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To Thomas R. Hargrove,
 who was taken hostage by Columbian guerillas on 
September 23, 1994,
 and finally freed on August 22, 1995


and


Susan Sheldon Hargrove,
who vigilantly worked for his release
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Author to Reader

Intelligence, simply defined, is information about an adversary. This information falls into political, economic, technical, and military categories, with the lines of demarcation among them vague, depending on the situation. Military intelligence further separates into two categories. Strategic intelligence is information required for the formation of policy and military plans at national and international levels. Tactical intelligence is information required for the planning and conduct of military operations. Again, the distinction between the two is often difficult to determine. The purpose of military intelligence is to provide knowledge about the capabilities, intentions, and vulnerabilities of the enemy as well as facts about the terrain and climate of the proposed area of operations. This book focuses on those instances in American history where intelligence, particularly tactical intelligence, has failed to accomplish these objectives.

“Military intelligence,” used throughout this text for the reader’s ease of understanding, is a term of recent origin. George Washington wrote about the necessity of procuring good “intelligence,” but after the American Revolution the more frequently used term was “information.” During the Civil War, commanders on both sides spoke of “military information.” The U.S. Navy favored “intelligence” when it established the Office of Naval Intelligence in 1882, but the U.S. Army in 1885 named its newly formed intelligence organization the Military Information Division. The first recorded use of the term “intelligence information” appeared with publication of the memoirs of General Philip Sheridan in 1888. It was not until World War I that “intelligence” became the standard term for military information and for the organizations that deal in the subject.

From 1968 to 1988, I served as an infantry and public affairs officer in the U.S. Army. This book in part was inspired by the failures of military intelligence I observed during my twenty-year career. As much as I was fulfilled by my time in the service of my country, I was constantly troubled, and often angered, by the inept performance of our intelligence organizations and the arrogance of the officers who led them. As a combat commander I was trained to report as much information as possible, yet little processed intelligence of benefit to us was ever returned.

My first unit assignment was with the famed 82d Airborne Division at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. As a second lieutenant, my intelligence requirements were, of course, limited. Yet I did make some observations. The battalion S-2 (intelligence officer) was “the ghost,” for he was seldom seen and rarely spoke. Although we were frequently on alert for hot spots around the globe, no intelligence data was ever made available to us, the infantrymen who needed it most.

Surely, I thought, this will change when I arrive in a real combat zone. Unfortunately, Vietnam only reinforced my opinion about the U.S. intelligence community. During my tour as a platoon leader, reconnaissance platoon leader, and rifle company commander with the 199th Light Infantry Brigade, I did not receive a single bit of accurate, useful intelligence. Often we were ordered, on the basis of intelligence, into specific areas where we encountered enemy booby traps that maimed our soldiers rather than the predicted enemy.

As a platoon leader, I had the mission to find and destroy the enemy. On one occasion, we were told by intelligence that the Viet Cong were operating in our area in groups no larger than three to five. I consequently led six men deep into the jungle as the point element of a company sweep and encountered an elaborate base camp of more than 100 well-armed North Vietnamese regulars. One hundred instead of five is an intelligence failure that even an inexperienced lieutenant can understand.

Later in my tour, I led an infantry company of 120 men into remote jungle areas where intelligence said we would find the enemy in great numbers. After days of hacking through thick, leech-infested vegetation and finding no hint of recent enemy activity, I was told by the brigade intelligence officer that surely we were wrong and his information was correct. This was the same intelligence section that sent us to follow up aerial sensor information that yielded a band of monkeys rather than the Viet Cong.

On my return from Vietnam, I served on the staff of the Florida Phase of the Infantry School’s Ranger Department. Undoubtedly the most difficult training school in the U.S. armed forces, Ranger School produces the military’s strongest leaders and most outstanding intelligence-gathering and -exploitation personnel. Unfortunately, many of these superior soldiers have been killed because of intelligence failures at such locations as Desert One in Iran, Grenada, Panama, the Persian Gulf, and Somalia.

By 1974, I was a captain and back in command with a company of the 3rd Mechanized Infantry Division in Schweinfurt, Germany, less than an hour from the East German border. We trained on the exact ground we would defend if the Soviet army crossed the border. Although we were told that the Soviet and East German order-of-battle experts were so efficient that they maintained biographical sketches of U.S. commanders down to captain level, we received no specific information on the enemy. All we were told was to expect artillery, tanks, and armored personnel carriers to outnumber us ten to one. We were not even provided the unit designations of the enemy in our sector; our intelligence officers said we had no “need to know.”


In the late 1970s, I joined the battle-tested 1st Cavalry Division at Fort Hood, Texas, where, as a major, I was the executive officer of a mechanized infantry battalion and later a tank battalion. I quickly discovered that field-grade officers received no better intelligence than captains and lieutenants did. At the time, the mission of the 1st Cav was “to fight anywhere, anytime, and win.” Simple enough, yet never was a single piece of intelligence provided at the battalion level to ensure the “and win” part. We were aware of our role as reinforcements to Europe, as well as other world-crisis areas, but our requests for specific intelligence met with the now-familiar response that we had no “need to know.”

By the time I arrived in the war plans section of the G-3 operations division of I Corps at Fort Lewis, Washington, in 1982, I was becoming suspicious that no “need to know” was a euphemism for “we have no idea.” As the war planner for the corps mission to reinforce the defense of Korea, I asked our intelligence section for information to assist in the planning process. I was told to read after-action reports and other documents from the Korean War in the early 1950s. Current information remained inaccessible behind the triple-locked vaults of the intelligence offices.

At Fort Lewis, I later joined the Corps Command Group as the secretary of the general staff and had access to every piece of paper in the headquarters. With a top secret clearance, I reviewed and prioritized the message traffic to the commanding general and sat in on classified planning and training exercise briefings. I also had access to the “Black Book,” a classified weekly intelligence update for the commanding general. In two years of reading this three-inch-thick record of information, I did not in a single instance see a shred of information not available in the daily newspapers or the weekly news magazines. Accompanying the corps commander and chief of staff in 1983, I sat in on a private briefing by the commander of the Fort Lewis—based ranger battalion that had returned only hours earlier from Grenada. The ranger battalion commander’s briefing centered on two aspects of the mission—the bravery of his men and the inadequacies of the intelligence that he had been provided.


In my final tour of duty I served as a public affairs officer with the Department of Defense staff. For the first time, I worked daily with officers from the other services. I found the airmen, sailors, and marines to have the same dedication and spirit as their soldier counterparts. One thing we all shared was a lack of confidence in our intelligence system.

While on active duty, I based my opinions about military intelligence on personal experiences. I zipped up body bags, and I evacuated soldiers with lifetime disabilities because of actions that I directly attributed to failures of intelligence. Since retiring, I have spent six years studying military history and writing seven books on the subject. I have visited many battlefields so that I could better understand the fighting that took place and comprehend the impact of military intelligence failures. (Additional information on these visits appears in the Source Notes section at the end of this book.)

From these experiences, studies, and visits I have learned that an inept intelligence community that does not properly serve combat forces is nothing new; it is as old as the United States itself.

The inability to provide accurate, timely intelligence about the size, capabilities, and intentions of the enemy to frontline ground, air, and sea forces has been a constant shortcoming of the U.S. military intelligence community throughout history. Time and time again, the U.S. armed forces have snatched victory from the jaws of defeat, not because of good—or even adequate—intelligence but rather despite continual intelligence failures.

In fact, the greatest “success” of the extremely expensive American military intelligence community has been in maintaining secrecy about its actions and mistakes. Military and government vaults are crammed with shelf after shelf of classified documents, some dating back as far as World War II. Few significant intelligence documents for actions during the past twenty-five years have as yet been declassified. By classifying literally billions of documents as pertinent to national security, intelligence personnel prevent access to information, not so much by potential enemies but rather by the American press and public.


[image: chpt_fig_012.jpg]






*****

Introduction to the 2022 Edition


The military-intelligence-academia-corporate complex has become an all-but-ungovernable—and certainly unaccountable—conglomerate of power-hungry, ambitious, and predatory actors. The first two entities—the military and the intelligence—are inextricably linked in that, at their core, they both serve to protect the United States. Without the military, the intelligence gathering is aimless; without intelligence, the military is blind. Hence, the term military intelligence is actually redundant when both function properly. The country is safe and sovereign. However, when either, or both, misstep, the other—and the country—suffers.


And suffer it did when Americans lost much of their confidence in their military forces following the turbulent Vietnam War of the 1960s and 1970s. Operation Desert Storm in 1991 appeared to restore that confidence. The Stars and Stripes once again proudly flew throughout the country in a united effort to put the negative aftermath of the 1960s decidedly in the past. From a polling low of 23 percent of Americans having “a great deal” of confidence in the military in 1977, the confidence ranking in armed forces rose to 52 percent after the liberation of Kuwait in 1991. The American people trusted that the success of the “shock and awe” operation would end U.S. intelligence failures.


Such was not the case then, nor is it now. Intelligence failures over the past three decades continue to be the norm, endangering the safety of American citizens and sacrificing blood and treasure— from the 1998 surprise nuclear weapons test firing in India to the unexpected bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in 2000; from the shocking 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon that killed more than 3,000 Americans to the 2003 invasion of Iraq in pursuit of verified-yet-nonexistent weapons of mass destruction; from the 2012 murder and mutilation of the U.S. ambassador in Libya to the 2013 release of thousands of classified documents by NSA analyst Edward Snowden; and finally, from the 2021 surrender and humiliating retreat from Afghanistan to the realities of the southern border invasion from Mexico.


All the while, the United States has had—and continues to have—the most sophisticated intelligence gathering systems in the world, operated by countless dedicated and efficient analysts. Yet the intelligence system continues to fail, either because the territorial analysts are unable—or unwilling—to convert vast amounts of data into actionable information for decision-makers at the highest levels or because the intelligence community (IC) has correctly synthesized material, only to have ranking officers blatantly ignore or incompetently deny the evidence. Information, no matter how accurate, is useless if it is not shared and believed.


Most recently, the proliferation of cable television twenty-four-hour news cycles and the massive expansion of internet news sites, blogs, and reports expose intelligence fiascos and present them to the public. Intelligence catastrophes no longer lurk behind claims of classified labels and the veil of “need to know”—or, at least, not for long.


Compounding incompetence within the intelligence community and misdirection of information outside the system has been the politicization of the intelligence brands, including the National Security Agency (NSA), the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). The politically appointed cabinet members heading these organizations have lied under oath to Congress on national television, and they have overtly interfered with elections, eroding even more of American citizens’ confidence in the government and the military. Not only has this partisan bias corrupted their fellow countrymen’s belief in the alphabet bureaucracies but it has also resulted in a lack of trust from our allies and fear from our enemies.


The last twenty years of intelligence failures have been illuminated by spectacular imagery. On one side of the haunting score of years is September 11, when news videos exploded with images of people throwing themselves from the burning World Trade Center in New York City before the Twin Towers collapsed upon themselves. At the opposite end of the timespan is the recent incredulous sight of Afghans falling from the wheel wells of evacuation planes flying from Kabul in their attempt to escape the Taliban. Intelligence analysts anticipated neither disaster.


One glaring reason for the unending debacles is that succeeding administrations have avoided addressing the fact that the intelligence community is, in fact, not a community at all. That reality is the singular most salient issue of all. The enemy may change, the size and shape of the opposition may shift, and the goals of the warriors may differ. Yet the American intelligence system remains fractured—and deliberately so. Each initialism prefers to operate independently, refusing to share information or coordinate with any other except on the most superficial level. Whether driven by jealousy or petty power plays—or more nefarious plots—this strategy serves only to portray all intelligence agencies as inefficient—and ultimately unintelligent.


This ruptured intelligence system is the very structure upon which Americans depend for their national security. The outcomes have been inevitable and dire. For one thing, there were ample warnings of attacks against Americans following Operation Desert Storm; they went unheeded. The sand had barely shifted back into place from the war before a group led by Pakistani terrorist Ramzi Yousef attempted to bring down the World Trade Center in New York for the first time with a truck bomb on February 26, 1993. Although unsuccessful in its desired scale, the attack did kill six and wound hundreds. Yousef’s stated objectives, similar to those of other Muslim terrorists, included ending American military, economic, and political aid to Israel and forcing the withdrawal of the United States from the internal affairs of all Middle East countries.


Following on the heels of the “Blind Sheik” Yousef’s bomb came the Iranian-supported terrorist attack on the Khobar Towers apartment complex in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, which housed American servicemen. Nineteen of them were killed and many more wounded. U.S. intel folks did not foresee that either.


By 1997, Osama bin Laden, the son of a billionaire Saudi Arabian construction magnate, had become the primary non-state Muslim leader in the fight against the United States. In addition to his hatred of Westerners, bin Laden harbored ambitions to control the entire Middle East region, dominating all the opposing Muslim sects. So blatant was bin Laden’s positioning of himself at the fore-front of a movement to eradicate the West that, for once, the intel analysts identified him as a person to watch. Ultimately though, they dismissed him as strictly a financier of terrorism rather than an actual operator or leader. As usual, they were wrong. It was not until bin Laden publicly declared that every Muslim should fight against the “occupation” of Islam’s holy places by killing American military personnel and civilians anywhere in the world that the intelligence community recognized him as a threat. In an interview with CNN’s Peter Arnett in March of 1997, bin Ladin made it clear that he and his al-Qaeda followers had declared jihad on the United States. Arnett asked, “What are your future plans?” Bin Laden responded, “You’ll see them and hear about them in the media, God willing.”


Despite being aware of bin Ladin’s announcement and his activities, the intelligence community failed to prevent the all but simultaneous truck bombings at the U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, on August 7, 1998. The attacks killed 224, including twelve Americans, and wounded hundreds more.


The intelligence failures continued, in large part because intelligence analysts were slow to recognize that bin Ladin and his followers had declared war against the West. On October 12, 2000, the U.S.S. Cole , a guided missile destroyer, sailed into Yemen’s Aden harbor to refuel. In the routine undertaking, the ship was unescorted and unprotected. No one challenged a small fiberglass boat with two passengers that sailed calmly up to the side of the larger vessel. It was not until the suicide bombers aboard unleashed C-4 explosives that blew a forty-by-sixty-foot hole in the port side that anyone sensed danger. The blast killed seventeen sailors and injured thirty-seven more. Evidence revealed that al-Qaeda was responsible.


According to the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States report completed in August 2004, “By September 2001, the executive branch of the U.S. government, the Congress, the news media, and the American public had received clear warning that Islamist terrorists meant to kill Americans in high numbers.” The commission report continued, “During the spring and summer of 2001, U.S. intelligence agencies received a stream of warnings that al-Qaeda planned, as one report put it, ‘something very, very, very big.’ Director of Central Intelligence George Tenet told us, ‘The system was blinking red.’”


Other intelligence agents spotted several men suspected of terrorism in Southeast Asia, but this finding served to convince analysts that the threats extended only to targets overseas and not at home. In the late summer of 2001, U.S. officials arrested Zacarias Moussaoui after he aroused suspicions when he sought training in flying large jet airliners. Despite clear warnings that al-Qaeda was preparing for a major attack against Americans, the intelligence community continued to dismiss the idea of direct attacks in the United States. According to the commission report, “These cases did not prompt urgent action. No one working on these late leads in the summer of 2001 connected them to the high level of threat reporting. In the words of one official, no analytic work foresaw the lightning that could connect the thundercloud to the ground.”


Even as late as the early days of September 2001, no information about any attacks directly on U.S. soil alerted analysts about al-Qaeda activities. When asked on September 4 about the coordination between intelligence agencies, Richard Clark, the White House staffer responsible for counterterrorism policy, replied that the government had not yet determined how to answer the question, “Is al-Qaeda a big deal?”


Clark’s answer arrived a week later when two commercial jetliners struck the Twin Towers of New York’s World Trade Center and another crashed into the Pentagon in Washington, D.C. Still another plane went down in southern Pennsylvania as passengers fought with their hijackers. Its target was likely the White House or the Capitol.


In fewer than two hours, more than 3,000 Americans—more than the number who died in the Japanese attack against Pearl Harbor in 1941—lay dead in the rubble of the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and in a Pennsylvania field.


The successful al-Qaeda attacks once again revealed the ineptness of the intelligence community. Despite an annual budget of more than $30 billion (an amount that would increase to over $84 billion by 2021), the intelligence community had failed to provide any warning of the aerial attacks. In response, rather than providing actionable intel, the intelligence agencies made excuses. No senior official, or junior one for that matter, was fired or relieved of his or her duties for failure to anticipate and detect the attack of 9/11. Instead, they quipped about hindsight being 20/20 and hid behind their favorite question: “How could anybody have known?” They ignored the fact that their specific job is to have known.


In its general findings, the 9/11 commission concluded, “Since the plotters were flexible and resourceful, we cannot know whether any single step or series of steps would have defeated them. What we can say with confidence is that none of the measures adopted by the U.S. government from 1998 to 2001 disturbed or even delayed the progress of the al-Qaeda plot. Across the government, there were failures of imagination, policy, capabilities, and management.”


The findings continued, “The intelligence community struggled throughout the 1990s and up to 9/11 to collect intelligence on and analyze the phenomenon of transnational terrorism. The combination of an overwhelming number of priorities, flat budgets, an outmoded structure, and bureaucratic rivalries resulted in an insufficient response to this new challenge.”


While acknowledging that “many dedicated officers worked day and night for years to piece together the growing body of evidence” about terrorist threats, the report concluded that “there was no comprehensive review of what the intelligence community knew and what it did not know, and what that meant. There was no National Intelligence Estimate on terrorism between 1995 and 9/11.”


In its recommendations, the commission report stated, “The U.S. government has access to a vast amount of information. But it has a weak system for processing and using what it has. The system of ‘need to know’ should be replaced by a system of ‘need to share.’”


To accomplish these goals, the commission recommended combining intelligence-gathering agencies into a single organization headed by the director of national intelligence (DNI). Congress passed a law to this effect in 2004. However, as quickly became obvious, the final approved legislation lacked adequate powers for the DNI to manage, lead, or improve the overall intelligence community. The law also left the NSA, the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), and the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGIA) under the control of the Department of Defense (DOD).


The 9/11 commission report thoroughly details the methods and procedures used by the terrorists in the 9/11 aerial attack as well as the intelligence failures that led to the attackers’ success. Few Americans read the extensive report. What Americans remember about that day is the images of two planes flying intentionally into the Twin Towers, the fires from the Pentagon where a third plane struck, and the black hole in the Pennsylvania field into which the fourth hijacked plane disappeared. Each of those images represents a bit of data or a fragment of suspicion ignored, misunderstood, or discounted by intelligence specialists.


In the aftermath of 9/11, the United States was the most united it had been in recent history in its desire to secure itself from terrorism and to seek vengeance against bin Laden and al-Qaeda. The commission report summed up these objectives, concluding, “We call on the American people to remember how we all felt on 9/11, to remember not only the unspeakable horror but how we came together as a nation—one nation. Unity of purpose and unity of effort are the way we will defeat the enemy and make America safer for our children and grandchildren.”


Before the completion of the commission investigation, President George W. Bush took more immediate measures to bolster U.S. security in the weeks following 9/11 by forming the Office of Homeland Security (DHS). The official announcement of its formation stated, “The mission of the Office will be to develop and coordinate the implication of a comprehensive national strategy to secure the United States from terrorist threats or attacks. The Office will coordinate the executive branch’s efforts to detect, prepare for, prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from terrorist attacks within the United States.” Included in the DHS are various agencies responsible for border security, immigration, customs, and anti-terrorism.


President Bush also took action to punish bin Laden and his followers. On October 7, 2001, he launched Operation Enduring Freedom to force the Taliban, which controlled Afghanistan, to turn over the terrorist leader. When they refused, the United States and its allies took military action, bombing al-Qaeda and the Taliban and forcing them out of most of the country and into the remote mountainous caves of Tora Bora in eastern Afghanistan. However, despite all their “lessons learned” analysis, the intelligence agencies once again managed to bungle the results when they failed to anticipate that bin Laden, most of al-Qaeda, and the Taliban would easily escape into neighboring Pakistan.


A report to the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, chaired by Senator John Kerry, on November 30, 2009, detailed the significance in the failure to find bin Laden. It stated, “When we went to war less than a month after the attacks of September 11, the objective was to destroy al-Qaeda and kill or capture its leader, Osama bin Laden, and other senior figures in the terrorist group and the Taliban, which had hosted them. Today, more than eight years later, we find ourselves fighting an increasingly lethal insurgency in Afghanistan and neighboring Pakistan that is led by many of those same extremists. Our inability to finish the job in late 2001 has contributed to a conflict today that endangers not just our troops and those of our allies, but the stability of a volatile and vital region.”


It took nearly a decade for the intelligence community to finally determine that bin Laden was possibly hiding in a compound near Abbottabad, Pakistan. Even then, they hedged their bets by employing the usual intelligence analysis tactic of stating that the information had a 50-50 chance of accuracy. This way, the agencies would be correct regardless of the outcome. On May 1, 2011, President Barack Obama, acting against the recommendation of Vice President Joe Biden, ordered an attack by U.S. special operations troops that resulted in the death of bin Laden. The intelligence community proudly claimed a success—validating their 50-50 analysis.


The death of bin Laden helped heal a part of the lingering tears and tribulations of 9/11. It did not, however, end U.S. involvement in Afghanistan. Instead of going home and declaring victory, the United States, acting on diplomatic and military intelligence, decided to remain in the country in its nation-building efforts to bring democracy, diversity, women’s rights, and other “Western” ideas to Afghanistan—a country dominated for 1,400 years by Islam and divided by dozens of tribal and ethnic groups, characterized by a history of defeating the powerful armies of Great Britain and the Soviet Union. What resulted was the longest war in American history that, after two decades, finally concluded with yet another inglorious intelligence disaster.



* * *



While the intelligence community took a decade to find “the most wanted man in the world,” it also continued to fail in other areas. After U.S. and coalition forces expelled Saddam Hussein’s army from Kuwait in 1991 in what became known as the Gulf War, the intelligence community continued to focus on the possibility of Iraq developing weapons of mass destruction—chemical, biological, or radioactive weapons capable of causing widespread death and carnage.


On December 21, 2002, the director of the CIA briefed the president, the vice president, and the national security advisor on the possibilities of Iraq having weapons of mass destruction and missiles to deliver them. President George W. Bush was not convinced by the evidence and asked CIA director George Tenet, “Is this the best we’ve got?” Tenet assured him the weapons existed, declaring, “Don’t worry; it’s a slam dunk case!”


Critics of the intelligence, including former United Nations inspectors, declared that Hussein had eliminated his nuclear and chemical weapons programs after the Gulf War. Investigations proved the intelligence reports of Iraq purchasing uranium for nuclear weapons from Africa were false. The intelligence community stood firm, however, and convinced President Bush and his cabinet that the weapons did, in fact, exist and were a threat to American troops and their allies.


On February 5, 2003, U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell presented President Bush’s overall rationale for the invasion of Iraq to the United Nations. Armed with intelligence reports, satellite images, and audio tapes of intercepted telephone conversations, Powell liberally interspersed his briefing with reassurance, such as “we know” and “we know from intelligence.” He confirmed his statements to the U.N. delegates, saying, “These are not assertions. They are facts, collaborated by many sources.”


Powell emphasized his points, noting, “We know that Saddam Hussein is determined to keep his weapons of mass destruction; he’s determined to make more. Given Saddam Hussein’s history of aggression, given what we know of his grandiose plans, given what we know of his terrorist associations, and given his determination to exact revenge on those who oppose him, should we take the risk that he will not someday use these weapons at a time and a place and in the manner of his choosing—at a time when the world is in a much weaker position to respond? The United States will not and cannot run that risk to the American people. Leaving Saddam Hussein in possession of weapons of mass destruction for a few more months or years is not an option, not in a post-September 11th world.”


Canada, France, Germany, and other longtime allies opposed military action against Iraq, asserting that, regardless of the claims by Powell and U.S. intelligence, there was not ample evidence to go to war. President Bush ignored their concerns and opened his invasion of Iraq with an airstrike on Hussein’s presidential palace in Bagdad on March 20, 2003. American troops then rapidly swept across the country. Major combat concluded on April 30 and the occupation began.


On May 1, President Bush made his “mission accomplished” speech aboard the flight deck of the aircraft carrier U.S.S. Abraham Lincoln . He said, “In the battle of Iraq, the United States and our allies have prevailed.” The president was far from accurate in his assumption—but then, that was inevitable because he was relying upon and at the mercy of his own intelligence departments.


Although American forces and coalition had performed well and easily defeated the Iraqi army, the overall mission was a complete failure. Despite an enormous number of searches by countless units from multiple countries, no weapons of mass destruction were discovered. Likewise, no proof of the development of chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons turned up. The most notable finds were Hussein’s multiple luxurious palaces he had built across the country.


In 2003, the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction: Report to the President declared the Iraqi invasion as “one of the most public—the most damaging—intelligence failures in recent American history.”


Not only had the intelligence community been woefully incorrect about weapons of mass destruction, but the agencies had also failed to locate Hussein himself. It was not until December 13, 2003, that American infantrymen found Hussein hiding in a hole on a farm near Tikrit. On June 30, 2004, the Americans turned Hussein over to the interim Iraqi government, which tried their former leader for crimes against humanity. The court found him guilty on November 5, and executed him by hanging on December 30, 2006.


U.S. troops remained in Iraq to fight pockets of resistance until December 2011. It was not until 2020 that the United States finally withdrew from the country. American blood and treasure had been shed for nearly two decades in Iraq because of an intelligence failure. Powell, who admitted his U.N. speech was a “blot” on his career, said, “Our failure was that our intelligence community thought [Saddam Hussein] had stockpiled weapons of mass destruction. That was a mistake.”


While the conflict raged in Iraq, other intelligence failures continued around the world. With no advance warning, or at least with none that American leaders accepted as valid, the Islamic terrorist group Ansar al-Sharia attacked two U.S. facilities in Benghazi, Libya, during the night of September 11–12, 2012. The terrorists burned and looted the U.S. diplomatic compound, killing the American ambassador to Libya, J. Christopher Stevens, and U.S. Foreign Information Management Officer Sean Smith. They then attacked an annex a mile away manned by CIA contractors, where they killed two and wounded ten more.


Intelligence failures plagued operation both during and after the assault. Conflicting intelligence about the attackers and the ongoing battles resulted in no reinforcements being sent to Benghazi, even though communications were maintained and the fight lasted more than thirteen hours. Confusion and failure only grew when the attack ended. President Barack Obama, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, and U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice all claimed the assault was a spontaneous attack by Libyans protesting an anti-Islam video. Later investigations revealed that the administration made the claims based on incorrect intelligence reports.


The Investigative Report on the Terrorist Attacks on U.S. Facilities in Benghazi, Libya by the U.S. House of Representatives Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence stated, “The Committee concludes that after the attacks, the early intelligence assessments and the Administration’s initial public narrative on the causes and motivations for the attacks were not fully accurate. There was a stream of contradictory and conflicting intelligence that came in after the attacks. The Committee found intelligence to support the CIA’s initial assessment that the attacks had evolved out of a protest in Benghazi; but it also found contrary intelligence, which ultimately proved to be correct intelligence. There was no protest. The CIA changed its initial assessment about a protest on September 24, 2012, when closed caption television footage became available on September 18, 2012, and after the FBI began publishing its interview with U.S. officials on September 22, 2012.”


Other than the many false claims attributing the Benghazi attacks to a reaction to an obscure video, the most memorable words about the incident came from Secretary of State Clinton. In her testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on January 23, 2013, Clinton, frustrated and angry about questioning concerning the video and claims of protests, responded, “With all due respect, the fact is we had four dead Americans. Was it because of a protest or was it because of guys out for a walk one night who decided that they’d go kill some Americans? What difference at this point does it make?” Although she continued to press the need “to figure out what happened” and to prevent it from occurring again, she offered no suggestions on preventing future intelligence failures.



* * *



The intelligence community has continued to accumulate even more fiascoes. One contributing factor to its long and lackluster history may well be the selection and vetting of its personnel. One noteworthy example is Edward J. Snowden, born in North Carolina on June 21, 1983, who dropped out of high school before attempting to become a member of the U.S. Special Forces in May 2004. The army discharged him after only four months, before he completed his training.


Snowden worked as a security guard at the University of Maryland before he applied his computer skills to secure a position in the CIA in 2006—despite his lack of formal education and failure to complete his army training. With a top secret clearance, the CIA posted Snowden to Geneva, Switzerland, with diplomatic cover as a network security technician. Snowden later claimed, “I was trained as a spy in sort of the traditional sense of the word—in that I lived and worked undercover, overseas, pretending to work in a job that I’m not—and even being assigned a name that was not mine.” U.S. intelligence officials deny that Snowden was ever a “spy.”


In 2009, Snowden left the CIA for a position as a private contractor with the firm Booz Allen Hamilton in Hawaii, where he worked for the NSA. He soon became disgruntled and concerned with the NSA’s secret mass surveillance programs, including those surveilling the American public. In May 2013, he flew to Hong Kong, where he began releasing information and conducting interviews with U.S. and world media outlets. He revealed that the NSA was monitoring the telecommunications of Verizon customers and that the agency, in concert with the FBI and British intelligence organizations, was data mining information, including audio and video chats, photographs, emails, and other materials from internet companies such as Microsoft, Facebook, and Google.


The scope of Snowden’s disclosures remains unknown. Estimates range from several hundred thousand documents to more than 1.7 million. While the revelation that the NSA was illegally monitoring the activities of U.S. citizens was an embarrassment to the intelligence community, Snowden did not expose any greatly useful secrets to the United States’ enemies. However, to prove that the documents about surveillance were true, Snowden had to include sensitive, detailed blueprints on the NSA’s procedures and how it carried them out.


The general consensus by U.S. officials is that Snowden’s actions did “grave damage” to the intelligence community. Army Gen. Martin Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the House Armed Services Committee in March 2014, “The vast majority of the documents that Snowden . . . exfiltrated from our highest levels of security . . . had nothing to do with exposing government oversight of domestic activities. The vast majority of those were related to our military capabilities, operations, tactics, techniques and procedures.” On February 23, 2015, NSA director Adm. Michael Rogers admitted that the leaks had had a “material impact” on the agency’s ability to detect and prevent terror plots.


To some Americans, Snowden became a hero whistleblower for exposing the intrusion into the privacy of private citizens, while others called him a traitor. On June 14, 2013, the U.S. Justice Department charged Snowden with espionage and filed extraction procedures. Snowden flew to Moscow where he sought and received asylum.


In addition to direct intelligence failures and poor vetting of employees, several directors have shown their lack of integrity and honesty by directly lying to committees of the U.S. Congress about the performance of their agencies. In the past, directors misdirected and dodged questions without regard for which party was in the White House. Failures were nonpartisan. However, more recent intelligence appointees have become much more political, even to the point of attempting to undermine the power of a president they oppose.


James R. Clapper, Jr., as an air force lieutenant general, became the director of the Defense Intelligence Agency in 1992. After his retirement from active duty in 1995, he served in several other important intelligence positions before President Barack Obama appointed him director of national intelligence in 2010. In a hearing of the Senate’s Select Committee on Intelligence on March 12, 2013, Senator Ron Wyden asked Clapper, “Does the NSA collect any type of data at all on millions, or hundreds of millions, of Americans?”


Clapper responded, “No, sir.”


Wyden continued, “It does not?”


Clapper continued, “Not wittingly. There are cases where they could inadvertently, perhaps, collect, but not wittingly.”


Two months after Clapper’s testimony, Edward Snowden fled the United States and released hundreds of thousands of classified documents to the media. The archives clearly revealed that the NSA was spying on U.S. citizens on a vast scale. In a Moscow television interview on January 26, 2014, Snowden was asked when he decided to release the classified documents. He replied, “Sort of the breaking point was seeing the Director of National Intelligence, James Clapper, directly lie under oath to Congress. . . . Seeing that really meant for me there was no going back.”


Clapper attempted to justify his perjury by claiming the surveillance was “inadvertent.” He justified his lying to Congress using the old fallback intelligence standard: the “need to know.” Ultimately, Clapper apologized to the Senate Intelligence Committee, stating, “My response was clearly erroneous—for which I apologize.” Several members of Congress called for Clapper’s resignation. He ignored the demand, remaining in his position until the end of President Obama’s term the following January.


In an interview on CNN on December 19, 2013, Senator Rand Paul explained the impact of the falsehood, saying, “Clapper lying to Congress is probably more injurious to our intelligence capabilities than anything Snowden did. Clapper has damaged the credibility of the entire intelligence apparatus and I’m not sure what to believe anymore when they come to Congress.”


Paul continued by calling upon Clapper to resign, saying, “I don’t know how you can have someone in charge over intelligence who has known to lie in a public forum to Congress, to lie without repercussions. If the intelligence community says we’re not spying on Americans and they are, and then they say we’re not collecting any data, it’s hard to have confidence in them.”


Another intelligence community leader also lied to Congress. John Brennan should never have been cleared to join the CIA, much less to become the director of the agency. In 2016, Brennan stated that in 1976, during a polygraph test as part of the vetting process for admission into the CIA, he had admitted to voting for Gus Hall, the Communist Party presidential candidate that year. He explained, “I said I was neither Democratic or Republican, but it was my way, as I was going to college, of signaling my unhappiness with the system, and the need for change.” He continued, “I said I’m not a member of the Communist Party, so the polygrapher looked at me and said, ‘OK,’ and when I was finished with the polygraph and I left and said, ‘Well, I’m screwed.’”


Despite the admission, the agency accepted Brennan, and he moved up the ranks to become the CIA’s daily intelligence briefer to President Bill Clinton and the White House in 1994. He left the CIA in 2005 and became the intelligence advisor to Barack Obama in the 2008 presidential campaign. In 2013, President Obama nominated him to become the director of the CIA. The nomination was not popular either outside or within the agency. Brennan’s history was well known, and he was often referred to as “Comrade Brennan.”


Brennan’s falsehoods to Congress began even before he became the CIA director. In 2011, in his capacity as the assistant to President Obama for homeland security and counterterrorism, he claimed that drone strikes abroad had not killed a single noncombatant. At the time he—and most of the intelligence community—were well aware of multiple civilian collateral deaths.


After becoming the CIA director, Brennan continued his deceitful practices. In March 2014, Brennan replied to a question by NBC News’s Andrea Mitchell about the CIA spying on the offices of U.S. senators by hacking into their computers. He emphatically replied, “As far as the allegations of CIA hacking into Senate computers, nothing could be further from the truth. I mean, we wouldn’t do that. I mean, that’s—that’s just beyond the scope of reason in terms of what we would do.”


When evidence was revealed that the CIA was, in fact, looking into the computers of U.S. senators, Brennan, on July 31, apologized to the Senate Intelligence Committee but claimed there was no malicious intent in the actions. Senator Ron Wyden, a member of the committee, said, “The CIA Inspector General has confirmed what senators have been saying all along: The CIA conducted an unauthorized search of Senate files and attempted to have Senate staff prosecuted for doing their jobs. Director Brennan’s claims to the contrary were simply not true.”


The American Civil Liberties Union was also dissatisfied with Brennan’s response. A spokesman said, “An apology is not enough—the Justice Department must refer the CIA inspector general’s report to a federal prosecutor for a full investigation into any crimes by CIA personnel or contractors. It is hard to imagine a greater threat to the Constitution’s system of checks and balances than having the CIA spy on the computers used by the very Senate staff carrying out the Senate’s constitutional duty of oversight over the executive branch. It was made worse by CIA Director John Brennan’s misleading the American people in denying any wrongdoing.”


Brennan continued to be untruthful after leaving the CIA. He also revealed how politics had become a part of his directorship. In May 2017, Brennan testified before a congressional committee about a report written in late 2016, compiled as “opposition research” by Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump’s opponents and known as the Steele Dossier, which contained unsubstantiated allegations of conspiracy and collusion between Trump’s campaign and the Russian government. Brennan claimed that he did not know who commissioned the document nor had the CIA had taken any actions based on its contents. In 2019, Department of Justice Inspector General Michael Horowitz released a report that showed Brennen was incorrect in both statements.


On July 24, 2018, Charles S. Faddis, a thirty-year veteran of the CIA who before retirement was head of the agency’s Weapons of Mass Destruction Department, wrote a letter to Brennan detailing his opinion and that of many others. He stated, “Everything that has transpired in your professional career since [being the CIA’s White House briefing officer] has been based on your personal relationship with the former president, his wife Hillary, and their key associates. Your connection to President Obama was, in fact, based on you having established yourself by the time he came to office as a reliable, highly political Democratic Party functionary.”


Faddis concluded, “Meanwhile, Senator Rand Paul’s assessment of you stands: ‘John Brennan started out his adulthood by voting for the Communist Party presidential candidate. He’s now ending his career by showing himself to be the most biased, bigoted, over-the-top, hyperbolic sort of unhinged director of the CIA we’ve ever had.’”


After leaving the CIA, Brennan continued to show his political bias by joining James Clapper as an “intelligence analyst” on MSNBC. There, he continued his criticism of Trump and his administration.


The Horowitz IG Report also revealed that FBI director James Comey was a member of the senior intelligence triumvirate who had no scruples about lying to Congress and the American public. According to the report, Comey lied when he said that the FBI did not investigate the Trump campaign. The report also noted that Comey fostered an environment within the FBI where subordinates exchanged text messages that “clearly showed a biased state of mind” that was “antithetical to the core values of the FBI.” With biases such as these, it is no wonder that the public has no confidence in the leaders of our primary intelligence-gathering agencies. The fact that officials were never punished for lying under oath is stunning.


Former-agent Faddis, author of Beyond Repair: The Decline and Fall of the CIA , best summarized the problems at the highest levels of the intelligence community in an interview on Steve Bannon’s War Room on November 13, 2021. He said, “Our intelligence apparatus is broken. You don’t any longer have operators running ops and recruiting spies. We’ve gone through this phase where we have replaced them with bureaucrats. And now we have replaced them with ideologues who are focused on what’s going on inside the capital city of our country.”


Faddis also offered guidance on fixing the problems, saying, “At the senior levels you need to get a big broom and clean the place out.”



* * *



“Chaotic.” “Debacle.” “Pandemonium.” “Bedlam.” “Embarrassment.” “Profound Intelligence Failure.” These are but a few of the headlines describing the U.S. evacuation from Afghanistan. Congressman Ami Bera, whose district contains one of the largest Afghan populations in the United States, said in an interview to The Hill , “How did we get Afghanistan so wrong after 20 years and hundreds of billions of dollars in investment. Clearly mistakes were made for the analysis of how stable the Afghan government was. How stable the Afghan security forces were when we pulled out was clearly misassessed. Certainly in briefings we received, the worst-case scenario was six months post August; obviously we saw complete collapse in a week.”


Images of the first Afghans falling to earth after attempting to hold on to the landing gear and wings of evacuation aircraft had barely begun to fill television screens before finger-pointing began. There was plenty of blame go around.


On August 15, Michael Rubin, the resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, wrote in an op-ed, “The Taliban’s rapid conquest of Afghanistan following President Joe Biden’s order to withdraw US forces is a strategic disaster and, no matter how hard Biden seeks to cast blame elsewhere, will shape his legacy.


“For the United States, however, it represents not only a military failure but also an intelligence one. Not only did the Central Intelligence Agency and other US intelligence agencies wildly underestimate the speed of the Taliban advance, but they also appear to have been blind to the extent of political dealings the Taliban had made as the withdrawal loomed and the military prepositioning the Taliban achieved to begin a near-simultaneous assault on provincial capitals. They appear to have missed the fact that Taliban shadow governors were already in place, alongside their staff, to take over provincial functions.


“The question of what went wrong with US intelligence is not simply Monday morning quarterbacking. Both the Trump administration and then Biden’s team prefaced America’s withdrawal on the notion that US intelligence capabilities would enable the United States to maintain an over-the-horizon strike capability against both insurgents and terrorists. The CIA’s failure, however, shows that as US forces withdrew, they were essentially blind and that the White House built America’s post-withdrawal strategy on a rotten foundation.”


American presidents had been looking to withdraw from Afghanistan ever since finding and killing Osama bin Laden a decade earlier. On February 29, 2020, President Trump agreed to a planned withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan by May 1, 2021. When Biden became president, he concurred with the withdrawal but apparently adopted no plans for its execution. On April 14, he announced, “Time to end the forever war.” The withdrawal would begin on May 1; it would not be completed until September 11.


In a speech, Biden explained that he “inherited a diplomatic agreement” between the United States and the Taliban, saying, “It is perhaps not what I would have negotiated myself, but it was an agreement made by the United States government, and that means something. We will not conduct a hasty rush to the exit, we’ll do it responsibly, deliberately, and safely.” He concluded that Americans had “trained and equipped a standing force of over 300,000 Afghan personnel” who will “continue to fight valiantly, on behalf of the Afghans, at great cost.”


The next day, the Taliban released a statement concerning failure by the United States to complete the withdrawal by May 1, saying it “opens the way for [the Taliban] to take every necessary countermeasure, hence the American side will be held responsible for all future consequences.”


Over the following months, intelligence agencies noted increased attacks on Afghan government forces and Taliban and al-Qaeda preparations for “large scale offensives.” On June 8, a Taliban spokesman stated that their goal was to create an Islamic government after the departure of the United States and its allies. He said, “We will be compelled to continue our war to achieve our goal.”


Despite these warnings, neither President Biden nor the intelligence community anticipated the possible outcome of the withdrawal. On July 6, the U.S. military abandoned Bagram Airfield, the most secure area from which to manage a withdrawal. Two days later, President Biden, citing “speed is safety” as the reason, announced he had moved the date of the complete withdrawal to August 31.


He added that the takeover by the Taliban of Afghanistan “is not inevitable.” When asked if he saw any parallels between the withdrawal from Afghanistan with that of the departure from Vietnam in 1975, he replied, “None whatsoever. Zero. . . . The Taliban is not the south—the North Vietnamese army. They’re not—they’re not remotely comparable in terms of capability. There’s going to be no circumstance where you see people being lifted off the roof of an embassy in the—of the United States from Afghanistan. It is not at all comparable.”


On August 6, the Taliban took control of its first province. As late as August 10, the U.S. intelligence community continued to claim that it would take the Taliban at least ninety days to take Kabul. Five days later, on August 15, Taliban forces entered the city and surrounded its airport. The Afghan president fled the country. Helicopters evacuated diplomats from the U.S. embassy. Former Afghan officials and those who had worked for the United States stormed the Kabul airport seeking escape from Taliban vengeance. Most were turned back by the Taliban cordon.


In a speech on August 16, President Biden said he did not regret his decision to end America’s warfighting in Afghanistan. Rather than accepting the fiasco as a leadership or intelligence failure, he placed the blame on the Afghan government’s hasty collapse. He said, “The truth is: This did unfold more quickly than we had anticipated. So what’s happened? Afghanistan political leaders gave up and fled the country. The Afghan military collapsed, sometimes without trying to fight.”


These excuses that “this did unfold quicker than anticipated” and the unexpected rapid collapse of the Afghan military were repeated by both military and civilian officials over the next weeks and months. They often added, “No one could have known.” Few admitted that with the billions of dollars spent on multiple intelligence agencies, someone should have known.


Intelligence failures continued during the final days of the withdrawal. On August 26, a suicide bomber killed thirteen American service members and 169 Afghan civilians at the Kabul airport. Three days later, a U.S. drone attack destroyed an automobile that officials claimed posed an “imminent threat” on the evacuation airfield. When asked about the attack, General Mark Milley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, declared to reporters that it was a “righteous” strike and that at least one of the vehicle’s occupants was a “facilitator” for the August 26 suicide bombing. Within hours, the world learned that the drone attack had erroneously killed a longtime employee of an American humanitarian organization along with two other innocent adults and seven children.


The last evacuation aircraft lifted off from the Kabul airport on August 31, leaving behind hundreds of American citizens and thousands of former Afghan employees to face the revenge-seeking Taliban. An Associated Press story on November 30, 2021, reported, “Taliban fighters have summarily killed or forcefully ‘disappeared’ more than 100 former police and intelligence officers since taking power in Afghanistan, Human Rights Watch said in a report Tuesday. The group pointed to continuing retaliation against the armed forces of the ousted government despite an announced amnesty. Taliban forces have hunted down former officers using government employment records . . . local Taliban commanders have drawn up lists of people to be targeted, saying they committed ‘unforgivable’ acts.”


Also abandoned to the Taliban were more than 75,000 vehicles, 200 aircraft, 600,000 weapons, U.S. military identification printing equipment, and 162,000 pieces of encrypted military communications gear.


Along with the billions of dollars of equipment and weapons left to the Taliban, the United States lost the confidence and support of many of its allies. David Lidington, chair of the Royal United Services Institute and former deputy prime minister of the United Kingdom, said, “What made support from the West so attractive to countries around the world was the underpinned commitment to helping countries build liberal, open democracies and a society grounded in the rule of law. One of the consequences of the defeat in Afghanistan is the lack of confidence in the West, which can only be a good thing for China and Russia who can offer their support with zero regard for rule of law or human rights.”


Finally, left on the tarmac of the Kabul airport were the last vestiges of any belief by the U.S. public that its intelligence community could properly perform its duties in keeping the United States and Americans safe. Kabul was another entry in the long line of intelligence failures that has cost the United States the blood of its defenders and the treasures of its people.


Sources for 2022 Introduction


The intelligence failures over the past two decades are found in the headlines of daily newspapers and internet sites. A simple internet search for “intelligence failures in Afghanistan” yields more than 17 million results. Of particular help was the 9/11 commission report, the report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, and the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations’s Tora Bora Revisited: How We Failed to Get Bin Laden and Why It Matters Today and the Final Report of the Select Committee on the Events Surrounding the 2012 Terrorist Attack in Benghazi .
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Desert Strome and Somalia


Early in 1991, after forty-three days of war in the air and 100 hours of fighting on the ground, coalition forces led by the United States routed Saddam Hussein's Iraqi army from Kuwait in a decidedly one-sided battle. The first major conflict of the post-Cold War era clearly showed that the United States had assumed the position of the single remaining world power.


However, while the war appears to have been a turning point in U.S. history-and perhaps in modern warfare, with its use of highly sophisticated technology-the conflict suffered under an age-old stigma: the failure of U.S. military intelligence. In a tradition dating back more than two centuries, starting with the Revolutionary War, the actions of brave soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines were thwarted by the repeated failures of military intelligence.


The specific intelligence blunders of Operation Desert Storm will likely be hidden under Top Secret covers for years to come. The general intelligence failures, however, have been detailed in the writings and interviews of participants and by the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations. In an August 1993 report, the subcommittee stated that collection of tactical intelligence during Desert Storm was often substantial but thi information did not reach the fighting units that needed it. The report also said that damage by air and ground forces to Iraqi military equipment and manpower was greatly overestimated and that some of the intelligence assets of the U.S. Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps had no means of compatible communications. Still another portion of the report noted that existing intelligence about the battle area prior to hostilities was almost nonexistent and the little that was available was mostly incorrect.


Operation Desert Storm benefited from the lesson learned by the American military in Korea and Vietnam and already applied in Panama and Grenada: There is no such thing as limited war if victory is the objective. Military planners of the 1990s did not have to contend with limitations on combat units and firepower. Unlike Vietnam, where Washington hampered military leaders in their decision-making processes, Desert Storm was a mission directed by a president who did not interfere with the uniformed services while they accomplished their objectives. Failures of military intelligence, however, continued.


Intelligence failures in the war with Iraq actually predated the invasion of Kuwait by Saddam Hussein's forces. The United States ignored the Iraqi record of human rights violations and supported Iraq's long war with Iran, sharing intelligence with the Iraqis and training their intelligence personnel. Although Iraq had the fourth largest land army in the world after its war with Iran ended, the United States failed to recognize that Saddam's forces could be a threat.


The Uuited States was not alone in supporting Iraq in its war with Iran. Because the Arab world considered Saddam a hero for fighting their ancient Persian enemies, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia had provided more than $120 billion in financial aid to Iraq. Neither the United States nor its allies seemed to recognize that large, successful armies headed by tyrannical kings or dictators rarely remain at peace.


By the summer of 1990, Iraq and Kuwait were at odds about Kuwait's increase in oil production and the resulting lower crude oil prices. Saddam initially asked only for a share of the oil revenue from fields in Kuwait jointly claimed by Iraq in a longstanding dispute. Kuwait refused. Saddam was now left with the option of backing down and reducing his recently gained position as a leader of the Arab world or taking military action. Saddam declared that the entire region belonged to Iraq. Soon Iraqi tanks, artillery, and soldiers were moving south to staging areas near the Kuwaiti border. U.S. intelligence satellites observed the buildup, as did American military attaches in Baghdad who followed some of the convoys along the highways.



[image: chpt_fig_001.jpg]



On July 25, 1990, Saddam Hussein and the American ambassador to Iraq, April Glaspie, met to discuss the potential crisis. Although several versions of the meeting emerged, there is good evidence that Glaspie, in an effort to remain friends with Iraq while expressing concern for Kuwait, told Saddam that the United States had "no opinion on the Arab-Arab conflict, like yciur border dispute with Kuwait." Glaspie later claimed she also said, "We [the United States] insist you settle your disputes with Kuwait nonviolently."


Regardless of the actual content of the discussion, it was either a diplomatic blunder in communications or an intelligence failure that the ambassador did not discuss
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