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			Book Presentation: Chain of Command by Seymour M. Hersh

			Book Abstract

			In Chain of Command, Seymour M. Hersh brings together his breakthrough reporting on the Abu Ghraib prison scandal along with new revelations to answer the critical question of the last three years: How did America get from the morning when hijackers crashed airplanes into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon to a divisive war in Iraq?

			Hersh takes an unflinching look beyond the public story of President Bush’s “war on terror” and into what he believes are the lies and obsessions that led America into Iraq. In Chain of Command, he draws on sources at the highest levels of the American government and intelligence community for an unparalleled view of a crucial chapter in America’s recent history. Hersh presents a devastating portrait of an administration blinded by ideology and of a President whose decisions have made the world a more dangerous place for America.

			About the Author

			Seymour M. Hersh has been a regular contributor to The New Yorker since 1993. He has been awarded the Pulitzer Prize, four George Polk Awards, and more than a dozen other prizes, many of them for his work at the New York Times. In 2004, he won a national Magazine Award for Public Interest for his pieces on intelligence and the Iraq war.

		

	
		
			Summary of Chain of Command (Seymour M. Hersh)

			Torture at Abu Ghraib: A Guantanamo Problem

			In late summer of 2002, a Central Intelligence Agency analyst made a quiet visit to the detention center at the U.S. Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, where an estimated six hundred prisoners were being held (many, at first, in steel-mesh cages that provided little protection from the brutally hot sun). Most had been captured on the battlefield in Afghanistan during the campaign against the Taliban and Al Qaeda. The Bush administration had determined that they were not prisoners of war, but “enemy combatants” and that their stay at Guantanamo could be indefinite as teams of C.I.A., F.B.I., and military interrogators sought to pry intelligence out of them.

			Getting the interrogation process to work was essential. While President Bush endorsed a series of secret memorandums that stated the prisoners had no rights under federal law or the Geneva conventions, he said that the detainees were nevertheless to be treated in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions – as long as such treatment was also “consistent with military necessity.”

			However, the interrogations at Guantanamo were a bust, with very little useful information being gathered. The C.I.A. analyst was sent there to find out what was going wrong. However, instead of just visiting and inspecting, the analyst (who was fluent in Arabic) interviewed at least thirty prisoners. He returned “convinced that we were committing war crimes,” according to a former C.I.A. colleague. The analyst filed a report summarizing what he had seen and heard at Guantanamo.

			In late 2002, there was a series of heated complaints about the interrogation tactics used at the prison from within the F.B.I. “I was told,” a senior intelligence official recalled, “that the military guards were slapping prisoners, stripping them, pouring cold water over them and making them stand until they got hypothermia … It was wrong and dysfunctional.” The agents put their specific complaints in writing, which were relayed to officials at the Department of Defense, but, as far as day-to-day life for prisoners at Guantanamo, nothing came of it.

			While Condoleezza Rice was briefed in the fall of 2002 about the problems at the prison, the conversation at the briefing did not dwell on the question of torture or the possibility that some prisoners were being subjected to cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment. The main issue, a former White House official stated, was, “Are we getting any intelligence? What is the process for sorting these people?” Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, who was by then publicly and privately encouraging his soldiers in the field to get tough with captured prisoners, showed up for a meeting to discuss Guantanamo, but he had little to say, except, “Let’s get the story right.”

			By late 2003, the war in Iraq was going badly and there was, once again, little significant intelligence being generated in many prisons in Iraq. Instead of learning from the failed approach at Guantanamo, the administration’s answer to the growing insurgency was to get tough with the Iraqi men and women in detention – to treat them behind prison walls as if they had been captured on the battlefields of Afghanistan.

			Photographs from a Prison

			In the era of Saddam Hussein, Abu Ghraib was one of the world’s most notorious prisons with torture, weekly executions, and vile living conditions. Following the regime’s collapse in April 2003, Abu Ghraib was converted into a U.S. military prison. Most of the prisoners fell into three loosely defined categories: common criminals; security detainees suspected of “crimes against the coalition”; and a small number of suspected “high value” leaders of the insurgency. In June 2003, Janis Karpinski was placed in charge of military prisons in Iraq – she was in charge of three large jails, eight battalions, and 3,400 Army reservists, most of whom, like her, had no training in handling prisoners.

			In January 2003, General Karpinski was formally admonished and quietly suspended and a major investigation into the Army’s prison system was under way. A 53-page report, written by Major General Taguba was completed in late February. Taguba’s report listed some of the wrongdoing: braking chemical lights and pouring the phosphoric liquid on detainees, beating detainees with a broom handle and a chair, threatening male detainees with rape, sodomizing a detainee with a chemical light and perhaps a broom stick, using military working dogs to frighten and intimidate detainees with threats of attack, and, in one instance, actually biting a detainee. There was stunning evidence to support the allegations, including “extremely graphic photographic evidence.”

			The photographs show leering GIs taunting naked Iraqi prisoners who are forced to assume humiliating poses. For example, there are photographs of naked prisoners piled on top of each other in a pyramid. In another photograph, Private Lynndie England is giving a jaunty thumbs-up sign and pointing to the genitals of a young Iraqi, who is naked except for a sandbag over his head, as he masturbates. Such dehumanization is unacceptable in any culture, but it is especially so in the Arab world. Homosexual acts are against Islamic law and it is humiliating for men to be naked in front of other men. Two Iraqi faces that appear in the photographs are those of dead men. There is the battered face of prisoner No. 153399 and the bloodied body of another prisoner, wrapped in cellophane and packed in ice. There is a photograph of an empty room, splattered with blood.

			The notion that Arabs are particularly vulnerable to sexual humiliation had become a talking point among pro-war Washington conservatives in the months before the March 2003 invasion of Iraq. A government consultant said that there may have been a serious goal, in the beginning, behind the photographs showing sexual humiliation. It was thought that some prisoners would do anything – including spying on their associates – to avoid dissemination of the shameful photos to family and friends. If so, it wasn’t effective: the insurgency continued to grow.

			As the international furor over Abu Ghraib grew, senior military officers and President Bush insisted that the actions of a few did not reflect the conduct of the military as a whole. Taguba’s report, however, amounted to an unsparing study of collective wrongdoing and the failure of Army leadership at the highest levels. No amount of political spin could mask the fact that, since September 11th, President Bush and his top aides have seen themselves as engaged in a war against terrorism in which the old rules did not apply. Interrogating prisoners and getting intelligence, including by intimidation and torture, was the priority.

			Crossing the Line

			The roots of the Abu Ghraib scandal lie not in the criminal inclinations of a few Army reservists, but in the reliance of Bush and Rumsfeld on secret operations and the use of coercion in fighting terrorism. In the fall of 2003, the relationship between military policing and intelligence forces inside the Army prison system had reached a critical point. “This is a fight for intelligence,” said Brigadier General Demsey in November 2003. The solution, endorsed by Rumsfeld and carried out by Stephen Cambone, was to get tough on those Iraqi prisoners suspected of being insurgents.

			
					Rumsfeld and Cambone expanded the scope of the SAP (Special-access program), bringing its unconventional methods (such as exposure to sexual humiliation) to Abu Ghraib.

					Cambone decided that not only would the SAP’s rules be brought into the prisons, but he would also bring some of the Army military intelligence officers under SAP auspices. “So here are fundamentally good soldiers – military intelligence guys, being told that no rules apply,” one former official said.

					Military intelligence personnel at the prison repeatedly wore “sterile” or unmarked uniforms or civilian clothes, resulting in a blurring of identity that made it impossible to know who was doing what to whom and who had the authority to give orders.

			

			The Gray Zone

			One puzzling aspect of Rumsfeld’s account of his initial reaction to news of the Abu Ghraib investigation was his lack of alarm and lack of curiosity. One former intelligence official made it clear that he was not alleging that Rumsfeld or General Myers knew that the specific nature of the atrocities in the photographs were committed. However, he said that, “it was their permission granted to do the SAP, generically, and there was enough ambiguity, which permitted the abuses.”

			Abu Ghraib won’t go away. The Bush Administration’s decisions regarding the treatment of prisoners have had enormous consequences: for the imprisoned civilian Iraqis, for the integrity of the Army, and for the United States’ reputation in the world.

			Intelligence Failure: How America’s Spies Missed September 11th

			During Hersh’s three years of reporting on September 11th and its aftermath, one consistent theme has been the lack of timely and reliable intelligence about the other side – the Al Qaeda terrorists who planned and executed the hijackings, the Taliban in Afghanistan, and the insurgents in Iraq. The lack of human intelligence (or “the first line of defense, the most crucial line of defense,” according to a former clandestine officer) could be, in some part, attributed to the following:

			
					The C.I.A. had become increasingly bureaucratic and unwilling to take risks, relying on liaison relationships and on technical collection systems instead of human intelligence.

					In 1995, the C.I.A. director issued a directive calling for prior approval from headquarters before anyone with criminal or human rights problems could be recruited – while the intentions were good, in practice, this resulted in hundreds of “assets” being indiscriminately stricken from the C.I.A.’s payroll, with devastating effects on anti-terrorist operations in the Middle East.

					In addition, many of the agencies in the intelligence community were hindered by an absurd amount of infighting.

			

			Why the Government Didn’t Know What It Knew

			In regards to the attacks of September 11, Al Qaeda didn’t owe its success just to the failings of the C.I.A., but also to the weakness of the F.B.I. and the bureau’s chronic inability to synthesize intelligence reports, draw conclusions, and work with other agencies. They did not have the optimal tools. For example, the F.B.I’s computer systems had been in disarray for more than a decade, making it difficult for analysts and agents to correlate and interpret intelligence. The F.B.I. also found it extremely difficult to field undercover operatives inside the Islamic fundamentalist movement. “They’re incapable of it,” one former intelligence official said, referring to the F.B.I.’s lack of experience in covert operations. “This is much scarier than the C.I.A.’s ability to penetrate overseas. We don’t have eyes and ears in the Muslim communities. We’re naked here.”

			The Other War - Afghanistan

			In November 2001, the Northern Alliance, supported by American troops and emboldened by the highly accurate American bombings, forced thousands of Taliban and Al Qaeda fighters to retreat inside the hill town of Kunduz. Surrender negotiations began immediately, but the Bush Administration heatedly – and successfully – opposed them. On November 25, the Northern Alliance took Kunduz, capturing some 4,000 Taliban and Al Qaeda fighters. The next day, Bush said, “We’re smoking them out. They’re running, and now we’re going to bring them to justice.”

			Despite the Bush Administration’s declarations of success in Afghanistan, the following stories paint a different picture:

			Nighttime Airlifts at Kunduz

			Even before the siege at Kunduz ended, a puzzling series of reports appeared in the New York Times and other publications regarding a series of nighttime airlifts that allowed Pakistani airplanes to fly into Kunduz to evacuate the Pakistanis there. On November 16, Rumsfeld was dismissive of claims of rescue aircraft, however, in interviews over the next few months, American intelligence officials and high-ranking military officers told Hersh that Pakistani officials were indeed flown to safety – in nighttime airlifts approved by the Bush Administration. However, Americans also said that what was supposed to be a limited evacuation apparently slipped out of control and an unknown number of Taliban and Al Qaeda fighters managed to join in the exodus. It is unknown how many Taliban and Al Qaeda fighters were flown to safety or escaped Kunduz by other means. India’s national security adviser said that his government had concluded that approximately 5,000 Pakistanis and Taliban had been rescued. This occurred amongst Bush’s statement that “we’re going to bring them to justice.”

			Ground Assault in Shah-i-Kot Mountains

			In the weeks before the U.S. Army launched a ground assault on entrenched Al Qaeda forces in the Shah-i-Kot mountains, a bruising interservice dispute over tactics broke out, according to a group of active duty and retired military and intelligence officials. The attack, code-named Operation Anaconda, praised as a triumph by the Pentagon, resulted in eight Americans dead and 40 wounded in addition to an unknown number of casualties among Afghans working with Americans.

			Then plan called for American and Afghan forces to drive in truck convoys up the main mountain road, where a large contingent of Al Qaeda and Taliban fighters had gathered in the previous months. Senior Marine Corps officers objected vigorously to the proposed assault and when the plans were not altered, they took the dramatic step of withdrawing from active participation in the operation. One glaring problem, officials told Hersh, was the lack of intelligence. CENTCOM planners were unable to tell the Marines whether Al Qaeda would “fight or run away. It drove the Marines nuts.”

			The actions of General Franks and the Army commander on the ground in Afghanistan, Major General Hagenbeck, were seen as confounding

			
			
			
			
			
			The Iraq Hawks: Getting Closer

			
			
			
			Who Lied to Whom? March 2003: “These Documents … Are in Fact Not Authentic”

			
			
			Into the Intelligence Stovepipe

			
			
					Reliance on defectors for intelligence

					Throughout 2002, reports were flowing from the Pentagon directly to the Vice President’s office and then on to the president, with little prior evaluation by intelligence professionals.

					One former intelligence official stated, “They were using the intelligence from the C.I.A. and other agencies only when it fit their agenda … if it doesn’t fit their theory, they don’t want to accept it.”

					The Bush administration managed to “dismantle the existing filtering process that for fifty years had been preventing the policy makers from getting bad information.”

					Because C.I.A. analysts were on the defensive, they wrote reports justifying their intelligence, instead of stating what was occurring.

			

			Behind the “Mushroom Cloud”

			
			The Secretary and the Generals: Driving to Baghdad

			
			
			
			
			Targeting the Insurgency

			
			
			
			
			A Most Dangerous Friend: Gambling on Musharraf

			
			
			
			The Ultimate Black Market

			
			
			The Middle East after 9/11

			
			
			
					In Saudi Arabia, a corrupt royal family is implicated in the movement that opposes it.

					Iran, now the dominant power in the region, is on the verge of becoming a nuclear power as well.

					Syria is torn between wanting to work with the West and its self-proclaimed role as a pan-Arab leader.

					The Israelis are also disaffected and seeking a risky new partnership with Kurdistan while Syria, Iran, and Turkey have put aside their regional rivalries to form a new alliance.
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