéVith the passing of timehe Taliban strength

and capability should begin a terminal decline as the superior number of US troops proves to be

an irresistible force against the lesgpable Taliban.
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(Davis Photo) US troops fire 1205mm howitzers at Tidan fighters in Kunar Province, 2011

As a means of explaining other reasons the Taliban ought to have been notably degraded in
capacity, n numerous speeeh during his 12 months in command of ISAF tro&eneral
Petraeusften stated (as he did in Rlanuary 2011 letter to US troopt since the arrival of

US surge forcesISAF hagaken awayfalibanstrong holdskilled or captured hundreds ofi
senior and midevel leadersthousands of foesoldiers have beeremoved from the battle field
(killed or captured); ISAF hasterdicted enemy lines of communicatiaiiscovered untold
numbers ofveapons and ammo cachasd beaten the eneron battlefields throughout the
country.

By any logic,then since the number of ISAF troops nedeopped throghout 2010 and ISAF
leaders often reported the Afghan people veer@ing more and more to our sideen the
number of enemy attackisy any rationbcalculation, ought thhavedropped throughout the
second half of 201,andto have donso precipitousiyy the summer of 2011, some 18 month
afterthe surge began. But that is mdtat happenedn fact as wel see in the following sections
despite the faove had94,000to 100,000American military personnel on the groumd i
Afghanistan from May 2010 thrgh December 2011he violence continuwkto riseat almost

the same rate it had risen since 2005 all the way through the summer (@2d1ias leveled
off in some places and seen slight drops in others, but remains well above 2009 levels).

Tactical Repating

There are three key factors which must go our way in ordercteed in this war: 1. We must
militarily degrade the insurgency to a sufficiently low levetapability that will enable the
Afghan security forces to handle them alone; 2. The AN8§t concurrently be trained to a
sufficiently high level they are able to handle the weakergaatgency; and 3. The GolRA must
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be minimally corrupt and sufficiently able to govern,\yding a viable economy, secure
environment, and a fair judiciary. K reasonable to assume tlidhe American public came to
believe that even after 10 years of effort we were no closeictess in attaining those three
requirements than in 2007 or 2008ven after two full years @& 30,008person troop surge
suppat would almost certainlgome into questian

While there is actually a considerable body of publicly abélanformation to confirm that
none of the three key requirements have developed to the lawveéd, for various reasons the
mainstream media @s not press the issue and simply accegptantierpretation given in press
releases and interviews like General Allan's to USA Today.itie American public hears
flag officersprovidesincerely conveyed explanatiofts what might appear to be a comticion
between the raw data and the explenmatthe publichas thus far always ignored their own
misgivings and given the gerals the benefit of the douthough some very recent evidence
indicates that blanket acdapce might be on the wane).

In thesections that follow we will take a look at all three key arétae standing of ANSF, status
of GoIRA, and state of the insurgency. To present them kailtrast what our leaders hasesd

in the mediawith numerous unclassified reports that accurgtelyray the truth on the ground

In many of these situations | wadlugment with my own observation, as in a number of cases |
have personal experience in g@ne timeframe and on the ground in the area cited. These
excerpts represent a derablegulf between what is claimed and what is real.

1. The Status of the ANSF and General Caldwell

Cheryl Pellerin of the American Forces Press Service (AFPS) published an article on 14 October
2011 in which she reported about the progress and devetdpnade byhe Afghan National

Security ForcesShe opened the article by writinfwo years ofntense education and training

have turned members of the Afghamyand police into a nationaésurity force thats learning

to protect and serve and that is producing a new breeddariedahe NATO Training Mission
commander (LTG William B. Caldwell) said yesterday."
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(Davis Photas) Afghan century on gard and a police inspectio in northam Afghaita, 2011

General Caldwell iguotedthroughout the remainder of the article making positive statement
after positive statemenitmplying the army and police are making significant striddsich he
ended by saying, "Wieally are startingo see a security force there that understandsateey
there to protect and seraed not to be served themseke¥Ve realize that if we haveelright
leaders, we can take amy challenges that are out there. But leaders takeatheffort to
develop,so we'vecontinued to build more capacity inside Afghanistan to train leaders."

In another AFPS article published 86 September 2011, General Caldwedis quoted as

saying the Afghan army and police had made "tremendougress and added, "Today, | can
say the return on the investment that we're starting to see isgggtifycant from these efforts
made over the last two years Less than a montlater he went further in his flattering
description of the ANSFIn a 17 October 201IBAF press releas&eneralCal dwel | s ai d,
amazed at the significant progress that the Afghan security forces have made ovesttheseyears
Iltds been brought about because of tremendous
hel ping get atYetnhbmesusypwlicly avaiabke sspodsquadtitatively refute these
many claims.

| can personally attest to segia large number &fghan National Army, Afghan National
Police, and Afghan Border Polipersonnel who wereither unprofessional, unwilling to work,

or in one celebratechse in the Zharay district obrthern Kandahar Province, in league with the
Taliban. h almost every combat outpostisited this yar, the troopers reported to me they had
interceptedadio or other traffic betweahe ANSF and the local Taliban making essentially

mini non-aggression deals with each oth&e ner al Cal dwell, however

leader to hail the ANSF.
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OnMarch 1%", 2011Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Mith&lournoy along with

General David Petraeus testified befoan@resson the status of the war in Afghanistamher
statemenshe said of the ANSF that the Unit8thtes had "been able to improve their quality
substantially by developing Afghan noncommissioa#iters and trainers, expanding the
training curriculum, adding literacy progranisgreasing retention rateand partnering Afghan
units with ISAF forces in the field. As GeneRgtraeus will describe in detail, US and ISAF
forces fighting sidévy-side with increasinglgapable Afghan units throughout the country have
wrested the initiative from the ingents.."

During my 12 months in Afghanistan | travelled over 9,000 miles and saw or participated in both
mounted and dismounted combat patrols in virtually every area US Army troops were engaged
Many of those were joint missions with ANSF forces. Whsaw firsthand, in virtually every
circumstance, was a barely functioning organizatioften cooperating with the insurgent

enemy- that was dramatically different than the progressing organization depicted by the
Secretary in the March 2011 hearingshbre the following two vignettes as representative
examples of what | saw all over Afghanistan.

As part ofa visit | made to the men of'Bquadron, 3¥ Cavalry (132 CAV)in Januan201] |
accompanied one of their patrolsth@ northerrmost check pint American forces go in Kunar
Province, "Check Point DeltaThere was an ANP station there which had reported being
attackel by the Taliban two and a h&ldurs prior to our arrival. Through the interpreter | asked
the mlice captain (see photo belowhere the attack had originated, and he pointed to the side
of a neafby mountain. "What argour normal procedures in situations like these? Do you form
up a patrol and go after them? Hou periodically send harassing patrols after them? \Gknat
you do?"As the interpreteconveyed my questions, the captain's head wheeled around abruptly
to look at the interpreter arilden shot a look back to me with an incredulous look on his face
andliterally laughed in my faceand said, "No! We don't go after therhat would be

dangerous!"
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Commander of the Afghan Border Police detachment in Kunar Province

This behavior on the part of the ANSF is quite common in this brdaine 20Q, another
battalion of the 10dt, Task Force "No Sl&t, were going to fight anajorbattle against
entrenched Taliban near the Marawara Valley induUprovince, near the Pakistaorder. The
plan was for a joint US/ANA battle force. Accondito the Washington Post whicbvered the
vicious, daydong hattle, the Talban put up aigger than expected figiitwhich caused the
ANA to run on the first day, never to return. After th8 had cleared out the vallegportedly
killing over 150 insurgent fighters, they built twornbat outposts so the ANA couldold"
what we had just "chred.” Instead, they ran again.

| was able to run down one of the platoon leaders in TF Nd& 8iho told me that after the June

2010 battle the Americans built two combat outposts for the ANA to set the AN@Y gspdcess

to hold the valley However, mee days after the US pulled itods
the Taliban started a "whispeampaign" among the locaayingthey were gimg to comeback

and kill every ANA soldier they found upon their agid. This mere rumor caused téetire
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groy to abandon the fighting position. Unfortunatehg story of the Marawara Vallayas not
yet over.

Only nine months later (March 20110 order to "create space” for the transitionthe unit that
was to replac@F No Slack, the battalion was ordér® conduct a new attaak almost the
same locationtfie Taliban had returned andeetrenched themselves imdiately after the
ANA abandoned the siteThis time, at least the ANA didmun from the battle, but whehe
casualties were examined aftke battle, the toll wa®25 Americans killed, wounded ojured
(six killed), and six ANA killed, wounded or injured (two killed). It svét hard to figureut

who did the bulk of the fighting. But because our confatein the ANA was so low, thisne
we didn't even pretend to leave them there. Thus, weth®ogame ground twice, and nbmice
have given it back, as no one "held" after we "clearedjdes without saying there hlasen no
attempt to "build" or "transfer'and the Taliban owns the V& today.

2. Out of the Pech

In late January 2011, | weto visit the 1st Squadron, 8Zavalry Regiment (a unit of the famed

102 Airborne). Before arriving at the Squadron's headqualrtésited first at their parent
headquarters, the 1st Brigad®hile there | spent considerablmé with many of the leaders of

1-32 CAVOs parent unit who told me certain US
Afghanistan were to be shut down in the coming morithear rationale made sense: we were
producing nothing of any strategic value by josttupying three large FOBSs in this hostile

valley.

Theytold me their Soldiers could perforbrilliantly and heroically, wirevery engagement
against the Tdllian, but at the end of their yelaave made no diffenree. Instead, what they
proposed to do v&aclose down three bases in tadley, while holding onto the one at the mouth
of the valky in order to deny ging the Taliban a free pass other locationsn Afghanistan.

The only concertthey had, | was told;oncerned the ANSF: would they be abléédd if we

left? "Heck no," onefficer told me. "We really don't know what they'll do, butiyand | both
know they won't bable to handle that mission any time soon."
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(Davis Photo) An American Soldier mannirg a defensive positibn in eastern Afghanistan, 2011

Even with that problem, it made sense from a tactical pargpeButinstead of just telling the
truth and defending it on thetaal merits, ISAF applied spin to the stohy.a Washington Post
storythat ranin February 2011the official spokesmafor ISAF was quoteds saying of the
Pech shutdown, "Afghan security forces aredbltake responsibility of tHeech Valley."
NATO spokesman German Brigadier Generaed®lotz explained that in fatthis is testimony
to our confidence" in the ANSF's ability handle the job. A battalicexecutive officer of one of
the ANSF units in that area, however, had a rather different view.

"According to my experience in the military and knovgedf the areat's absolutely
impractical for the Afghan National Army to protect the amthout the Americans," a Major
Turab, a former secoAd-command of an Afghan battaliamthe valleytold the New York
Times "It will be a suicide mission.The misgivings of the Afghan soldier was not considered
and the three bases were shut down or handed to the ANSF.

Several months later the Afghan foraedactproved incapablef providing security against the
insurgents in the Pechust as Afghan Majorurab hadoredicted and US officials made a

decision to send American forces right back into the Pech Véalgyinstead oSimply

admittingwe'd made a mistake in pullingSforces out the firdstme, a 2 August2011

Associated Press article report&éfihe US military downplayed the decision to station troops

again in PechThe coalition, along with the Afghan National Army, always maintained a

presence in the region, said Lt. Col. Chad Carroll, a spokesman for the coalitions ' eastern
command. "1tos jthety & amat t & elfhay 6f dowsegivme at ni ght
blatantly untrue. We sent the US troops back in because the Afghan forces were completely
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incapable of handling the job without US presence. We seem significantly challenged to tell the
truth in almost any situation.

3. The Zharay Assessment

In Juneof 2011 | went to the Zharay district of Kandahar\imoe to visit units of the'3
Brigade, 16h Mountain Division. During this trip | visited with staff officers fronetBrigadeat
FOB Pasab, and a Battalion Commander and his Cowhi8argeant Major &OP Howze
Madad. The following day | accompanied a platoon of GahCompany, B2 Infantry in a
place called COP Nalgham, to a building complex that had just been dieanmgdht before.
The mission was billed as a joint force of one US platooraadNA squad establishing a new
strong point defensive position from the building complex. Wiodserved was polar opposite
performance between the two units.

,;-(?t’ 2 i} > i A" v,
N y A8y e Y o (5 Solzq ’(
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(Davis photo) Soldiers from 1-32 Infantry co

naucting combat operations in northern Kandahar Frovince

No one expects the ANA to perform anywhere near the leveledlarained US force, but they
are expected to put forth effort and show a willingness toléastead, the US troopers had
complete contempt for the ANA and it didn't take me lamfijgure out why. Theomplex was

still seeded with an unknown number of IEDs in the are&kaoan Taliban fighters in the
buildings across the grape field. The temperature waslégtes. The American unit did

exactly what they were supposed to: warlckear the area of IEDs, build machine gun positions,

Page200f 84



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT (As of 11 Jand&y 20

and prepare defensive works throughout the complex. WHglédmericans worked regardlesfs
the heat four of whom suffered slight heat casualtiesery ANA troop went to the shaad
one room anadever helped throughout the day | was there.

4. Tangi Valley and the Successful Transition

On 11 April 2011 US Army News Service published a report telebratedhe successful
transitioning da US combat outpost in the Tangi Valley (Wardak Provitmé)fghancontrol.
Officials saidCOP Tangwas to be returned becausesatcessful military operations in the area
and satisfactory development of ANSF forcéscording to the article, the US battalion
commander LTC Thomas Rickard said, "US forad$ still patrol the area. We are going to
continue to hunt insgents in Tangi and prevent théram having a safe haven. As a result of
Operation Tangi Smasthe Afghan police shut downrmmemade explosives lab and seized
nearly 24 kilograms afarijuana The Afghan nationgbolice have already demonstrated their
resolve by placing permant check points at each endlo¢ valley."

The article concluded by reporting, "ANSF will soon run COP Tangi, and/afior (the US

unit) will increase operations i@hak (a nearbwrea). If this trend continuewjthin a few years,

local residents in Chak will be able to los#lely toward other Afghans feecurity and

guidance, said RickardVith such a glowing assessment of the joint US/Afghan efios,

would raturally expect thahe insurgents in this area had been seriously degrsdeds

happened in the Pech Valley, US troops would later be sent back into the Tangi Valley because
the ANSF proved unable to secure it without US troops to help. It wagtjrafanission near

the Tangi Valley that a US Chinook helicopter was shot down by the Taliban in August of last
year.
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gt 8
(Davis Photo) US Chinook helicopter carrying US troops in central Afghanistan, 2010

In the next several sections | will make limitedlusions of specifistatements made by senior
officials because there are so many of them and they are snargnit is unnecessary to point
them out. The general theme ISAF and US military leadexsssaire: the Afghan government
will be at least minirally capable by 2014 and is trendingliat direction; the violence is
waning in AFG specifically as a result of the surge; and the people recognize the way of the
Taliban is a deaénd.

None of those characterizations are accurate.
Drifting Doctrine

For most people, it is quite simply irreconcilable with what we thinlkm@w,to seriously
consider any senior military leader would intentionally tell the American public somgitiaing
was untrue. In all probability our leaders do not consider whatateegaying to bdying" per
se, but an effective part tihformation Operations (10)" designed pootectthe support othe
American people for our troops in contact.

Evidence suggests our leaders genuinely believe eventually we will wear dowsutgents
and if the generals just get a little more time, we'll succedle lAmerican public were know
the truth, the thought goes, the people may "incorrectly” judge we aren't going to suuteed
"prematurely” demand a withdrawal But as you'll disgran the sections that follovayailable
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evidence strongly indicates that the current military strategy we are using in an &tempt
achieve the President's political objectives has a low probability of success.

The genesis of this evolving thought pees goes back to Desert Storm and the praise given to
"Storrnin' Norman" Schwarzkopf for how he handled the media during the first Iradn/fae.
decade that followed and with the advancement in satellite communicationslitée began

to pay more a@éntion to the role of media in conflicts and how it couldibed to support
operations. [Removed 2003 Roadmap citing makimg concept equal to warfightir@ut the
introduction further defines the purpose of the manual and presents a very new gotieept i
development of@.

"lO becomes a core competency. The importance of dominating the information spectrum
explains the objective of transforming 10 into a core military competency on a par with air
ground, maritime and special operations.” It ismaakable development to suggdst using
information in combat is on par with ground and air forces. Three years later the Department of
Defense published an unclassified doctrinal manual that provided further claBcogtary
Rumesfelds informationfocus.

The 2006 edition of Joint Publication (JRL3Information Operationsproscribed thesynthesis

of several heretofore independent categories of information to Joint Force$3H#X@ainghat

"IO are described as thetegrated employmei¢mplasis mine) of electronic warfare (EW),
computer network operations (CNO), psychological operations (PSYOP), military deception
(MILDEC), and operations security (OPSEC), in concert with specified supporting and related
capabilities, to influence, disruptorrupt or usurp adversarial human and automated decision
making while protecting our own."

The manual also stipulates ttzat IO cell chief isresponsible for ensuring that "IO planners are
fully integrated into the planning and targetprgpcess, assigng them to the joint targeting
coordination board in order to ensure fatlegration with all other planning and execution
efforts.” Since it is so crucial for the Joint Force to "fully integrate" 10 into every aspect of
military operations, it is impaant to understand what some of these inputs specifically require.
Two areof particular import: military deception and psychological operations.

Military Deception isdefined as "(JP-34.3) being those actions executediétiberately
misleadadversarydecisionmakers as to friendly military capabilities, intentions, and operations,
thereby causing thedversary to take specific actions (or inactions) that will contribute to the
accomplishment of thigiendly mission” and PSYOP as "(}83) planned opetions to convey
selected informatioand indicators to foreign audiences to influence the emotions, motives,
objective reasoning, andtimately the behavior of foreign governments, organizations, groups,
and individuals."

Each of these capabilities kigelf is perfectly valid and has legitimate military applicatidat

as we "fully integrate" each of these concepts into a single "10¢hiefi, it becomes difficult

not to blur the boundaries between them. Since Public Affairs is also closely assoftdiatihe

IO cell - and is charged to "(JR@&L) provide information to the media, to the commandert@nd
the supporting forces in near real time. The key to succ€sy integrating PA operatiomsto
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all levels of the command'the danger of ov&p and outright confusion on roles and
responsibilities and limitations/prohibitions becomes great. The results of this blurring were
seen in the writings of some of the Army's senior Public Affairs officers in a@ff@fendium
published by the US Any War College entitled, "Information as Power" What some of these
senior officers wrote is both troubling and perhaps reflective of the current problems.

In an article written by Colonel Richard B. Leggtrategic Communication: An Imperative for
the Gldbal War on Terrorism Environment)e endorses Public Affairs getting involved in more
than their JP&1 charter requires. He writes:

Many PA practitioners believe their only role is to inform the domestic and international publics with
accurate, truthfulnformation and provide access to government and military officials and operations to
confirm what is reported. All should agree that PA must always present truthful, credible information,
however, if Public Diplomacy and open PSYOP only target foreigieaaes, then who besides PA can

counter the enemy's or the media's shaping of US domestic opinion? ... ABG&iPew Research

Center poll sheds light on the effect media "framing" can have on domestic suippaptril 2003, 61%

of Americans felt themilitary effort in Iraq was going very well compared with only 13% in April2006.

Public Affairs organizations must devise new means and methods to better "frame" issues for domestic and
international audiences on policy successes while countering ensimfpidnation in order to reverse

these trends.

Further, the US Government must clarify the roles, responsibilities, authorities and relationships between
Public Affairs, Public Diplomacy and Information Operations to not only influence foreign target
audences, but to safeguard US national will. A failure to do so may result in strategic defeats in the future.

It seems not to have occurred to the Colonel that theidrAmerican public support as
conveyed in the Pew poll might have had something teittothe actual deteriorating
battlefield conditions and not a "failure” on the part of PA to accurately "frame" the matter.
More troubling is the author's contention that a valid role for Public Affairs isamg"
information in order to "safeguard UStimaal will." Since he has just demonstrated theat
didn't consider the failing military situation on the ground to be a valgbretor American
public opinion to be low, what's to say the implication isn't that we can "frametrabpsitive
informaion while suppressing the negativer to manufacture positive informatidgnnone
exists.

Colonel Leap concludes his article by recommending seaetiains designed to strengthen
"Military Information Operations." One of the most noteworthy: "It shadcificallyaddress
all prior legislation beginning with the Smitundt Act that is limiting the effectiveness of
Information organizations in the GWOT environment. It should also specify aceaepttiblties
that organizations may perform to prote&ey friendly center of gravity, to wit/S national
will."

In case you aren't familiar with the Smithundt Act, it established the U8w that was

amended in 1985 to specifically prohibit US organizations from using informatiamflttence

public opinon in the United States." In context, Colonel Leap is implying we ougiftange

the law to enable Public Affairs officers to influence American public opinion wherddey it

necessary to "protect a key friendly center of gravity, to wit US natiofid! \m a more recent

essay penned by a more senior officer, Brigadier General Ralph O,Bakem t he Pent ago

Page24 of 84



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT (As of 11 Jand&y 20

Joint Staff as the Director for Joint Force Developmseg¢med to agree with COL Leap in the

July-Auqust 2011 edition dflilitary Review I n an article entitled i
From Good to Great, 0 Gener al Baker wrote:
écompetently managing indbiromads oat tihttdad faecd sbelhiee

element of successful counterinsurgency. In US military doctrine, we refer to this effort as information
operations (10). Information operations are activities undertaken by military and nonmilitary organization
to shape the essential narrative of a conflict or situation and thus affect the attitudes and behaviors of the
targeted audience.

General Baker further explained there were three main points for US military personnel to
understand terms of IO: 1)thatn f or mat i on oper ati ons are fAa pol

their COIN strategy; 2) | O needs to be incorp
frameworko; and 3) military commanders must e
repetitvey t o t he target audience. 0 I n explaining

mistake committed by units when executing information operations is the failure to achieve
sufficient repetitious deliver of messages to their intended audiences. tieepeta key tenet of

IO execution, and the failure to constantly drive home a consistent message dilutes the impact on
the target audiences. 0

As COL Leap never even considered the America
waning as a direcesult of what waghysically happening on the battlefiel@eneral Baker

likewise fails even to address in his article that the information operétiomsceptually a

perfectly legitimate and useful tobimustbe tied strictly taeffective actionsn theground. Itis
noteworthythat nowhere in the mulpage essay did the General address, even in passing, that

the 10 plan is worthless if it does not accurately support the actions and conditions on the

grownd. Instead, he emphasizes this to Army troops:

For years, commercial advertisers have based their advertisement strategies on the premise that there is a
positive correlation between the number of times a consumer is exposed to product advertisement and that
consumer 6s i ncl i nadduco ihe veoy samne pripciple applieseto hove we influence

our target audiences when we conduct COIN.

It is remarkable to consider that a senior ranking officer in the United States Army emphatically
suggests that standarvemarxkame o gf en r@ad mlgate so @e
is also very telling.In explaining why a certain operation run by tfieAtmored Division was

successful, he cited exclusively the actions the 10 staff undertook, implying the actions of the

combat troops haelither little or no real impact on their success. General Baker wrote:

After several months of hearing about ISFesses from personal conversations, seeing geamn

billboards in the city, hearing of them on the radio stations, and seeing th€Emiafomercials, we had a

high I evel of confidence that our target audiences?d
they got the message that Iraqi S@igu-orces were competent and capable, and they began to act

accordingly. It maysound easy, but that kind of success requires direct and persistent leader emphasis and
involvement atalllevels | cannot overemphasize the i mportance of
repetition and constancy is a critical prerequisite to influenciaggeted audience.

Had the General included athreway | i ne that Aéin concert wit|
with their | $bBnganrtinn evogrda Bubftosm Wwhat hewrote abdve
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AQuitesimply, they got the messageitisclearh e aut hor genuinely belie
idea that the I raqi Security Forces were comp
accordingly.o 't wasnot the US |l ine troops w

Iragi forces who performedell. It was the IO staff who successfully sold the idea to the Iraqi
people.

So whether itoéos COL Leap in his belief that U
message was presented to the American peoplee ner a l Baker@agpebpel i ef th
believed in their forces btteesaianstiahoccoriosthest af f 6s
ground truth in a given situatiditerallyd on 6t seem t o enter the equat

These arendét fringe | eader sresponstierioethea | Baker i
Department of Defenseds Joint Force Devel opme
Marines). His ideas carry significant weight with units in all branches of service as they train

their troops and units for future combat. Is it amgnder, then, how our current cohorts of

senior leaders are conducting Information Operations in Afghanistan? Based on the method of
repetition of the same message they seem to be empioyinrgat we are fAon the r
that the ANSF is steadilyriproving,etdt hey seem t o agree with Gene
as the claims they repeatedly make in public have little to no correlation with actual events on

the ground.

Media Failures
One of the key questions most readers must be askingtaxpoint in the report, is how could

such an extensive, pervasive, and loagning series of deceptive statements have gone
unnoticed by virtually the entire country? There are a number of reasons, but perhaps none

bigger than the role played by thejimar medi a i n this country. Th
|l i beral mediaodo of the mwjog onehwer katfaebedof
any other specific network. Rat her, it was a

evely category: network news, cable news, magazines and major newspapers.

America has long been proud of its open and free press, and we not infrequently boast about it to
other countries around the worl@he Society of Professional Journalists (which sast

thousands of members in the United Statesphasle of ethicthat requires its members follow.

Key elements of that code includeMe mber s of the Society of Prof
that pubic enlightenment is the forerunner of justice and the foundation of democracy. The duty

of the journalist is to further those ends by seeking truth and providing a fair and comprehensive
account of events and issues. Conscientious journalists from aH enadliispecialties strive to

serve the public with thoroughness and hones$tyf. t odaydés journalists be
acted on it, we would almost certainly have a more honest and accountable group of senior

leaders. Based only on observed agtionh owever, too few of todayos
The first point is also probably the most obyv
about viewership ratings which directly drive the bottom line: advertising revenue. If CNN
doetsnput more news shows on that draw | arger &
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adjust. One of the key permutations of this requirement comes in which reporters get the best,
most accurate news and in the world of military and defense news, that roeessta senior
leaders, whether uniformed or civilian.

The military, of course, is well versed in this game and is keenly aware of the power that gives
them. If reporter A does not cover a story the way senior military leader B desires, reporter A
suddely finds his access to B greatly redu¢enr in some cases outright eliminatedven if A
works for a major outlet. If reporter X shows he or she will routinely give the slant that is
supportive of the 10 outlined in the section above, military leZdeill not only find time for

them, but will from time to time give them a scoop. Other times reporter Z will be invited to a
VIP-level tour of certain locations on the battlefield, sometimes with a-Hteegeneral as an
escort.

These are not hypottieal possibilities but occur frequently. Few reporters there are who finally
get the access to the militaryds most senior
something either controversial or that will cast the leader or his operatiansunflattering

I i ght . The code of et hics t hdruthwhiledppadngas it
fair and comprehensive account of eventsandissues e ems t o be | ess i mp
access to top leaders. Thisassessnfento oday 6s maj or media and i
power f ul positions was most recently expose
(DoDIG) and an investigation it conducted in regards to a charge the Department of Defense
under the Bush Admistrationused former general officers to inappropriately influence the
American public by means of providing fexpert

The New York Times reported on Christmas Day 2011 that after the DoDIG completed its two

year inwestigation,they ound t he Pentagon complied Awith De
directives 0 Given that finding, one would naturall
that the alleged wrondoing never happened. Curiously, the reportahgigte a number of

episodes which would seem to indicate problems. According to the Times article, the report

found:

1 The inspector general's investigation grappled with the question of whether the outreach
constituted an earnest effort to inform the pub lic or an improper campaign of news media
manipulation. The inquiry confirmed that Mr. Rumsfeld's staff frequently provided military
analysts with talking points before their network appearances.

I Given the conflicting accounts, the inspector general's office scrutinized some 25,000 pages of
documents related to the program. But except for one "unsigned, undated, draft memorandum,"
investigators could not find any documents that described the strategy or objective of the
program.

1 In some cases, the report said, military analysts "requested talking points on specific topics or
issues." One military analyst described the talking points as "bullet points given for a political
purpose."

1 Another military analyst, the report said, told investigators that the outreach program's intent
"was to move everyone's mouth on TV as a sock puppet.”
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1 According to the report, four military analysts reported that they were ejected from Mr.
Rumsfeld's outreach program "because they were critical" of the Pentagon.

1 One former Pentagon official told the investigators that when Barry McCaffrey, a retired four -star
Army general and NBC military analyst, "started challenging" Mr. Rumsfeld on air, he was told
that Mr. Rumsfeld wanted him "immediately” removed from the invitation list because General
McCaffrey was no longer considered a "team player."”

1 (Retired Army General Wesley) Clark told investigators that CNN officials made him feel as if he
was less valued as a commentator because "he wasn't trusted by the Pentagon.”" At one point, he
said, a CNN official told him that the White House had asked CNN to "release you from your
contract as a commentator."

I The report, however, said that these analysts may have gained "many other tangible and
intangible benefits" from their special access. (Eight analysts said they believed their participation
gave them better access to top Defense Department officials, for example.)

To sum the above: the Secretary of Defense ga
they went on television news shows to sell Mr
existedi among 25,000 documerits o even confirm what the purpo
program was; talking points had a political purpose; when even twekm@in forme generals

T McCaffreyandClark di dnét move their mouth Ali ke a soc
the program. CNN demonstrated its proclivity to only want spokesmen with current access when
they allegedly tried to drop General Clark. Does anyeeeasproblem with this?

A Pentagon media outreachprogram st ensi bl y t o Iifocelguses appkesinent h e p
who are willing to speak the bullet points provided by the Secretary of Defense, and if those
spokesmen dondt a c tywhasthe®enmgomwapts, they are drapped rFokr s a
their part, the networks only want men and women to speak as experts if they havelthal top

access. All of this begs the question: what sort of objectivity and honest analysis did the

American publiggetfrom watching the major media outletsring this perio@

And equally as troubling: with the smal/l numb
report | cited abové all of which reveal questionable practices and clearly indicate the

P e nt agsgroonléaders were unapologetically attempting to get their messagm(satiteir
message) spread onthenéwsh e Pent agonds watchdog i nvestigs
Acomplied with regulations and diraceestwilves. 0
continue without interruption.

Thus, the American people can expect that in future situations where military expert opinion is
desired by major news media outlets, the main group of spokesmen who the networks will hire

are those with access top defense officials and the Pentagon is only going to give access to
those willing to share as their Aopinionso th
Defense.

So long as our countryds top TV owelforgearioht med
losing access, there is every reason to expect many senior Defense Department leaders will
continue to play this game of denial of acces
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shown throughout this report, there is ample opemcgoinformation and reports all over the
internet that would allow any individuglor reporteii to find the truth and report it. But
heretofore few have.

As | note later in this report that there are a number of high ranking generals in the rotiggry t
who are brilliant leaderand have the highest standards and integrity (givingopethat there

is a chance of reform in the future), so too there are some really fine journalists in both print and
ontair media organizations. We need more expeeérand honorable journdsand their parent
organization$ to summon the courage to report wherever the truth leads and not simply
regurgitate the bullet points handed out by some action officer. America needs you!

Casualty Figures

The number of totdlS casualties ltirisen to its highest rate of the warOctober 2011,
despite the infusion of 30,000 additional Soldiers 18 maaglos From 1 January 2010 to 30
September 2010, we suffered a totadl @55 casualties (363lled and 3,792 wounded)rom 1
January 2011 to 30 September 2011 the enemy Iinfl&&P casualties on American forces
(353 killed and 4,309 wounded). To date | have not haaydsenior official explain how we
have suffered 507 more casualties so far this year despictHieey told us last year the
casualty rate spiked considerably above 2009 rates becausenufréase in surge trooppsnor
did they explain that the 2009 rates themselves had risen as a product of the injection of
thousands more troops over 2008

An intelesting observation that is difficult to explain: General Stanly McChrystal wanribd i
famously leaked 6@age report in September 2009 that we either surge more trooesisked
losing. In order to understand what led General McChrystal in pantite atthis stark
conclusion, let's look at the casualty rate comparing Jartetember 2008 to January
SeptembeR009. What we discover is that in fact the total casualty rate jumped 48%2®@Bn
to 2009. When you look at the numbers making up thaepéage increase, however, and
compare it with the number of casualties we've suffereckitvtb years since, you discover
something very difficult to reconcile with numerous public statements of success.

During the period Januaiyeptember 2008 Americaiffered 930 total casualties (135 killed,

795 wounded). Covering the same period in 2009 the nemiere 1,764 (222 killed, 1,542
wounded). So General McChrystal raised considerable alarm in 2009 because we had suffered
834 more total casualties thamethear before, but exactly one year later, that number hadshot u
well over double, increasing by 2,391. Now a year after thathumber of US casualties has

risen yet again, this time by 507.

Thus, however one wants to selectively view the numbegsettotals are indisputable:
In comparison of Januat§eptember 2009 when General McChrystal suggested we wesad in
peril to Januanseptember 2011, here are the key measurements:

2009 2011 % Change
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Overall acts of Violence: 15,219 27,740 + 82%
Total Number IEDs (found exploded): 5,184 11,074 +113%
US Casualties (killed and wounded) 1,764 4,662 +164%

In order to place these figures in context, it is instructive to examine the effects of the Iraq Surge
of 2007 over an equaleriod. | do not have access to all the categories of information in the Jan
Septimeframe for Iraq, but | can look at casualty rates and overall violence for over the nine
month timeframe and during the same two year window.

The pinnacle of violence itihe Iraq war took place in 2007. Examining US killed and wounded
in Iraq for the time period Ja®ep 2007 and looking again in 38ap 2009 two years after the
surge in which senior US leaders claimed suceesssee that US casualties plummeted by
69%.Even more pronounced, note the graph depicting the dramatiotfropviolence

following the surge of US troops over the two years from 2007 to 2009:

2007 2009 % Change
US Casualties (killed and wounded) 6,251 1,930 - 69%

The bottom linen terms of violence and casualties is that no matter how one wants to parse the
numbers, it is clear that the Taliban has adjusted to our every move. By any objective analysis, the
violence has indeed diminished in a few areas, but increased in othehgsadone throughout the

war. But the most troubling category is US Casualties. Since 2009 when General McChrystal
reported we were in real trouble, overall violence has almost doubled but our casualty rate has come
close to triplingHow can the low ambers in 2009 represent nebsaster while the dramatically larger
numbers in 2011 represent success?

On10July 2011 the New York Times ran a story about the pending retirement of General David
Petraeus. In this article they reported that General Petraeus cited dropping casualty rates as
evidence thinggeer e | mprovi ng. Ceatihelgeneral said Sgns df progresgs or t e d
were beginning to appear. Insurgent attacks were down in May and June compared with the same
months in 2010, and July is showing the same trend, he @i just means thahey have less
capacity;tey have been degraded somEhwlstefiisbreahe sai d
indicatord for the first time since 2008 compared to the previous year, irgemt attack

numbers are | ower . 0

Yet only weeks after General Petragc@smments, ecording toiCasualties.orgU.S. casualties

from January to September 2010 were 4,155 killed and wounded, while the same period in 2011
saw 4,662 U.S. troops killed or woundeahincreaseof over 500 General Petraeus had claimed

in his 10 July 2011 interview with Carlotta Gall tlcasualty rates were falling and thia¢
insurgencthadb e en A d e g r a dEven asuosarg exdminationmf the publicly

available casualty dathoweverreveals ttal US casualties werg, not down. An 18

December 2011 article in the National Jourdabnoted the contradiction:

The Pentagon is pointing to the falling numbers of U.S. deaths to bolster its contention that-ted U.S.
military alliance in Afghanistahas gained the upper hand over the Taliban and is now winning the
conflict. I1tdéds far from clear that momentum has con
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optimism of senior U.S. policymakers is a striking departure from their usually cautiblic gtatements

about the war. Al really think that for all the sa
and that wedre moving in the right direction, 06 Defe
U.S.forcesikast ern Afghanistan. fAWedre winning this very

So in a possibly encouraging sign, there are some major media outlets that are beginning to
publicly question the senior leadévéllingnessto be straightvith the American public oS
casualty figures Before we leave the subject of casualties, however, there is one other critical
analysis to considerAs noted a few paragraphs above, in 2009 General McChrystal suggested
our mission was in peril as evidenced by the growirsyidty and violence rates in effect at the
time. But when one examingke casualty rates over time we discover there is an interesting
nexus, a direct correlation between thsg n lossesand the rise in troop strength.

The CasualtyTroop Strength Nexus

The first time casualties and violence began to rise notably was in 2005. When the rise in
casualties is compared to the increase in the number of American troops sent to Afghanistan on a
yearby-year basis, we findam|l most preci se correlation. Me an
Taliban got stronger, the ANSF got weaker, or the Afghan government became even more
corrupti it was that as we inserted more US troops into Afghanistan we unwittingly provided the
Taliban nore targets to shoot at; more MRAP convoys to hit with IEDs; more forward operating
bases to fire rockets into; more dismounted patrols to ambush. When the number of troops
increased, we saw a concurrent rise in the number of US casualties, insurgkst attd IED

attacksto virtually the same percentage each and every case. Thus, when we stopped adding
more troops in 2010, and then withdrew 10,000 troops by the end of Decembéra20ibbt

exactly 10% reduction in the total number of troopge saw casualties and violence drop by the
same figure!See below chart for the numbers (US troop numtieosigh 201(provided by a

29 March 2011 Congressional Research Service report):

Number of Troops in Afghanistan at the height of each year:

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
21,100 23,300 26,400 35,600 69,000 102,000102,000

Percentage Increase in troop strength from previous year:

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
15% 10% 12% 26% 49% 32% 0%

Next, the percentage of increase of US casualties, Afghan vioemté:Ds per year:

Casualties 26% 26% 43% 9% 62% 57%

To gain a comprehensivmderstandingf the relationships, see the chart below that depicts the
various categories of numbeasd it becomes quickly evident that each time we increased the
number of boots on the ground, the number of casualtiesgh®Y¥ith the imposition ofnore
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aggressiveactics at the beginning of the McChrystal surge in early 2010, the percentage of US
troopssufferingcasualties rose dramatically over previous troop increases.

Total ratio of
WIA KIA . casto

Casualties troop #
2004 218 52 270
2005 268 99 367 0.0173
2006 400 98 498 0.0213
2007 749 117 866 0.0328
2008 795 155 950 0.0267
2009 2142 317 2459 0.0356
2010 5240 499 5739 0.0562
2011 5124 418 5542 0.0543

Note in the three graphs below comparing the increase in troop strength over time to US casualties and
finally the ratio of casaitiesto-troopsdeployed. What you see is a steady increase in the number of
troops, increasi casualties, but then with the application of General McChrystaPatrdeudmore
aggressive tactics, the percentage of American casualties increases even over historical norms. What is
instructive to nte is that with this increasing ratio of casualties we have taken, itohaanslated into

greater mission accomplishment:

Increase in USCasualties20052011
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When one examines the detail o thituation it becongeclearand understandable why the
casualty rates increase with the increase of troops, amavhisthat does notanslate into a
successfudiminutionof the Taliban insurgency.

In order to pacify the contested parts of Afghanistan militarily it is my assessment it would take
upwards of 300,000 combat tqos, stationed in sufficient density in critical areas, in order to
eradicate the Taliban elemef the population and keep a close enough eye on the population to
prevent others from becoming Taliban fighters. There sharous flaw with that concept,
however, in that by imposing so mampreforeign troops it wold have played directly into the
hand of Taliban narratives of foreign occupation and domination. Howewierthe presence of
only 100,000 American Soldiefsonly a small portion of which were actlysengaged in

combat operationi andapproximately 50,006eom ISAF (very few of which were actually
engaging insurgent troops), we had far too fiem@psto ever be able to militarily quell the
movement. look at picture beléw

Instead, when the surge of troops was deployed, we went into numerous additional mountain and
desert outposts, typically dispedsin small numbers over a large area. The résast

observed first hand and had combat troops in mogt paAfghanistan confirm to nieis that

we stirral up the proverbial horn@tnest, got stung frequently, killed a meaningful number of
hornets, and quite often created more hornets with our impositteaditional clan lands.

Perversely, our very presence in areas medigrtitect the populatianinstead turned what had

been a passive population into one opposing us.
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Bing West, a former Assigth Secretary of Defense under Reagan and a former Marine
infantrymen in Vietnam, has written numer@usicles and books on the Afghan war. Iivay
20, 2011 essay iNational Review morethan a year into the surgeMr. Westquantified the
difficulty of Americans in executing the US strategy. He is descriwingt aMarine unit
experiencedn Sargin, Helmand Provingevhich is ofterheraldedas an example of success:

In its seveAamonth deployment, the 3rd Platoon had encountered over a hundred IEDs. The farming

community knew the identity of the men who gkththe mines. Outfdear, conviction or both, the

farmers remained sileré. The next day, Yaz lost his right leg, and Corpsman Redmond Ramos sustained

severe injuries tryingtoaid him. The | ED maker had been watching me, 0
room. fAHei ses. tWhee Im knelt to disarm one, another

And he was real protected by the Pashtun code of silence. Maj. Gen. Richard Mills, commander of the
22,000 Marines in Hel mand dur i ngortdiahe people wihinithd t he Ta
province. 0 Perhaps. But the villagers remained sile
mines. Gen. David Petraeus, the top commander in Afghanistan, has referred to the population as
Aprofessi onal idodsappartlirst oiore side, then to another. This is understandable. A

survey in Helmand last summer found that 71 percent believed the Taliban would return once the American

forces lefé .

Apart from clearing out the Taliban by attrition tactics and building up the Afghan forces, there is a fourth

task for our battalions, coantefinsuwgencyrdectrifierstatésdhatand bui | d
fsol di er s aeRrpdctethta beinatidnau i d rdeer s as Whatlexpectarcy hasaproved or s . 0
far too ambitious, if not downright arrogant. The 1

and s®use6danerd et r ae & hdvsremamead steadfastly neutral, while accepting every
dollar we give them.

Thus it has been that with each successive incredse mumber oUS troops our casualties
have increasedbut the people have to date fiobme to our side the Afghan security forces
have not achievesatisfactorydevelopment (even by Afghan standgrdhe Afghan government
continues to prove itself incapable of rising above corruption, and the Taliban (and greater
insurgeng) showsno signs it will not be able to remaaffectiveandresilient

Yet our senior leaders continue to claim otherwise.
Senior Leader Public Statements over Time

Whetherits General Mills telling Bing West in the above article the people have turned against
the Talibari despiteMr. Wests physical observation otherwis®r General Petraeds

testimony before Congress, AmeiggEaenior leaders of this current surge pastsurge period
continue to make significant claims of succeBst in order to place these current
unsubstantiated claims into perspective, it might be instructive to look abpsesommaneits
statements.

From 2004 through today, senior leaders from within the Department of Defense have made a
number of claims of succes#n virtually every case, however, the theme has been identical and
consistent: our efforts are bearing fruit; the fight is hard all theitibng hard is not impossible;
weodOve taken away s o mertaotfancturiesbTal he®@s0a moutg hi
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and things are likely to get worse before they get better; and both the Afghan government and
security forces are making Areal 0O progress an

But what is never explainagd how these claims of progress and success made year aftareyear

refuted by the physical evidence. Much evidence that can be measured aed stamds in

stark opposition to these perpetual rosy assessments, and even more subjective ob$ervations
especially those made by independent observers, people without a stake in any particular method
to a positive outcome argue persuasively againsté s e At hi ngs are getting

Yet to this day those leaders making those comments have never been publicly asked hard and
uncomfortable questions nor been held to account for the apparent contradiction between their
public and private stateents and the evidence on the ground. What follows is a very brief list of
the statements made by these leaders in either major media interviews or during Congressional
testimony during which they are sworn to tell the truth:

ALieutenant-General Walter Sharp, House Armed Services Committeggril 29,2004:

"The development of' the Afghan National Army,ANMA is undoubtedly one dhe besgood
new stories in Afghanistan ... Fighting side by side with coalftioces; seizinglrugs in transit;
providingsecurity for the Constitutionéloya Jirga; providing stabilitgduring factional militia
confrontations; and overseeing the cantonment of heaapons.Wherever the ANA goes,
their fellow citizens, who are clearly impressed by tpedafessionalism, get them with heart
warming enthusiasm."”

General Sharp told Congress the ANSF was a "good news sfoist'as leaders evegear
since have said, and yet all physical evidence argues to the contrary.

AGeneral John P. Abizaid,Commander CENTCOM, Senadmed Services Committee,
March 1,2005 "In the south and elsewhere around the country, remnants déliban
continue sporadic and increasingly ineffective operations ... Ame®actinalcommandes
report that ANA compniesperform extremely well itombat against insurgesdlong
Afghanistan's southern borders."”

ALieutenant-General David Barno,Commander Combined Forces Commahigghanistan;
interview withUSA TodayApril17, 2005."Barno noted that a number £€nior insurgents have
already abandwed the fight and said more would folloowever, he said a small number of
hardliners funded by aQaeda were likely toontinue the struggle indefinitely. 'The diverging
organization that | sec evolving oviae next year or so (involves) much or tiigamization,
probably most of it, | thinkcollapsing and rejoining the Afghan political and economic process,
Barno said at aews conference in the capital.”

AMajor -General Robert Durbin, Commander Combined Security Transition Command,
Afghanistan, Deartment of Defense Press confered@auary 92007.In his openingtatement
summing of the current situation in Afghanistanaigis the ANSF, he saidThe international
community, in strategic partnership with the governmertfghanistan, continuesuilding the
Afghan National Army while reforming the Afghatational Police. We are prevailing against
the effects of a prolonged war, tribalispaverty, illiteracy and the lack of infrastructure and
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we're producing an Afghan natiorsacurity force thiais competent and pable of defeating a
determined insurgency, whigetting the stagyfor social and economic progress.”

As with General Sharp in 2004 and Abizaid in 2005, now Durbin above and Eikenberry
below in 2007 repeats with conviction the ANSBuccessfully engaging with NATO but
four years later now, the ANSF still leads remarkably few operations and conducts
almost none alone.

ALieutenant-General Karl Eikenberry, former Commander, Combined Forces

Command, Afghanistan, House Armed Servicem@ittee hearindl3 February2007:"The
Afghan National Army and AfghaiNationalPolice,along with theNationalDirectorate of
Security arc all steadily gaining strength and have achieved impréssde of vertical and
horizontal integration under @btion mentorship .. . They anmecreasingly playing a major role
in ensure the stability)f their nation, as evidenced by their successful pastiipin every
NATO and Coalition opetion thispast year.'

AGeneral Dan McNiell, Commander Combined Faees Command, Afghanistan, in aterview
with Der SpiegelMarch 31,2008.In commenting orthe general state of thesurgency as he
neared the end ¢iis tenure, he said, "My successor will findiasurgency here in Afganistan,
but it is not spreadm contrary to what some peogay.. Der Spiegekaid the Taliban had
referred to the spring &008 as the bloodiespring since the insurgency began. General
McNiell replied, "Do you recall the end 8006 or beginning of 2007? They made the same
prediction. But the real offensive waise offensive by the alliance and our Afghan brothers."

ASecretary of Defense Robert Gate§enate Armed Services Committégyil 10, 2008:In
answer to a question from Senator Bill Nelson ("My question is, it'amigrstanding we still
have such a paucity of troops, not only our troops, but the &AT®© force, that once we clear
an area, that we can't hold it. Can you comment tedh@nittee about that?): "First of all it
depends on the part of the country. la titorth,where there is less ofTaliban presence, where
there has been less violence, this isswomuch of groblem In the east, where we have had a
very successfutounterinsurgencyyhere most of our forceme locatedand where we have
very effedive provincial governorsthere we hae been able thold:

Doubly ironic: Just three years ago Sectary Gates lauds our successful efforEadR@s
beingsuccessful and implies that due to the effective government officials there, we will continue
to hold. As a result, in support of the 2010 surge he sent the lion's share of troops to the south
Asa result,the nsurgency expandedtothe previously peaceful east and now has also

expanded into theorth as well Again, not opinion, but fact.

ASecrdary of Defense Robert GatesSenate Armed Services Committégyil 10, 2008: In
answer to a question from Senator Levin about whether we need three BCaIt0
Afghanistan: "To tell you the truth, when | left for Afghanistan last weekmpyession vas that
the requirement was for a total of three brigade combat teanfeunot One think we need to
think about howheavya military footprint ought to hee in Afghanistan and are we better off
channeling resources into building and expantlirgsze of the ANA as quickly as possible, as
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opposed to a much larger westératprint in a country that has never been notoriously
hogitable toforeigners.

Interesting how only a year and a half later he would so dramatically change hiawiew

advocate dr a significantlylarger footprint, dismissing the concerns he made akdéweher,

Secretary Gates and General Petraeus were both very vocal about castigating General

McKiernani whom they later fired for asking for too many troops. But barely onenjater

when Petraeus himself would replace McChryst a
nowo do we have the inputs right for winning
comments above and Petr aeus 6 accetmgeetimetinputsb el o w,
Arighto under McKiernands reign, they both re

AGeneral David H. PetraeusCommander CENTCOM, Senate Armed Services

Committee Aprill, 2009.In answer to a question from Senator Chambliss (dBeyou aware of
anything that has been asked for by either CENTCOM or by GavieNgil or General
Eikenberry or anybody else in Afghanistan that has not been gitieartoin the way of
resources or commitments?"T:Hroughout 2009, all the wagutthrough 2009the requsts that
were made by Generaldiernan that | supported asént forward have all been@pved.
There are requests beyond that period that ar@stithere and frankly, we think its prudent to
do someassessmentsgehow this movesorward"

AChairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Michael C. Mullen, Senate Armed
Services Committed&)ecember 22009.In his opening statement, explaining why meeded to
surge 30,000 troops: "Their (Taliban) fighters arc better organized anddzptipped than they
were just 1 year ago. fact, coalition faces experienced recehigh violence thigpast summer,
with insurgent atteks more than 60% above 2008dés/™

Interestingly, when Admiral Mullen made this statement, the violence in 2008cheased

53% over 2008 levels. But one year latex full year after surge forces weint - the violence in

2010 had increased (see ANSO report for #) over 2009 leRelsbly important to point out:

the very increase he cited was precisely in respdn the previous troop increase, just as every

year since 2005 the level of violence and troop casualties had followed precisely in step with the
increase in the number of troops. Yet when this exact same cycle continued on after this 2009

surge decisin, it was claimed by all these same leaders that itvedan indication of

increased insurgent capability, but merely the expected result of the surge troops and moving
into areas where we hadndot been before to fAta

Though theevents repeated the same cycle as had occurred every year before, when it suited
their purposes to sound alarm to Congress and the American people, they gave a dramatically
different interpretation to the same set of data. Evidence appears to have bepeulabad to
suit the interest of the dayé

AGeneral Stanley McChrystal, Commander ISAF Senate Armed Services Committee,
December 8, 2009. In his opening statement, explaining the benefits of the new $togpsof
"We also have greater clarity on tivay forward. Additional forces will begin teploy shortly
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and by this time next year new security gains will be illuminatesplegific indicators and it will
be clear to us that the insurgency has lost the momeBtythe summer oR011it will be clea
to the Afghan people that the inseracy will notwin, giving them the chance twde with their
government . o

General McChrystal had cited the rising violence statistics in the sumr@@08éfasevidence

we were in danger of losing Afghanistan, and reerggests by the summer26f11- whichhas

now passed it would "be clear” the insurgency hdost momentum. But in July 2009 when his
assessment was made there were (ANS®@¢ks, which represented an (redacted) incréesa
2008- but a year later July 2010) the vitence had increased to (redacted) attacks, and General
Petraeus is warningow that July 2011 will be even higher. By any assessment, our situation
has notimproved.

ADepartment of Defense publicatiorReport on Progress Toward Securityd Stabilityin
Afghanistan”28 April 2010. In the executive summary (p.7) there is a renderindirndiag
related tolhe percentage of the Afghan pigtion that supports igovernment: "The overall
assessment indicates that the population sympathiizke orsupports thé\fghan Government in
24% (29 ofl21) of all Key Terrain and Areasbfnt er est di stricts. 0

AUndersecretary of Defense, Michele FlourngySenate Armed Services Committéene 15,
201Q In her opening statement explaining the pragraade in only the firgix months of the
surge, she said: "Let me conclude by underscoring that our oassabsment is that we are
heading in the right direction in Afghanistan. Of the k¢ terrain districts identified by ISAF
in December of lastgar, 70 were assessed at that timee sympathetic or neutral to the
Afghan GovernmenBy March of this yearthatnumber had climbed to 73 districi&his and
other indicators suggest that we beginning to regain the initiative and the insurgency is
beginning to lose momentum.”

As an example of early progress in the mission, the Secretary explains on tinet b5 the

121 key districts, we had progressed from 70 that were sympathetic or neutral to the @8y 't to

but a month and a half pricst t hat ; t he DoD reported in itds /
29districts sympathizes or supports” the Gov 't. When the details are read, however, the true
nature of Secretary Flournoyds distortion bec
report notes that of the aforementioned 121 key distnmt®nesupports the government. She

gave the total of two categories, giving the impression the combined total equaled 29 districts,
when in fact 29 was sol el y tf, orwhiidyempiastuhpipzoerstds 0
single district!

| magine if shedd accurately reported to Congr
the 121 key districts in Afghanistan, not one
What do yowsuppose the response would have been in that chamber if the truth had been told?

Yet thatis the truth and Secretary Flournoy knew it when she crafted her speech. Either she
knowingly misrepresented the state of affairs in Afghanistan in orderto centft@ongr es s 0
support, or the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy who is charged by the President for

knowing the conditions and then providing accurately to the American public is unaware of some
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of the most critical informationecessary to ascertanheher our mission there is succeeding or
failing. In either case, Congress was not given true nor accurate information.

Public Statements by General David H. Petraeus

This section is deserving of its own category. Excerpted are noteworthy statenaeietsy

General David H. Petraeus over four consecutive years that the fightingauag to get worse
before it gets better'but as you know, it hasnly gotten worsegach and every one of those

four years. At what point does someone call him out oretlfdsdemand an explanation as to
why the casualties and violence have continue osdlhee arc of increase that began in 2005,
without alteration, despite trenualapplicationof thousands more troops, and despite his claim
made every year since 2008 thi@hgswould get better?

AFrom the New York TimesQctober 1, 2008"US. general urges troop surge Afghanistan."
After quoting General McKiernan as saying he needed another 1000p3, the article said,
"McKiernan's comments came after General Dd&etraeusyho is preparing to take up his new
post ao; head of the U.S. Central Command, said intarview in London this week that he
also expected the fight against the insurgentsfgmnanistan and Pakistan to get worse before it
gets better."

AThe Boston GlobeApril 22, 2009 "Military Situation in Afghanistan will get worsBetraeus
says."Cambridge: "General David Petraeus, architect of the US mibtange credited with
dramatically reducing violence in Ira, told a forum at the JohteRredy School of
Government yesterday that the military situation in Afghanistanpnolbably deteriorate in the
near term. 'We do believe we can achieve progress, bgwii'g to get worse before it gets
better," said Petraeus, the leader of the US GQebtnmmand, which oversees the wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan. 'When you got into #aeemy's sanctuaries, they will fight you for it. There
will be tough months aheadjthout question' he said."

AGeneral David H. Petraeus, Commander ISAF, Senate Armed Sdces Committee, June

29, 2010 During his confirmation hearing, General Petraeus said, "Recent méiftiganistan
have, as you noted, Mr. Chairman, seen tough fighting and tasyfalties. This was expected.
Indeed, as | noted in testimony last yeadt again earliethis year, the going inevitably gets
tougher before it gets easier when a counterinsurggpenations tries to reverse insurgent
momentum. My sense is that the tough fighting walhtinue; indeedi mayget more intense in

the next few ronths. As we take away tlememy's safe havens and reduce the enemy's freedom
of action, the insurgents will fighttack."

AThe Associated Presdarch 9, 2011, with General David Petraeu®etraeus Say$ough
Summer AheadExplaining that he has mageogress since last year, thegress was "fragile
and reversible.” But in terms of expectations in the near termTahlsan fighters start trying to
take back southern strongholds during the traditispghg and summer fighting season,
violence may gike considerably, he said. 'Mamgelligence estimates say that it ok as
violent or perhaps @n more violencéhan2010, Petraeus said in an interview at his office in
Kabul. 'They will come back in forc&here is some concern that there will basational
attacks that could be indiscriminatenature,' he warned."
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Further, during his year in command of ISAF, General Petraeus frequently cited the number of
Tali ban senior | eaders killed, sanctTaldani es t a
leaders, huge caches of weapons and ammunition seized and untold numbers of insurgent foot
soldiers tiring of the fight, putting aside their weapons and reentering Afghan society. This was
allegedly done during the same time when ISAF troopeasad by almost 40,000 and Afghan

troops and police increased by a reported 70,000.

How is it, then, that with the addition of over 100,000 troops allied with the ISAF team and
apparently significant reductions in the Taliban fighters, was there notsiveasduction in

enemy attacks as we saw in 2007 Iraq? By any rational accounting, there ought to have been a
significant drop of enemy capabilities. Instead they continued to increase their capability
throughout the tenure of General Petraeus andriigstarted to slightly drop at the same time

the number of American and Allied troops have begun to drop. If thatbdotow logic

werenot enough, therebs this: even though thi
bring the Taliban néier to its knees nor to the negotiating table withihdtand, we now

project wedre going to accompl aswbremoueralltbebg e c t i
combat troops who have been incapable of succeeding.

Put in plain English: you are ig told to believe that the best of the combined armies of the
Western World have proven incapable of beating the Taliban, that even the surge of almost
40,000 of them, equipped with the most modern arms and technology known to man, we will
succeed as ware redeploying themremoving 10,000 before the end of 2011, another 23,000
by September of 2012, and one senior White House official told me the President is resolute in
his intention to continue drawing down force levels all the way to the end of 2014.

What Youbre Being Asked to Believe

Here is the essence of what the American public and Congress is being asked to believe: the
Taliban weathered 10 years of the best NATO could throw abiinclude our last, best surge

effort; the Taliban are awarthat we have already reduced our numbers by nearly 10,000 from
what they were just months ago; they are also fully aware that over the first nine months of 2012
the number of US troops that proved insufficient to quash the Taliban will now be reduzed by
further 23,000; now, according to an announcement made by ISAF Commander General John
Allen, those US troops that remain are going to get increasingly out of the combat business and
apply themselves more deeply into the trairing ANSFbusiness. Thusye are left with this:

1. The Taliban survived the neannihilation inflicted on it by the US in the immediate
aftermath of 9/11,

2. Between 2005 and 2009 the Taliban increased in strength and capacity, despite an annual
increase in American and later NAT@ap strength;

3. After General Stanley McChrystal warned in 2009 that we were in danger of losing the
war, we surged a combined 40,000 additional US and NATO troops, bringing the total
number of uniformed ISAF personnel to more than 150,000;
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4. Despite this surgof men and material, the Taliban weathered this storm also and
somehow managed to continue increasing both in terms of number of attacks and
numbers of casualties inflicted on NATO;

5. We have already withdrawn 10,000 surge troops and over the next nitlesmalhpull
out the next 23,000 (along with a withdrawal conducted by our allies of some of their
troops).

6. After all the foregoing, the American people are being askedgecthat with the
removal of the surge troops that General McChrystal said mez@ssary to prevent
defeat and which in fact failed to accomplish the objectives on which they were deployed
in the first place, that somehow the Taliban will now fail!

Lest anyone be tempted to suggest the reason for the optimism is that the ANEimalsy
upwards of 100,000 during that time and are therefore able to pick up the operational slack
created by our withdrawing troops, | will tell you such a hope would be badly misplaced. In any
event, there is no evidence of which | am aware that wealfilany rationalhinking person to
believe otherwise. Theis, however, substantial evidentédoth open source and classified

that leads a rationdhinking person to the conclusions the ANSF will not be capable.

(Davis Photo) A group of Afghanmen in training class for the Afghan Local Police program, 2011

To sum: in a number of high profile mission opportunities over the past 11 months the ANA and
ANP have numerous times run from the battle, run from rumors, or made secret deals with the
Taliban. (classified portions redacted) And | can confirm that this day's snapshot is entirely
typical of every other day's totals. But these facts did not prevent the CommandarMafitiee
Corps, General James F. Amos from escortingodiiee more highly espected foreigaffairs

expert in America on a tour of Helmand Province to demonstrate that (despite the known
classified facts) the ANSF was making real progress.
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Advanced Warfighting Experiment, 1997

In 1997, as an aide for U.S. Sen. Kay Bailey Histmh, | traveled to Fort Hood, Texas, to watch

the Army show off its newest divisidevel modernization program. Over dinner, the

Commanding General of Training and Doctrine command told me that the Advanced Warfighter
Experi ment (AWE) ilgpad ashdwrvitshatnoa widDh fewer t
be far more effective than current divisions.

The next day, our congressional staff delegation observed the demonstration first hand, and it
didndét take |l ong to rethdclame t here was | ittl e

Virtually no legitimate experimentation was actually conducted. All parameters were carefully
scripted. All events had a poedained sequence and outcome. The AWE was simply an
expensive show, couched in the language of scientific experitioengend presented in glowing

press releases and public statements, intende
preference.
Citing the AWE6s firesults, 0 Army | eaders proc

combat battalion. But the loss ofjfiting systems was never offset by a commensurate rise in
killing capability, and thus as a result of the AWE we fieltis$capable fighting formations
than those we replaced. This fact was graphically demonstrated only two years after the AWE.

In March 1999, theiColonel Rick Lynch commanded th& Brigade of the i Infantry Division
(designated the ADiIigital Divisiondo) and | ed i
Center in California. In a June 2001 paper for the InstitutBédense Analysis, he wrote:

People are touting that information technology is going to show an immediate impact on our
ability to conduct warfighting. They are trying to convince the world that information technology
will show immediate improvements iethality, survivability, and the ability to manage the

tempo of the battle. But after hearing all these pronouncements, we then conduct a major test and
these secalled improvements are not obvious. In July 1999, the Government Accounting Office
publishel a reportBattlefield Automation-Performance Uncertainties Are Likely When Army
Fields its First Digitized Divisionwith references to the lack of obvious improvement in tactical
operations: In our opinion, the efforts thus far designed to measueedibectiveness have
produced inconclusive results, with maneuver units in the field showing no significant increase
in lethality, survivability, and operational tempo while modeling and simulation do show
increases.

A full year beforethe first unit hadeven conducted ground maneuvers to validate or refute the
results of the AWE, two of the Armyés senior
Mark J. Reardon (Chief, Combined Arms Doctrine Directorate and Chief, Special Doctrine

Team) cewrote anessay in the Mayune 1998ilitary Reviewi n  whi ch t hey state
results offered a fiproven vehicleo on which t

While the basic division tasks have not changed dramatically (following the AW aiheer
and scope in which DXXI (the Digital Division) accomplishes them is significantly different
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from its AOE (Army of Excellence, or DXXIb&6s p
organizational) concept highlights the fact that digitizing C2 architectutevaapon systems

has | ed to a quantum | eap in the division com
between the separate DXXI combined arms team components led to the redesign of its maneuver
battalions. DXXI features maneuver battalions organvzitld three maneuver companies

equipped with a total of 45 combat platforms compared with the AOE division's four companies

and 58 combat platforms. This redesign decision, which resulted in significant manpower and
equipment savings, also increased tattimability (smaller physical footprint), reduced the

logistic tail and decreased strategic deployment requirements while sacrificing none of the

division's overall lethality.

The methodology used during the AWE has also offered the Army a proven vehitlaufe

force development. The experimentation process that resulted in a DXXI design also ensured it
could meet all design constraints while retaining an unmatched ability to defeat enemy forces or
seize and secure key terrain. The heavy division, wéemfigured as the DXXI organization,

will undoubtedly remain a relevant and capable warfighting organization well into the 21st
century. o

And yet as COL Lynch and the GAO report both emphatically stated a year |laontepiof

what the AWBsfipoovedodent on the ground. Thu
stripped of 25% of their equipment, troops, and maneuver units on a concept that had never been
proven, and even when Army units physically demonstrated the new concept did not increase
capability, the Army nevertheless maintained its mandate. But as | was to discover, what the

Army did with one Division in the 1990s they were about to do with their entire modernization

effort in the 2000s.

Future Combat Systen20032009

In thesummer of 2007 | was assigned to the Future Combat Systems (FCS) organization at Fort

Bl iss, Texas. I't didndét take I ong to discove
division at Fort Hood in 1997 was now being done on a significantigdacale with FCS.

Year after year the Congressionathandated reports from the GAO (Government

Accountability Office) revealed significant problems and warned that the system was in danger

of failing. Each year t hefCohgrenyabdhearisgethattber | e ad
GAO didnoét really understand the fulll picture
schedule, on budget, and headed for success.

In early 2008 | published an artialethe Armed Forces Journdat warned of numersu
potenti al problems i f we didndét take ¢
include some of the more explosive fac
senior leaders reported to Congress as successes were in $acabfayiures. The
organi zationds senior | eaders routinely downp
impression of success where outright failnaglinstead existed. As a result, Congress funded

the FCSprogram for more than six yeasgjuandeng more than $18 billion, before the

Secretary of Defense finally pulled the plug.

orrect.
t s | h a
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Since we have still been unable to even agree on what the next modernization program will be,
the future AGround Combat Vehi clniag, gef@CAfMYyd h as

|l eadersdé6 deception has cost us virtually a fu
programés failures in the early days, we migh
refocus on other methods and means that had Zeldisuccess. As of this writing, we are still

in a holding pattern on the GC\But the truth is this egregious failure ought never to have

happened.

The senior leaders of the US Army obtained information less than a year into the program that
reveabd potentially fatal flaws in the systemés
made fundamental changes early on, it is entirely possible they may have been able to save the
program and actually produce effective combat gear. Instead, theytohmsry the

information, continue on with the program and the individual components as originally designed,
and | ater produced professional video present
spectrumo battl e s pa daeaot tinhother wads, pheyiwdlfully toly knew i
Congress that the FCS system could fight and win in an environment they knew it could not in

order to continue getting funding. As | discovered during my most recently completed combat

tour in Afghanistan (andsa def i ned bel ow), this deception by
was effectively setting the stage for worse deception later.

In August 2007 when I first joined the FCS program at Fort Bliss, the Army plard falthe

creation of 15 FCS Brigadeothbat Teams (FBCT) by the year 2030. Each of these FBCTs
would have beenomposed of 14 systems including manned and unmanned ground vehicles, two
classes of unmanned aerial systems (UAS), plus a comprehensive network, plus the Soldier. In
the interest blowering logistical requirements, the Army chose to use a common chassis for all
FCScombatvehicles. These vehicles are much lighter and consequently less armored than
existing platforms.

This lower weight made the vehicles less survivable in coinvdiich was in any casi#ogical
consideringhe certainty thagéven in 2003 it was cleéime and technologwould continue to

see the development of stronger and more powerful weapon systems; hosdtitenake

sense to design a future fighting pd@inlesss ur vi vabl e t han todayds veh
combat experience in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Theworst of theenemy in both of those wansasnot a shell of the powerful future enemy we

may somedayfades o met i mes r ef er rpeede ahabyet this depidedydod or fine
tech, insurgent enemy has been able to scrounge for sufficient numbers of powersidleoad

weapons that has forced the United States to spend literally hundreds of billions of dollars to add
armor to every combat vehidle our inventory even the 7@on M1 Abrams Tank and the 30

ton Bradley Fighting Vehicle have received additional armor. If we recadjtiizeneed to

upgrade the armor protection on the vehicles in our fleet that already posgpeatast degree

of protection against an insurgent fotbat has none of the typical heavy weapons of a major
power,what logic could lead one to rationally conclude that it makes sense to degtep

vehicles for the future, possessing less armored protection, potegtiadf up against a

Paged4 of 84



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT (As of 11 Jand&y 20

power ful, modern state equipped with a full a
answer: information.

In August 2003 the Government Accountability Office (GAQ) published the first of what later

became annual reportstocongress t he progress of FCS. This r
believes that nontraditional fighting tactics coupled with an extensive information network will
compensate for the loss of size and armor mass by utilizing information superiority and
synchronizedperations to see, engage, and destroy the enemy before the enemy detects the
future forces. o

But what is to become of this force if it engages agansbust enemy forcehich hadits own

versions olUAVs thatcoulddetect US Forces; has precisiondirgeapons that are as lethal as

ours; has the capability to employ electromagnetic devices that jam radio signals; or that
possesses the ability to shoot down the satellites upon which the entire information system
depends? As stunning as it may seens, giestion was answerée@nd subsequently ignoréd

in thefall of 2002 when the Army conducted a simulation exercise against what was termed
Aenhanced enemy threato and the results were

In an interview with Larz Welo, tormer employee of Advanced Systems Technology (AST)

who participated as a member of the opposition fdredpld mehe exercise (using the Janus
simulation system) was designed to examine what might happen if an FCS organization fought
against a well agipped, modern force. Mr. Welo worked for AST from 2001 to 2003 and took
part in over 100 Janus simulations using various FCS scenarios. The vast majority of the
scenarios were against foes using inferior technology with average to poor equipikettie

Iragi enemy we faced in Desert Storm and OIRJnsurprisingly, during those engagements

FCS won every engageménéveryengagementBut when matched against an enemy force

that had the same or better technology, the FCS force was routed.

Accordingt o Mr . Wel o, there were three i ttleelU8ti ons
side)was composed of ardS Brigade Combat TeamBET) equipped with all the threshold

capabilities expected to be fi eiltheenemyfortég t he 20
was a | arger force than Blue, and primarily c
outfitted with currenbrolde qui pment . It also, however, inclu

forces composed of expected future capabilities inolpddvanced tanks, artillery and APC

platforms, as well as UAS and aatfrcraft systems currently under development in various
countries. In the first run of the simulatio
rendered Blue force combatind ect i ve fibefore they were even |
Welo recalled. The next iteration, however, proved catastrophic for Blue:

Aln the second run, the Red clHrshwawatee untitheci ded
air was full of Bue Force UAVs, ground attack jets, and other aviation aséétshad

previously deployed our andiir assets but up until that point had kept them turned off. We then
simultaneously turned them all on t ooyedver whel
virtually all of the Blue air assets within 5 minutdsext we launched all of our UAVS.

Although many were shot down by Blue, we had md#é&/s than they did missilesWe then

massedll our legacy and enhanced forces in the area together in venassored spedread
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attack and charged the assembly area with about twattialions. The Global HawkKused by

the Blue Forcegontinued to fly so that blue forces could use precision fires to destroy many of
our elements while they were still outdifect fire range.But Red had precision fires of their

own and the surviving Red UAVs identified the most critical elements of the Blue force, which
we then engaged with artillery and guided missiles (ATGM) from the tanks.

AWhen t he c¢ha4 gkemcafmet hva tBilinne forces, 0 he cont
engage with direct fire and it was like shooting fish in a bakthen Blue attempted to

maneuver away, their signature reduction was neutralized and they were immediately shot.

TheirAd i ve Protection System was unaliguidedt o hel p
missiles)and Sabotgtank main gun roundspBlue suffered unbelievable casualties and the run

was ended. 0o As previously mentionrtd,oft hwhuagtho s
known in the Acqui si twhichdeterminds ifithesgste iSivalidarslt o n e

is funded to the next levélno changes were made to either the mix of platforms nor to the

concepts behind FCS. Mr. Welo provided a possible agfitan as to why this might be.

AThe green suiters (uniformed members of the
split in their opinion on the implications of
in my Red camp said we should mnore simulations against an enhanced threat because of the
possibility that in the future this could become a-watld disaster, and those that fought with

the Blue camp argued that the simulation data and parameters were flawed and that the USA

would nd be this outmatched any time within the next50 yedrbbe fAneut ral 06 gr een
seemed puzzled at the power of the enhanced threat, and seemed to believe that the result was
unlikely to ever happen in real life and not a scenario that was very profim. 0

| wrote articles in the Armed Forces Journal in both 2005 and 2008 warning of the dangers posed

by FCS if dramatic changes were not made. My warnings were not simply ignored, but | was
removed from my position in the Operations department of thgrgm and physically moved

out of the building so that | would no | onger
development. But less than a year and a half from the date of my last article on FCS, the

Secretary of Defense first cancelled the vehicgipn of the program, and subsequently

abandoned the entire program, citing almost verbatim the warnings | had raised.

| cite the above not to suggest | was satagrvoyantand posses some brilliant abilities. To the
contrary, there were many Soldiegnshe program that knew of thedeficiencies and some of

them made their opinions known. In all cases their views were either ignored or they were
pressured into silence. Additionally, the Army conducted extensive and expensive simulation
exercises osnhsibly designed to discover whether the system as designed would perform as
needed in combat. When the exercises didnot
buried and never repeated.

Whether intentionally or through taking the patheafst resistance, the leaders the Army placed

in charge of overseeing the institutionbs pre
system was fAon schedule, on budgeto and woul d
warfighter capabilities Further, the Army produced a series of video presentations that depicted

the system dominating in precisely the environments in which their tests had shown they would
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instead suffer catastrophic defeat. Physical tests conducted at Fort Bliss, Texgswuri

assignment there were in some cases abject failures. Instead of reporting honestly the tests had
failed, the Armyods senior | eaders in some cas
instead the tests had been very successiubne paticular situation is deserving of specific

mention owing to the egregious nature of the deception.

In the Spring of 200&he FCS leaders began to take some public heat for designing a highly
expensive system that was designed for siatstate warfarema large scale and was not useful

for the wars then underway in Irag and Afghanistamorder to demonstrate the relevance of

FCS to the present as well as the future, the Army decided to conduct what they called
Aspinout so whi ch scenpoments of thé Igrgensgsten becamé at a
technologically mature, they would be dé6dspun o
components in the 2016 ti mefr ame. The first

In keeping withwhatws al ready becoming standard practic
technologyo the FCS | eaders proposed spinning
outsideof the program and grafted in. Thus, they were spinning out what someone else had
designed, lsaracterizing it as a success of the FCS program. But while the items of SO1

functioned in a lalfitems such as ground sensors, cameras, robots and other hardware and

software) there were significant problems to making it work in a field or combat emagat

even to find out whether there was any veddeed to the warfighter. In order to validate the

items were ready for use in Iraq or Afghanistan, as field test had to be conducted at Fort Bliss in

the Spring of 2008. As with almost every other téss$ one (known as the Tactical Field Test,

or TFT) failed miserablythe bad results did not simply get suppressed, they were flipped 180

degrees and publicly proclaimed to be successes.

The TFT wasan unqualified disaster; almost a failure in every etspkthe testing. Equipment
malfunctioned or never worked at all; communications gear would barely work more than
doubledigit meters when it worked at all and the integration kits (known askigs) for the
M1A1 tanks and Bradley Fighting Vehicl&sled almost entirely. At that time it was clear that
thescheduledimited user test (LUT) the results of which were required by law to be reported
to Congres$ would likewise founder because there was almost literally no time after the
previous testo make any changes or modifications in time to materially change the dhis
LUT.

| have been told by officers personally present at deliberations Wi@progranthat the

senior leadership decided to recommend shelvingatiieand Bradley tegration kitsfor the

Heavy Brigade Combat TeamdEBCTs) because they had too many problems to overcome in a
short period of timand instead refocus on the Infantry Brigade Combat Teams (IBCT), as they
would have fewer integration requirement&ome leders voiced concern that pushing back the
timeline for the program at this crucial time could lend more ammunition to those advocating
canceling the program. It was in June 2008 that two certain general officers went to Capitol Hill
to brief members of #tnHouse Armed Services Committee on the progress of testing.

As you may recall, in 19998 | was a foreign affairs and defense aide for Senator Kay Bailey
Hutchison and still haveolleague®n the Hill. A friend of mindrom the House Armed
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Services Comitteewas physically present in the room whbese two generals briefed
Members of Congresabout the reasons for changing Spinout 1 from HBCT to IBCT. What
those two officers told the Members bore almost no relation to the truth of why we made the
charge.

Theofficial FCS story at the time was that we made the change for two important reasons: 1) we
needed to get FCS spinout technologies into the hands of Soldiers in the current fight as soon as
possible, and IBCT units make up a higher percentagesé fighting in OIF/OEF, and 2) the

testing at Fort Bliss has shown such success we are able to get these items out faster than we
expected so webdbre going to fAaccelerateo the s
draft of the FCS Spino@apabilities Production Document (CPD) dated 20 Jar2@0§Q which

says, Al n QhehokStaff & hé&Armyndoenced a refocused effort for the SO1

capability fielding from the Heavy Brigade Combat Team (HBCT) to the IB6TWe ar e

listeningto our Soldiers and commanders in the field, and we are giving them the capabilities

they neeehs fast as we can so that they can win in the current fight. We are able to do this due

to the technologies that have matured over th

The teststhat were actually performatemonstrated precisely the opposite of what those general
officers told the Congressmen in that meetifige details of the test showed that the sensors

failed in almost every test, that critical information necessarldceson the network did not

function, and repeatedreuns t o give the systegd Hadtrec ond cha
Armyds senior | eaders simply been honest in r
innovation and changes of directiontéchnologies that might have proven useful. Instead, we
deceived the American public and US Congress into believing the new capabilities were proving
successful. Thus, as as can now be demonstrated as a widening pattern, instead of accepting the
test results at face value we reinforced failure and guaranteed ultimate faihreh is

precisely what happened six months later when the tests were repeated.

when the Army rported the results in a June 11, 2008 press release, a rather different outcome
wasdescribed.

In order to demonstrate the vast gulf between what happened and what was reported, | will

provide a few excerpts of the raw test res(itis the unedited version of the test results, see * at

the end of this sectiomnd follow thatimmedit el y wi t h an article aut hc
Director, therBrigadier General James Terry showing how the Army communicated those

results to the American public.

TFT Integration Summary 30 JAN 08:

Run 1 (Abrams C34):Connected Abrams C3#1 Battle Tank]to T-UGS|[Tactical unmanned ground
sensorfield 3B and got the field to display on the FBCB2e command and control software that runs our
tactical computers]While the remaining sensors were coming online a light vehicle drove down the road
andset off detections from the-UGS field. The detection was sent from theUIGS gateway to C34's

Battle Command (BC)BC generated & 6 hand sént it to the FBCB2 which generated an unknown icon
on the screen.Abrams C34 was able to change the unkmdécon to a hostile iconWhen the Abrams
attempted to forward the hostile icon into the network it was discovered that Abrams C34 [aRoR8r

type of computer command softwakeds down. Restarted the Abrams and attempted to reconnect without
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succesdt was determined that Abrams C34 was not transmittikidge were unable to connect twellGS
fields to Abrams C34. At this point it was decided to remove Abrams C34 and replace it with Bradley A33.

Run 2 (Bradley A33): Connected Bradley A33 to-UGS field 5B and got the field to display on the

FBCB2. T-UGS field appeared on Bradley's FBCBZot 9 TTUGS Nodes to display but before the

remaining nodes came online Battle Command crasRedtarted Battle Command and the FBCB2 did

not come up so the sygsh had to be restarte@radley A33 was restarted but while we were bringing up

the T-UGS fields Bradley A33 crashddme ani ng it és computer sWétware cr a
replaced Bradley A33 with HMMWYV {formal designation for a Hummer]

Run 3 (HMMWYV 1): Connected HMMWYV 1 to both UGS field 3B and TUGS field 5B. Both fields

appeared on the FBCB2 screen of the HMMWS&ént Abrams C13 through the sensor fields as a target.
T-UGS field detected the target and sent the detection to Battle @odniBattle Command sent(aeport)

to the FBCB2 and an unknown icon appear€he operator changed the status of the icon from unknown

to hostile and populated the FBCB2 network with the hosTiltIGS field 5B had a gateway problem and

was unable to ake any detections.Made another attempt to get detections by sending Abrams C13 back
through the fields, no detections were made due to field 5B still being down and field 3B going down in the
middle of the run.

After theJanuary 2008 te$tiled so ompletely, there was serious discussion inRG&

headquarters about the implications for the upcomingted User Testset for June 2008

Most officers reported that there was simply not enough time to make any meaningful changes or
alterations to thequipment to get a different result for the LUT, which if it failed, would carry
serious negative implications for the whole program. After much deliberation a decision was
made to push the actual LUT off by a year to the summer of 2009, and duringntineisof

2008 to hold a less rigorous test that waudd have to be reported to Congre#tswas called the
Apreliminaryo I-lUmited user test, or P

As everyone expected, thelRT too failed to nearly the same standard as the TFT. Yet the

senior leders continued to represent to the American public and Congress that things were going
well. In light of the above, including the actual test results, this passage from the official
publication of the FCS prograimk nown as A FCS Cpgartesntonstank eeltefitten s 0
integrity problem we have in the Army. tineir 913 June2008editionthe magazine reported,

"A quarterly CEO counci(including the civilian CEOs of the various companies providing

goods and services for FC8as held on 10 June the pentagon with Army Secretary Pete

Geren, General Wallace, Jim Albaugh, and several other One Team CEOs to review the progress
of the FCS programThanks to all the great work of the entire FCS team we were able to
demonstrate the program is makingellent progress en route to our next key milestdne
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The above photo was published op(d@wnldadede 2008
from http://www.army.mil/article/9874/nles-unveiledon-capitothill on 18 December 2011).

The cutline read n  pGhieftof:Staffiof the Army Gen. George @gslr., viewed the system.

Casey said the unveiling is a milestonein Fues Combat Syst &misavedbeenm el o p me
talking and briefing and telling people about the FCS, and right here today it is real. After a

decade of hard work andgpning and effo t , i th ei s A highaaoking source who

used to work on the FCS program for the GAO t
shell and could not in any real way be called a prototype (as claimed). It did not function, but

onl yepar eisrent ati veo of the real thing. But the
the American publi¢ and the Congressman in Washington who attended the disgiay it
was fAreal . o I't was not .

The next day (June 11, 2008} article released by the Army News Senrdnd written by the
programbds Director Br, éxglanddhew the@sthas achiévedg@eahe s T e
success:

It was tte first time FCS equipment has been tested in continuous operations under stressful, realistic
conditions in the hands of Soldiers. By any measure, officials said it was a huge success. Soldiers verified
that the equipment performed to acceptable standandsadded operational value to their formation.

Soldiers were able to validate that the equipment worked as designed, with the normal challenges one
would expect in an early test, and, as Soldiers are prone to do, they also discovered new and @ifferent w

to employ the systems under combat conditions to provide the most value added

It is noteworthy that the only components from the FCS system to see action in combat were the
small unmanned ground robots and small unmanned aerial velateboth ofthose items were
developedutsideof FCS and grafted in later. Thusthing indigenously produced by the

program ever made it to the battlefiel®ne must ask why none the Arm
responsible for FCS were ever held to account for tis@ipe reports of success given to the
American public and Congress throughout the p
than $18 billion dollars and six yearst one piece of the program ever succeeded in making its
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way to the battlefield Somemight be tempted to suggest that it was a developmental program
and these |l eaders couldndét have known the sys
Overwhelming evidence, however, exposes that as completely unfounded.

The Government Accountability Offe was charged with monitoring the progress of the FCS
program for Congress. Every year from 2003 they produced a detailed report of the progress or
lack thereof. Below is a partial list of their findings each and every year of the program before it
waseventually cancelledlt is difficult to understand how anyone could claim innocence in
knowing the program was headed to failure from the beginning given these detailed reports:

Issues Facing théArmy's Future Combat Systems Program
GAO0-03-1010R, Aug 13, 2003

The acquisition strategy for the FCS is aggressive, particularly in light of the program's vast
scope. Th¢Systems Developmenphase began with more risk present than recommended by
bestpractices or Department of Defense (DOD) guidance. For example, many critical
technologies were significantly immature and will require further development at the same time
as product development is conducted. This concurrent development increasesaheossk

growth and schedule delays. Since FCS will dominate the Army's investment accounts over the
next decade, any cost growth and schedule delays could affect the entire Army.

The Army's Future Combat Systems' Features, Risks, and Alternatives
GAO-04-635T, Apr 1, 2004

FCS is at significant risk for not delivering required capability within budgeted resources. Three
fourths of FCS' needed technologies were still immatumenvthe program started. The first
prototypes of FCS will not be delivered until just before the production decision. Full
demonstration of FCS' ability to work as an overarching system will not occur until after
production has begun.

Future Combat Systems Challenges and Prospects for Success
GAO-05-442T, Mar 15, 2005

The program's level of knowledge is far below that suggested by best practices or DOD policy:
Nearly 2 yeas after program launch and with $4.6 billion invested, requirements are not firm
and only 1 of over 50 technologies are mature. As planned, the program will attain the level of
knowledge in 2008 that it should have had in 2003, but things are not g@tamnasd. Progress

in critical areassuch as the network, software, and requiremdrds in fact been slower, and

FCS is therefore likely to encounter problems late in development, when they are very costly to
correct. Given the scope of the program,ithpact of cost growth could be dire.
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Improved Business Case Is Needed for Future Combat System's Successful OQutcome
GAO-06-367, Mar 14, 2006

The FCS entered the developmehage in 2003 and has not yet reached the level of knowledge

it should have attained in the pidevelopment stage. The elements of a sound business case

firm requirements, mature technologies, a knowldoigged acquisition strategy, a realistic cost

estimde, and sufficient fundingar e st i | | not demonstrably prese
technologies was at a level of maturity recommended by DOD policy at the start of a program

Also, the Army is depending on 52 complementary programs, each df vghessential for FCS

to perform as intended. Some of these programs have significant technical challenges; some do
not have the funding needed to complete devel
now stands at $160.7 billion, a 76 percentéase since program start.

Key Decisions to Be Made on Future Combat System
GAO-07-376, Mar 15, 2007

The Army has been granted a lot of latitude to carry out a largegmalike FCS this far into

devel opment with relatively Ilittle demonstrat
compared to original estinmes and faces significant riskKey testing to demonstrate FCS

performance will not be completed, and aray of design and production will not be

demonstrated until after the production decision.

Role of Lead Systems Integrator on Future Combat Systems Program Poses Oversight

Challenges
GAO-07-380, Jun 6, 2007

In its management role, the L@lead Systems Integrator, or Boeimgakes decisions

col |l abor at i v e IHpwever, thdt relatibnship Aayrpgsé significant risks to the
Army's ability to provide oversight over tlheng term. The Office of the Secretary of Defense is

in a position to provide this oversight but thus far has allowed the Army to depart significantly
from best practices and the Office's own policy for weapon system acquisitidasvith many
research ashdevelopment contracts, the FCS contract obligates the contractor to put forth its best
efforts, but does not assure successful outcomes. Assuming that critical design review is
completed in 2011, the Army will have paid the LSI over 80 percent to dozeontract costs,

plus a possible 80 percent of its fee or profit. GAO has previously reported that most cost growth
in DOD weapon system programs occurs after critical design review. Therefore, it is possible for
the LSI to have garnered most of its patgoin costs and fees early next decade, even if despite

its best efforts, the FCS capability ends up falling far short of the Army's goals.
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Significant Challenges Aheadn Developing and Demonstrating Future Combat System's
Network and Software

GAO-08-409, Mar 7, 2008

Almost 5 years into the program, it is not yet clear if or when the information network that is at
the heart of the FCS concept can be developed, builtdeamonstrated by the Army and LSI.
Significant management and technical challenges have placed development tithk aed

sof t war eSofaare heingsdévéloped for the network and platforms is projected to total
95.1 million lines of computer ce, almost triple the size since the program began in 2003.
FCS's software is about four times larger than the next two largest seitwearsive defense
programs... Itis unclear when or how it can be demonstrated that the FCS network will work as
needd, especially at key program junctures.

Key Considerations for Planning Future Army Combat Systems
GAO-09-410T, Mar 26, 2009

The Army will be challenged to demonstrate #nowledge needed to warrant an unqualified
commitment to the FCS program at the 2009 milestone review. While the Army has made
progress, knowledge deficiencies remain in key areas. Specifically, all critical technologies are
not currently at a minimum aeptable level of maturity. Neither has it been demonstrated that
emerging FCS system designs can meet specific requirements or mitigate associated technical
risks. Actual demonstrationsersus modeling and simulation resuhsve been limited, with

only small scale warfighting concepts and limited prototypes demonstrated. Network
performance is also largely unproven.

The Armyds senior | eaders developed the Futur
even validate wheer it was the best or right way to modernize our force in late 1999/early 2000.
They subjected it to computer simulation testing to see how it would fare against a capable
enemy; it failed utterly. Instead of acknowledging the failure and either msikjndicant

changes or outright junking the idea in lieu of something that would work, they suppressed the
results and never repeated them, instead changing the testing parameters until they found one in
which their program would succeed. Nevertheless; #@xplicitly created highly sophisticated

media campaigni complete with movidike videos using actors, special effects graphics, and
specially written musit that depicted the system working flawlessly and dramatically in exactly
the sort of scenaridbeir earlier tests indicated would falVhen faced with failure after failure

in physical tests, instead of being honest and working hard to find solutions, they willingly and
knowingly misrepresented the matter to Congress.

The results obur senio leaders willingness to prevent the US Congress from knowing the truth
about FCS literally from its inception hasst the United Statedmost a decade of lost
development and nearly $20 billion doll¢es to date, even the follewp program to FCS has
likewise failed to produce a single functioning prototypkfeaning, in large measure we are, in
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terms of force composition, technologically at the same place we were after Desert Storm; we are
decades behind where we could have been by now, and byhédl ought to be.

None of the leaders responsible for this deception have ever been Aetdunt. In fact, most

of them were given remarkable awards for their performance, given promotions, or as in the case
of Major General Charles Cartwriglatiter he retiredvas hiredo be the Vice President of

Raytheon Network Centric Systems' Advanced ProgrdRagtheon was one of the major

suppliers to the FCS program, being named, among other thirthe,Giound Sensor

Integrator

Were this report onlylaout the FCS program, there would be much justification for a full
investigation into the Ar myo0 alest® secoodplatedonder s .
what Iwas to discover in Afghanistan during my one year on the ground there.

2007 lragSur ge and What Didndét Happen
Petraeus' Legitimate 2007 Accomplishments

Some will suggest it is beyond disrespectful to suggest that General Petracusgeegrated
the role of his strategy in the success that legitimately didtrfom the 2007w ge. "Sour
grapes,” some miglsay But let me be clear at this point in thealysis: | am nasuggesting that
all of the General's accomplishments are phony. They aréno Septembe2010Armed
Forces Journapiece | gave General Petraeus credit for making one ofmtb&timportant
decisions of the war; one which few other commasidéthe time would likely havaade or
been able to make.

The Anbar Awakening preceded General &ais' appointment to be the Commander of
MultiNational Forces- Irag (MNFI) by five months, but the ‘awakening moveméat] not yet
made its way to Baghdad. As explained above, many of the Sunni leaBaghithad had

traveled to Anbar to meet with thedders of their Awakening Council&hen Abu Abed
approached LTC Kuehl in late May 2007 and made an immediate impact, a seemingbusmall
profound event took plac&eneral Petraeus is famous for being an intense runner/jogger, and
for visiting and listaingto junior officers. As circumstances would have it, one day shortly

A b e d 0 she @enegal werjbgging and found a group of officers on a morningijog
Baghdadand joined them. One of them was LK@ehl's operations officer who related to
GeneralPetraeus what had happened with Abu Abed.

General Petraeus keyed in immediately on the development and aftelititéyiravestigation,
decided this was a potential gawtlganging development. "From the first day | wasthe

ground | began looking for ays to conduct some form of reconciliation,” Generaldeeis told
mein 201Q When he heard wh&uehl's troopers had done, &ggressively ordered it spread to
areas all over Baghdad, and required leadersdomé similarlocal leaders to lead theinm
‘awakening.' General Petraeus deserves credit foonhtiwomajor counts.
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First, he realized we would need externaldufrom some sgment of the population against
the primary enemy, AQI. But until he heard about Abu Abed, he hadn't found theefgtle.
When he did become aware, however, he correctly recognized this might be wihaeine'd
looking for. Secondly, he demonstrated a willingness to take considerable but pisidenimy
view there might not have been another General in a compuaiibn at that timevho would
have had the courage to take that risk. Petraeus was, after all, ordering Aeawdesisand
Soldiers to reach out to men and groups who only the day before had been trying (and
succeeding) to kill Americans. If his eftdrad proven a failure, he would lealeen severely
censored and potentially lost his command. It was, frankly, a brilliant move for which David
Petraeus deserves unqualified praise. Regrettably, however, the praise must stop there.

In order to set the stage for explaining what has happened in Afghanistan sincedhedso

AWest Point Surge (named after the |l ocation f
on 1 December 2009)0 it i s adtionfoothetstearedy seleccedu nd e r
was fl awed before one boot hit Afghan dirt.
instrumental in propagating a deeply flawed understanding of why the 2007 Iraq surge had
succeeded.

The information was known #te time and a number of high ranking leaders did in fact attempt

to set the record straight, but with the help of a small number of influential media personalities, a
popul ar understanding of the main catshal ity f
public consciousness: superior US generalship
introduction 0f20,000 additional US combat troops. Evidence conclusively refutes this view

and will here be detailed.

Before going further, howevait,is important to understand why a proper understanding of the

2007 Iraq surge is so crucial to understanding the reasons for the failure of tH202Q1€urge.

If it can be shown that we fundamentally failed to account for the main causal factor in

exd ai ning the success of the I raqg surge, then
our 2010 Afghan surge was similarly flawed. Meaning, the strategy chosen for our Afghan surge
never had a chance to succéeahd this knowledge was availabledaknown before hand, but

was so powerfully advocated by the military heawgights any President would have been hard
pressed to oppose.

According to XRbobookWdadnwaad rddetddaeredive powerful advocates

for sending 30,000 surge troopso Afghanistan: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral
Michael Mullen, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, General
Stanley McChrystal and General David Petraeus. How could the President, barely a year into his
first term and with no independent military experience, go against this formidable fivesome?
According to Woodward, in late August 2009 General McChrystal was explaining to the
Secretary of Defense why he needed 40,000 troops (his original request)wakiboelcalled

the exchange between Mr. Gates and General McChrystal:

Pageb5of 84



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT (As of 11 Jand&y 20

How could adding more US troops, essentially duplic
general said his forces would protect the peapld demonstrate they were in Afgligtan to help. The
Petraeus model from Iraq could be applied to Afghanistan. After long discussions, Gates found the

argument very compellingdl 61 1 get you as many t thespsetagwld!l can fo
McChrystal. /A n d y o utdhvee bgeottt | e space over there, and | 6ve
have to fight in Washington to get the troops,leit made it c¢l ear he would suppo

for 40,000. 0

I f the details of t he Istinaskwera ngbtana becaskedaatnenpbert h e
of hardquestions. Regrettably, the answers he got from his most senior military leaders was
based first on an incorrect understanding of why the 2007 surge had succeeded and by ignoring
substantial evidence on tgeound in Afghanistan that ought to have argued persuasively against

a surge.Oneof his military advisors provided rational and logical advice that has turned out to

be almost prescient in its accuracy. Unfortunaiddgpite the logic and strengthlo$ argument

this one man wasot enough to overcome the combined weight of the other five.

Here Woodward details an exchange with Lieutettaetn er al Dougl as Lute, tF
National Security Council deputy for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan:

A Mr . President, 0 Lute said, Ayou donét have to do t
bidding here. How do we think things are going to
risks in the ongoing war. First there wRakistan, the heart of many of the problems without solution in

sight. Two, governance and corruption in Afghanistdmugeproblemswith no practical fix readily

available. Three, the Afghan National Security Foicasmy and policé could probably ot be cured

with a massive decadeng project costing tens of billions of dollars. Four, International support, which

was in peril.

AThese are cumulative risks, o0 heé saS$Sa.whelrheyaou slkod kn
these discretely, Lut e continued, dAlike we did in the review
impression we can manage this risk. But | would offer you another model. That is, look at them as a

composite. Look at them as a set, and then you begin to mawg, rimind, from a calculated risk to a

gambl e. 0

Lute did not have to add that gambling was no way t
have got to break our way, i Lute added, gh.l candét t
And i f you add those risks up and ask me where | t h
point, Il &m telling you | think that wedre not going

| was in Afghanistan in July 2011 and | cal yeu that what General Lute projected in the Fall

of 2009 is almost exactly what actually occurred. This ought not have been a surprise, even in
late 2009. Had our senior leaders accurately portrayed what actually happened in 2007 Iraqg to
the Presiderdind his key advisors, it is possiil@and maybe likely he would never have made

the decision to surge. That decision has cost Am#ramasands of Soldiers killed and wounded

it similarly ought not have suffereBased in part on information | reced/an December 2011
(information that only a handful &nglish-speaking people have), | will provide a considerable
body of evidence whicdemonstrates not only did General Petra2d87 strategyin Iraqplay

no more than a supporting rolesame areast may have gotteim the wayin parts of Anbar
Province.
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As is well known, the turning point in 2007 Iraq came when the heart of the Sunni insurgency
turned against &Qaeda and joined with US Forces against them, dramatically reducing the
violence in lag almost overnightThe overriding reason the Sunni insurgency turned towards
the United States was becaa$eer almost two years of internal conflict between what ought to
have been natural allié¢sal Qaedan Iraq (AQI) and the greater Sunni insurggn a tipping

point was reached whereby thiaqgi Sunnis finally and decisively turned against AQI. Had this
unnatural split not occurred, layf accounts | have been given on both the Iraqi side and the US
military side, "we would still béighting in Iraqtoday,” in the words of two officers | know who
fought there.

| will first briefly describe the belief held by the vast majorityediucated people today in

regards to why the Iraq Surgecseeded by the fall of 200T will then relate the views tieby

the most influential US combat commanders who led the surge effortsCttenel Sean
MacFarland (now a Brigadier General), who led thé#&nAwakening and thenTC Dale

Kuehl (now a full Colonel). In addition to those who knew our sigebest, | Wl also include

the results of interviews | had with an Arab interpreter who had access to a numberaridraqgi
AQI leaders who at one time fought against us. The interpegtékmerican namesterling
Jenson, was the seniprostUS Arab linguist who amsompanied MacFarland on all the
awakening shuras and meeting$e Iraqgi interviews were partially conducted by Sterling on my
behalf and the rest agpreparation for his PhD dissertation and book.

In his confirmation hearings in Washington on 23 Jan@86y,General David H. Petraeus told
the Senate committee regarding his pending new mission, "The escafasioleioce in 2006
undermined the coalition strategy and raised the prospect of a failedtltgian outcome that
would be in no group's intest.. In response to the deterioration of the situation in kaggw
way ahead was developed and announced earlier this month. With implementttien of
approach, the mission of the Multinational Force Iraq will be modifreaking securityf the
population ... the focus of the military effditialics mine)." Thus, from theery beginning it was
firmly established that General Petraeus would discargrihgousstrategy(focused on training
the Iragi security forces and then withdrawiagy replae it with onethat would focus on
protecting the people.
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(Davis Photo) US mounted patrol through a bombegut Mosul in late 2008

By the time the General had returned to Washington in September 2007, the violendwaktvels
dropped considerably and awbe next six months would drajpamatically Given thata
succession of Generals at various levels had tried and failed to thetaiblence in Iraq up to
that point, it was obvious to everyone that the strategy implement@eérgral Petraeus was
regponsible for the dramatic improvement. But hadghpporter®f the surgeéaken the time to
conducta thorough and unemotional autopsy on the efforgrg different story would have

been discovered. The consequences for our current effort in Afghamgistaiing from this
inaccurate story couldn't be more significant.

First let me explain bow the skewed story gained initial traction.
The'Od i e NMersion

| base this version of events the name of General Raymond T. Odierno because he was one of
the first (andhasremained one of thieremosj champions of this version ofefstory, and it
remainsthe ondirmly entrenched in American consciousness today. But when the
"fundamentalsheand others cite so confidently are examined against the phgsidence, a

rather differenpicture emerges.

In the days leading up to President Bush's announcement of the surge in JanuaBef60H,

Odierrmo had just taken command of Muliational Corps, Irag (NM@). He later cameo be

known as "the operatioharchitect” of the surge in Iraq, working haaddglove withGeneral

Petraeus. In an interview with the official magazine of the Field Artilleings Bulletin

conducted two weeks after his change of comnmahdarch 2008 he explained for the first tien
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his view ofwhat happened during the surge. This version of eventsritascome to be
accepted as theandard, virtually without question furtherexamination.

In theMarch-April 2008 Fires Bulletin General Odieno concisé¢y explained his opinion of why
the surge worked. Heas quoted as saying

We realized that if we could protect the Iraqi people, they would be less likely to be influenced by
those groupadvocating violence through intimidation and coercion. So we changed our tactics,
techniques and procedures to protect the Iragis. We pushed all our units out into small operating
bases in and outside the city. Previously, our troops had patrolled aandrdeen withdrawn

into large forward operating bases. So we moved our troops out into smaller operating bases,
either security stations jointly based with the Iraqi Army or police or to combat outposts that were
US only. These platoon to compasiged fomations lived and slept among the Iraqis, 24 hours,
seven days a week. We got to know the people, and they become comfortable with our troops
among them as we provided arottheé-clock security. This encouraged the Iragi Army and

police to join us building synergy of effort that further developed the Iraqgi people's confidence
that we could provide security...

After we eliminated the enemy's safe havens and sanctuaries and protected the population, it was
easier for the Iraqis to come forward to helpBust this didn'just "happen." It came after

company, battalion and brigade commanders had a lot of discussions with the people, reaching
out, developing relationships and trughat's what it's all about: trust. We then began reaching

out to reconcile \th enemy groups, from the bottom.ugGroups wanting to reconcile began

coming forward, starting in the Anbar Province with the "awakenings" where tribes wanted to

help us fight alQaeda because they believed their future lay with the Coalition.
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(Davis Photo) US military trainers mentoring Iraqi police units, 2008

Some might suggest that the abaited article was the creation of some other writer who had

their own agenda and only wrote about the part of the story of interest to them. But when

afforded the chance to tell the story himsal&ispeech given for the Heritage Foundation on

March 8", 2008 General Odierneinforced the themes cited in thizes Bulletin AThroughout
these offensive operations, h e fwe maindained constant focus joib onei protecting the

popul ation. o I n case there was any doubt as
dropinviolence,hadded Al think i1itbés safe toiTandlgowt hat tF
we employed those forcéshave broken t he cycl e of sectarian viol
would later be a key aspiration of the 2010 Afghanistan surge, G&dismhoemphasized his

belief that the factor which drove the Sunnis to working with the US wa&@bbrutality, but

US tactical victories. He said:

Suggesting that the reduction in violence resulted merely from bribing our enemies to stop fighting is

uninformed ancdnoversim | i f i cati oné I't overlooks the salient p
did so from a positio of weakness, rather than strength. The truth is that the improvement in security and

stability is the result of a number of factors, and what Coalition forces did throughout 2007 ranks among

the most significant.

Another officer whose views were instnental in deepening ¢hpublic's understanding of why
the surge was successful, was a mamed Colonel Peter Mansoore Mas a former Brigade
Combat Team Commander in Irag from 2888 and served as General Petraeus' Executive
Officer for the duration ofhe latter's tour as Commander of American Forces in lraq-@807
Only months after he completed his assignment as General Petraeus' Exéd¢aixobr
published an article in th&ashington PogiAugust 10, 2008 in which he amplified some of
the same themes General &b had laid out six months earlier. He wrote:

Of greater importance was the change in the way U.S. forces were employed starting in February
2007, when Gen. David Petraeus ostkethem to position themselves with Iraqgi forces out in
neighborhoods. This repositioning was based on newly published counterinsurgency doctrine
that emphasized the protection of the population and recognized that the only way to secure
people is to liveamong them ... As sectarian violence spiraled out of control, it became
increasingly evident that Iraqi forces were unable to prevent its spread. By the fall of 2006, it was
clear that our strategy was failing... The arrival of additional U.S. forceslastgrenewed

resolve. Sunni tribal leaders, having glimpsed the dismal futw®ie fortheir people under a

regime controlled by aQaeda in Iraq and fearful of abandonment, were ready to throw in their

lot with the coalition.

Thus, the unambiguous Iefithat the vast majority of Americanilitary men and almost all the
general American population came to embrace was essentially this:

1 The war in 2006 wamm complete disarrgy
1 The military strategy we had been following had proven to be an abysioeadfai
1 We weren't focused on protecting the population;

1 Wewerefocused on turning over control of the country to the Iragi Security
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Forces (ISF) as fast as possible, whether they were ready or not;
1 US Forces lived on big medmses and "commuted" tcethght;
1 The Iraqis didn't trust us
1 There was a civil war and we didn't know how to stop it;
1 General Petraeus' leadership and new strategy made the decisive change by:
o Moving off the big bases;
0 Moving in the neighborhoods with the Iraqis "24/7"
o Employing a "protect the population” strategy;
0 We started getting to know the people and earning their trust;

o Then we reached out to the various insurgent groups to get them to reconcile
which they did from a position of weakness

0 The Sunnis saw how baifid would be with insurgents and when they saw we
could defeat aQaeda, they joined us in common cause and turned on their
former allies;

1 Atipping point was then reached, and violence began to drop dramatisaiihg to
the combination of superior US strategy and generalship

Meanwhile in the world of US politics and punditry, another tipping poag about to occur

that was to have profound implications far beyond the obvious, which helps explain why
virtually no dected leader has since dared to challenge public statements made by senior US
generals

WhenGeneral Petraeus' mission was originally announced in January 200Tyalseaehowl of
indignation by a significant portion of the Democrd&rty, with manySenators and
Congressmen suggesting sending more troops into the-blibf Iragwvould only further
destabilize a bad situation. Throughout the summ2007 the debate Washington raged
almost as intensely as the battles in Baghdad and Anbar. @adlté General Petraeus'
SeptembeR007testimony to Congress on the progress of the war, MoveOn.orsraow
infamousad in the New York Times captionédseneral Pataeus or General Betrays?"

Butin the weeks and monthsh at passed after GeneralandPetr aeu:
the violence and American casualties continaesteady and dramaticop, it became clear that

the surge had indeed succeeded anthéyniddle of 2008, all those who hlagen original and

vocal advocates of the surge began to crow they had been vindiatdtbok great pleasure in
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being equally vocal in pointing that fact out, repeatedltyl citing byname those who had been
"proven wrong."

A message had been learned by the legdatigicians of our country, by the vast majority of our
uniformed Service Members, and {hepulation at large: David Petraeus is a real war-hero
maybe even on the same plane as Pal@cArthur, ancEisenhower. But the most importantly
lesson everyone learned: nev@rerquestion General Petraeus or yoloé made to look a fool!

In the years following, the "Legeraf Petraeus"” spread and expanded, as these things often do
and he was given increagj credit for the success

At his confirmation hearings prior to his taking commandhefAfghan war in early 201Ghere
appears to have beempavatecompetition among Members of Congress to see who could plac
the most patriotic laurels on the goGeénerab s hReiraods began to spread that maybe
GeneralPetraeus would retire and run for President in 2012; others suggested that no, he would
benamedhe Chairmarof theJoint Chie$ of Staff; and on January 25, 20NPR reported that

two Veteran groups were lobbying to get General Petraeus a fiff/staity Fairran an

extensiveand lauding article about the General entitféde Professor of Wawthich

proclaimed in th@pening sentence, "General David Petraeus has revolutionized the way
America fights its wars."

Then his stock actually rose from its already styattesic heights when he allegedly volumtse
to leave the relative comfort of Central Command and "take a demotion,” headmggain
into the breach to rescue yet another failing war, this time gjakinthe wreckage that resulted
from theMcChrystalRolling Stonecollision.

In this environment, who would dare to challenge or even question anything GeneralsPetraeu
said? His plan would beconsideredight virtually by definition, and thusaneed to even

examine the plam any detail; we would support it without reservation because itemainto

be right.But as you willsee in the sections that follotherewas considerableeason to question
thestratey to which GeneraPetraeusvould later commithe Unhited States.

In the following paragraphs | wilemonstrate witlsonsiderablghysical evidence andommon
logic that a sober and objective analysis of the 2007 surge in Iraq will reveal that the strategy
choserby General Petraeus wast the primary reason fothe genuine success we achiduat,

in factplayed only a suporting role

Understanding withis is so has profound imphtions for our current effort in Afghanistaior
we are unambiguously tryy to reprise the same categorical success we gained inragoGu
in a dramatically different eimonment and culturand againsa verydifferent enemy.

For reasons thatiWbe presented throughout the remaindeth@s paper) contend wechose a
flawed strategy that should have been identified as an inappropriate blefoceany decisions
were madeis predictably failing currently, andogent an external and major néagtor we will
ultimately failin Afghanistanthe consequence to our countfithisfailure will not simply be
Aan e mb a rbuteomesantbenpticéf theblood and limbs ofhousands of uniformed
American Service Members
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The Iraqi Version

The following section gives the views of four Iraqgi Arabs who fought in the inscygerAQI
against us at one time, and later became part of the Awakenings or $@p@bgramsthe
interviews were conducted, some on my behalf, teyli8g Jensen According to every Iraqi
source | have read about or interviewed, there was nexxardinatedlan to engage in
insurgent warfarafterthe US ground forces captured Baghdadng the initial invasion of
2003 Initially, former resistance fightdurnedAwakeningleaderin Diyala, Emad Saeed Jassim
said they really believed we hadmeto liberate thdraqgis from Saddam, bringing freedom. But
when the Coalition Provisional Authoritisbandedhe Iragi Army and then fired most of the
government workers in the ‘®@aathist' effort, th&unni community viewed it as a ‘&unni'
program, ad shatly thereafter began what theiyewed as a "guerrilla war for liberation from
the occupying Americans."

Soon after the beginning of the insurgency, Abu Musataedawi arrived, along withis
jihadist credentials earned in the latter stages oBthwetAfghan war. Initially he was not
affiliated with AQ, instead wanting to join the Sunni resistance. But he made a tdetitzabn
early on which would have ramifications that would ripple throughout the entire war for the
United States.

Accordingto resistance fighteéknown asal-Janabi, Zarqawi expressed interest in linking \aith
Qaedan order to benefit from their access to finances and additional fightéestried to

prevent him from doing that,"” Janabi said, "because his affiliation Wwiffaeda would put the
Iragi resistance in the same category as international terrorism while the Iraqi resistaane was
Iragi one against the occupation.” Zargawi joine®alkeda "in order to win over tly@ung tohis
organization and make the other grewupeaker.” But once the money started rollingriahis
personal power became dominant, he began imposing his intern&@ndéology onlragis

who were only interested in their national issues.

Janabi said after the Second Battlé-aflujah (7 Novemer - 23 December 2004argawi
intensified his campaign of terror to intolerable heights. "The first step@aatla was ttarget
mixed SunniShia areas and it started displacement operatioasigtoyed the method of
displacement and cleansing of Surii the same time, it attempted to physic&liyninatesome
tribal sheikhs and competent academics of social influence within the Sunni environment.
It physically eliminated them. This led to a waning of popular support for the Resistan
Sunni areas.
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(Davis Photo) Iraqi soldieron a training exercise, 2009

Severabof thelragis said the level of brutality went beyond what anywoald ever have

imagined possible. It was this campaign of terror that began to alien&arthes despite the

similar religious affiliation. In one case a bride was taken away, had her breasts antdéft

to die in the streets. "Their behavior was irrational, unaccegtable s ai d one.fii nsur ge:i
mean neither in Shariaaflv) nor in social norms nor by antasdard. | mean robbirignocent

people, killing themkidnapping innocent people, killing sheikhs and scholars under flimsy

pretexts that had not all to do with the resistance, Sharia or religion."

After the February 2006 bombing of thefskar Mosaue in Samarra, the sectarian battle
between Shia and Sunni exploded ialieout civil war. "What happened,” one Iragi said, "was
that alQaeda was targeting and displacing $téites,and targeting Sunnis and Shiites in
general. | remember in some areaasggFAmeriyah area, ilBBaghdad, dead bodies were thrown
by the roadside and dogs were eating them... lth@@eople around, 'why don't you take these
bodies and cover them or bury them?' The saidath@aeda prevented them from doing that.
These sitations pushed us to change the strategysaatth for alternatives to escape this

plight."

It is key to understand that at this point of the story in eantyith2006, the Iragi Sunni
resistane still had their original goalf ridding themselves of &é'occupier.By mid-2006the
brutality of an outof-control atQaeddinally became worse to the Sunni population than their
hatred for At he Janabivespkined this wayn BAthy didava work avith the
Americans? We want to save our coyniVe wanto save our area. | told youa drowning
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