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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.

PageB of 84



DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT (As of 11 Jand&y 20

(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,
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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
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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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