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March 11,2004

TO: David Chu
€e: Paul Wolfowitz
FROM: Donald Rumsteld jﬂ,

SUBJECT: Active Duty for Reserve

I was told by the personal security officer that he can only stay on active duty a

maximum of two and a half years as a member of the Army Reserve.
Do you know anything about a rule like that?

Thanks.

DHER:dh
031104-4

5

277

Please respond by __

psp 04151-04
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON = '~ - g
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 :

PERSONNEL AND INFO NIEMO

READINESS

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: DAVID §.C. CHJ, USD(P&R) .
C—%Z{me{! 0 Lpe /T Y e Y

SUBJECT: SNOWFLAKE - Active Duty for Reserve

¢ You asked if | know about a rule that would limit Army Reserve personnel
serving as personal security officers to a maximum of two and a half years on
active duty. There is no such rule.

s For the GWOT, Department policy states that involuntary active duty serviceis
limited to 24 cumulative months, generally in 4 TDY status with per diem,
Active duty beyond that shall be in a voluntary status. I have not approved a
department-wide policy that would limit such voluntary duty.

* Army policy (atlached) states soldiers may volunteer Lo serve beyond 24
months in a TDY status for up to six months, with per diem. If the mission 18
to continue beyond six months, soldiers may be placed on extended active duty
for up to three years, Such duty will involve a permanent change of station,
and per diem stops.

¢ The Army 1s trying to inform all commands of this policy. As tar as the
Personal Security Detail is concerned, Army has communicated directly with
CID. Security personnel know the policy, but are not happy with the loss of
per diem.

¢ (D 1s trying to make the Personal Security Detail an Active duty mission and
eliminate the need for Reserve suppoit.

Attachment:
As stated

COORDINATION: None

-

b)(8)

Prepared By: Mr. Rich Krimmer, OASD(RA)

&
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NOBLE EAGLE/ ENDURING FREEDOM

Army Operations Center {AOC)« Crisis Action Team {CAT)
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: . WASHINGTON [ Show
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VOLUNTARY EXTENDED ACTIVE DUTY (EAD)ISO CONTINGEKCY

SUBJECT>SUBJECT:VOLUNTARY EXTENDED ACTIVE DUTY (EAD) ISC CONTINGENCY
OPERATIONS

UNCLASSIFIED/FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY.

1. {U) REFERENCES:

LA, FOHEFASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (MANPOWER AND RESERVE
AFFAIRS), MEMORANDUM, DECEMBER 2,2003, SUBJECT: VOLUNTEER DUTY
BEYOND 24 MONTHS FOR STABILIZATIONOF INDIVIDUAL RESERVE COMPONENT
SOLDIERS.

1.8, FOH6} HODA MESSAGE 1716352 SEP 02, SUBJEGT: CONSOLIDATED PPG
FOR OPERATIONS NOBLE EAGLE AND ENDURING FREEDOM.

|.C. <tk AR 135-210, ORDER TO ACTIVE DUTY AS INDIVIDUALS FOR OTHER

PAGE 02 RUEWDAU5183 UNCLAS
THAN A PRESIDENTIAL SELECTED RESERVE CALL-UP, PARTIALOR FULL
MOBILIZATION.

1.D. 426OAR 600-8-101, PERSONNEL PROCESSING (IN-AND OUT- AND
MOBILIZATION PROCESSING).

1E. =% AR 600-8-105, MILITARY ORDERS.

1F. 4P@0®7 AR 635-5, SEPARATION DOCUMENTS.

1.G. m@E» UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PERSONNEL AND READINESS),
MEMORANDUM, JULY 3,2003 SUBJECT MOBILIZATIONOF RESERVE AND
NATIONAL GUARD BEYOND 24 MONTHS - TASK FORCE RESULTS,
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND GUIDANCE.

1.H. 4=S88=UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PERSONNEL AND READINESS),
MEMORANDUM, JULY 19.2002, SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO
MOBILIZATION/DEMOBILIZATION PERSONNEL AND PAY POLICY FOR RESERVE
COMPONENT MEMBERS ORDERED TO ACTIVE DUTY IN RESPONSE TO THE WORLD
TRADE CENTERAND PENTAGONATTACKS.

11, TFTOTUNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PERSONNEL AND READINESS),
MEMORANDUM, SEPTEMBER 20,2001, SUBJECT: MOBILIZATION/DEMOBILIZATION
PERSONNEL AND PAY POLICY FOR RESERVE COMPONENT MEMBERS ORDERED TO
ACTIVE DUTY IN RESPONSE TO THE WORLD TRADE CENTER AND PENTAGON
ATTACKS.

PAGE 03RUEWDAUS183 UNCUS

2. (U) BACKGROUND.

2A 4Rouey MANY RESERVE COMPONENT (RC) SOLDIERS HAVE COMPLETED OR
ARE NEARING TWO YEARS OF MOBILIZATIONUNDER THE EXISTING PARTIAL
MOBILIZATIONAUTHORITY (10 USC 12302), FOLLOWED BY A CONTINGENCY
TEMPORARY TOUR OF ACTIVE DUTY (COTTAD) OF 1790R 270 DAYS AT THE END

11-L-0559/05D/40759
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OF THEIR TWO-YEAR MOBILIZATION.

2.6%FeBe=THE COMMANDS TO WHICH THESE SOLDIERS ARE ASSIGNED, AS
WELL AS MANY OF THE SOLDIERS THEMSELVES, DESIRE TO CONTINUE OR RESUME
THEIR ACTIVE DUTY SERVICE. ONE OPTION IS FOR ELIGIBLE SOLDIERS TO

SERVE INA VOLUNTARY EAD STATUS UNDER PROVISIONS (UP) REF. 1A, FOR A
MINIMUM OF TWO YEARS WITH AN ARMY-INITIATED OPTION FOR A THIRD YEAR.
SOLDIERS APPROVED FOR EAD UNDER THIS POLICY, WILL RECEIVEACTIVE DUTY
PAY AND BENEFITS.

2C. oSy UP REF. 1A THE ASA (M&RA}, HAS GRANTED AUTHORITY TO THE

DCS, G-3, TOAPPROVE UP TO 2500 RC SOLDIERSTO SERVE INAN EAD

STATUS INSUPPORT OF CURRENT CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS. EAD UNDER THIS
POLICY IS INADDITION TO, BUT DISTINCT FROM, OTHER EAD PROGRAMS
CONDUCTEDIAW AR 1358-210; ACCORDINGLY, SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF THIS

EAD POLICY MAY NOT NECESSARILY APPLY TQO OTHER EAD PROGRAMS.

2.D. (FOUQ) ONLY RC SOLDIERS CUBRRENTLY SERVING ONACTIVE DUTY 180 THE

PAGE 04 RUEWDAUS183 UNCLAS

GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM (GWOT) UP 10 USC 12302 (PARTIAL
MOBILIZATIONY, OR SCLDIERS WHO HAVE BEEN REFRAD FROM SUCH CALL TO
ACTIVE DUTY ARE ELIGIBLE FOR CONTINGENCY EAD UP THIS POLICY.

2E T RC.OFFICERSWHO ARE ORDERED TO EAD UP OF THIS POLICY
SHALL REMAIN ON THE RESERVE ACTIVE STATUS LIST (RASL) AND HAVE THEIR
ORDERS STATE THE OFFICER SHALL BE RETAINED ON THE (RASL).

3. #=eE61,000 OF THE 2,500 EAD AUTHORIZATIONS WILL BE USED FOR

FILLING VALIDATED INDIVIDUAL AUGMENTATICON (IA) REQUIREMENTS
CONTROLLED BY THE WORLDWIDE INDIVIDUALAUGMENTATION SYSTEM (WIAS}.
THE INTENT IS TO USE THESE AUTHORIZATIONS TO REPLACE (BUY OUT)
EXISTING!A REQUIREMENTSCURRENTLY MANNED BY ACTIVE COMPONENT
SOLDIERS AND TO MINIMIZE GROWTH BY PROVIDINGCONTINUITY AND DEDICATED
SUPPORT TO THE RESPECTIVE HEADQUARTERS. HQDA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-ODO,
WILL CONTINUE ITS EFFORTS, ICWTHE ARMY FORCE PROVIDERS, TO FIND UNIT
SOURCING SOLUTIONSTO MEET FUTUREIA REQUIREMENTS.

3A. #8=&rHQDA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-CDO, WILL COORDINATE DIRECTLY WITH
THE RESPECTIVE |1A ACCOUNT HOLDER TO SUPPORT THE DISTRIBUTIONQOF THESE
AUTHORIZATIONS AND THE COVERSION OF BILLETS TO EAD SOURCING.

3B. &8y HQDA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-ODO, WILL CODE EACHWIAS BILLET

FILLED BY A QUALIFIED EAD RC SOLDIER BASED ON THE COORDINATION

PAGE 05 RUEWDAU5183 UNCLAS

CONDUGTED IAW PARAGRAPH 3A. OF THIS MESSAGEAS EAD.

4 4083 SOLDIERS WILL ONLY BE ASSIGNED TO VALID RC BILLETS ON
AUTHORIZED TDAIMOBTDA. HQDAWILL NOT SUPPORT REQUESTS BASED ON
EMERGING REQUIREMENTS.

5. FOESFSUBMITTING REQUESTS FOR EAD.

5.A. dEQW@F THE ARMY COMPONENT COMMANDER OF THE SUPPORTED GOMBATANT
COMMANDER, SUPPORTED MACOM/FIELD COMMAND, OR DEFENSE AGENCY WILL
FORWARD A REQUEST FOR VOLUNTARY EAD UNDER THIS POLICY THROUGH THE
SUPPORTING COMMAND/MACOM TO HQDA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-ODM. NLT 120 DAYS
PRIOR TO THE REQUESTED START DATE. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATIONMUST BE
PROVIDED FOR EACH REQUEST:

5.B.1.4FEEEY TDAMOBTDA DOC NO.

5B.2. e TDAMOBTDA CONUM.

5.8.3. 4066 TDAMOBTDA EDATE.

5.B.4. &so@r TDAIMOBTDA BILLET PARA/LIN #.

5.8.5.4F08€¥ DETAILEDJUSTIFICATION EXPLAINING THE REASON FOR THE

11-L-0559/08D/40760
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REQUEST.

5C. === FOR RC SOLDIERS CURRENTLY SERVING ON ACTIVE DUTY, REQUEST
PACKETS MUST INCLUDE A TAG/GOVERNOR RELEASE FORARMY NATIONAL GUARD
SOLDIERS, A USAR COMMAND RELEASE FOR ARMY RESERVE (TPU) SOLDIERS, A

PAGE 06 RUEWDAU5183 UNCLAS
COMPLETED DA FORM 160R (APPLICATION FOR ACTIVE DUTY), COPIES OF ALL
PREVIOUS MOBILIZATION/TTAD/EAD ORDERS, AND ALL ASSOCIATED TEMPORARY
CHANGE OF STATION (TCS) ORDERS. THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT TO SUBMIT
VERIFICATION OF HUMAN IMMUNODEFICIENCYVIRUS {(HiVv) TEST, DA FORM 7349
(INITIAL MEDICAL REVIEW ANNUAL MEDICAL CERTIFICATE), OR MEDICAL
EXAMINATION BECAUSE THE SCLDIER ISALREADY ON ACTIVE DUTY AND THESE
REQUIREMENTS SHOULD HAVE BEEN COMPLETED AND VERIFIED DURING THE
INITIAL READINESS AND DEPLOYMENT PROCESSING.
5D. ¥=e=e¥ FOR SOLDIERS NOT CURRENTLY SERVING ON ACTIVE DUTY,
REQUEST PACKETS MUST INCLUDEA TAG/GOVERNOR RELEASE FOR ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD SOLDIERS, A USAR COMMAND RELEASE FOR ARMY RESERVE (TPU)
SOLDIERS, A COMPLETED DA FORM 160R {APPLICATION FOR ACTIVE DUTY], DA
[FORM2A/2-1 OR ORB/ERE, VERIFICATION OF HUMAN IMMUNODEFICIENCYVIRUS
4HIV) TEST, DA FORM 7349 (INITIAL MEDICAL REVIEW ANNUAL MEDICAL
LERTIFICATE), CURRENT PHYSICAL, NGB 23 OR ARPC 249, AND COPIES OF ALL
DD 214. COMMANDERS WILL ENSUREALL ELIGIBLITY REQUIREMENTS QUTLINED
INAR 135-210ARE MET.

UNCLAS ALARACT 010/2004 FOUO FINAL SECTIONOF 2
8.8 HODA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-ODO, WILL DETERMINEWHETHER TO
VALIDATE THE NEED TO CONTINUE TO FILL POSITIONS UNDER THIS POLICY
BASEDON THE NEEDS OF THE ARMY, AND WHETHER TO APPROVE THE RC
SOLDIERS REQUEST FOR EAD UP THIS POLICY. VALIDATED REQUIREMENTSAND
APPROVED REQUESTSWILL BE FORWARDEDTO US. ARMY HUMAN RESOURCES
COMMAND (HRC) FOR EAD PROCESSING. HRCWILL PUBLISH AN EAD ORDER,
AFTER VERIFYING THE SOLDIER MEETSELIGIBILTY REQUIREMENTS. HRC WILL
ENSUREAPPROPRIATE DISTRIBUTION OF THE EAD ORDER.
7. S rFOR SOLDIERS APPROVED FOR EAD UNDER THIS POLICY RESULTING
IN PERIODS OF CONSECUTIVE ACTIVE DUTY:

A, (FOUO) THE ORDER WILL INDICATE, YOU HAVE BEEN ORDERED TO ACTIVE
DUTY INSUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY DECLAREDUNDER PRESIDENTIAL
PROCLAMATION 7463, DATED SEPTEMBER 14,2001. UNDER THE FROVISIONS OF

PAGE 02 RUEWDAUS5184 UNCLAS > -

TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE, SEGTION 4312 {C)(4)}(B}, THIS PERIQDOF
ACTIVE DUTY IS EXEMPT FROMTHE FIVE-YEAR CUMULATIVE SERVCGE LiITON
REEMPLOYMENTRIGHTS UNDER TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE, CHAPTER 43.
THE START DATE OF THE EADWILL BE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWINGTHE END DATE
OF THE PREVIOUS MOBILIZATION OR COTTAD ORDER FCR THOSE CURRENTLY ON
ACTIVE DUTY TO ENSURE THERE 1S NO BREAK IN SERVICE.

7B. (FOUO) CURRENT PERSONNEL POLICY AND PROCEDURESWILL REMAIN IN
EFFECT DURING THE VOLUNTARY EAD.

7.6 =#0ur PREPARATIONOF DD FORM 214 (CERTIFICATE OF RELEASE OR
DISCHARGE FROMACTIVE DUTY). TO ENSURE IDENTIFICATIONOF
QUALIFICATION FOR VETERANS AND OTHER BENEFITS, A DD FORM214 WILL BE
ISSUED UP AR 835-5 TQ ARNGUS AND USAR SOLDIERS ON ACTIVE DUTY UNDER
10 USC SECTIONS 12302 AND/OR 12301(D) WHEN THEY ARE REFRAD. ALL
PERIODS OF ACTIVE DUTY WILL BE ENTEREDONTHE DD 214. ITEM26
(SEPARATION CODE) FOR RC SOLDIERS SEPARATING FOR COMPLETION OF

11-L-0559/08D/40761
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REQUIRED ACTIVE SERVICE, INCLUDE: LBK. THE Dix>214 WiLL. BE PUBLISHED
UPONFINAL RELEASE FROMACTIVE DUTY. e

7. D. #6886+ LEAVE. SOLDIERS WITH ACCRUED LEAVE SALL BE TREATED IAW

37 USC 501. COMMANDERS SHOULD ALLOW SOLDIERS THE OPPORTUNITY TO USE
ACCRUED LEAVE WITHIN THE CURRENT OR NEW ACTIVE DUTY PERIOD. BECAUSE

PAGE 03 RUEWDAU5184 UNCLAS

THERE B NO BREAK IN SERVICE, SOLDIERS CAN CARRY OVER LEAVE WITH NO
PENALTY SUBJECT TO THE LIMITATIONS IN 10 USC 701; HOWEVER, A

STATEMENT OF ACCRUED LEAVE WILL NEED TO BE PROVIDED TO HRC BEFORE IT
CAN BE ENTERED INTO THE PAY SYSTEM.

8. (U) SANCTUARY/18-YEAR LOCK-IN.

8. A #FOHEFUP 10USC SECTION 12686(A), RC SOLDIERS WHO, ON THE DATE
WHICH THEY WOULD OTHERWISE BE RELEASED FROMACTIVE DUTY (OTHER THAN
FOR TRAINING), ARE WITHIN TWO YEARS OF BECOMING ELIGIBLE FOR RETIRED
OR RETAINER PAY UNDER A PURELY MILITARY RETIREMENT SYSTEM, MAY NOT BE
INVOLUNTARILY REFRAD BEFORE BECOMING ELIGIBLE FOR THAT PAY UNLESS
SUCH RELEASE IS APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (THIS AUTHORITY
IS DELEGATED TO THE ASA (M&RA)).

8. B. 4F96% INDIVIDUALS WHO FALL INTHIS CATEGORY SHOULD IMMEDIATELY
CONTACT HRC, AHRC-PDZ-RC, DSN 221-5067, FOR A DETERMINATION OF
APPROPRIATE ACTIONS AND VERIFICATIONOF ACTIVE FEDERAL SERVICE.
CONTACT SHOULD BE MADE AT THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE DATE AND, IF

POSSIBLE, AT LEAST 90 DAYS PRIOR TO THE END OF THE ACTIVE DUTY PERIOD

TO ENSURE THE S0LDIER HAS FOLLOW-ON ASSIGNMENT INSTRUCTIONS. SOLDIERS
RETAINEDON ACTIVE DUTY UP THIS EAD POLICY AND SUBJECT TO SANCTUARY
WILL BE REASSIGNED BASED ON NEEDS OF THE SERVICE UPONCOMPLETION OF

PAGE 04 RUEWDAUS184 UNCLAS

THEIR ERD, IF REQUIRED.

8.C.&i¥6T HQDA, DCS, G-3, DAMO-ODO, WILL EXERCISE REASONABLE
EFFORTSTO SELECT OTHER QUALIFIED RC SOLDIERS FOR EAD UNDERTHIS
POLICY BASED ON THE NEEDS OF THE ARMY BEFORE APPROVING RC SOLDIERS
WITHIN THIS CATEGORY.

8D. TOEE P 10 USC 12737, RC SOLDIERS MAY NOT BE ORDERED TO ACTIVE
DUTY SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE OF QUALIFYING FOR RETIREMENT.

9 ==y THIS POLICY DOES NOT PROHIBIT THE USECE' COTTAD IN SUPPCRT
OF THE COMBATANT COMMANDER WHEN MISSION REQUIREMENTS DO NCT EXCEED
270 DAYS. HOWEVER, CONSECUTIVE PERIODS CF ACTIVE DUTY PERFORMEL LINDER
12301(D) (WHICH INCLUDES ADSW, TTAD, AND EAD) MAY NOT EXCEEDA
THREE-YEAR PERIOD. AN RC SOLDIER WHO WILL OTHERWISE FALL WITHIN THE
SANCTUARY PROVISIONSOF 10 USC 12686 MAY NOT BE ORDERED TO ACTIVE
DUTY FOR A PERIOD OF LESS THAN 180 DAYS UNLESS SUCH SOLDIER
AFFIRMATIVELY WAIVES INWRITING THE SANCTUARY PROVISIONSOF 10 USC
12686 FOR THAT PERIOD OF ACTIVE DUTY.

10.TFOUErSOLDIERS VOLUNTEERING FOR EAD UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS
MESSAGE SHOULD NOT BE DISADVANTAGED INCAREER PROGRESSION. THE
COMMANDER AND THE ARMY HUMAN RESOURCES COMMAND MUST APPROVE
ATTENDANCE AT CAREER DEVEOPMENT COURSES. THERE B NO GUARANTEEA

PAGE 05 RUEWDAUS184 UNCLAS
SOLDIERWILL BE ABLE TO ATTEND PROFESSIONAL DE=VELOPMENT
EDUCATION/TRAINING WHILE PERFORMINGEAD: THEREFORE, SOLDIERSWHO

11-L-0559/05D/40762
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REQUIRE COMPLETION OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENTEDUCATION/TRAINING TO
BE ELIGIBLE FOR PROMCTION CONSIDERATION DURING THE PERIOD OF ACTIVE
DUTY SHOULD NOT PERFORM EAD.

11,8 REQUESTS FOR EXCEPTIONTO POLICY FOR EARLIER REFRAD OF EAD
WILL BE ADDRESSED TC HRC, AHRC-PDZ-RC, DSN 221-5067.

BT
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March 11,2004

TO: David Chu
CC: Paul Wolfowitz
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld jﬂ,,

SUBJECT: Active Duty for Reserve

I was told by the personal security officer that he can only stay on active duty a

maximum of twe and a half years as a member of the Army Reserve.
Do you know anything about a rule like that?

Thanks.

DHR:dh
0311044

Please respond by __
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CHARMANOF THE JOINT CHEFSOFSTAFF  ~~ "~~~
IWhSHI‘NGTON'I D.c_ m1a_sm o g R g =

""‘ful iy = PH -0
cutibsse-05 ‘v 102
22 March 2004
ACTION MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

FROM General Richard B, Myers, C‘.'lCSW/zp

SUBJECT: Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL,)

e Question. “Thave been waiting a long time to get the joint assignmentlist straightened out,
I am unhappy that they still have not been properly fixed, where the ones who don’t deserve
joint credit are taken offthe list and the ones who do are put on it. What do-we have to do to
gel it done?”’

e BAnswer. Dx.Chu’s office and my staffare sponsoringa RAND Corporation Study regarding
the joint duty assignment list. RAND is conducting a billet-by-billetreview of all 9000 joint
billets and will submit a long-range “get well”plan in October 2004 that will recommend
which positions deservejoint credit and which should be removed. Many of the changes
require legislation, and I believe the best way to get this passed is to back up the proposal
with the RAND Study.

e Analysis. Inadditionto the study, our staffs have taken several actions to addressjoint duty
credit:

e Developed seven FY 05 legislative proposals allowing you to award joint credit to more
joint task force (JTF) and Service componentpositions (TABs B and C).

e In October 2003, Mr. Abell, Principal Deputy USD(P&R) OSD approved 343 new
USCENTCOM JTF positions forjoint credit.

» USJIFCOM has developed a test program to exchange officers among its Service

components, allowing the Department of Defense to givejoint credit to an additional 28
officers.

¢ USCENTCOM and the Joinl Staffidentified 61 additional Service component positions
manned by officers who work in the JTFs who deservejoint ¢redit. Request your approval to
give these positionsjoint credit (TABD).

RECOMMENDATION, Approve 61 additional Servi

Approve Disapprove — Other-

COORDINATION: TAB E

Attachments: '
MA %
As stated BUCO NXop v 32

EXECSEC MARRIOTT | /221

Prepared By: Brig Gen Maria C. Owens, USAF ; Director, J-1; |*b){6)

11-L-0559/0SD/40766 0sD 04154-04
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9
December £, 2003
TO: Gen. Dick Myers T/
cC. Paul Wolfowitz
LTG John Craddock

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld =

SUBJECT: Joint Assignment List

I have been waiting a long time to get the joint assignment list straightened out. 1
am unhappy that they still have not been properly fixed, where the ones who don't

deserve joint credit are taken off the list and the ones who do are put on it.

What do we have to do to get it done?
T l ,nvéf snre SecDed-
. R,
: tibl to .
DHR:dh
1 18 computcr C-
20603-12 (1s computer) p{sﬁl/f‘“c'c /\-0-{9

Please respond by fz/ /9
7

Thanks.

S

62/

?espon:Sc c."pPCL‘eo{-
. NY '

CDR '\S 0% m 2.0

3/22

U22250 703
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TABB

Joint Officer Management/ Joint Professional Military Education
Legislative Proposals

OMNIBUS
252/MPP 50
§662/10 USC

Changes to Promotion Objectives
for Joint Officers

Makes permanent thejoint promotion policy
objective for the “otherjoint” category, which
includes JSOs, to greater than or equal to Service
board average.

OMNIBUS Modifications to Definition of Modifies definition of “tour of duty’”” Multiple
253/MPP 51 Qualifying Joint Serviceto consecutivejoint tours to count as one continuous
§668/10 USC | Improve Management of Officers | tour.
in Joint Activities
OMNIBUS Modifications to Waivers and Eliminates 18C-day serving in waiver by removing
250/MPP 52 Exceptionsto the Requirement for | 180-dayrequirement for “‘serving in waivers” for
§619/10 USC | a Joint Duty Assignment before selectionto G/FO, Officer must complete full tour of
Promotion to General or Flag duty in thejoint assignment.
Grade to Reduce Waivers
OMNIBUS | Moifications to the Annual Reprt. | Modifies the Annual Repert by adding more
249/MPP 53 to Congress to Highlight Key meaningful metrics for measuringjoint compliance.
§667/10 USC | Indicators of Compliance = HoniberoE TSy SericeBiade
- Analysis of Service assighment to JDA
- (GOS Waivers by Service
- Percent of officers departed before full credit
- NDU fill rate by course
—  JIF - Joint Duty
OMNIBUS Changes to the Joint Specialty Eliminates fill rate requirements and mandatory
265/MPP 54 Ofticer Program to Improve Utility, | number of designated critical billets, Deletes 50%
§661/10 USC | and Streamline Management . fill-raterequirement; and deletes 800 critical billets.
Allow CICS accredited Senior Service Collegesto
teach and award JPME 11 credit
OMNIBUS Modifications to the Length of Repeal the requirement that Phase II IPME may not
264/MPP 55 Joint Forces Staff College and be less than 3 months and allow CJCS accredited
§663/10 USC | allow CICS authorityto accredit Senior Service Colleges teach and award JPME 11
Senior Service Colleges’ JIPME 11 | credit.
programs.
OMNIBUS | Modificationto the Length of Joint | Modifies general rules for length of joint duty
262/MPP 60 Duty Assignments to Restore assignment and award of full joint duty credit.
§664/10 USC | Equity and Reduce Waivers

Mirror DOD tour lengths for full credit
— 1year JTF duty for full credit

§663/10 USC
Late Add

Transformation
Initiative

Waiver of Military Education
Eligibility and Post-Education
Placement

Eliminates post-education placement requirements.

—  Sci/Tech renamed “career field specialty”
- Removes JSO outplacement requirements
- Removes 50%+1 outplacementrequirement

Tab B
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TAB C

*a

Joint Officer Management (JOM) and
Joint Professional Military Education
(JPME): Legislative Proposals

30 December 2003

| Tab C
3/12/2004 £ 1
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Purpose

« Provide information on Department’s JOM/JPME legislative
proposals

* Provide strategic approach development progress
« What we can change now?

Tab C

3/12/2004
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Changing Environment

What has changed since Goldwater-
Nichols? R

1986
» Single threat focus
Large force structure
Service centric warfighting

Today
» War on Terror

» 30 percent smaller force
 Joint Warfighting

- Interdependent

- Capabilities-based

- Interagency/Multinational
operations

« Joint Task Forces

» Joint Experience is the norm,
earlier and more often

 Synergy injoint operations Tab C

Resistance to jointhess
Joint operations problematic

3/12/2004
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. JOM/JPME
| | | | | [JI]l]]

17 Years of Experience With GNA Shows:

- JOM/JPME need to evolve to current realities

« Combatant commands, Joint Staff set requirements for
Joint Staff Specialty Officers (JSOs)

=®» Produce more JSOs, matched to requirements
= JPME occur earlier and more frequently

= Better recognition of joint credit

=®» Improve utilization

= Establish metrics that measure Services’

compliance with GNA sk 3

" 3/12/2004
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Proposed Legislation
| 11 | | /}]]}

| 180 Day Serving in Waiver: (Section619)

Remove requirementthat officer must be injoint assignment 180 days before 0-7 promotion board to
qualify for "Serving in Waiver”

Joint Specialty Officer: (Section661)
Remove sequence requirementfor education & experience

Automatic designation of JSO status after meeting qualifications

Eliminate 50 percent rule

Eliminate Critical Billets

Allow CJCS accredited Senior Service Colleges to teach and award JPME || credit
Promotions: (Section 662)
Reducethe number of promotion objectives

| Education: (Section 663)
Eliminate requirement for all JSOs and 50 percent+1 of other NDU grads to go to JDA upon

Qiiow 65(5'3 to determine appropriate length of the principal course taught at JFSC
Allow CJCS authority to accredit Senior Service Colleges' JPME || programs.

| _TourLengths & Joint Credit: (Section 6641
Full Credit for DOD tour length and full credit for 12 months cumulative time on JTF HQ
Allow some in-Service billets to be on Joint Duty Assignment List

Eliminate 36-month tour length average and establish 2-year minimum for standard joint assignments

Report to Congress: (Sec 6671 Tab C

New measures of merit >
3/12/2004 -
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Modification to O-7
| | ] ]|

GNA 86 Pro ooal
» Officers must serve 180 » Officer eligible for Sen
days in a JDA prior to O-7 Waiver as soon pg ass
‘board convening to be JDA - but must serve a
eligible for Serving in months

Waiver for O-7 promotiom

 Protects officers from hoard schedule changes
* Reduces need for GOS waivers

3/12/2004
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Joint Promotion Objectives

GNA ‘86 Modified Proposal
* Promotiontargets « 2 tiers
Current: 3 tiers — Joint Staff to Sve HQ, Serving In&
— JSOto Sve HQfor life Have Served

— All other officers injoint to Svc

— Joint Staff to Sve HQ, Avg, Serving In & Have Served

- Serving In& Have Served

— All othersto Svc Avg,
- Serving In& Have Served

Provides a more accurate assessment of the quality of officers the
Services assign to joint duty assignments

Tab C

3/12/2004
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Joint As
- aveY ||

GNA ‘86 Proposal
 Credit tied to serving 36 or 24 * DOD Tour Length = Full C
months |
« Services required to maintain 36 -
month avg for JDAs el Tour Length Srernge elin
« “Tour of Duty” definition - Redefined to allow moves

from JDA to JDA

* In-Service pooitions prohibitéd'

from JDAL * Allow joint credit for som

Service billets involving j
matters

* Improves recognition of legitimately earned credit
* Gives joint greater flexibility in use of officers

> SHAP=

3122004
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Maximizing Pool o JSOs
- J J 4 1 Il

GNA ‘86 Proposal
« JSO sequence requirement * Designate all qualified officers
— JPME I + Il + Joint automatically after successfully
Assignment + SECDEF completing all JSO
designation requirements

- JPME I + | + Joint
Assignment =JSO

« Most timely path to meeting combatant command requirements
 Increases JSO pool without diluting qualifications

Tab C

3/12/2004
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Requirementsfor JSOs

| | 0 P 1110/l
GNA ‘86 Proposal

« 37.5 percent of all JDAL billets - JSO and JPME |l requirements
must be filled by JSO or JPME  established by combatant
Il grad commands & Joint Staff

— Services determine how to
fulfill requirements

« Critical Billets - must be filled
by JSO or obtain waiver

| Joint_requirements drive JSO
~ production & assignments

Tab C
| 10
3/12/2004

11-L-0559/05D/40778



Tour Lengths and Joi,
| | | ]

GNA ‘86 Proposal
* Critical Occupational Specialty * One set of simple, fair rul
exempt from some rules & all officers serving in the
officers on 2d joint tour have community
special rules | — All CONUS officers se
» Many waivers to allow least 24 months
accommodation of Service

* Joint commander and Se

needs | | agree to departures befor
— Perception of unequal - months
treatment |

* Credit: full or none
. Cumulatlve and Constructlve

credit: — Elnmma_tes confu_snon ‘.
- excessive administrat

Provides effective management of joint officers and giv
commander more voice in assigned officers depart

3/12/2004
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Tour Lengths and Joint Credit

_---g%ﬁﬁuledlll
GNA ‘96 Amendment Proposal
* Allows officersto receivefull -« Allows officers to receive full
credit if they accumulate 36 credit if they accumulate 12
months of duty in JTF HQs months of duty inJTF HQs
approved by SecDef for joint involved in combat or combat
credit related operations
— To date no officer has — Recognizesjoint
earned full credit under competencies the officer
this criteria obtains ina high intensity

environment

Provides recognition for some officers in

high demand, low density specialties _

12
3/12/2004
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GNA ‘86

« JSOs at National War College
(NWC) & Industrial College of
armed Forces (ICAF) mustgo to

JDA at graduation

* 50 percent+1 of all non-JSO

?rads at NWC & ICAF must go
o JDA

* Principal course at JFSC must
be at least 3 months long

« JPME taught only at National
Defense University schools

Joint Education

Proposal

* No restrictions on placement of
NWC or ICAF grads

- Improves utilization by
increasing flexibility

- Allows better use of ICAF for
acquisition officers

» Allow CJCS to determine
appropriate length of the
principal course taught at the
JFSC

» Allow certified Senior Service
Colleges to teach and award
JPME H credit

'Educate and trainthe right person for the right task at the right time

3/12/2004

Tab C
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Proposed Metrics: Annual Report

Proposed Report to Congress

Current Report to Congress

3/12/2004

Promotionsto 0-7
JSOs designated by Service

List of COS specialties
COS officers as JSOs & JSO

noms

Where officers were assigned
after being designated JSO
Average tour length

Tour length exclusions
JDA distribution by Service
Critical position summary
Waiver usage by Service
JPME Hl grads by Service
JTF HQs credit awarded
Promotion comparisons

JSO Inventory by Service,
Grade & Specialty
Analysis of how well
Services fill JDAs

GOS Waivers by Service

Percent of Officers departing
JDAs early
Percent of NDU class seats

filled by course
JTF HQs approved for JDA

credit

Simplified promotion
comparisons

JTF HQs credit awarded

Tab C
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Legislative Summary

» Consistent with vision of GNA

* Requirementsdriven

« Expands number and improve the quality of JSOs
 Increase and expand Joint Education opportunities
» More officers receive joint credit

« Combatant commands, Joint Staff have more control over officers
assigned

» Improves utilization of all officers serving JDAs

« Gives Congress better measure of merit in annual report

Tab C
15
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Joint Officer Management (JO
| yoa
I I ﬂ”

. USD(P&R) and Joint Staff working with RAND to develop strate
approach to shape JOM to meet future joint requirements

> The strategic app pach will:

— Zatablish clear goals for officer development in joint matter
— Determine what current am || future joint missions will look |
— ldent fy type and quantity of officers neveded to perform joie
e _Identi“y joint orgamizations’ requirermimts

— Identify education, training, and experience joint officers re

* Following the RAND study, the Department of Defense will det:
strategic vision for JOM

— Strategic vision will:
« Provide impetus for policy/legislative change
* Base JOM system on joint requirements versus requirem

s Provide mechanism to meet joint organization personnel
requirements

3/12/2004 » Qutline actions to prepare future senior Joint and Service
11-L-0559/0SD/40784



Joint Duty Assignment List Review

Strategic Approach Phase [T
S AR

« After completing the strategic approach, RAND will conduct a Joint Duty
Assignment List (JDAL) review

— Review each position currently providingjoint credit

— Ensure positions on the JDAL provide officers with significantjoint
experience/competencies

« Strategic approach will provide the foundation for establishing the criteria
to define joint duty assignment positions

— Create objective factors to validate JDAL positions and use these
factors to recommend removal of marginallyjoint positions

— Criteria will also validate adding positions to JDAL

Tab C
17
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Near-Term Actions

+ |dentify in-Service billets for joint credit
— Service component headquarters
* Dual hat and cross department
* Positions placed outside officers own department

» Assess joint duty credit for Coalition Provisional Authority(CPA)

* Increaseongoing JTF positions providingjoint duty credit

Make joint duty credit recommendations to SecDef Feb 04

Categorize JDAL to ensure right billets awardjoint credit
— Ciritical: Occupant holds fulitime staff or command responsibility==
critically related to joint matters
- Required: Occupant participates directly injoint matters

— Associated: Occupant participates indirectly or supports joint matters
+ Revise Officer Professional Military Education Policy to reflect CJCS Talfsc

31121200‘qucatlon vISIion
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AIRSPACE PLANNER

ENTCOM

CFACC

ALCT DEP CHIEF 04

ENTCOM

CFACC

TANKER OPERATIONS 04

ENTCOM

CFACC

4

OFERATIONS DUTY OFFICER (DDO} |04

ENTCOM

CFACC

3

OPERATIONS DUTY OFFICER (DDO) FDS

o11T3Y

013830

013838

]
OA2A3C |AF

|AF

|AF

AF

|CACC] Responsibleto the CFAGG for the executionof the dally Air Tasking Order, exercising Gomimand and Control |

DEPLOYABLE TO MB/CORVLB/SB/BA, PROVIDES AUGMENTATION SUPPORT FOR AR TRAFFIC.
CONTROL OPERATONS/CHIEF AIRFIELD DPERATIONS/LIAISON FUNCTIONSAT CONTROL
REPORTINGCENTERS, HOSTNATION/ALLIED AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLCENTERS, EMBASSIES &

Hespon sibleto the CFAGT for the evaacut:mof the daily Ax Tasking Order. exercising Command and Contra|
of Air Force. Nawy, and Marin aireraft in Operations Iragi Freedomand Engduring Freedom. The COD also

coardinates continupusly with Special vperationsand Ammy aviationand ground farces.

of Air Force, Navy, and Marineaircraftin Operations Irsal Freedomand Enduring Freedom. The COD also
cogrdinates continuously with Special operationsand Army aviabionand ground forses,

Responsibleto the CFACC for the exscution of the gaily Air Tasking Order. exercising Command and Contral |
of Ar Force. Navy, and Marke aircraftin Operaticns agk Fresdom and Endusina Freedom, The COD also
coordinatas oo inuoush with Spec ! finarstinn ooy 4rmy quiationand

PGS I W URS AL TN T BXBCURON OF the daily Air Tagking Cirder. axercicing Command and Control
of Air Force. Navy. and Marine aircraftin Operationsirag) Fresdommnd Endudng Fresgom. The COD ako
coordinates sontinucusly with Special Operations and Anmy aviationand ground forces,

ENTCOM

CFACC

BATTLECAB FIGHTER DUTY OFFICER |04

ENTCOM

CFACC

DEFUTY CHIEF, COMBAT OFS a5

(=L AV, |

Ll VLV

AL 133 LD o
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ENTCCM

CFACC

SENIOR OFFENSIE DTy OFFICER |04

.

EMTCOR

CFACC

U-2 LNO

011F3F

“AF

O11F3Y ]AF

011F3H

i
| o11R3G
|

011R3-

A'F'

55
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CAQC Respongible to the CFACC far the execution of the daily Air Tasking Ordar, exercising Command and Contrd] |

Jenordinates continudusty with Special a:ver ons and Army aviationand romd forces,

of Ar Force, Navy, and Marinealrcraft in operations Iragi Freedomand Enduing Freedom. The COD also
comtinuousty with Special goerations and Army aviationand ground forces.

HESPONSEN W M@ LALL for theaxecution of te daily Alr Tasking Order, exercising Cornmand and Control |
of Air Force. Nawvy, and Maring aircraftin Operations Iragi Freedomand EnduringFreedom. The COD also
|etordinatas continuously with Specialoperationsand Amy aviationand ground forces.

Responsibleto the CFACT forthe executionof thedally Air Tasking Order. exarcising Command and Control |
ot Al Force, Navy, and Maring aircraftin Operstions IraqiFreedom and Enguring Freedom. The COD alse
coordinates condnuously with Speclal Cperations and Army aviationand ground forcas.

Respansitle to the CFAGS for the sxectition of the daily Ak Tasking Order, exercising Commandand Control |
of Ak Foroe, WNavy. and Marinesircraft In()l)(‘ratmmll’ld Freedomand Enduﬂna Freedom. The COD also

Fesponsible to the CFACC forthe 1 the daily Air Tasking Order exercising Command and Control”
of A Force, Nawy. and Marineaircraftin Operations Iragi Freedomand EnduingFreedom. The CODalse |
conrdinates continueusly with Special Operations and Ammy aviationand ground forces,

ENTGOM

CFACC

2
S

ATO PRODUCTION CHIEF

04263

Ouerseessb‘almmmrm&u and MAAPdevelop, DevelopsATO direclingjoint and
SORSNON air Esels. o the full 3 of combat !

EMTCOR

CFACC

BOMEBER PLANNER

WO11B3Y|

Ovénsies stral guidance/apporionmenttameting, and MAAP davelop. DwdnosATDchcﬁng}oirumd
coalftion air assats. Davelops contingency plans to support the fill sp of t operations.

EMNTCOM

CFACC

CHIEF MAAP CELL

Wo11F3Y|

.Mummnmmwﬂmwm DwdopaATOdimoongjomw
km&lﬂmwm mmwmmmwmusmmmt rations.

EMCOM

CFAGC

DEPUTY CHIEF MAAP CELL

01282y

Overseas st puids peting, and MAAF develop. Develops ATC dirsstior et and

EMTCOR

CFACC

DEPUTY CHIEF, COMBAT PLANS

ROTIFIY

coaliion ok assels. DMMMWNMWMWWG,&M.
Ovorsaes strat guidance/apporionmant/targeting, and MAAP davelop. Oavelods ATO sﬂlmﬂrlﬂ aoém and
wdﬂon*amu ngnwmhuﬂ of ciinbat o

EMTCOM

CFACC

FIGHTER PLANNER (MAAP)

O11F3Y

, and MAAP davelop. Develes ATO duww}m'n and
W&%wﬁm of comiet operaors:

ENTCOM

CFACC

KMCAS OEF

O11F3Y

ENTCOM

CFACC

g 2 B B ¥ ¥ ¥ B

EEEEE

SPINS OFFICER

o1RY

FNTCOM

CFACC

ACFICHIEF

4

014N3

_coaltion air sssets. Developscontingengy plans to.
|The Chief of the ACF team is responsiblefer coordinatingwith CPD and QO 1o

Oversess strat guidance/apporionment/tampeting, and MAAP davaiop. Daveless M’Odlrwhg}oimaru

|coaliton air asseis Develops contingency plans ko support the full spectrum of combt |

Ovarsees sirat guidenca/apportionmentiarpaing, and MAAP develop. Develolt 5T

1 viracting foiet and
ans to supportthe full apectrum ol oo hAI diperatipns.
lapsingand executing
althomae ISR |)g.‘rmrns. andproviding combat ISR sugport 10 air and space pleanng, ghecution. and
campaign ang ieal assessment gotivities.

EMTCON

CFACC

#

CHIEF, COLLECTIONS 04

D14N3

CADC

Chiefof IS8 Mansgement Team Is responsiblefor te epllabotative effortof colecion FFHI'E!(;HS_
recOMAissance andsurveukance planners. plarrorm sersof liaisons, and PEC i
HOnS Are 3

EMTCOR

CFACC

SID0 04

f

UT4N3

CAM

The SIDO is the senior mta:lhgcm officer inthe COD. The SIDC arganizes ai:
ISR personnal assigned to the OOD, and reports to the CCO, The SIDOIS resiii
dynamically adjlisting ISR collections plans, monitoringtumen! day's ATO tarsd ari; ding 1z view:
monikering of repoitingon situational awareness and Hiveat information. ]
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TABD

SEMTCOM

T [CFACE

TiSR MGRIDEPUTY

D1aN3 AR

CAGC [5R Management TeamDeputy 1S responeltis 1or the o
raconnatssance andsuryeikance plancare, platform sens
opersiior  amsynoivonized M |gint [

i aftont of collectionmanagars,
&, and PED centersto ensure ISR

SENTCCM

TFACC

STRAT PLANNER

01183Y |AF

CACG |Oversae ;] & _ andMAAPdavelop. Davelaps ATO directng jointand

ENTCOM

SFAGC

STRAT PLANNER

ENTCOM

CFACC

STRAT PLANNER/OPS ASSESSMENT

Q1F3Y |AF

coaltiien air u#'wg@fﬁm% suppant the Mispectrum of combat sperations.
CADC|Chverseas stral and MAAP develop. Develops ATQ directingjart and
coaltion air agsets. Devetops I Plam & supnort e bl s £k Lok}

061834 [AF

CADC|Oversees n we . and MAAF develop. % F i
coaliionair assets. Davelops il jency plans to tha fill 5 11 0f combat of 6ra ions.

and

JENTCOM

CFACC

CAOC DIRECTOR

090G0  |AF

andcoalition aviaion aseets, Directsthe CAQC staffto /noiucle coalion. mulb.service parsanoel, intagrates
INTEL, JSRC, SIDQ, 5000, and C2 insupportof CENTCOMdirected missions.

CAGCIDirects fving operationsof UF to ber avcrai canmiers and associated baltle groups; nearly 100 aircraft from US |

SENTCOM

CFAGCC

OPERATIONS DUTY OFFICER (DDO)

JENTCOM

CFACC

04

013830 [AF

CADC] Responsitla ta the CRACC for the %eculon of the daily Ar Tasking Order, exercising Command and Ceondrol
of iz Force, Navy, and Marineaireraft in operatichsiraqi Freedomaind EnduringFreedom. The COD also

coordinates continucusty with Specialoperations ark Ammy aviation and ground forces.

SFFENSNVE OUTY SERIER

JENTCOM

CFACC

INTERFAGE CONTROL OFFICER {ICO)

OUIF3Y [AF

CACCH Respongiie 10 the CRACC for the execution of the daily Air TaskingOrder, exercising Command and Control

of iz Force, Nawvy, and Marine aircraft inOperations Iragl Freedomand Enduring Freedom, The COD also
coodinates continuously with Spedal Iperations and Amy aviation and ground lorees.

013838

ENTCOM

CRACC

BATTLECABINTEL

CADC|The Joint Interface Control officer [ JHCO] orinsoma cases Combined InterfaceContrgd Officar, acting under
authority of ¥ designated componentfunciional commandsr, 5 the MUl-TDU Netwark Coardinatar.Close
coordinatiorwith thedIC0O helps ensuwrearriving Units smocthly integrate into the existing Mult-TOL
Architecture (MTA]

CAQC| The Battle Cabintelligence officer 8618 as a conduit hrough which the ISRD, whe 1$ responsible for Combat
Assessment, pesses ISR lasking and resuits totheBallle Cab. Assess the operational effectivenessand

gfficiency of CFACC assigned [SR assets, plans and strategyin meetingthe inteligence requirementsof the
| CF ¢, CFACC andjoint somponents

[ENTCOM

CFACT

05

fwimw  AF

F\ 014N [AF
;

CAOC |Director of operations. Inteligence, Reconnaissance and Surveillance DIVISIOI‘IUSRD) provud-es overall

guidance and dicection to the (SR Operations Tesm to v off i of the team's
capabiiies. Reviows, avaluates and priofiizes ail request for ISR support cells, di-umonsmdsmpomdm
Makes determinalinn how and when a is fillad

EENTCOM

CFACC

STRAT PLANNER

012B3Y (AF

[GAOC]Oversees sirat guidanoe/apportionmentiangeting, and MEAR diraiop. Develops ATO directing joint and

{ENTCOM

" |GFACT

STRAT PLANNER.

Di2F3Y |AF

mﬂﬁw%ﬂsmdw

and M3.4% tergiop. Davelops ATO duraoung }otrl and
the Ad of combat ati

ENTCOM

CFACC

DEPUTY CHIEF, CAOC

G11F3Y |aF

TAOC mmmawbwm&mmmmw nearrymmmus
INTEL, JSRC, SIDO SODD andCZIn ofCENTCOMdumm

ENTCOM

CFACC

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, C3

01164 [AF

CAOC | Responaitle for assisting the C3 in all operabonal mathers supporting OEF, OIF, and OEF-HOA. Axds the
director in maltaining, develaping, and axecuting all contingenty and long range plariing to manage combat
forces assigned 1o the area of responsiility (AOR). Responsibia for coondinating the integration of US Ar
Forca, Roysl Air Force, Royal Australian Ax Force, and Camier Batte Groups inta a cohasive kghiing force,
jManages criical reconnalssance, A fiRt, tanker, and bomber assets for the anlire AOR.

ENTCOM

cmc[nuuasnmmmofmmrm Commander (JFAGCY of
CClforeile 1 £ § lin ing mhai betweenthe Airift

» Al A t:in 15 e MEAC Ct
AMEls YJ Movernent pwl {0k b Ope
expedilethe 0O ofanyai LL I

A

Exmromses
(AMEY) {or
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ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-HOA ACCE

ACTE Director

TS/SCI 01134 {AF

ACCE |Devalops relsl ips and common :-pemu
{CJTF-HOA) wademhip. Facilitates coordinationbetwsen the Combined! Joint Air ComponentCommander
{CFACC}and CJTF-HOA to sugpart: operationsin accordancewith Operation Enduring Freedomand
CENTCOM's plais and dwecives, Providesthe primarylialsen function between Commanding General (CG)
CJTFHOA and Deputy CFACC. Leards ACCE staff and assignsduties. Providesjoint air expertise to CJTF
HCA inplanning CUTF-HOA'S joir. =PrCess, Provides, directionmanagement oversight, and
expentisa for jaint air operations. amrmandaticns on all decisions aifecting joint air assetsto ensuwre
the effective, efficien and approg : air asseks, Assists CJTF-HOAC-3 Air insupportof £J-3 and
CG CJTFHOA. Tneumate joink aii asdidnsinto CITF-HOACONDPS/OPORDS andFRAGDS.

2 mdarstarmnn Wi Eorbired Jeint | sk Rarom o of Affcal
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CENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-HOA ACCE

perations Planner

|05 ri&sc.i. 01264 [AF

ACCE |cperaticns Flanner. Providesaxpendse io CJTE-HOAJoInt Planning Team to synchronize joint air operations
into CJTE-HOACONOPS, OPORDs and Frages. Ensuresjpinticombine air planning |s approprataly
integratedintg ol CJTF-HOAoperations. Coordinateswith Joint Searchand Rescue Center o providing joint
air supportfor parsonnal rescue, Reviews and commeriis on ail GITE-HOACONOPS, ORORDs and Fragos
1o enslme joint air interoperanility. Provides command and sontred expertisefor joint airinteligence,
surveillance andreconnalssance operatonsIS0 CUTF-HOAcollectionvequirements. Provides training and
sdusation to CUTF-HOA staff onthe planning. executing, and assessingjoint air operationsto provide a
commorn understanding and faclitate combinsdf joing i

CENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-HOA ACCE

earations Planner

et | 01153y |AF

AGCE | Plans. executes and manitors theemployment of USAFNSNNSMC aircratt N support of CITEHOA ar
requirements. Provides commandand control for aldift and DV travelsuppiortfor CG CJTF-HOA, in a multj-
naticnalfjoint environment. Coordinatestasklngs, diplomatic clearances. and suppor requirementslor all
USN. USMC. and USAF air assets operating SO CJTF-HOA. Coordinateswith USAFNSNNSMC aircrews.
theii respectiveTACON and OPGON authortties, CJTF-HOAstaR, MARCENT-DJand US diplomatic
|reprasantatives bn ensure CITF-HOWA air missions are succasskil,

CENTCOM

CFACC

CJITF-HOA ACCE

irector of Operations

i # 012A3Y |AF

ACGE [Plans, executes and monsors tha employment of USAFAISNAISMC aircraft in support of CITF air
requirements. Pravides commandand sontral for airliftand DY travel support for CG CITF-HOA. in a multi-
nationalt joint envirsnment. Coordinates. 254 ro-diplomatic clearances, and suppott requirementsfor ol
USN, USMC and LISAF air assats operatingl80 CITF-HOA, Coordinateswith ISAFNSNMSMCaircrews,
their raspactive TACON and QPCON authadties, CTF-HOA gaffMARCENT-DJ and US dipomatic

b t encurg HO & 3 shy Fvides ionl  ACCE

CENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-1280ACCE

sputy Director

G11F4y |AF

ACCE |vice ] » Aly o W w, andDep tirsupp  of | orall

FREEDOM, Aftdarnstaris the numbertwo Alrman [nthe JTF-180. Acts as advisor In air concems where joinl
forces mustiteract and rely upon. Represent Wing Commander at regularly scheduled meetings. wTS's,
and INTEL briefa involvingAmmy, Marinas and Cealitionforces loebed at Bagram Air Base, Participatesin
licintmeetingsof Ay, Marines, and Navyforces to properlyemploy Air resoUrcesin sugport of gramd
campaigns. Acts as Ar expert when investigating mishaps, whether Hedos, ground transport. or other fixed
wing aircraft. Advises CG of JTF-180 of concems raisad by CFACC arCAQC.

CENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-180ACCEE

xgoutive Officer

057EQ  JAF

ACCE | Tha Execlilive (IO 0T the 455N ALW and AF Gomponent Coordnation Eement D 1 o finsuppert &
Operation ENDURING FREEDCH. Providesguidanes conceming Wing Commanders policlag @and Air Force
AF) guidance. to Army, Marine, and Navy colinterparts, especially thed 1 element, Meets regularlywith CJ1
to de—confiict pbstackes with fullfilling Joint Manning Document billets; coordinates actions for Awards process
Iwhichinvoives the ConfedTing of Army Bwails to Air personneland vice versa; representsAF senior leader in
[ personned Issues invoiving eross-functional duties of certain Air assets.

CENTCOM

CFACC

C.JTF-180 ACCE

trike Qparatiens Officer

C1IF4Y AR

ACCE Operaions Officar for the CJTF-180 ACCE insupport of Cosradion. SNDURING FREECOM.
fghanistan Coordinatesthe axecution of Air Tasking Ordees for coribinzgzinint operations, as wall as
Supporting tanked opurations and Intel. Survel Recornaissanca missions.

taskings
Representsstrategh CJTRiAr positionat meetlngs“rnh Embassie
c::mm mission for

CFACC

CJTF-180 ACCE

lotility OperaticnsOfficer

a5

O11A4Y AF

fDrdt for Itimd]omlalrllﬁ

O| Ibn ENDUR.NG FREEOOM 0 4 -]
and combal srties.interacting with CENTAFs Director of Mebility Forcas to ersure CJTF-180 requirements
are metfor it's ground and air forces. Directly responsiblefor synchontzakon of airmovement of senior Army
harine. and other leaden intha AOR. Provides guidanceto SJTF-180 senior staff on diplomatic Commtry
Clearancefor Ksground and airforgas, Directly responsible for synchronization of air movemnentof semwor

4 .k w, Wl ol WRMAOR | yovides guidance io CJTF-180 senior ST an dipomate

SENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-180 ACCE

ZENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-180 AGCE

SENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7 ACCE

lobiliey Operations Cfficar

01144

A 00 Posifion LNR 005 X 0DE)

CCE Director

trike Operations Officer |

nn

o B

D11A4

CCE [[s0e above Tor LNR 004

(313

n

DG4

ACCE Al Is he CFA senior ar componentwordingtionofficeral CJTF-F RO, He
reprezonts the CFACC and coordinates COMCJTE-7 interasts with the CFACC. The IRAQACCE Director's
responsibiliies incikde the followirg: Ensure CJTF-7 opersticns are piannedwith considerationof CFACC

. and conatraints; Effectively infmouce CFACC staffs to thelr CUTF .7 counterparts; Advise both
COMCJTF-7 and CFACC regardngmurdmahnnacuvmas Manitor IRAGACCE participation inthe
apportionmant processes, The Dinector & team of up to © action officars (O-3 throughO-5) and 2
NCCs. The ACCE raticipates as the CFAGCT's primary kaison elementto CJTF-7 and Clvil authorities in lrag
Long rangeand crisisacion planningare coordinaed a5 requiredwith CFACC and CJTF-7 staff sections,
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ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7 ACCE

ACCE DeputyDirsstar

T o

The IRAQ ACCE Deputy Directar performs duties as assignedby the IRMYACCE Director. Some of the
duties ol the IRAQACCE Deputy Directorinclude thefolowing: Supervise the IRAQACCE inthe absence of
the Director, Primary duty Wil be to manage thePlans, Operations& Intaligence (POl section of the IRAQ
ACCE Ensure unity of effort amongst thestaff, Ensure POL operations are synchromzed. ACCE team
responsibiites Include: Ensurs CJTF-7 operationsare plannadwith considerationof CFACC capabilities and
constraints: Effectivelyintroduce CFACC staffs to their CJTF-7 counterparts; Advise both COMCJTF-7 and
CFACG regrdingcoordinationactivities; Monitor IRAQACCE paricipation inthe apportionmentprocesses.
The ACCE participatesas the CFACC's primarylizisonelementto CJTF-7 and Clvil authorities in Irag. Long
e and crisls action planning are coordinated as required with CRAGC and GJTF-7 staff sections.

ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7ACCE

Air Ops Specialist- Mebility

D11A3Y

ACCE

Tha IRAL ACGE Ar Operalions Specialist- Moty s the ACGE [@arm's primary mobilityainift sWbec matter
expart Rasponsibiliiss includemonitoringCJTF-7 airift requirementsand actingas a | | | nbetweenCJTF-?
and CFACC mobitity agencies, ACCE -ear responsibifiies Include: Ensure CJTE-? operations aze planned
with consideration of CFACC capabilities and constraints: Effectively introduce CFACC staffs to their CJTF-7
aountarparts; Advise both COMCJUTF-7 and CFACC regardingcoongination activities; Monitor IRAQACCE
participation In theapportionment processes. The ACCE partidpatesas the CFACC's primary| i ¢ nelement
ta CJTF-7 and Civilauthoritiesin Irag. Long range and adsis action planning are coordinated as requiredwith
CFACC and CJTF-7 saff sections.

ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7ACCE

Air Ops Specialist- SR

1G3

ACCE

The IRACQACCE Alr gparations Specialist - ISR, is the ACCE team's primary ISR operations subjectmatier

Responsitilities include monitoring CJTF-7 wse of ISR platforms and acting as a laisonbetween CITF
7 and CFACC ISR & operations agencies. AGCE team responsibilitiesindude: Ensure CJITF-7 operations
areplanpad with considerationaf CFACT capabiliiesand constraints; Effectivelyintroduce CFACT staffsto
their GJTF-7 o Ls;advise both COMCUTF-7and CFACC regarding coordinationactivities ;Meniler
IRAQACCE participationin the apportionment processes. The ACCE participates as the CFACC's pimary
ligiscnelementto CJTE-7 and Givilauthoritiesin ha, Lons ranas and oisisactionplanning are coordinated
a5 required with CFACC and CJTF-7 sixff sections,

ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7ACCE

Air Ops Specialist- Alrgpacs

012B4Y

AF

IACCE

TMIMQAOC.E Al Operadons Speciakist - mbﬂﬁcwm:mﬂammnﬁﬂa
expert. R » Jblin bl wi i i sinkaq( @ ichdl) » @i aliaison

wt  CFda ; girspace M AGCCE team responsibiiies indude: Ensura CITF-7
pen Wk Bn planned with L] of p- bilith ind<orut m (B 7 d @ CRACC
taffy  + their CITF-7 counterparts, wl both w F ¥ and CFACC ragarding i activities;
loni IRAC ACCE participationinth  apportionmentprocesses, 1 AGGED  § asthe CFACCS
prirnary liaison elementto CJTF-7 and Civil authorities inlrag. Lono range and oisis action planning are
coordinated as required with CFAGT and CJTF-7 staff sections.

ENTGOM

CFACC

CJTF-7 ACCE

AirOpsEi_pec:‘ais(-Kheﬁc

ENTCOM

CFACC

CJTF-7 ACCE

Intal Specialist

011F3Y

AF

ACCE

The IRACYACCE Ak Operstions Specialist - Kinalic i the ACCE leam's peimary kinetic O perations subject
matter experf. Responsibilitesndude monitaringU T F- 7 kinelic requirermentsand operations:and actingas
ligison betweenCJTF-7 and CFACC combat eperations sections ACCE team responsibilitiesinclude: Ensure]
CJTF-7 operations are plannedwith considerationof CFACC capabilifies and constraints; Effectivelyintroduce|
CFACC staffs to their CJTF-7 counterparts; Advise both COMCITF-T and CRAGC regardingeoordination
activities: MNonitor IRAQ ACCE paricipation in theapportionment processes. The ACCE participates as the
CRACC's primary liaisonelementto CJTF-7 and Civil authorities inlrag, Long range and crisis action plan.rung
amotw  sdisren v CFACC d CJTI.7 stafi sacsions.

rned A WMl 2 kst :Emamm

ITF-T (SR requirements and acting a3 a Baison batwesn CLTF- nnd CFACC ISRager
ACCE tearl responsibiities indude: Ensure CJTF-7 operatlonsare plannadwith considerationof C
i 2 SELET staffs o thelr CJTF7 counlerparts Advise

“25; Manitor IRAQACCE participation inthe
CFACC's primary liaisonelementto CJTF.7 and

sning are coordinated as required with CFACC and
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SENTCOM

CFACC

IMNFORMATION MANAGEMENT
CFFICER

3384 |AF

GaoC

The IMQ isthe chief for allinfermation managementin the CAOCIAFFCR. They serve as the focal point lor
CFACC infgrmation managementissuies with other functional cormpaonert commander staffs, works closely
with higher HQ IMOs, to indude CENTCOM, to enare all requiredreports are up-channeled consistentwith
the CFACC balfle hiythm, coordinateswith the Joint Informationtanagement Board as well as publishingthe
CFACC IntormationManagementPlan. The IMO s intimatelyaware of the CFACC's information managemer
raquiremants and POSEaSSeS theauthority to coordinate actions andProcasses to satisfy essential information
resds. The IMO alsoworks closelywith cormand administaffs ahd cormiand and eontrel dements
feommand posisiof all subordinateurits in order to aeﬂnempmmg requifernentsfor Situation Repors
[8ITREP) and operational Reporting (OPREFS). alsc condudts oversight &f messagingservices for the
CADCIAFFOR Staff to indude Defenss Messaging Syskmi{BMS],

SENTCOM

MNAVCENT]

N3

CFLCC LNO
OIF 0401020

04-5

ENTCOM

MNAVCENT]

N3

CFLCC LNO
CIF 0401026

ENTCOM

MNAYCENT

N

AUGMENTATIONMANAGER
JFMCC-353

= | Ry

NAVY

LNOfor CFLCC in suppart of Operatiorrad) Fréeddqiil. Provides operationaladvice and coordination
betweenCFLGE and CFMCC. Assists with planning, deveiopmerit arialysis. and integration of alljoint,
interagencyand multinationaleperatians ahl plans atthe theater- -strategiclevel. operationallevel to focus
CPMCC assetsfor essential martime and oavaltasks inpemissiva and non-permissiveareas. Advises
CFMCC and the CFLCC on plannlng efforss and coordinatisntegarding CENTCOM. Theater Service
Components, #nd subordinatecommiand Pessonsiblefor cotrdinatingand developingcombined. joint and
inter-agencyplans and orders, Coardination to ifdude coalifipn andjaint military, and other units, agencies,
and organizationsas mission requirgs °

HAVY

LNOfor CFLCC insupport of Opefsiion Iragi Freedomil. “Provides operational advice and coordination
betweenCFLGC and CFMCC. Assists with planning. development, analysis. and integrationof alljcint,
interagencyand multinational operations and plans & the theater-sorategidevel. operational levelto focus
CFMCC assets for esgential mantime and naval tasks in permissiveand non-panmissive areas. Advises
CFMCC andthe CFLCC on planning efforts and coordinationregarding CENTCOM. Theater Service
Components.and subordinats commands. Responsibls for coordinatingand developing combined. joint and
interagencyplans and orders. Coordinationto include coalition andjoint military, and other units, agencies.
arxl nizaiond &8 mission requires,

O5-6M— | 1200 [Navy

NAVY

Freedom. Providescoordinationand advice between CENTCOM, CFMCC. CFACC. CFLCC. and theater
JTE's for joint menning and personnel fif issues. Assists with planning, developrment, analysis, .
and integrationef allpant. interagency and multinationalmanningrequirernentsfar jomt operaticnsand plans at
thetheatar-strakwgc level. Provides sxpert advice on Navalpersonnel ocupatonal and skill specialies to
assist with pgsignment of joint positions for maximumeffectiveness. Provides liaisonbetwsan Navy Service
Headguarters{ JPNAY) and CENTCOM translating requirements and congems. Advises CRMCC
and CENTCOM planningand execution efforts and coordinationregarding CENTCOM, Theater Service
Components, and subordinatecommands manningissues. Responsiblefor coordinating and developing

iz Joint 'and infer-agency plans and orders. Coordination o include coalition and it military, and other

unita, § and oroga nizalors as missionreguires.
N Maragemet o m&mlmr 7hon T ey Feeedom ang OPBIERGN Tragi |

ENTCOM

NAVCEN

CONTINGENCY MANNING ASSISTANT]
OQIF 0401022

MAVY

Freedom. Providescporuinabion and advice between CENTCOM, CRMCC, CFACC. CRLCC, and theater
JTF's [orjoint manning requirementsand personnal fill lssues, Assisis wath planning, development, analysis,
and integrationof aljoint. Interagency and multinationaimanning requirementstar joint operaions and plans at
the theater-strategiclevel. Provides expert advice on Navalpersonnel occupational and skill specialtiss to
assistwith assignment of joint positiona for maximum effeciveness. Frovides liaisonbetween Navy Service
| [OPNAV) and CENTCOMtranslatingrequirements and personnet concerns, Advises CFMCC
and CENTCOMplanming andexscution sfions and wordination reparding CENTCOM. Theater Service
Components, and subordinatecommands manning issues. Responsible for coordinating and developing
comunecl jaint and inter-agencyplans and orders. Goordinationte includecealitionand joint military, and othern
units, agencias, and organizadions as misaion requires.

ENTCOM

MNAVCENT]

NG

F2C2 COORDINATOR
JEMCC-013

[6%]

1110 Navy

A W

Friandly Forces Cosiition Cemar Coorinator in suppor of Operation Enduing Freedom and Operationlrag
Freedom, Provides [aisonbetwesn CRMCG, Coaliion NavalForcesand CENTCOM. Assistswith planning,
develepment, analysis, andintsgration of all joint, interagencyand multinational operations and plans attha
idevel, eperatiorsl levelto foous CRMCC and Coalition asssts for essential maritimaand navi
tagks inpermissive and non-pemrnissive areas. Advises CFMCC and Coalitinn Maval Forces on planning
@lfforts and coordinationregarding CENTCOM, Theater Service Components. and subordinatecommands.

Res-porsll_ﬂe for coordinating and developing combsined, ot and inter-agencypans and ardars. Coordination
t '}éz palition and jaint military, and other unik. agencies, and organizations asmission recures.
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COORDINATION
USCENTCOM Colonel Levan 27 February 2004
USJFCOM BG Warner 17 February 2004
USD(P&R) Ms. Earle 5March 2004
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301- 1600

APR 2 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR LIEUTENANT GENERAL CRADDOCK
SURIJECT: Joint Duty Assignment List {JDAL)

This responds to your recent question concerning the Secretary’s anthority to approve the
Chairman’s recommendation (last sub-bulletin the 3 bullet of the attached Action Memo) to
approve 61 additional positions to receive joint credit (Tab D). While that sub-bulletis not
clearly worded, it appears that the Chairman is recommending that the Secretary preapprove
positions for award ofjoint duty credit.

Under 10U.S.C. § 664(1), temporary assignmentsto the headquarters staff of a United
Statesjoint task force (JTF) may qualify for award ofjoint duty credit if officers serving in those
positions meet certain requirements, Section 664(1) envisions the award of credit to individual
officers upon recommendationof the Chairman and after the Secretary determines that the officer
has served in a qualifying JTF, that the service of that officer is equivalent to that which would
be gained by the officerin ajoint dutly assignment, and that the followingrequirements are
satisfied:

1.}For award of fulljoint tour credit, the officer has served two years or three years, as
appropriate;

2.} For the officer to receive cumulativejoint tour credit, the officer must have served at
least 90 consecutive days in the qualifying temporary ITF assignment;

3,) The service must be performed in support of a mission that is directed by the
President or that 15 assigned by the President to United States forces in the JTF involved;

4,) The JTF must be constituted or designated by the Secretary or by the commander of a
combatant command or of another force; and

5.) The JTF must conduct combat or combat-related operations in a unified action under
joint or multinational command and control (or other requirements not pertinent here).

The Departmenthas implemented section 664(1) in DoD Instruction 1300.20. As a
measure of expedience, Appendix 13 of the DoDI sets out procedures to gain the preapproval of
JTE positions that satisfy the requirements set out above, except for 1 and 2, After completing a
temporary assignment to a tour of duty in a preapproved assignment that satisfies the time period
stipulated in 1 or 2, above, an officer receives an appropriatejoint credit award.

11-L-05659/0SD/40794
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TO: -_ Gen, Dick Myérs
CcC: Panl Wolfowitz
FROM:  Donald Rumsteld Dh.-
DATE: - February 24, 2004
SUBJECT: Protective Forces
When the U.N. asks us to pfovide protection f01; them but not U.S. forces, we
ought to use that as a lever to get other countries to send in troops since is

bbviously a choice assignment. Either we could get Morocco or India to do it
rather than just moving current coalition people over to do it.

Thanks,

DHR/azn:
0202404.13ts

Please respond by: S

\pAFED 25 oudil2

11 -L-0559/OSD/40795

4:05 AM

Tab

JQ

A 424 KT

0SD 04161-04



TO: Steve Cambone

Donald Rumsfeld VA

SUBJECT: HAG Program

FROM:

F
l.’a,ff

November 8,2004

Please take a look at this HAG Program and tell me what you think of it -- if we

ought to be doing anything with it.

Thanks.
Attach.,
Paper on High Accuracy Guidanee Program
DHR:ss OSD Uhaio”us
110804-8 .
Please respond by 11 l 20 Z O‘i
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Drafted by: Keith Englander)()(6)

11/05/04

ekl ST

High Accuracy Guidance (HAG)

HAG is a homing guidance and missile command generator whose
proponents claim can achievea small miss distance in homing missile
engagements, especially against highly maneuvenng endoatmospheric
fargets.

HAG technology is proprietary and has been offered for sale to the /] ‘
Government as a sealed “black box” by HAG Technologies.

In simulations of U. S missile engagements conducted by DoD, academia,
and industry from 1994 to 2000, HAG sometimes outperformed classical
homing giidance algorithms but was not evaluated against modem
algorithms.

HAG's inventor is no longer available, complicating the understanding of us
underlying principles. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) hus suggested
that HAG Technologies give DoD access to HAG source code in order to
ascertain the true nature and potential of HAG algorithims.

Radiance Technologies has proposed that MDA fund an engoing program
sponsored by HAG Technologies to reverse engineer HAG. The proposed
program would assess HAG performance in simulation testing, rewrite HAG
computer code in maintainable format, and determine its weaponization
potential.

MDA has an open Broad Agency Announcement for techniologies such as
HAG, MDA suggested to the HAG owners to submit a proposal to allow an
in-depth evaluation.

11-L-0559/0SD/40797




DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY
7100 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, UG 20301-7100

any

The Honorable Jon Kyl
United States Senate
Washington, DC  20510-0304

Dear Senator Kyl:

In my responsc to your letter of June 24,2004, I promised to provide an
assessment ofthe High Accuracy Guidance (HAG) algorithms for defense against
high speed maneuveringreeutry vehicles, as it may be applied within the Ballistic
Missile Defense System (BMDS).

We formed a team of missile guidance experts and they have concluded that piven
extremely good secker measurements, HAG generally outperforms classical
homing guidance techniques agpinst some classes of targets. Without access to the
HAG some code, the true nature and potential of the HAG algorithms cannot be
ascertained. "Witly accoss to thecode we could avoid the current “black box™
approach andallow a:more thorough camparison to similar modern quidance,
estimeticn and control techniques against threatening targets.

Since the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) has an open Broad Agency
Ammouncement (BAA, Solicitation Number HQ0006-04-MDA-BAA) for
technologiessuch as HAG, 1 suggest the HAG owners consider some of the
questions raised by our assessment feam, which we will forward to them directly,
and then submit a proposal to us through this BAA. Again, thank you for your
support of Ballistic Missile Defense and the technologies that witl keep us
outpacing the threat.

Sincerely,

HENRY A, OBEREG (11

Lieutenant General, USAF
Director

11-L-0559/05D/40798




i
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ") ¥
MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY o R
7100 DEFENSE PENTAGON /)'D W A0
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-7 100 b2 yly
i/
INFO MEMO ¥

Lo
March 24,2005 )
FOR: UNDERSECRETARY OF DEFENSE (INTELLIGENCE) ~
£,

FROM: Licutenant General Henry A, Obering 111, Dircctor, Missile Defense Agency

SUBJECT: High Accuracy Guidance Algorithm Status

e The High Accuracy Guidance (HAG) is a homing guidance and missile command
algorithm currently under evaluation by the U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense
Command and the Missile Defense Ageney.

¢ Proponents claim it can improve the hit accuracy of an interceptor against a
missile, especially against highly maneuvering targets within the atmosphere.

¢ The HAG intellectual property is believed to be owned by a [J.S. citizen living in
Isracl. Space and Missile Defense Center has been negotiating with the owner's
representative since January 2005 to evaluate the algorithm and examine the
source code.

e The evaluation is to be conducted over the next year in a Patriot missile simulation
environment. During the cvaluation period, the owner will retain all intellectual
property rights. The government will assume no obligations and will make no
commitments regarding the purchase of the HAG intellectual property,

S 19'1?'!-1"{;2&

e [Upon completion of the evaluation, the government will determine whether
inclusion of the algorithm improves the performance of the Patriot missile.

e [f the results show reason for continued government interest, then SMDC will
recommend options to acquire the defense rights to the HAG intellectual property.

« The government and the owner's representative are expected to complete contract
negotiations by July 2005 and the test evaluation period is from September 2005
through May 2006.

COORDINATION: None

cc: DSD

Prepared by: Keith Englander, MDA/DT, (b)(6)
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1950 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1950

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE HD I/D

ACTION MEMO
ADMIN!TRM’loN AND i i t‘_»';

MANAGEMENT MarCh/{, 2005

O 5%

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action
FROM: Raymon .[} ' Boh Dirg2tor of Administration and Management
SUBIJECT: May 25,2004 Memo on Intelligence Oversight

e In your attached Snowflake, you asked about the status of a memo you sent to Steve
Cambone in May in which you raised organizational placement and access issues
associated with the position of Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence
Oversight(ATSD(10)).

e [n his response to you on February 15,2005, Steve stated: “As part of the effort to

review and revise oversight, I am working with DuBois to transter this activity to
ouUsb({I).”

e While Steve has shared his views with me, I strongly believe that this concept is 1ll-
advised (1) a conflict of interest would exist, since the OUSD(I) should itself be
subjectto the Intelligence Oversight function and (2) the dynamic state of National
and Defense intelligence argues for a careful approach, for reasons of both substance
and perception.

So 2T

o Taking into consideration concerns regarding the number of officiais who report
directly to you and the Deputy Secretary, we will examine organizational options,
which include: (1) realigning the function under the DA&M or (2) realigning the
function under the 1G, DoD.

COORDINATION: None.

RECOMMENDATION: In coordination with Steve Cambone and Jim Haynes, we will
forward a recommendation to you in 30 days or less.

Approve Disapprove Other
Attachments: As stated N
o
cc: §
en 0SD 04230-05 <
GC, Dob o
A 0223-C0

—

Prepared by: Mark A. Munson, Sr., O&MP/ODA&M Staft, RE)
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. FEB 35 2005

TO: Ray DuBois
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeid ﬁ
SUBJECT: May 25,2004 Memo on Intelligence Oversight

Haed sa memo | sent to Steve Cambone My 25,2004, He says he is working
with you on it. What is the status?
Thanks.

Attach,
5/25/04 SecDef Memo to USD (I) re: Intel Oversight

DHR:2a

022405-1
Please respond by !

0SD 04230-05

11-L-0659/0SD/40801



May 25, 2004

TO: Steve Cambone
CC. Gen, Dick Myers
Paul Wolfowitz

FROM:  Donak Rumstdd D\
SUBJECT Intelligence Oversight

Please give me a briefing on this person who is responsible for intelligence

oversight and whether we want 1o reorganize the departments. If this person
supposedly is reporting to me, and I don't even know who he is, there is

something wrong with the organization chart.
Please advise.

Thanks.

DHR:dv
052504-14

Apm/ﬂ W

J—u JeLr e Y ya i GWIA

S am wnr,j .,.,/ Do Boiv

Vo fo [l ae o 4g ty otdDL
?Lz//s/os

0SD 04230-0%
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- FEB 35 2008

TO: Ray DuBois
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld A
SUBJECT: May 25,2004 Memo on Intelligence Oversight

Here’s amemol sent to Steve Cambone May 25,2004, He says he is working
with you on it. What is the status?

Thanks.

Attach

5/25/04 SecDef Memo to TSD (F) re: Intel Oversight

DHR:s

022405-1
Please respond by 2/ oy

b0 '0S €

20924 §7

0%51

e 0SD 0423%0-05
L
Q
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May 25, 2004

TO: Steve Cambone
CC. Gen. Dick Myers

Paul Wollfowitz oV
FROM:  Donald Rumsfdd Y\ “A
SUBJECT: Intelligence Oversight .e
Please give me a briefing on this person who is responsible for intelligence g

oversight and whether we want to reorganize the departments. If this person
supposedly is reporting to me, and I don't even know who he is, there is

something wrong with the organization chart.
Please advise.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
052504-14

vty . = MR
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March 19, 2004

TO: Dr. Condoleezza Rice

CC: Honorable Colin Powell (by hand)

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: Non-NATO Ally Status
I just heard that Colin has announced that Pakistan is now a non-NATO ally.
I don’t recall knowing about this.

We ought to decide who should have non-NATO ally status, and on what basis we -

will decide it.
It ought not be like passing out eggs at Easter.

Thanks,

DHR:dh
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November 30,2004

TO: Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsteld /,j\

SUBIJECT: Pentagon Memorial Fund

I'm told a fellow named Jack Taylor 1s the retired chairman of Enterprise Rental
Car. He's about 80 years old. He apparently gave about $80 million to the Naval
Aviation Museum Academy Program. I wonder if someone in the private
fundraising business ought to include him in their solicitation of the Pentagon

Memorial. He sounds like a person who could be helpful.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
113004-28
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November 30,2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfelm

SUBIJECT: Assessments in Iraq and Afghanistan

I think it is important that we conduct honest assessments by outside reviewers of
how we are doing with security force development in Iraq and Afghanistan. 1
understand we’ve just completed such an assessment in Afghanistan — good. I'd

like to sce it as soon as it is ready.

For the assessment in Traq, I'd like a look at a specific proposal, including details

on who you suggest to conduct it, what the time tabls will be, and the draft charter.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
113004-27
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November 23,2004

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
Larry Di Rita
Doug Feith

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 6)“
SUBJECT: Public Diplomacy Papers

Attached is a series of interesting papers on public diplomacy, which we might

want to think about.

Altach,
The Ambassadors Review, Spring 2004, Special Section on Public Diplomacy
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Public Diplomacy: Reaching Beyond Traditional Audiences

Margaret D. Tutwiler
Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs

thank you for the opportunity to appcar before you today. Your interest and
commitment to public diplomacy 1s greatly appreciated, and I Took forward
to working with this Subcommittee.

Chairman Wolf, Congressman Serrano and members of the Subcommittee,

In less than two months that [ have been serving as the Under Secretary for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs, I have gained a much better scnsc and appreciation of what
the Under Secrctary’s office, as well as our three burcaus, the public diplomacy offices of
the rcgional burcaus, and our overscas posts do in the ficld of public diplomacy.

Over the last two years, much has been written and debated about the cffectivencss
or incffectiveness of the United States (US) government’s public diplomacy activitics and
programs overseas. Helpful and responsible reports by Ambassador Ed Djerejian’s
Advisory Group, the Council on Foreign Relations, the Heritage Foundation, and the
Center for the Study of the Presidency, have served to help us examine that which our
government does well and that which can be improved. Many of their insights and
recommendations we can all agree upon.

As we all know, unfortunately our country has a problem in far too many parts of
the world today —a problem we have regrettably developed over many years through both
Republican and Democratic administrations, and a problem that does not lend itself to a
quick fix or a single solution. Just as it has taken us many years to get into this situation, so
too will 1t take many years of hard focused work to get out of if.

We need to continue to focus on those areas of the world where there has been a
deterioration of the view of our nation and, at the same time, work equally as hard in those
arcas where the opinion of the United States has not changed to datc.

We need 1o support those programs and activities that go to the bottom line of
halting and reversing this deterioration. We need to constantly ask ourselves, “Is this
activity or program still effective in today’s world?” If it is, we should keep it. If it is
judged to no longer contribute, then we should let it go.

We should listen morc, not only to forcign audicnces, but to our own personnel
overscas. We will shortly be able to communicate and sharc new ideas amongst ourselves
and across all regions through a new interactive Web site.

[ believe we basically do a good job of advocating our policies and explaining our

actions. Audicnces may not agree or like what we say and do, but we are communicating
our policics to governments and influential clites, including in the foreign media. Qe

11- L-0559/0SD/40810

Spring 2004 38 The Ambassadors REVIEW




senior officials, Ambassadors and Embassy staff are out there explaining US policy, goals
and initiatives. However, we can all do better.

In addition, we must do a better job of reaching beyond the traditional elites and
government officials. Where we have not placed cnough cffort and focus is with the non-
clites who, today much morc so than in the past, arc a very strong force within their
countries. This must be a priority focus now and i the future. We only have to look at the
outrcach activitics of many US corporations overscas to sec the value of being present and
engaged in neighborhoods that we in government have for too long neglected.

We must continue pursuing new inifiatives and improving older ones in the hopes
of rcaching younger, broader and decper audiences.

For instance;

¢ The Bureau of Public Affairs worked with our Embassy in Jakarta to
ycar’s Statc of thc Union Address live, with simultancous intcrpretation
Indonesian. One national radio station carricd the entire broadcast
millions in this predominately

¢ In China, growing numbers of media outlets, including official
arc carrying material distributed via the International
Chinesc-language Web site and Embassy

I believe we can all agree that programs that bring Amcricans
togecther, whether in person or cven in a vidco or press conference, create greater
understanding. Last year, the State Department directly sponsored over 30,000 academic,
professional and other exchanges worldwide.

Since 9/11, we have organized over 1,000 digital vidcoconferences between
American officials and experts and foreign audiences. In the past year, we facilitated
nearly 500 interviews and press conferences with senior officials from the Department of
State for forcign media outlets.

As Under Sccretary, I would like to see us expand our exchange programs however
we can. BExchange programs constitute the single largest part of the State Department
public diplomacy budget, $3 16,633,000 in FY 2004, which regrettably 1s $28,713,000 less
than the President’s request including a rescission of $3,367.000. Within this amount, we
must set priorities.

Through our School Internet Connectivity Program, 26,000 high school students
from the Middle East, South Asia, South East Europe, Central Asian and the Caucasus
currently collaborate in online projects on current affairs, entrepreneurship, health, and
civic responsibility with US students.
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Expanding the circle of opportunity is the concept behind Partnerships for Learning
(P4L), an initiative of the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA), which seeks
to extend our exchange programs to undergraduate college students and also high school
students. P4L has initiated our first high school cxchange program with the Arab and
Muslim world. Today, 170 high school students from predominantly I[slamic countries are
living with American familics and studying at local high schools. Another 450 high school
students from the Middle East and South Asia will come here in 2004 for the next
academic year. In addition, 70 undergraduate students, men and women, from North Africa
and thc Middle East will come to the US beginning next month for intensive English
languagc training prior to their enrollment in university degree programs,

These arc the kinds of initiatives [ belicve we should be pursuing. A new initiative
which 1 am cxploring is the idea of micro-scholarships for learning Englishand for
attending our American Schools overscas. The US has been incredibly successful with
micro-credits for entrepreneurs and small businesses. Why not take that same concept and
apply it to education and English-language learning?

However we do it, we must engage, listen, and interact-—especially with the young.
They are the key to a future peaceful world.

Reaching out to the Arab and Muslim world is a top priority. With regard to
cxchanges, 25 percent of ECA’s funding will go to programs in the Middle East and South
Asia in FY 2004, compared to 17 percent in FY 2002, We have restarted the Fulbright
program in Afghanistan after a 25-year hiatus. Twenty Afghan Fulbrighters will arrive next
month. Just a few days ago, 25 Iraqi Fulbright students arrived here for orientation prior to
beginning their regular studies.

Of coursce, the Muslim world extends beyond the Middle East and South Asia. We
arc mindful that programs in Africa, East Asia, and Eurasia arc also prioritics in this
context. In addition to the Arab and Muslim world and reaching out to young audiences,
some of the program priorities we hope to pursue include many recommended by
Ambassador Ed Djerejian and others.

For cxample, we arc taking steps to improve interagency coordination. The new
State-US Agency for International Development (USAID) Joint Policy Council and State-
USAID Management Council is intended to improve program coordination in public
diplomacy as in other areas and help ensure the most effective use of program resources at
USAID. Regrettably, all too often, our important and meaningful assistance to developing
countries 1s going unnoticed and unappreciated, while other nations’ assistance to these
same countries i1s widely known and appreciated. This must change. Government-wide, we
have to do a much better job of ensuring the US’s efforts arc widely known well beyond
the forcign government officials. We can no longer afford for recipicnts overscas to have
no idea that the people of the United States provide assistance to their country.

Another program which holds promisc is American Corners, In recent years, we
have had good results from our American Corners program, which, as you know, are
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partnerships between our Embassies and local institutions like libraries, universities, and
chambers of commerce. These corners are a source for information outreach at the grass-
roots level.

The Burcau of International Information Programs is working with the Near
Eastern Affairs and South Asia burcaus to cstablish43 morc Amcrican Corncrs in thosc
regions in FY 2005. Wc currently have more than 100 American Corners around the
world. In FY 2004, we arc planning on opening 194 more in 64 countrics, Of these 194, we
will establish 38 in the Middle East and South Asia, including ten in Afghanistan and 15 in
Iraq.

Virtual consulates, targeted Web-based outreach to citics where we lack an actual
presence, may also offer a powerful tool for reaching wide audiences with general
information about the United States, as well as specific information about commercial, visa
and other issucs. Virtual consulatcs can also provide links between forcigners and
counterparts in the US with whom they might want to do business.

English Teaching: To strengthen English tcaching programs, ECA is devoting an
additional $1,573,000 to these programs, creating five new Rcgional English Language
Officer positions in FY 2003, bringing the total to 20. This is not enough, but it 1s a start.
Whether through direct tcaching or training instructors, English-language programs offer
great scope for advancing public diplomacy objectives. For cxample, over the past five
years, Embassy Damascus estimates that it has trained over 9,000 of Syria’s 12.000
English-language teachers, a terrific example of outrcach to the successor generation in
Syria.

Book Programs: The Department has developed “book scts”™ about Amcrican
history, culture, and values for younger audiences around the world. Embassies donate the
“book scts” to local librarics and primary/secondary schools. As of Scptecmber 2003,
Embassies worldwide had distributed over $400,000 worth of book sets. We are examining
our overseas book buys and journal publications as well.

Private Sector Cooperation: [ have crcated a new unit in my officc to explore
ways to draw on the expertise of the private sector to advance our public sector objectives.
We can expand public-private partnerships, initially focusing on key industries such as
tcchnology, health carc, and cducation. There is much more we can do in the ficld of sports
and the arts, and [ intend to pursuc this.

Through ECA’s new Culture Connect program, America’s cultural leadership
directly communicates with elite and non-elite foreign youth about our country and values.
We currently have ten Culture Connect Ambassadors, and we are going to expand the
program this year.

Television offers a powerful tool for public diplomacy and public affairs. We are
using cooperative programming with local broadcasters and exploiting new distribution
channels and tecchnologies to create a fuller, more accurate picture of the US for gencral
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audicnces abroad. Over the past two years, we have funded scveral hundred journalist tours
for broadcast and print media overscas, more than half of which have been in Muslim
majority countrics. We intend to increasc these types of journalist tours.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me say again that we all know that there is much
work to be done. We all know that our public diplomacy programs, those I have mentioned
and others, must advance our national intercsts and do a better job of cxplaining not only
our policics, but also who wce ar¢ as a pcople.

In a world of finite funding, we must ensurc that our public diplomacy resources
are used as effectively as possible. We must prioritize and ask ourselves, “Is the activity 1
am doing getting the job done?” We must listen to our field force. Today the State
Dcpartment has approximately 1,200 employces working in the ficld of public diplomacy.
| maintain that every American, regardless of agency or department, has to make an extra
effort to communicate, listen, and engage with not only our traditional audiences, but to
audiences to whom we previously have not given as much effort and time. We must move
beyond the walls of our Embassies overseas and foreign government offices.

I am realistically optimistic that we can achieve over time a better, healthier, and
much more accurate impression of our nation and people. No one, most especially myself,
underestimates the challenge and the difficult task at hand. The public diplomacy officials 1
work with are rcaching, questioning, and scarching for morc cffective ways to cnunciate
our policics and have our valucs understood. We will continue to make some mistakes but
I truly believe we will ultimately get there. We have no choice. We must.

Thank you.*

* Editor’s Note: Under Secretary of State Margaret Tutwiler delivered this testimony before the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State and the Judiciary on February 4, 2004.
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Overcoming our Public Diplomacy Deficit

Kenton W. Keith
Chair, Alliance for International Education and Cultural Exchange
Senior Vice President, Meridian International Center
Member, Public Diplomacy Council
Former Director, United States Information Agency Office of North African,
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
United States Ambassador to Qatar, 1992-1995

will have to play a more cffective role than it docs at present. In the I[slamic

world, isolating the cxtremists within their own socictics is a goal that can only
be achieved if the majority of non-violent citizens perceive terrorism as unjustified.
Unfortunately, the trend 1s going in the wrong dircction; an increasing number of ordinary
Egyptians, Turks, Pakistanis and other Muslims perceive the United States (US) as hostile
to the Islamic world, determined to control Middle East oil, and hypocritical in its pro-
democracy pronouncements. The terrorists draw strength from these broadly held views.
Public opinion surveys in the non-Muslim world (including our traditional European allies)
show that similar views arc present and growing. The terrorists arc strengthened by our
cstrangement from publics in Europe.

If wc arc to win the war against international terrorism, our public diplomacy

These arc challenges that cannot be dealt with by the might and skill of our armed
forces. To ultimately defeat terrorism, we must also engage the Muslim world in the
realms of ideas, values, and beliefs. No previous foreign affairs crisis has been so deeply
rooted in cultural misunderstanding, and we must address this gulf of misunderstanding if
we are to succeed.

It would be naive indecd if we failed to acknowledge that American policy in the
Middlc East as pereeived by the Islamic world is a persistent and pervasive source of
tension and hostility toward the United States. Nevertheless, policy disagreements alone
cannot account for the fact that many in Islamic countries regard the United States as a
source of evil. As a nation, we have not done an adequate job of explaining ourselves to
the world, or of bulding the personal and institutional connections with these countries
that support healthy bilateral relationships. As a long-term solution to the profound
problems of cultural misunderstanding there will be no substitute for public diplomacy
(PD). It must be a key component of our long-term ¢ffort to cradicate terrorism.

Since the advent of the current administration, no fewer than a dozen studies and
reports have focused attention on the shortcomings of our public diplomacy. These studics
differ in detail and cmphasis, but for the most part they share two conclusions. We don’t
put enough resources into PD, and we need to make certain that the reorganization that
folded the US Information Agency (USIA) into the State Department docs not harm our
ability to carry out PD’s vital functions. I believe that four major areas of concern require
urgent attention if public diplomacy is to fulfill its obligations to the American taxpayer:
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(1) the need to strengthen our international exchange programs with the Islamic world; (2)
the need for a rational, effective visa policy; (3) the need for improved media outreach to
the Islamic world; and. (4) thc nced to correct anomalics in the State Department’s
burcaucratic structure that [ belicve diminish the cffectivencss of our public diplomacy. Let
me turn first to cxchange programs.

The Importance of Exchange Programs; Building Cultural Bridges

People-to-people ties are an essential part of our public diplomacy. As Ambassador
Arthur Bums once said, “The achicvement.,.of truc understanding between any two
governments depends fundamentally on the kind of relationship that exists between the
peoples, rather than on the forcign ministers and ambassadors.”

In the Islamic world, we clearly have not done an adequate job of fostering
relationships between our peoples. A Gallup poll conducted in February 2002 reported that
61 percent of Muslims belicve that Arabs did not carry out the attack on the United States.
More recent surveys show that Muslims in general doubt America’s sincerity in its stated
aims in thc war against terrorism. They belicve that our actions reveal deeply-rooted
antipathy toward Islam, and they point to inflammatory anti-Muslim utterances by
American religious and social leaders, as well as unsympathetic portrayal of Arabs in films
and television as evidence to support this view. Many doubt our commitment to
democratic valucs and basic fairness in our dealings with the region, and they citc our
uncritical support of Israel and our strong links to non-democratic regimes in the Middle
East and elsewhere. As we struggle to bring some kind of stability and peace to post-
Saddam Iraq, the perception has arisen that our promise to promote democracy in that
benighted country was insincere, particularly in view of US opposition to early direct
elections for the country’s leaders. The public mamfestations of these views frustrate our
ability to advance the nation’s interests throughout the Islamic world. It is no exaggeration
to say that our policies, our purposes and our fundamental values are under increasing fire
in this broad swath of the globe. Our public diplomacy has—n many ways—a morc
difficult challenge than we faced at the height of the Cold War.

We must recognize that we are facing this challenge from a very unfavorable
position. Changing minds—or merely opening them—is a long, painstaking process.
There arc no quick fixes. And if we arc truly to win the war on terrorism, there will be no
avoiding the need to build bridges between the American people and the people of the
Muslim world. This cffort will require us to be creative, disciplined, and patient as we try
to rcach. audicnces whose attitudes towards us range from profoundly skeptical to openly
hostile. We will not succeed in opening every mind, but we do not need to do so. What we
must succeed in doing is challenging and changing a climatc of opinion that unjustly paints
thc United States as a source of cvil. Improving the rclationships that cxist between our
pecoples is the best way to do that.

Amcrica’s unique status in today’s world as the sole superpower puts new and

difficult challenges before us. These new relationships with the people of other nations
don’t come easy. They can be, and often are, colored by resentment, jealousy, and
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suspicion. In this world there 1s an absolute requirement that we demonstrate a truc respect
for the opinions of mankind, that we listen as well as speak, and that we hear and
understand thosc opinions and takc account of them as we sct our policics. Our public
diplomats are trained to do cxactly that, as well as to articulate clcarly and persuasively the
true nature of US values and goals. The exchange components of our public diplomacy
must serve to deepen that understanding that we must achieve. And if we succeced,
terrorists will find it much more difficult to gain support or sympathy, either from their
governments or from their socictics.

Recognizing the need for more funding for public diplomacy in the Islamic world,
the 107" Congress acted quickly to increase the State Department's exchanges with the
[slamic world. This marked the beginning of an cffort to give us the means to build a range
of productive, positive relationships bascd on shared interests. This initiative will engage
the American public—in our communities, schools, and universities—in an effort to
project American valucs. We will find no better or more convincing represcentatives of our
way of lfe. And the engagement of the American public will leverage significant
additional resources to support this effort.

Initial efforts were made during the 107" Congress to both authorize and fund
programs on a broad range of exchange activities to build relationships with the Islamic
world and enhance US national security. The Cultural Bridges Act of 2002 called for an
additional $95 million annually for exchanges with the Muslim world. In tandem with the
Freedom Promotion Act introduced by House International Relations Committee Chairman
Henry Hydc and passcd by the House of Representatives, this bipartisan cffort led to initial
funding for these programs in the supplemental appropriations legislation for fiscal year
2002. The supplemental included $10 million for a high school exchange program aimed at
Muslim youth and an additional $10 million for the Burcau of Educational and Cultural
Exchange (ECA) at the State Department to fund more Fulbright exchanges, programs to
promotc religious tolcrance and values, English language programs, American studics
programs, media training and other key initiatives for the Islamic world,

In addition to emergency ECA funding, an independent office was created to
adnminister a Middle East Program Initiative {MEPI). This was a welcome beginning in
building new ties to the Islamic world, but only the first steps in what will need to be a
major cffort, nccessitating our engagement in a very broad range of countrics, in an arc
reaching from Africa to the Middle East, stretching further eastward from Central Asia to
the Indian subcontinent to Southcast Asia. Addressing so many countrics and cultures will
demand thoughtfully differentiated approaches to public diplomacy. In some countrics,
significant increases in our traditional exchanges, such as the Fulbright and International
Visitor programs, will be appropriate, welcome, and cffective. In other countrics, such an
approach may be seen as threatening. Particularly in those cases, we must be creative in
finding ways of rcaching morc skeptical publics, such as journalists and religious
communitics. And everywhere, we must seck ways of reaching younger participants.
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Significant new resources will be required to develop these programs. The scope of
the task is too great, and its importance to our national security too critical to be able to
accomplish our goals by simply shifting monecy from other rcgions of the world. The
importancc of maintaining a broad, worldwide coalition to combat terrorism suggests
strongly that shortchanging onc arca of the world in order to tcmporarily cmphasize
another will be an ineffective strategy. Yet it appears that by mandating that 25 percent of
ECA funding must be spent in the Near Eastern Affairs (NEA) region—while keeping the
budget virtually flat—Congress has unintenfionally taken away resources from other

critical areas, notably the New Independent States (NIS), Africa and perhaps even Islamic
countrics in other regions,

Reductions in public diplomacy over time have limited our reach: we have closed
posts and cultwral centers, reduced numbers of public diplomacy positions in our
l:mbassies, and steeply reduced the number of exchange participants. As populations in
significant Muslim countrics have increased by approximately 15 percent over the past ten
years, the numbers of exchange participants from key countries such as Egypt, Indonesia,
Pakistan and Turkey have declined by approximately 25 percent.

In the [ace of those reductions, it 1s important for us to recognize the dedication,
hard work, and cffectiveness of the State Department’s corps of public diplomacy officers.
Faced with diminishing resources and a major reorganization that abolished USIA and
moved their function and carcers into State, these professionals have performed in their
typical fashion: professionally and effectively. It must be noted, parenthetically, that the
movement of the public diplomacy function into the Statc Department has had two
important effects on PD officers, one intended, one not. On the positive side, PD officers
have casier carcer access to the tracks that lead to ambassadorial assignments: political and
economic jobs, and deputy chief of mission (DCM}-ships. On the negative side, it has been
difficult to maintain the critical mass of PD officers with cumulative experience and a
commitment to PD careers.

The exchanges community has told Congress that a meaningful and elfective
Islamic cxchange initiative will require $100 million above the current appropriation for
State exchanges. In the current budget circumstances, this is a significant amount of
moncy. Nevertheless, this funding level is necessary and appropriate given the expanse of
the Muslim world and the urgency and importance of the task at hand. Redistributing
money from a roughly steady appropriation will not do the job. Furthermore, this amount
of moncy spent on promoting our ideas and valucs is rcally very small when compared to
the sums we are spending on military opcrations, but it is no less crucial to our success.

One largely unscen arca in the rcalm of exchange is that large group of non-
government programs, officially known as the Exchange Visitor Program and often
referred to as the “J-visa” programs. It is difficult to overestimate the long-term value to
the United States of the thousands of youngsters who come to this country each year on
summer work-travel, camp counselor, au pair, high school, and professional training-study
programs that don’t cost the US government onc cent in funding support. On the contrary,
these programs add a significant amount to the US cconomy, are vital sources of workers
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for camps, resorts and theme parks, and provide jobs for hundreds of Americans who
administer the programs. Onc example: some 20,000 Polish youngsters come here cach
summer, generally have a positive expericnce and return to Poland with an understanding
of our country and an affection for our pcople. Our Embassy in Warsaw rightly regards
this as among its most significant public diplomacy asscts. I will discuss the visa
complications for these and other potential fricnds of the US below, but it is worth citing
these exchange programs as part of our answer to the sliding favorability numbers of the
US throughout much of the world, which in turn provide aid and comfort to our enemies.
Most important, these programs touch youth, a category that was historically neglected in
US core exchange programs.

Today, these programs are in trouble. Visa issues arc involved, but the immediate
problem 1s regulation. J-Visa programs are regulated by the State Department. A new set
of revised regulations for several program categories has been hung up in the bureaucracy
for more than a year, c¢rcating uncertainty and difficulty in planning for the operators of the
I-Visa programs. Moreover, the trend of regulation over the past decade has generally been
to limit these exchange opportunities, rather than to expand them. The exchanges
community is urging the Department to expedite the issuance of these regulations, but it is
likely that for the foreseeable future, program sponsors will continue to operate in an
uncertain regulatory environment.

Needed: A Visa Policy that Serves All Aspects of Our National Security

Since the horrific September 11 attacks on the US, the way the United States
administers its visa policy has received much scrutiny, and appropriately so. Mcembers of
the exchange community, like all Americans, want a visa policy that protects us from those
who would do us harm. We understand that greater scrutiny is required, and we support
this. The exchanges community also campaigned vigorously to maintain the visa function
within the Department of State; Statc’s long-time involvement with the cxchanges
programs means that the steep learning curve that would accompany a shift of the function
to another agency has been avoided.

State’s effort to tghten visa adjudication, in consultation with the Department of
Homeland Security, is necessarily a work in progress, and has led to unpredictability and
confusion. The impact of this somcwhat messy process is being felt in virtually all walks
of Amecrican life: business, medicine, education, scientific rescarch, travel and tourism,
The simple fact is that in 2004, there is very little activity in American lifc that does not
have an important international dimension. And by disrupting these activities through slow
or inconsistent visa procedures, we pay a high price as a nation.

As spring and summer and their high volume of visa applicants approach, we
urgently nced to implement a balanced approach to visas, onc that addresses our national
sccurity concerns and also cncourages the many legitimate visitors whose presence
benefits the United States. We must not view the issuc as a trade-off between security and
openness; continued openness contributes to our national security by building a web of
positive international contacts. Qur truc sccurity interest lics in finding the right balance.
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As noted above, participants in long-standing summer exchange programs, such as camp
counsclors and summer work-travel students, are enormously valuable to Amecrican
businesses and gain first-hand cxposure to American life. Often these arc individuals who
could not afford to come to our country without a job to cover their expenses. Because
these programs arc of short duration and keyed specifically to the summer scason, long
delays in visa processing this spring could prove very disruptive both to exchange
participants and to the many American businesses that depend on them.

Uncertainty over visas also 1s having a significant impact on American campuses. |
serve on the advisory board for international programs at the University of Kansas, my
alma muter. KU reports that the international student population for the academic year
2003-2004 1s down nearly 40 percent. Umversities throughout the country are reporting
diminished undergraduate applications, as good students around the world increasingly
look to Great Britain, Australia, Canada and New Zealand for higher education. Growing
difficulty in attracting foreign faculty and researchers leads my colleagues in the heartland
to the conclusion that many in the international scholarly community, both faculty and
students, view the US as inhospitable to them. This pereeption and the behavior it impels
arc enormously damaging to our long-term interests, which arc well-served by attracting
the best and brightest to an American education. What is needed is a visa policy that
supports our national security in all its aspects. The exchanges community believes that the
consular function is inadequatcly resourced in the ficld, particularly given new demands
for intervicwing ncarly cvery applicant.

Our sccurity requires that we screen more carcfully and cffectively identify and
keep out those who would harm us. Our sccurity also demands that we welcome those with

a legitimate purpose for being here, and whose presence manifestly bencfits our nation.

The Media Challenge: Carrying Our Message More Effectively

It 1s vitally important that our government-sponsored media and our relationships
with foreign media must be improved if we are to succeed in the competition for attention
in Islamic nations. As Coalition Spokesman during the campaign to unseat the Taliban
government and destroy al-Qacda in Afghanistan, I faced two challenges. One, facing
down the disinformation from the Taliban ambassador in Islamabad, was relatively casy to
achicve. The sccond, convincing a skeptical Islamic world press that the Coalition was at
war with terrorism and not with Islam, was far more difficult. In truth, we made little
headway in that essential struggle. But a useful lesson was learned: the US must take
forcign media more seriously. Our government understandably focuscs its attention on the
domestic press. It should now be clear that renewed efforts to get our message into foreign
media are required. Ninc out of ten Middle East adults get their news from cither their
national television networks or satellite stations such as Al-Jazeera, Al-Arabiya and others,
Most of those outlets, including Al-Jazeera, are open to us, and we should use them. |
believe this will not require major new funding, but a change in emphasis.

I applaud the innovative FM radio programming undertaken by the Voice of
America. Radio Sawa seems to be steadily gaining listenership among Arab youth. On a
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recent trip to Iraq, | heard Radio Sawa from radios from Kurdistan to Baghdad. It has been
argued that its “drive time” format has limited impact on political attitudes. This may be
true, but Sawa is nevertheless valuable because it reaches a broad youth audicnce with
“light freight” and popular music, and crcatcs a positive, non-threatening image of the US.
Moreover, if they’re listening 1o Sawa, they’re not listening to something more negative
toward us.

Howcver, television is the key, and broadcasting on local facilitics is politically
tricky. Al-Hurra has now gotten off the ground. It faces numerous hurdles as it sccks to
find audience share. Bul the experiment needs to be funded and results carefully measured.
It will nced to prove itsclf over time.

State Department Structure Inhibiting i Di

I share the view of many in the public diplomacy community that the merger of
USIA into State has inhibited rather than enhanced our efforts. Under the current structure,
which [ believe to be flawed, the primary purveyors of public diplomacy programs and
resources —the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, the Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs, and the Office of International Information Programs
(ITP)—have no direct connection with the public diplomacy sections in our Embassies, and
no formal connection with the regional burcaus that supervisc thosc posts.

This anomalous structure runs the risk of marginalizing public diplomacy within
State, and already has diminished its effectiveness. Those senior officials with
responsibility for public diplomacy do not control ficld resources; those with a direct
connection to the ficld resources are mid-ranking office directors in the regional burcaus,
and do not have the clout to take bold action. Instead of sitting in policy-making councils,
these public diplomacy office directors spend their very long days responding to task
assignments. The structural flaw already is manifesting itself in diminished focus,
uncoordinated activitics, and reduced ficld resources.

And then there is the matter of the State Department culture as a home for public
diplomacy. I led the USIA team that negotiated the merger into the State Department in the
summer of 1997.1 came to deeply respect my Statc counterpart, Maura Hardy, With regard
to public diplomacy, she—like so fcw of her State collecagucs—actually got it. USIA
people worried that in moving to State they would get absorbed in an alien culture in
Washington, and would move down the food chain in the ficld. Maura argued vigorously
to the contrary, especially when it came to the merger in Washington. She was convinced
that an influx of USIA people would bring a refreshing creativity to the State Departiment.
In fact, USIA’s fears have been largely realized. Public diplomacy was the ondy business of
USIA; it is barely visible at State.

The fifteen or so independent reports on public diplomacy have acknowledged
these problems and have recommended various prescriptions for change. Congressman
Frank Wolf, who godfathered the oft-cited Djcrcjian report, has called for a White House
public diplomacy czar who can producc high-level attention and support to the cffort.
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Public diplomacy veterans like former director Charles Wick want 1o see a USJA-like
structure within State, with an Under Sccrctary who has most of the same authoritics
enjoyed by former USIA leadership. Congressman Hyde has proposed another version that
would give the Under Secretary more control over resources and program.

The debate, I believe, will continue. Although various Congressional actions are
moving forward, it is hard to cnvision bold action bcing taken concurrently with the
distractions of a presidential election campaign. But at a minimum there 1s one thing that
can go some distance toward ameliorating the damage of the structural flaw. Congress
should authorize and the Department should create in each regional bureau a Deputy
Assistant Sccretary (DAS) position responsible solely for public diplomacy.

Establishing a DAS in cach regional burcau would cnsure that public diplomacy is
actively represented in senior-level meetings and thus an integral component in our
approach to cvery forcign policy issuc. A senior officer with these responsibilitics could
effectively coordinate public diplomacy activities across the region, make the case for
additional resources when needed, and play an active role in personnel decisions. The DAS
would coordinate closely with the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy, creating a
policy-Icvel link between these two functions that is not constricted by the competing
demands of a DAS who deals with public diplomacy as onc of scveral responsibilitics.

Creating and maintaining new DAS positions for public diplomacy would be a
critical first step in changing the Department’s culture, and would send an unmistakable
message to those who work at State: that public diplomacy matters, and matters enough to
require senior leadership.

This proposal has surfaced before. It was part of the “bracketed™ language of the
blue print for the reorganization presented to Secretary of State Albright in August 1997.
The Department has not appeared to welcome it. There arc two primary arguments against
adding public diplomacy DAS positions: that Statc alrcady has all the DAS positions
nccessary to do its job, and that there are not cnough scnior public diplomacy officers
qualificd for these positions. Neither of these objections holds water.

As 10 the limitation on the number of DAS positions, what we are talking about
today is how to increasc the cffectivencss of public diplomacy, a vital clement of our
national sccurity stratcgy. Arc we to ignorc an opportunity to strengthen our public
diplomacy in order to prescrve an arbitrary cciling on DAS positions? [ belicve the
American public 1s more interested in effective action than it is in the number of senior
officers required 1o accomplish it.

As to the availability of qualified scnior officers, my own knowledge of the public
diplomacy corps suggests to me that there are any number of experienced officers well
suited to this type of lcadership role. But Statc nced not exclude senior officers from other
career specialties when assessing candidates for these new positions. For example, one can
casily imagine many political officcrs being particularly cffective in making the connection
between public diplomacy and policy.
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The burcaucratic structure imposed on public diplomacy by the merger is not
working. The office directors for public diplomacy in the regional burcaus are sceing their
people and resources drained away. The NEA public diplomacy office has effectively been
placed under the control of the MEPI office, which is hcaded by pcople with no public
diplomacy expericnce in the ficld. The overall trend is to disperse public diplomacy asscts,
while the need is to create a critical mass. PD officers who get completely absorbed in
preparing for the noon bricfing or providing background papers for scnior level visits
canno! make sufficient time to coordinate with the producers of public diplomacy
cducational, cultural and information products the ficld officers need. That coordination is
vital. It 1s the PD officer who, in an earlier life, insured the proper confluence between
Washington-centric ECA and [IP products and actual ficld nceds.

Will the cstablishment of DAS positions solve all these problems? Perhaps not, but
it would add the burcaucratic clout that is the coin of the realm in the Department of State.
Change would then be achievable.
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The Pew Global Attitudes Project:
Giving World Publics a Greater Voice

Donald Kimelman
Director of Information Initiatives, The Pew Charitable Trusts

hen the Pew Global Attitudes Project was conceived, the original plan

‘)\/ was to mcasure attitudes around the world toward globalization and

democratic values in a single major survey. In June 2001, The Pew

Charitable Trusts committed $3.8 million to The Pew Rescarch Center for the People and

the Press, an opinion research organization we have funded since 1995, to carry out this

ground-breaking work. This initiative was in keeping with the Trusts’ long-standing

commitment to informing the public on a range of important issucs through independent,
non-partisan rescarch and polling,

When the grant was made. no onc realized the full scope and impact the project
would have. Well before the survey was ready to go into the field, the terrorists struck the
United States on 9/11, and the war on terrorism began. Andy Kohut, who directs the Pew
Rescarch Center, responded by reordering prioritics to include survey questions about the
war on terrorism and America’s standing in the rest of the world.

The Pew Global Attitudes Project relcased the results in two stages: What the
World Thinks in 2002, issucd in December 2002, and Views of @ Changing World, releascd
in June 2003. The surveys were based on 66,000 interviews in 49 nations and the
Palestinian  Authority. The rcports found widespread acceptance of globalization,
particularly in the developing world, and strong support across cultures for democratic
values, including in the Middle East. But much of the media’s attention focused on the
increcasing antipathy toward Amcrica’s policics abroad—especially in Europc and the
Muslim world. Anger about the Iraq war appeared to be the principal factor in driving up
this level of opposition.

In February of this year, on the eve of the first anniversary of the start of the war,
The Pew Rescarch Center went back into the ficld for a follow-up survey in ninc countrics,
including the United States. The survey set out to determine whether the passage of time
since the fall of Saddam Hussein had moderated negative views about America in Europe
and the Muslim world. The results, published in the Center’s latest report, A Year After the
Irag War, were sobering, suggesting an ever-growing divide between this country and its
post-war allies.

What follows is an cxcerpt from this study. It 1s the most recent sct of findings from
a project that has cxpanded its original charge to give world publics a greater voice on a
host of important issucs that transcend national borders. In a drastically changed world, we
now vicw global polling as an ongoing mission,

* ok *
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A Year After the Iraq War:
Excerpts

A year after the war in Iraq, discontent with America and its policics has intensificd
rather than diminished. Opinion of the United States

(US) in France and Germany is af least as negative now Transatlantic Tensions
. . . . Unabated

as at the war's conclusion, and British views are

decidedly more critical. Perceptions of American Support for an Independent
unilateralism remain widespread in European and European Foreign Policy

Muslim .nation:?, .a'nd the war in Iraq has undermi.ned Apr Mar  May
America’s credibility abroad. Doubts about the motives 2002 2003 2003
behind the US-led war on terrorism abound, and a B %k %

: : ) ST i Britain 47 48 45
growing percentage of Europeans want foreign policy |[ rance &80 67 76

and sccurity arrangements independent from the United || Germany 51 52 57
States. Across Europe, there is considerable support for
the European Union to become as powerful as the United

States. Summer Mar  May
2002 2003 2003
In the predominantly Muslim countries surveyed LI
n the predominanily Muslim countries surveyed, | piijain 75 48 70
anger toward the United States remains pervasive, France 63 31 43
although the Tevel of hatred has cased somewhat and || Germany 61 25 45
support for the war on terrorism has inched up. Osama
bin Laden, however, is viewed favorably by large percentages in Pakistan (65 percent),
Jordan (55 percent) and Morocco (45 percent), Even in Turkey, where bin Laden is highly
unpopular, as many as 31 percent say that suicide attacks against Americans and other
Westerners in Iraq are justifiable. Majorities in all four Muslim nations surveyed doubt the

sincerity of the war on terrorism. Instead, most say it is an effort to control Mideast oil and
to dominate the world.

U.5. Favorability Ratings

There has been little change in opinion about Suicide Borrbings Justifiable?
the war in Irag-except in Great Britain, where g No wYes
support for the decision to go to war has plummeted By Palestiniansaganst Israelis

from 61 pcreent last May to 43 percent in the current || Tukey [wrms
survey. In contrast, 60 percent of Americans continue  |Pabstan
to back the war. Among the coaliion of the Tﬂﬁ
“unwilling,” large majorities in Germany, France and

Russia still belicve their countrics made the right Against Americans &Weskemersin iraq
decision in not taking part in the war. Moreover, there || Tukey [

is broad agreement in nearly all of the countries E;':::;g
surveycd—the US being a notable exception—that || Jordan
the war in Iraq hurt, rather than helped, the war on
terrorism.

In the four predominantly Muslim countries surveyed, opposition to the war
remains nearly universal. Moreover, while large majorities in Western European countries
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opposed to the war say Saddam Hussein’s ouster will improve the lot of the Iraqi people,
thosc in Muslim countrics arc Iess confident.
In Jordan, no less than 70 percent of survey Post-Hussein, Iragi People
respondents think the Iragis will be worse off Will Be....

with Hussein gone. 2.0

This 1s the latest m a series of
international surveys by the Pew Global
Attitudes Project. 1t was conducted from late
February to early March m the United States
and cight other countrics, with ficldwork under
the direction of Princceton Survey Research

Russia

: : . Turke
Associates International.” The survey finds a y
e e ; : w Morocco
significant point of agrcement in opinion on

Jordan £3

Iraq’s futurc. Overwhelming majoritics in all
countries surveyed say it will take longer than
a year fo establish a stable government in Iraq.
But there are deep differences about whetherthe IS or the Uni  Nations TN dd o
the best job of helping Iraqgis to form such a government. The UN is the clear choice of
pcople in Western Europe and Turkey; Americans arc divided over this issuc. However,
roughly half of Jordanians and a third of Moroccans voluntecred that neither the US nor
the UN could do best in this regard.

Americans have a far different view of the war’s U.S. Overreacting

impact-—on the war on terrorism and the global standing of the To Terrorism
US —than do people in the other surveyed countries. Generally, ,
Americans think the war helped in the fight against terrorism, %; N}[gg
illustrated the power of the US military, and revealed America % 5
to be trustworthy and supportive of democracy around the || France 30 57
world. These notions arc not shared clsewhere. Majoritics in gﬁ;ﬁ"y gg :2
Germany, Turkey and France—and half of the British and N
Russians —belicve the conflict in Irag undermined the war on JMOI(-)(I!?;SCO 2 33
terrorism. At lcast half the respondents in the cight OthCI: O 66
countries view the US as less trustworthy as a consequence of | Turkey — -- 55
the war. For the most part, even US military prowess is not || Russia - 34
scen in a better light as a result of the war in Iraq. UsS. B 13

A growing number in Western Europe also think that the United States is
overreacting to the threat of terrorism. Only in Great Britain and Russia do large majoritics
believe that the US is right to be so concerned about terrorism. Many people in France (57
percent) and Germany (49 percent) have come to agree with the widespread view in the
Muslim countries surveyed that America is exaggerating the terrorist threat.

' All surveys are nationwide representative samples except in Pakistan, which was predominantly urban, and
Moracco, where the survey was conducted only in urban areas.
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Nevertheless, support for the US-led war on terrorism has increased dramatically
among Russians, despite their generally critical opinion

of US policics. More than scven-in-ten Russians (73 Tiend:Fayer.laded
; War on Terrorism
percent) currently back the war on terrorism, up from 51
percent last May. Since the end of the Iraq war, there Summer May March
also have been gains in support for the US anu-terrorism 2.‘;1&2 2?& 2904 _
campaign in Turkey {(from 22 percent to 37 percent) and U.S éi’g _/f é'; b
Morocco (nine percent to 28 pereent). On the other hand, J| Britain @~ 69 63 63
backing for the war against terrorism has again slipped in || France 75 60 50
G 5 . : 5 . 5 1o Germany 70 60 85
France and Germany; only about half of the public in || 2% 2% 22 £ 3
cach country favors the US-led cffort, Turkey 30 22 37
Pakistan 20 16 16
Publics in the surveyed countrics other than the || Jorean 13 2 i
. ; . Merocco - 9 28
United Statcs cxpress considerable  skepticism  of

America’s motives in its global struggle against terrorism. Solid majorities in France and
Germany believe the US is conducting a war on ferrorism in order to control Mideast oil
and dominate the world. People in Muslim nations who doubt the sincerity of American
anti-terror cfforts sec a wider range of ulterior motives, including helping Isracl and
targeting unfriendly Muslim governments and groups.

Large majoritics in almost cvery country surveyed think that America and British
leaders lied when they claimed, prior to the Iraq war, that Saddam Hussein’s regime had
weapons of mass destruction. On balance, people in the United States and Great Britain
disagrec. Still, about three-in-ten in the US (31 percent) and four-in-ten in Great Britain
(41 percent} say leaders of the two countries lied to provide a rationale for the war.

In that regard, opinions of both
President  Bush  and  British - Prime American Ratings of the UN Slip
Minister Tony Blair are negative. Large
majorities in every country, except for
the US, hold an unfavorable opinion of
Bush. Blair is rated favorably only by a
narrow majority in Great Britain but
fully three-quarters of Americans. In
contrast, UN Secretary-General Koft
Annan is viewed positively in ncarly all
nine countries surveyed, with Jordan and
Morocco as prominent exceptions.

{+Favorable == nfavorahle |

The United Nations itself 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004

engenders varied reactions around the
world. Just 55 percent of Americans have a favorable opinion of the world body. This is
the lowest rating the UN has achieved in 14 years of Pew Research Center surveys. People
in Russia and the Western European countries have a considerably more favorable view of
thc UN. But large majoritics in Jordan and Morocco hold ncgative views of both the UN
and the man who leads it.
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Majorities in the Western European countries surveyed' believe their own
government should obtain UN approval before dealing
with an intcrnational threcat. That idca is much morc The Gap QOver Using Force
problematic for Americans, and on this issuc Russians
and pcople in Muslim countrics arc much closer to
Americans than they arc to Western Europeans.

Couniry NeedsU. N.
Approval First

No,too DK/

Despite that small picce of common ground, Yng %}:u" &j’!

however, there is still considerable hostility toward the Us. a1 a8 10

US in the¢ Muslim countrics surveyed. Substantial Britai ot 30 5
: S 4 - WL s - ritain

numbers in each of these countries has a negative view = 63 35 2

of the US. Overwhelming majorities in Jordan and | Germany 80 15 6
Morocco belicve suicide attacks against Americans and

) o 4 o i s AR L . Russia 37 41 21
other \\f’c.stcrnt':rs in Iraq arc _]letl‘hdb]C. As a pomnt ‘of T irkey 15 44 iy
comparison, slightly more pcoplc in those two countrics || Pakistan 38 34 28
say thc same about Palcstinian suicide attacks against [| Jordan 47 38 1>
Terselic Morocco 42 42 16

About half of Pakistanis also say suicide attacks on Americans in Irag—and against
Israclis in the Palestinian conflict—are justifiable. Fewer respondents in Turkey agree, but
slightly more Turks view suicide attacks on Americans in Iraq as justifiablc as say the
same about Palestinian attacks on Israelis (31 percent
vs. 24 percent).

Favorability Ratings: Jews

Other Findings Very Somewhat Un-
Fav  Fav  Fav

: . . Yo 1o ©

¢ Despite concerns about rising anti- U.s. 36 41 8
Europe, there are no indications that anti- Britain 23 53 9
scntiment has_ increased over Crance 28 53 0
Favorable ratings of Jews 1991 14 58 14

now in France, Germany and

were in 1991, Nonetheless, Jews

in thc US than in Germany and Russia.
case with Americans, Russia 18 47 25

Germany 10 53 20
1991 5 47 24

morc negative views of Muslims Tedl J H =0
Turkey B 21 49

¢ The survey finds, however, Pakistan 1 2 80
Morocco 1 5 92

much lower ratings in predominantly Mushim
countrics than do Muslims in mOStly Christian Question not permitted in Jordan.
countrics. Majoritics in Morocco (73 pereent),
Pakistan (62 percent) and Turkey (52 percent) cxpress negative views of Christians.

¢ The adage that people in other nations may dislike America, but nonetheless want
to movc there is borne out in Russia, Turkey and Morocco. Roughly half of the
respondents in those three countries say people who have moved to the US have a
better lifc.
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¢ But one of the largest gaps between Americans and Europeans concerns the
question of whether people who move to the US have a better life. Americans
overwhelmingly believe this to be the casc—=88 percent say people who move to
the US from other countrics have a better life. By contrast, just 14 percent of
Germans, 24 percent of French and 41 percent of British think that people who
have moved 10 the US from their countries have a better life.’

Favorability Ratings:
Muslims
Very Somewhat Un-
Fav  Fav  Fav
% Y% %
u.s. 13 35 32
Britain 18 49 18
France 16 48 29
Germany 5 36 46
Russia 15 38 38
Turkey 66 22 9
Pakistan a7 10 2
Morocco 70 20 9
Christians

Very Somewhat Un-
Eav Eay Eav
% % %

u.s. 55 29 é
Britain 36 48 6
France 34 50 9
Germany 15 &0 16
Russia 44 49 3
Turkey 6 25 52
Pakistan 4 20 62
Morocco 2 21 73

Questions not permitted in Jordan.

" Editor’s Note: These excerpis and charts are taken fromthe March 16, 2004, report, “A YearAfer the Iraq
War.” Reprinted by permission of The Pew Global Attitudes Project, a project of The Pew Research Center
for the People & the Press.
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Is American Security Being Lost In Translation?

Rush Holt
Member, United States House of Representatives
Member, House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
Member, Committee on Education and the Worklorce

“The United States [US] today carrics new responsibilitics in many quarters
of the globe, and we are at a serious disadvantage because of the difficulty
of finding persons who can deal with the forcign language problem.”
— John Foster Dulles, US Sccretary of State, 1953

hat was true in the post-World War 11 world of 1933 is true in the post-

\}‘ f 9/11 world of 2004. Our national deficicncy in the languages and cultures

of critical arcas around the world is compromising American sccurity

intcrests at home and. abroad. In addition to diminishing our opportunitics cconomically

and culwrally, the deficiency is making our troops overseas more vulnerable and the

American people less safe than they should be. We must eliminate the severe shortage of

language profcssionals in our diplomatic corps, our military, and our intelligence agencics.

Almost three years after the cvents of September 11, 2001, we still fail to address one of

the most scrious sccurity problems facing this nation. So far, the approach has been

superficial or temporary, with Congress and senior Administration officials exhorting
agencics to hire more linguists. That is not cnough.

The current shortage of language professionals is well documented throughout the
federal government. In January 2002, the Government Accounting Office (GAQ) reported
that “diplomatic and intelligence officials have stated that lack of staff with foreign
language skills has weakened the fight against international terrorism,” while at the Federal
Bureau of Investigation ‘“shortages of language-proficient staff have resulted in the
accumulation of thousands of hours of audiotapes and pages of written material that have
not been reviewed or translated.” More recently, the 9/11 Joint Inquiry reported last July
that our intelligence community is at 30 percent readiness in languages critical to national
security, while a State Department commissioned report from October found that our
government has only 54 genuine Arabic speakers working in the entire Foreign Scrvice.

When [ recently asked David Kay, former hcad of the Irag Survey Group, how
many of his 1,400 member-team spoke Arabic, he could count the number on the fingers of
one hand. [ posed similar questions to some members of the Special Forces who have been
combing the mountains of Afghanistan looking for Osama bin Laden. I asked them how
much Pashto they spoke. They responded that they had “picked up some™ during the ycar
they had been there. Although our Special Forces represent some of the best trained

soldiers in the world, we’re clearly not giving them all the skills they need to be successful
in their mission.

Spring 2004 58 The Ambassadors REVIEW

11- L-0559/0SD/40830



While the Defense Department, the State Department and our intelligence agencics
have recently turned their attention to the language problem, their approach remains
focused on immediate needs. They're stepping up recruitment efforts and expanding their
respective language education programs. These are promising and necessary changes, but
they only scratch the surface of what is fundamentally a national problen.

Federal Language Schools: A Tool, Not the Solution

The federal government long ago recognized that our public education system
alone could not provide the advanced language specialists that it required. As a response,
the government established language schools to train its own people in the languages of the
world. [ recently visited the Defense Language Institute (DLI) in Monterrey, California,
where each year approximately 3,700 members of the armed forces study languages
ranging from Arabic to Chinese to Spanish. DLI touts itsclf as the country’s largest center
of foreign language study.

[ndced, DLI is a remarkable cducational facility. | watched students there learning
in the classroom from smart boards connected to the Internet from which instructors could
call up, highlight, and use text, audio and video streams, and from specially formatted MP3
players (e.g. iPods) to replay forcign news broadcasts and music dircctly into their
headphones. DLI 1s certainly on the cutting edge of educational technology, but technology
alone cannot surmount the challenges of learning a language. I also have visited the
language schools of the Central Intelligence Agency and the State Department (Foreign
Service Institute), and have talked with many officers with the various agencics they scrve.

The problem these federal language schools have is two-fold. First, the schools
react specifically to the immediate needs of the agencies they serve. If the army needs
Arabic speakers, then the DLI hires Arabic teachers. The other schools operate in much the
samc way. They do not plan for the long term. When a language is no longer designated
“high-nced,” teachers lose their jobs and training in that language is cut back. In short, we
are not preparing to meet the potential needs of the future. There is no built-in system to
adapt to future and emerging linguistic needs. Unfortunately, as any linguist will tcll you,
it’s simply not possible to produce adcquate spcakers of difficult languages in a short
period of time no matter how good the faculty or how advanced the technology. They take
years of training and immersion to cultivate.

Second, the federal Tanguage schools alone simply cannot mect the language needs
of the armed forces, the Statc Department, our intelligence agencies, and the larger federal
government, Too often, their students have a limited foundation in forcign languages and
arc starting their language classes with little or no previous language training. This makes
them very expensive to train and many of them finish their one-year programs with only
basic language skills. As a result, they can only make a limited contribution to the agencies
they serve. Ultimately, the language problem cannot be solved at the federal level because
the root problem lies in public schools throughout the country.
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The Root Problem: Qur Schools

If we are to address adequately the language shortage in the federal government, we
have to look past the issucs of immediate recruitment and federal language training.
Federal language schools arc building on a poor language foundation, and the fedcral
government cannot recruit linguists from a pool that docs not cxist. With this approach, we
will always be trying to catch up. We must design and implement a federal language
strategy that begins in the earliest years of education and continues through college.

Consider the following sober facts. Al-Qaeda and like-minded terrorist elements
operatc in over 75 countrics, where hundreds of languages and dialects are spoken.
Howcver, 99 percent of American high school, college and university programs
concentrate on a few (mostly BEuropean) languages. In fact, more college students currently
study Ancicnt Greeck (20,858) than Arabic (10,596), Korean (5,211), Persian (1,117), and
Pashto (14} put together, according to figures from 2002. Last year, American universities
granted only six degrees in Arabic and eight in Korean, while they granted more than
7,000 in Spanish. We need to improve the numbers in critical languages if we’re going to
make surc that America has the language professionals necessary to defend our national
security and represent American interests abroad.

National Security Language Act

In Congress, I have introduced the National Sccurity Language Act, legislation that
would expand federal investment in education in foreign languages of critical need, such as
Arabic, Persian, Korean, Pashto and Chinese. It would provide federal incentives for high
school students to study languages into college, give universities resources fo expand
languagc programs overseas, and identify Americans with pre-cxisting language abilitics
for rccruitment. The main provisions of the bill include:

¢ The International Flagship Language Initiative (IFLI): Providing federal grants
to specific American universitics and colleges to cstablish high quality. intensive
in-country language study programs in a broad range of countries around the world.
[nstitutional grants of up to $400,000 per language would be provided to cstablish
ncw programs. The initial target will be the languages identified by the
government-wide needs assessment conducted regularly by the National Security
Education Program (NSEP). The NSEP, which already oversees the National
Flagship Language Initiative (NFLI), will also administer the program.

¢ Science and Technology Advanced Foreign Language Grants: Providing federal
grants to institutions of higher education to establish programs that cncourage
students to develop forcign language proficicncy as well as science and
technological knowledge. Eligible institutions will develop programs in which
students take courses in science, math and technology taught in a foreign language.
Funds will also support immersion programs for students to take science and math
courses in a non-English speaking country.
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¢ Loan Forgiveness for Undergraduate Students in
Become Teachers or Federal Emplovees: Authorizing the
to assume the obligation to repay a total of not more than $10,000
and interest for a student borrower who has obtained an undergraduate
critical need foreign language. To qualify the recipient must be
agency of the United States government or in a full-time position
or sccondary school

¢ Encouraging Early Foreign Language Studies: Establishing
language partnerships between local school  districts
departments at institutions of higher education. Also eligible to
partnerships would be state education agencies, an education
department  of institutions of higher cducation, a busincss, a non-
organization, heritage or community centers for language study,
Resource Center. Priority would be given to partnerships that include a high-
local educational agency and to partnerships that cmphasize
less-

¢ National Study of Foreign Language Heritage
Marketing Campaign: Commissioning a national study
communitics with native speakers of critical forcign languages
targets of a federal marketing campaign cncouraging students to
thosc languages. Members of heritage communities are a better
educational investment than non-heritage speakers with
cxpericnce. Unfortunately, many heritage communities view
language other than English as a problem to be overcome.
campaign should educate heritage language speakers about
professional opportunities that their language skills

A few ycears after Sceretary of Statc John Foster Dulles lamented America’s lack
foreign language abilities, the Soviet Union surprised America with the launch of the first
Sputnik into spacc in 1957, American lcaders vowed never to be second to anyone in
proficiency in science and mathematics. In 1958, Congress responded to Sputnik by
passing the National Defense Education Act (NDEA), which created a generation of
scientists, engincers, and Russian linguists who helped win the Cold War.

Immediately after September 11, 2001, Americans found themselves again facing a
Sputnik moment. They realized that they were caught flat-footed, unprepared to confront
al-Qacda terrorists. We nced a national commitment to languages on a scale of the NDEA
commitment to science, including improved curriculum, teaching technology and methods,
teacher development, and a systemic cultural commitment. I offer the National Security
Language Act as the first part of a solution that will give us a generation of Americans able
to confront the new threats we face today.
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America’s Language Challenge:
Multidimensional Responses

Katherine H. Peterson
Director, Foreign Service Institute
United States Ambassador to the Kingdom of Lesotho, 1998-2001

offense.” The overarching goal, therefore, is to get the right people, with the

right skills, in the right place at the right time to carry out America’s foreign
policy. Onc of the skills that is the hallmark of cffective diplomacy is the ability to use a
foreign language to carry out our responsibilities. In the wake of the watershed events of
September 11, 2001, the press, the public and the United States (US) government have
grown painfully aware of the phenomenon that Senator Paul Simon called (in 1980!) “The
Tonguc-Tied American.” Repeatedly, we sce compelling cvidence of the critical role of
high-level foreign language capabilities in our foreign policy, our international responsi-
bilities, and our national security. [t has become both cbvious and urgent for the foreign
affairs community to stand up and address the “language challenge.”

Secretary Powell has called our diplomatic personnel “America’s first line of

Some Facts: What We Have to Work with to Meet the Challenge

In an article with a stinging title, “Now That We're Comrades, We Don’t Care
Anymore,” Washington Post, November 9,2003, we learned that:

“The US government is spending 25 percent less today, adjusted for
inflation, than it did in 1967 on high-level foreign language training. And
that figure includes an additional 20 percent for Arabic and Middle Eastern
studies appropriated by Congress after the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001, A Washington-based consultant on international education [noted]
that the number of fellowships in all advanced foreign language and area
studies declined from 2,344 in 1967 to 1,640 1n fiscal year 2003.”

In addition, in the Conference Report accompanying the Intelligence Authorization
Act for Fiscal Ycar 2003, three key picces of data arc given as rcasons to support forcign
language cducation:

“82 percent of the US population of 255 million people speaks only
English. There are very few US houscholds where languages critical for
supporting US national sccurity arc spoken. For example, only 0.23 percent,
or 596,000 of the US population, speaks Arabic at home, 0.13 percent for
Hindi, 0.11 pereent for Urdu, 0.09 percent for Scrbo-Croatian, 0.27 percent
for Russian, (.18 percent for Japanese, and (.78 percent [or Chinese.

Second, less than one percent (about 144,000 in calendar year 2000} of all
US students in higher education study abroad. Study abroad program data
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also show that US students historically have not studied in areas that are
cmerging as critical to national sccurity. In 2000, 60 percent of US study
abroad students studied in Western Europe. Less than 2.9 percent studied in
the Middle East (a mcre 4,100 students, with 3,900 of these studying in
Isracl); 2.7 percent studicd in Africa (3,900 students), and six percent in
Asia (8,800, with 5,600 of these in China and Japan).

Third, modern forcign language class registrations in US higher education
arc down from a high in 1965 of 16.5 forcign language class registrations
per 100 overall class registrations to 7.9 rcgistrations per 100 in 1998,
Spanish accounts for 55 percent of forcign language registrations, while
Arabic accounts for 0.5 percent (5,500 registrations), Chinese for 2.4
percent (28,000), and Russian for two percent {24,000).!

In his “Dear Colleagues™ letter in November 2003 inviting fellow House members
to co-sponsor his bhill, Rep. Rush Holt (ID-NJ), notes:

“I am introducing lcgislation, the National Security Language Act, which
would significantly expand our investment in foreign language education on
the primary, secondary, and post-sccondary level.

Al-Qaeda operates in over 75 countrics, where hundreds of languages and
dialects arc spoken. Howcver, 99 percent of American high school, college
and university programs concentrate on a dozen (mostly European)
languages. In fact, more college students currently study Ancient Greek
(20,858) than Arabic (10,596), Korean (5,211), Persian (1,117), and Pashto
(14) put together. We need to do more to make sure that America has the
language professionals necessary to defend our national sccurity. This
cannot be done overnight. We are already years overdue.”

One of the local Washington television garden advisors was asked by a viewer
“When is the best time to plant trees?” His answer: “Twenty years ago.” Given the
unavailability of a reliable time-machine, evervone is now scrambling to propose their own
ways to put good will and good moncy to work to amcliorate the fact that the Amcrican
public and the educational system, and, yes, we in the government, have fallen short of
anticipating and providing for forcign language capability across a broad range of our
population. September 11, 2001, was our generation’s Sputnik. We rose to that challenge
in 1957, and slowly we arc rising to this onc.

Whilc the Department as a whole is not formally considered part of the Intelligence
Community (IC), we sharc with’ them the need for strong foreign language capability in
order to achieve our mission goals, and Congress has shown special interest in the
linguistic capabilitics not only of the Department of State, but also the IC and the rest of

! Section 333 of the Conference Report accompanying the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2003, H. Rpt. 107-789, H.R. 4628, which adopled section 309 of the House Permanent Select Commillee on
Intelligence’s report on the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, H, Rpl. 107-592,
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the national security agencies and in what initiatives are being undertaken to meet current
and future IC language requirements. How do they and others anticipate language demands
for the futurc, and what is being donc to mecet the emerging demands?

Leadcership on this issuc will be required from the highest levels to encourage new
programs in the clementary and sccondary schools and post-sccondary schools and to
continue the existing ones such as the National Security Education Program in order to
build a talent pool from which thc government can recruit candidates. This and more
creative ways (o tap into America’s rich diversity of “heritage” language speakers can
bring more people into the applicant pool for critical roles across the government and in
the nongovernmental organization (NGO) and private sectors as well.

The State Department’s Approach

That is the backdrop, and J would note that many of the concerns and challenges
arc sharcd ones on which we in the State Department have been very cagerly collaborating
much more intensively since 9/11. There are growing fissures in the stovepipes and cracks
in the iron rice bowls. And that 1s a very good thing.

Amcliorating our shared challenges required us to consider how to better exploit
and channel cxisting language resources and how to create new oncs. In other words, how
do we recruit, train, assign, retain and further develop the cadres with those language
capabilities that are needed in all their various guises 1o enable us o accomplish our
mission? That covers a lot of ground, so where do we begin?

The Department of State has developed and started to implement a coherent,
intcgrated strategic plan for mecting its language proficicncy goals. This plan involves
close collaboration among the Bureau of Human Resources, the Foreign Service Institute
(FSI), the functional and regional bureaus and posts with foreign language requirements.
Our approach involves targeted recruitment, credit in the hiring process for language
proficiency, and incenfives to acquire, maintain, and improve language skills to highly
advanced levels, and to re-use over a carcer the critical and difficult languages that arc in
high demand as we build the needed language cadres. This strategic plan is reinforced by
the high value that the Department’s corporate culture places on language proficiency
among our Foreign Scrvice cmployecs.

Gettine the People

Language training is fime consuming, expensive, difficult, and the resulting
proficiency 1s fragile—use it or lose it. The best language training in the world, and we
believe that FSI provides that, only works when there are students who can come to
training, stay in fraining for the required amount of time, and use, maintain, and reuse their
hard-won proficicncy. But the Forcign Service was “hollowed-out” by the frecze on hiring
in the mid-1990s, so Sccretary Powell launched a successful move to bring the number of
State employees back to what is required to meet critical overseas needs, as well as create a
“personnel complement.” That would provide for enough staff resources to make training
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and crisis response possible. Known as the “Diplomatic Readiness Initiative,” it is bringing
record numbers of new cmployces into the Department, 1,069 over three years in addition
to other special hiring for security and consular affairs. This is one factor in a 150 percent
rise in the amount of language training delivered in the past six years.

As I noted, one way to increase language capacity is to target the people and places
where there are reservoirs of language proficiency. We look to the “heritage” community,
but conducting background investigations for clcarances on native specakers can be
particularly difficult, because many of these individuals have lived abroad, in some cases
for years. We also target those who, despite the vagaries of the American educational
system, have already developed strong skills in critical languages.

There are several important reasons why we do not require language proficiency or
set it as a primary criterion €or selection into the Foreign Service. The fluidity of language
requircments partially explains this. In othcer words, the Albanian speakers we would have
hired threc years ago would not nccessarily help us meet today’s nceds in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Rather, the Department has identified core skills and qualitics, which we call
“dimensions,” that are far more indicative of a candidate’s long-term prospects for
confributing successtully to the conduct of American foreign policy over a full career.
These dimensions have proven cssential to conducting a long carcer in an ever-changing
cnvironment. They represent skills that cannot be taught casily, if at all: cultural
adaptability; lcadership; initiative; judgment; composure; interpersonal skills, ctc. A person
without these skills would not make an effective diplomat even if he or she spoke Chinese
Just as well as a native speaker.

Howecver, once our applicants have passed the rigorous written and oral
cxamination process, they arc placed on a selection register and then can take a speaking-
only telephone test to determine whether they are at a “threshold level” at lcast 8-2 in a
hard or §-3 in a world language. If so, they are then moved higher on the selection register
for possible earlier entry into the Foreign Service. A recent change in that program
provides even more bonus points for certain languages and language families designated as
“critical needs languages™ for national security. As a result, a recent entering class of entry-
level Forcign Service Officers (March 8, 2004) is comprised of a majority of candidates
who have passed a preliminary screening test in designated languages and who received
the cxtra bonus points for entry into the Forcign Service. (Reinforcing the observation
about when to plant trees, it was interesting to note that most of the new officers who came
into the Service with strong Japanesc skills were not heritage speakers, but likely benefited
from the teaching of Japanese in the public schools in the 1980s and 1990s, when the issue
was global cconomic competitivencss.)

These pre-existing skills—in any language — will then play a major role in bids for
their first assignments. In general, officers entering with language skills have more options
than those who enter with none. With proven language learning ability, they generally
make better candidates for more difficult languages, like Arabic or Chinese, and more
often are assigned to training for positions requiring proficicncy in such languages.
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Once hired, and irrespective of whether they enter with language proficiency or not,
new officers are acutely attuned to language training issues as part of their overall career
development. Entering officers must achicve proficiency in a foreign language to gain
tenure, and later in their careers, those desiring to become senior officers must have
achicved a professional level of proficicncy (S-3/R-3) to cross the senior threshold.

Throughout, employces’ carcer paths arc influenced in part—and in many cascs,
very significantly — by their language skills. When possible, the Department’s goal is to
assign officers who already speak languages not commonly spoken or studicd in the US to
a number of tours in which that language may be used. Particularly for the most difficult
languages (Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean), the Department’s goal is to ensure that
officers with rclatively rare language skills or thosc able to take long-term language
training arc given priority for assignment and re-assignment to posts where thosc
languages are spoken.

Generous Language Incentive Pay (LIP) is available for those using designated
hard languages while on assignment. Additional bonuses arc paid for substantial improve-
ment in proficiency and for repeat tours that use the same language. And 1 also would like
to believe that the state-of-the-art language training delivered by the Foreign Service
Institute is in itself an incentive to the motivated foreign affairs professional.

The Language Continuum: Developing the Needed Cadres

The immediate challenge of 9/31 for our diplomats abroad is to have the language
skills to compctently and credibly convey America’s message to often skeptical and cven
hostile foreign audiences, to understand the positions of our interlocutors — allies and
adversarics alike—and to advance US policy goals and interests. The “Advisory Group on
Public Diplomacy for the Arab and Muslim World,” created at the request of Rep. Frank
Wolf and the House Appropriations Committec and chaired by Ambassador Edward
Djerejian, issued a report on October 1, 2003, recommending steps to strengthen public
diplomacy. A major recommendation of that group was a very substantial increase in our
capability in Arabic. And it is true that after 9/11 we had to call one of our best Arabic
linguists out of rctircment to go on Al-Jazcera and debate and present America’s story to
an Arab audicnce. While we do have many competent Arabic speakers, we are still too
thinly staffed, and there are too many critical jobs for them to fill in the Middle East and
clsewhere. And to do what amounts to the cquivalent of “Crossfire” or “Mect the Press” in
Arabic will take more than a basic course—or even an advanced course in Arabic. It’s
going to take enormous commitment and effort and experimenting with new approaches.

Over the yecars we had alrcady been consciously and thoroughly increasing the
professional rclevance of our langnage training, and after 9/11 thosc cfforts werce
redoubled, cspecially in the arcas of consular tradecraft language and public diplomacy
practice for all students, not just thosc in the public diplomacy cone. The “training float”
has permitted us to make intensive targeted language training become more of a reality as
those outside the Department as well as visionarics within it have put greater emphasis on
language proficiency. The electronic wizardry of new multimedia technology and the
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Internet have allowed us to cxpand our rcach beyond the school house and provide
confinuning language education—a mandate that was laid on us by Congress some years
ago and remains yearly in our authorization.

As a proactive step in response to the national language challenge, FSI peered
ahcad and saw beyond the status quo, and in January 2004, we published our Language
Continuum that parallels FSI’s other carcer and training-related continua, This strategic
plan lays out in a coherent fashion a broad range of formal and informal language learning
options that have existed as independent elements into the fabric of a Foreign Service
career and assignment path. A collaborative effort with the personnel system and the
operational burcaus, this Continuum outlines for the Department and its ecmployeces a way
to meld the principles of strategic workforce planning and the “Open Assignments”
system, by serving as a roadmap to weave language proficicncy development and usc into
a suoccessful career progression. Some of the elements are opportunities beyond
FSI/Washington, such as post language programs, distance lcarning programs that
maintain the hard-won proficiency of those serving away from the area where the language
is spoken, FSI’s full-time language training programs at overscas ficld schools, and highly-
advanced training at regional universities abroad. The Language Confinuuwm is designed to
help Foreign Scrvice personnel, including Foreign Scrvice Specialists and cligible family
members, plan a long-term integrated approach to language learning and use, leading the
motivated and talented more often to attain the advanced language skills that arc so
difficult to achieve, so fragile to maintain, and so critical to the nation. This is a prudent
leveraging of our investment in language training and can build the advanced language
cadres that 9/11 and subsequent developments have made so critical to the well-being of
the United States and its citizens.

The key to America’s success in mecting the global language challenge will be, like
the Language Continuum, a weaving together of complementary and mutually supportive
dimensions of action in Congress, the Forcign Affairs and Intclligence Community, the
broader federal government, NGOs, and the state and local cducational cstablishments.
Only then will America cease to be tongue-ticd.
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Public Diplomacy and the
United States Information Agency, Yes!

Bruce S. Gelb
Director, United States Information Agency, 1989-1991
United States Ambassador to Belgium, 1991-1993

cry, ultimately became accepted truth. It helped to unseat a political party,

damaged not a few forcign affairs and defense cstablishment professionals and
opcned up a virtually endless treasurc-trove of biting and sarcastic political cartoons. Now
we have the “public diplomacy gap” which translates for many perhaps into an over-
simplificd question, “Why does the world suddenly scem to hate the United States (US)?

In the latter part of the 1950sthe phrase, “Missile Gap,” ininally a political war

Public opinion polls conducted by respected organizations like Zogby and others
have fine-tuncd these ncgative attitudes. We now learn from these polls that it 1s not
Americans who arc hated, it is the policies of our government. This, of course, raiscs
immediate questions: “Do these haters understand our policies?; Can polling data in non-
democratic countries be accurate?; When one’s tongue will be cut off for expressing
blasphemous thoughts can people speak freely and honestly?; and finally, with all of these
ncgatives, how can there be such a disconnect between millions of pcople worldwide
trying desperately to enter the US, legally or illegally, and these views that the world hates
the US?" Carrying this hatred to the point of absurdity, maybe they hate the US because
it's the middle of our President’s last name: B-US-H, Who knows?

Al of us living here in the United States would prefer to go to sleep at night with
the comforting thought that those billions of “foreigners™ do think the USA over the long
haul has been a benefactor to most countries in the world. Was it not the US with the help
and cooperation of our North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies in Europe who,
together, helped bring on the implosion of the communist Soviet dictatorship? Does no one
any longer remember something about how the US and Britain led the countries of the
world in defeating the evil Axis of Germany and Japan? Then there was that thing called
World War [ and the small but special role we played there, One fears our (Western)
historical memory is getting shorter by the vear; not so amongst those peoples of Islam for
whom the results of these wars and conflicts present themselves in an altogether different
light. It 1s in our interest, perhaps our very survival, to know and understand our own
history. With this understanding we will be better able to present our way of life with its
emphasis on personal freedom and human rights.

Oncce upon atime in the United States there was an organization in Washington that
was charged with the task of telling the truth, the whole truth, the un-propagandized truth
about the US to the rest of the world. Some un-recognized “geniuses” like Harry Truman,
Dwight Eiscnhower, John Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, Jimmy
Carter, Ronald Reagan and George HW. Bush using the presidency and a majority in
Congress  provided the moncy to create and keep alive the UNITED STATES
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INFORMATION AGENCY (USIA). The mission of the USIA was to communicate to the
world’s populations the truc benefits of an open society and the crucial nature of frecdom
of speech, the rule of law, frcedom of religion and the benefit of frec and independent
labor unions to name just a few. The message was communicated in virtually every method
known at the time: the short-wave radio Voice of America, a global TV nctwork, English-
language libraries with free and open access to books, magazines and newspapers,
specialized media in many different languages to reach in cvery way possible those billions
out there “yearning to breathe free.” During the Cold War, President Eisenhower said that
peace was too important to be left solely in the hands of diplomats and the military—there
must be “People-to-People” exchanges in addition to the more formal kinds of diplomacy.
As a result, thousands of carcfully sclected future Icaders came to this country as special
guests of the US government.

In addition our ordinary tourists to foreign countries were supplemented by special
experts, academics, sports heroes, jazz music greats, scientists, doctors, comedians,
dancers, capitalists, clowns and college boys and girls. Way beyond the billions of dollars
sent in Agency for International Development (AID) programs and by the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the communication of the greatness of our country
was achieved through movies of all kinds which showed not just our material wealth but
the kinds of pcople in the US that did the everyday work, raised the families, fought the
wars for freedom, followed the religions that they wished and generally despite the many
differences in race, religion and ethnicity got along amazingly well,

Our major Achilles heel, the mistreatment of our African-American population
began to be explored, faced up to and presented by the Hollywood of the 1950sand 1960s.
For the first time, Hollywood moved away from stereotyping and faced up to the race
problem in the US. However, the most important message communicated around the world
was the passage of specific Civil Rights legislation by Congress and signed by the
President in 1964- 1965.

There was clear recognition from 1947 until 1993 that in addition to thce nuclear
threat posed by the Sovict Union we were facing an idcological war between communism
and democracy. There was also clear recognition that it was a long-term cffort with no
deadline set for ending the program until our system of government “won,” to use an over-
simplificd term.

Today we and the West are facing another ideological challenge worldwide in
nature, that of extremist, fanatical Moslem sects sponsoring terrorists and teaching hatred
of the United States and almost everything associated with Western culture.

To some degree there is a parallel with the British Empire in its prime and the way
thc US is viewed in thc world today: with hatred, fear, respect and some grudging
admiration. The United States’ position of strength in the world today has crcated the same
kinds of diverse emotions worldwide. There is, of course, one major difference and that is
the British people were solidly behind their empire while in the United States there 1s a
panoply of attitudes among our people ranging from generalized rage against just about
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everything America stands {or to a self-satislied glow about our unigueness ax 8 bastion of
frecdom.

There is also a rcal question if any action that our country tikes to help make the
world understand what the US really stands for is worth the effort. Can ¢ducatiion end
deep-seated hatred? Can an individual driven by a blood-feud tradition of revenge nguinst
past gricvances change inside? Should we care so much about how forcign populations sec
this country? In the view of the most experienced practitioners in the study of foreign
affairs, human psychology and public diplomacy, the answer is “yes”™ to all four questions.

Perhaps the most important question is “Why 1s anti-Americanism so pervasive
around the world and what can we do about it?”

[n January of this ycar Dr. John Bradcmas, member of Congress for 22 yecars from
Indiana. addressed the Royal Academy of the Kingdom of Morocco. His subject:
“Education and Culture - Forces for Peace in a Troubled World.” As President Emeritus of
New York University, which today has 4,400 students from countrics around the world on
its campus (in the heart of New York City), he speaks with authority on this subject. In his
address he endorses the position of his colleague, Joseph Nye, Dean of the John F.
Kennedy School of Government, namely, to invest more in “*soft power.” Dr. Nye’s stated
position is that US military power is essential to global stability and is a critical part of the
response to terrorism; beyond that “‘soft power” rises from the attractiveness of a country’s
culture, political ideas and policies.

The “masters” of soft power throughout the Cold War were the men and women in
the United States and in virtually cvery country of the world who manned the United States
Information Agency. Both US citizens and the thousands of foreign nationals, who

represented us locally, were the unsung heroes of the ideological victory of democracy
over communism.

Since 2001 with “The Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on
Managed [nformation Dissemination” there has been a flood of studies and recommenda-
tions on this general subject. It includes blue ribbon organizations such as: the US
Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy; the Council on Foreign Relations; the
General Accounting Office; the Center for the Study of the Presidency; the Heritage
Foundation book by Johnson and Dale; the Brookings Institution study by Graham Fuller
and in October 2003 the scholarly work of Ambassador Djercjian called “Changing Minds,
Winning Pcace.”

All of the above, one way or the other, agree with Congressman Frank Wolfs
“tentative” conclusion rcported in The New York Times of Fcbruary 4, 2003: “Maybe we
made a mistake in closing down the United States Information Agency.” Each of the above
named reports has a new, modified, re-organized, re-jiggered approach to doing what the
USIA did so well, not perfectly, not without a glitch or two along the way, but well enough
to have played a crucial role in fending off or bringing down communism in the USSR,
Eastern Europe and in countless countries around the world.
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For much of the Cold War, the Voice of America was an important part of our
public diplomacy effort. While it generally received high marks for “telling America’s
story” to that part of the world under the hecl of Soviet communism, from time to time it
came under political attack for acts of both omission and commission. 1t is now a part of
the overall broadcasting effort of the US and that 1s where it should remain. It needs more
financial support and morc tcchnical upgrading to bring it into the 21 century but
basically it worked well. However, the rest of what constituted the USIA (or as it was
known overscas, the United States Information Scrvice, [USIS]) should be brought back to
life in tact. It should be removed from its current second-rate citizen status under the State
Departiment. There is hardly one element of what proved so helpful for so many years that
needs major overhauling. Starting with its basic organization, the Director held a Sub-
Cabinct appointment and reported directly to the President and to the Secretary of State. In
organization terms this mecans a straight linc to the President and a dotted linc to the
Secretary of State. In our political system this kind of individual was almost always readily
available.

There 1s no question that Peter Drucker was right when he advised senior
cxecutives to avoid splitting their responsibilitics. His dictum was simply “Put half a man
on a job and you’ll get half a job.” The State Department focuses on many subjects:
foreign politics, foreign economics, foreign military matters to name just a few and
fundamentally is charged with cxccuting the President’s foreign policy. Nothing can stand
in the way of getting that job done. When the foreign country’s media deal with State
Department representatives they know they are receiving the official message from a
diplomat. When the USIA was in operation, the local ncwspaper contacts knew that they
were dealing with an information specialist from an agency that reported to the US
President, not to the Secretary of State. That small but crucial difference made it possible
for USIA officers to develop close personal connections with the media men and women
who influence the local population. This was even more true at the academic and cultural
level where we clearly have major challenges today in both the Islamic and non-Islamic
world.

[n the world of business and gencrally wherever there arc many possible courses of
action and methods of organizing, it has often been shown that it is prudent to test an
approach before using it globally to guard against unforeseen problems. In marketing there
1s a whole industry devoted to what 1s known as “test marketing.” All of the many
proposals referred to above on how to deal with our country’s image overseas involve
interesting and innovative changes from the cstablished USIA cxpericnee with barcly a
reference to why the change was needed. It’s almost as if they were written without full
knowledge of the USIA’s history.

There currently cxists a nongovernmental organization in Washington, DC called
the US Public Diplomacy Council (PDC), which has as its pro-bono members a broad
array of the highest performing former USIA officers and Private Scctor Specialists.
Making a decision and getting the job started quickly is crucial. This organization which
will unquestionably have the support of both Democrats and Republicans in Congress
could help to put the USIA back together quickly so that it conceivably could be
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functioning powerfully by the end of this year at the latest. As of today, the Council’s
goals are to support awareness of public diplomacy’s central importance to the nation’s
forcign policy and serve as an activist ¢lcaring house. By offering information to the press,
the public and on the Hill and elsewhere, the PDC can play a key role in helping to rebuild
the structures and skills that are so essential. The Council’s Web site offers timely insights
into the challenges facing our public diplomacy; and its daily clectronic news file is the

best source anywhere of media reporting on public diplomacy (PD) issucs across the
country and the world.

This is not to imply that the USIA back in action will be some kind of “quick fix.”
Because our relationships around the world almost always involve the local publics’
attitude toward the US and just about everything encompassed by our democratic system,
we must gear up for a long, sustained cffortjust as we did in the Cold War. The rainbow at
the end of this journey is a world as diverse as New York City with its 250 languages and
its mix of religious and ethnic groups that goes along and gets along every day of the
week.

Let’s face the issue honestly and frankly. Everyone made a mistake in closing
down the USIA in 1999 and for once, lct’s admit that mistake, get over it and get back on
track.,
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Still Needed: A United States Policy for “Soft Power”

Carl Spielvogel
United States Ambassador (o the Slovak Republic, 2000-2001
Governor, United States Broadcasting Board of Governors, 1995-2000

‘ ‘ iplomacy: The Art of Letting Someone Have it Your Way.” These
Dwords are inscribed on a paperwcight that sat on my desk at the
United States (US) Embassy in Bratislava, the Slovak Republic, and it

was the first thing I saw when [ came to work cach morning.

To some, it must sound a bit like a cliche, but to me, it still served as a daily
reminder of a thought that unfortunately many of our government decision makers seem to
have forgotten these days.

Having spent 30 years of my working life developing commercial strategies for
hundreds of multinational corporations and doing business in 54 countries as a Chief
Exccutive Officer, [ believed that although T did not speak the language of all of my 10,000
multinational employees—only 1,100 of whom were Americans—I was obliged to try to
help them develop “client” strategics that might be successful.

For example, I told them that one has to first understand the “problem” in our case;
we call it “US public diplomacy.” Since this is the “client” we are dealing with, our
challenge is to:

1. “Explain” the US and the reasons for its actions, to the rest of the world —but most
importantly to our allies.

2. Try to win the hcarts and minds of the Islamic world, where we have made such a
halting start.

Anyone who has tried to sell US products or anyone’s products around the world
understands that one cannot sell successfully a “bad” product. Yet we, the most effective
democracy in the world, know that we have a superior product —the record of this young
nation —and have donc such a “unilatcrally” poor job of sclling it.

Put simply, we need more contemporary and focused communications tools in our
diplomatic tool kit, and we need to use them more effectively. We have made a serious and
continuing mistake in thinking that we could use our “hard power,” to thc cxclusion of
“*soft power.”

It is worth reminding ourselves that George Kennan, writing in Foreign Affairs in
1947, said that to win the war against communism, the US had “to create among the
pcoples of the world gencrally the impression of a country which knows what it wants,
which is coping succcssfully with the problems of its internal life and with the
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responsibilities of a world power and which has a spiritual vitality capable of holding its
own among the major ideological currents of the time.”

That cogent obscrvation, made some 57 years ago by a brilliant diplomat-public
scrvant has stood the test of time and should still serve as a “client” position statcment on
which to build an effective program for public diplomacy.

To round out this strategy and include our currently alienated democratic allies in
the fight against terrorism and fundamentalism, one nceds to incorporatc in our *soft
power” initiative such shared basic values as individual frecedoms, free trade, open markets,
democracy, women’s rights, the rule of law, transparency, health care, public education,
ete.

The new report just issuced by the non-partisan Pew Rescarch Center, about how
forcign publics view America, confirms many of our worst fears about how hardened anti-
Amcrican views have become in Europe and in Muslim countrics.

This alarming report, enfitled, “A Year After the Irag War,” and its predecessors,
“What the World Thinks in 2002 and “Views of a Changing World.” should bc rcad
carefully by everyone concerned about the future of our great country.

It is to be hoped that Margarct D. Tutwiler, recently named Under Sccretary of
State for Puhlic Diplomacy and Public Affairs, can sfart to rectify this long neglected
policy area.

As a person highly regarded by the Bush administration, her words carried weight,
when in testifying before the House of Representatives in February, she said in referring to

public diplomacy: “Unfortunately, our country has a problem in far too many parts of the
world.”

Space limitations in this article do not permit further discussion of the many
remedies available to start to cure this problem of “lack of trust” in the US although I
presented some suggested solutions in the article [ wrote for this publication in the spring
2003 issuc, cntitled “Needed: A US Policy for ‘Soft Power.™

From my view, the most cffective analysis of what needs to be done is contained in
the cxcellent Task Force report recently relcased by the Council on Foreign Relations
(CFR). It is cntitled, “Finding America’s Voice: A Strategy for Reinvigorating US Public
Diplomacy.” If onc reads this rcport, onc will find a road map for what should be done to
achieve a results-oriented program for public diplomacy.

However, whatever we do in the area of public diplomacy to attempt to restore our
global status as the world’s lcading democracy, which carcs about all of the pcoples around
us, we: (a) must communicate that we rcalize we cannot defeat terrorism alone, and (b)
make certain that all of our messages are free of political spin.
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In our frce democratic socicty, White House administrations come and go, but we
must communicate that “thesc truths are sclf-cvident” about our democracy and that they
will go on forever. Our young democracy has stood the test of time, and we must do all we
can with soft power to continue to hold it up as a model.

One does not need to reinvent the wheel: The CFR analysis, and others like it such
as the Pew report, identify the problems and the solutions. Why don’t we “just do it!”?
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America’s New Diplomacy:
Winning the Race for Hearts and Minds

Nancy G. Brinker
United States Ambassador to Hungary, 2001-2003

sight— hundreds of resolute Hungarian breast cancer survivors walking across
udapest’s historic Chain Bridge, illuminated in pink, the international color of
breast cancer.

In a country where cancer is still discussed in whispers, it was a remarkable

As the American Ambassador to Hungary at the time, [ had the privilege of
working with Hungarian-based nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and multinational
corporate sponsors to organize last year’s “Bridge of Health” —that nation’s first fundraiser
for women’s health.* As onc woman told us afterwards, “We were not sure such a huge
event could be done in Hungary. Maybe we were not brave enough. So we thank you.”

With Washington engaged in a global campaign to win hearts and minds,
particularly in the Muslim world, such gratitude underscores one of America’s greatest
foreign policy tools for promoting America’s image and inferests around the world —
hcalthcare.

Today, thc United Statcs Agency for International Dcevelopment (USAID) is
rebuilding public health systems in Afghanistan and Iraq. President Bush has proposcd an
historic 50 percent increase in foreign aid and a $15 billion initiative to fight AIDS
overseas. Secretary of State Colin Powell has elevated health care as an element of US
foreign policy.

Al the same time, USAJID 1s pulling out of countries across Eastern Europe, and the
European Union is doing little to assist fledging NGOs that provide the building blocks of
democracy. Who will fill the void?

It's timc for a new modcl of diplomacy, onc that communicates American valucs
and serves US interests by harncssing the combined strength of the US government,
industry, non-profits and the idealism of the American pcople. | have scen this model in
action, and it works,

First, engage the man (and woman) on the street. Whereas traditional diplomacy
concentrates on influencing forcign leaders, the new diplomacy reaches out to average
citizens using nontraditional gateways of influence. Effective diplomacy need not cost
billions of dollars or require another government agency.

* Editor’s Note: The walk across the Chain Link Bridge, illuminated in pink, was so successful that it was
repeated in October 2003 under the auspices of Ambassador George Herbert Walker.
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For example, an essential component of any healthy society is awareness,
education, prevention and healthy lifestyles. Our walk across Chain Bridge ignited a
national dialogue in Hungary about women’s health. By sponsoring Walks for Health
through Budapest with government officials, business leaders and local celebrities, we
helped ecmpower Hungarians with the life-saving knowledge that they can take charge of
their own health.

Second, grow the grassroots of democracy. Traditional diplomacy forges alliances
and coalitions among nations. The new diplomacy forges civil socictics within nations. In
countrics like Hungary, the Amcrican spirit of voluntcerism is still largely a forcign
concept. Only now—more than a decadc after the lifting of the Iron Curtain—is somcthing
akin to an independent civil society and non-profit sector taking hold.

Amecricans ¢xperienced in the NGO community and coalition building can help by
promoting a new culture of civic activism in developing countries. [ shared with
Hungarians my experience as a founder of one of America’s largest breast cancer
organizations. A ncw partnership between Hungarian and American physicians is onc of
dozens of USAID inifiatives to promote community-based approaches to health. With
active citizens comes more public faith in the ability of a democratic system to deliver a
better future.

Finally, foster a spirit of corporate citizenship. Traditional diplomacy emphasizes
government assistance. The new diplomacy rccognizes that 80 percent of US humanitarian
aid now comes from the gencrosity of the American pecople and the private scctor.

Our cffort to illuminate the Chain Bridge would have been impossible without the
financial support of General Elcctric, one of the many ways GE is rcaching out to Europe
after the Europecan Commission blocked its bid to takcover Honeywell in 2001. Yet after
decades of communist domination, countrics like Hungary have yet to develop their own
sensc of corporate philanthropy.

In Hungary, I explained how non-profits and the business community can partner to
achieve common ends. Likewise, American business leaders can advise their foreign
counterparts on how 1o embrace corporate philanthropy.

As Ambassador, [ had the privilege of working in the office once used by Cardinal
Joseph Mindszenty who took rcfuge in the US Embassy in Budapest for 15 years after
Moscow crushed the 1956 Hungarian uprising. “Democracy,” Cardinal Mindszenty once
said, “implies that every citizen and every social class is equally entitled to participate in
the shaping of the common fatc of all of us.”

The West won the Cold War with both its “hard” military power and the “soft”
power of its idecals and values, Imagine how many hearts and minds the US could win
today by making the promisc of democracy—including the common human nced for
healthcarc —a forcign policy priority.
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Recaching out to ordinary citizens around the world and communicating America’s
values is no longer just ajob for the US government. It’s ajob for all Americans, including
the private sector.
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November 30,2004

TO: Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Russisfeld (“‘

SUBJECT; Paper on Abu Ghraib

NEL E

Here’s a Tillie Fowler piece on Abu Ghraib. I don’t know if she ever got it

published.

Thanks.

Altach.
“Read the Report, Know the Facts” by Tillie K. Fowler
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113004-6
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READ THE REPORT, KNOW THE FACTS

By Tillie K. Fowler

During the time Trepresented the people of northeast Florida in Congress, it was not unusual to be
forced to wrangle with political distortions and misrepresentations of varions issues reported in
newspapers and on television. However, none ever rose to the level of what has been recently
reported on the work of the Independent Panel to Review Department of Defense Detention
Operations, which was chaired by former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger and included
mysell, President Carler's Delense Secretary Harold Brown and retired Air Force General Charles
Horner. Together, we conducted the first independent and comprehensive invesligation into the
abuses at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq and other Department of Defense detention facilities,

Ourinvestigation tound leadership failures up the chain of command and chronicled a series of
missed opportunities for effective and aggressive leadership and proper exercise of duty. We very
specifically concluded that had there been stronger leadership and more effective oversight within
the chain of command. the abuses could have been prevented or discovered and halted much earlier.

Contrary to recent editorial and political characterizations. our report details these primary failures
and assigns responsibility appropriately. Americans did not want a political witch hunt, they
rightfully demanded objective answers to why and how the abuse happened and our report provides
those answers.

We did not shy away from the facts and certainly did not shelter anyone from their failures. Our
report was explicit as we found the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Commander of U.S. Central
Command failed to develop a war plan to include effective alternatives to post-major combat
operations. We also reported the leadership failures of senior civilian and military officials in the
Pentagon who did not adequately ¢larity and enforce how the various categories of detainees were to
be treated throughout the military detention lacilities.

I am truly surprised every time I read or hear that our report failed to hold officials responsible for
their failures, Tothose detractors, [ would recommend taking the time to fully read the 125-paged
report in which the largest section explicitly addresses command responsibility. In fact, we provide
specific examples where four Generals and four Colonels failed to exercise the judgment, awareness
and resourcefulness necessary to prevent the abuses. These commanders showed little signs of the
leadership expected of them and certainly did not set a good example for their subordinates to follow,

Throughout our investigation, we were committed to providing an objective and independent
examination of the issue. We presented the facts as we found them and did not create scenarios to
[ulfill political molivations and much to the chagrin of those looking {or political opportunity, we
found no explicit United States government policy calling for the torture or inhumane treatment of
detainees.

When our report was released it was initially praised for being the first to lind accountability for the
scandal up to the highest levels in the chain of command, but somehow that fact has [allen victim to
a variely of political agendas which are being {urthered threugh imprecise and inaccurate reporting.

The Pentagon has moved quickly to reform its entire detention system to ensure abuses like those at
Abu Ghraib never huppen again. Now they must ensure that the military justice system proceeds
wilthout delay to punish those within the chain of command whose action or inaction allowed the
abuse to happen. We owe it to the young men and women honorably servingin our Armed Forcesin
Irag and elsewhere to restore the trust that has been tarnished by these horrible acts.

Tillie K. Fowler served on the Armed Services Committee of the U.S. Ilouse of Representafives from 1993-2001.
She is the Chairman of the Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee and led the independent investigation
into allegations of sexnal abuse at the U.S, Air Force Academy last year.
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November 30,2004

TO: David Chu

CC. Paul Wolfowitz
Fran Harvey
Gen Pete Schoomaker

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld?h,

SUBIJECT: Paper on Saving the All Volunteer Force

Attached 1s an interesting paper from an expert on the subject. Why don't you

take a look at it, and let me know what you think.

Thanks.

Attach,
11/04 Paper on Saving the All-Volumeer Force by Charley Moskos
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November 19,2004

For: Secretary of Defense
o deoti
From: W.J. Haynes L’M\

Subject:  Email from Newt Minow concerning the All-Volunteer
Force

¢ Newt asked me to pass along to you a note from his friend
Charley Moskos.

e Newt says Moskos is the leading military sociologist in the
nation. I've heard similar descriptions.

o Moskos will be meeting soon with Pete Schoomaker, and has
written the attached note on “Saving the All-Volunteer Force.’

]

Attachment: a/s
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11/04
Charley Moskos

Subject: Saving the All-Volunteer Force

The desirable end-strength of our armed forces, especially that of the
Army has become a subject of concern. All agree, however, that the military
manpower demands are heightened owing to Operation Iraqi Freedom,
Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and other deployments. In particular,
there i1s apprehension that reserve components will confront severe
recruitment and reenlistment problems in the near future.

The most practical way of alleviating impending shortfalls and
excessive reliance on reserve components 1s to introduce a short enlistment
option targeted at college attendees and college graduates. This would entail
a 15-month active duty commitment. Such 15-monthenlistees could well
perform many of the roles now being met by reserve components as well as
some number of active duty personnel.

There 1s a definite, albeit limited, market of college graduates who
state a propensity for military service if the active-duty commitment is 135
months coupled with generous educational benefits. In the fall of 2002
enlistment propensities of undergraduates were assessed through surveys
conducted at tour representative universities: Northwestern University,
University of Arizona, University of California-Los Angeles, University of
Illinois-Chicago. A similar survey was completed in October, 2004, at
Northwestern University. These were the first and only surveys on
enlistment propensity ever conducted on a university campus.

Options were given with different enlistment lengths and educational
benefits. The educational benefits options ranged from $60,000 for a four-
year enlistment to $15,000 for the 15-month enlistment. Across all
universities, shorter terms had a notable positive effect on enlistment
propensity. Twenty-three percent indicated an enlistment propensity for the
I 5-month option (with 153K in education