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AT 16:53 LOCAL time on 12 January 2010, a catastrophic 7.0 mag-
nitude earthquake struck Haiti, killing over 230,000 people, injuring
thousands of others, and leaving over a million people homeless.! The earth-
quake caused major damage to the capital and other cities in the region and
severely damaged or destroyed notable landmarks, including the presidential
palace and the Port-au-Prince cathedral. The temblor destroyed 14 of the 16
government ministries, killing numerous government employees. The head-
quarters of the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH)
collapsed, killing 101 UN workers, including Head of Mission Hédi Annabi
from Tunisia and his principal deputy, Luiz Carlos da Costa from Brazil.?
In less than a minute, life on the small island of Haiti drastically changed.

The earthquake prompted offers to send aid and assistance in various
forms from governments, nongovernmental organizations, and private
foundations.The need for manpower on the ground to orchestrate the relief
effort brought together military forces from the world over, to include the
United States, which stood up Joint Task Force-Haiti (JTF-H). The combined
effort of MINUSTAH and JTF-H in providing humanitarian assistance to
the people of Haiti following the earthquake demonstrates the importance
of developing strong relationships, both institutional and personal, with
partner nation armies.

U.S. and Partner Nation Militaries: A History of
Cooperation

Eighteen contributing nations make up the military component of the UN
mission in Haiti.’ These nations include Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada,
Chile, Ecuador, France, Guatemala, India, Jordan, Nepal, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Republic of Korea, Sri Lanka, the United States, and Uruguay.
The United States has a long and distinguished history of partnership and
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cooperation conducting full spectrum operations
with various partner nations. Three notable exam-
ples include offensive operations during the Italian
Campaign in World War II, humanitarian assistance
during the 1965 civil war in the Dominican Repub-
lic, and peacekeeping operations in Ecuador and
Peru in 1995.

Brazil was the only South American country to
send troops to fight in World War II. They formed
a25,000-man Brazilian Expeditionary Force (FEB)
made up of Army, Air Force, and Navy personnel
led by General Mascarenhas de Moraes. The FEB’s
1st Division, under General Zenobio da Costa, con-
sisted of three regimental combat teams that fought
alongside the U.S. Fifth Army under the command
of Lieutenant General Mark Clark in the Italian
Campaign. The highlight of Brazil-U.S. cooperation
came in February 1945 when Brazil’s 1st Division
and the U.S. 10th Mountain Division fought side-
by-side in the Battle of Monte Castelo against the
German Army under extremely adverse winter
conditions. The 10th Mountain Division, supported
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An aerial view of the MINUSTAH HQ building that collapsed after the earthquake, 12 January 2010.
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by Brazilian artillery and the FEB’s 1st Fighter
Squadron, captured German defenses surrounding
Monte Castelo, allowing the Brazil 1st Division
to attack the German forces on higher ground and
successfully take control of Monte Castelo itself.
Later in the campaign, the FEB also distinguished
itself by capturing over 20,000 German and Ital-
ian prisoners to help end hostilities in Italy. By the
end of the war, over 900 FEB soldiers had paid the
ultimate sacrifice with their lives.*

The 1965 civil war in the Dominican Republic
led to another cooperative effort between the United
States and several Latin American countries. The
XVIII Airborne Corps headquarters was activated
on 26 April 1965 and three battalions from the 3d
Brigade, 82d Airborne Division, deployed on 30
April and landed at San Isidro Airfield. After intense
fighting that day, a cease-fire was established and
the paratroopers soon transitioned to peacekeeping
and stabilization efforts distributing food, water,
and medicine to the residents of San Isidro. A
fourth battalion from the 82d’s 1st Brigade joined

UN PHOTO, Logan Abassi UNDP Global. The photographer and licensor of this photo does not endorse this article.



the other three on 3 May. That month, the forces
present saw the transition to an Inter-American
Peace Force (IAPF). The IAPF consisted of troops
from Honduras, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Nicara-
gua, and Brazil-—with Brazil providing the largest
contingent, a reinforced infantry battalion. Brazil-
ian Army General Hugo Panasco Alvim assumed
command of the Inter-American Peace Force with
U.S. Army Lieutenant General Bruce Palmer serv-
ing as his deputy from 23 May 1965 to 17 January
1966. During this time, U.S. paratroopers worked
in unison with the Organization of American States
(OAS) forces in the area of civil affairs providing
humanitarian aid to the people of San Isidro.’
More recently, the United States worked together
with Argentina, Brazil, and Chile on a smaller scale
in “Operation Safe Border.” In early 1995, Peru and
Ecuador engaged in sustained combat in a remote
jungle area where they had not fully demarcated the
border. Dozens were killed, hundreds wounded, and
escalation of the conflict to population centers was
feared. As guarantors of the 1942 Rio Protocol of
Peace, Friendship, and Boundaries, which ended
the 1941 Ecuador-Peru war and defined the border,
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and the United States
worked for a comprehensive settlement by estab-
lishing the Military Observer Mission Ecuador-Peru
(MOMEP). Brazil offered to provide a general
officer to lead the observer mission and the other
participating nations agreed to define this role as
“coordinator” rather than “commander” to preserve
a coequal status. Each nation contributed up to 10
officers led by a colonel, as observers. The United
States also provided an element consisting of avia-
tion, operations, intelligence, communications, and
logistical support. The Brazilian general, Lieutenant
General Candido Vargas de Freire, held operational
control over the observers of all four nations while
the colonels retained command for administrative
and disciplinary purposes. In February 1995, Ecua-
dor and Peru agreed to seek a peaceful solution. By
October 1995, MOMEP observers organized the
withdrawal of some 5,000 troops from the Cenepa
valley and supervised the demobilization of 140,000
troops on both sides. The combat zone was demili-
tarized and Ecuador and Peru began to contribute
officers to the observer mission. In October 1998,
Peru and Ecuador signed a comprehensive peace
accord establishing the framework for ending the

border dispute. This led to the formal demarcation
of the border in May 1999. Both nations approved
the peace agreement and the national legislatures
of both nations ratified it. The MOMEP mission
withdrew in June 1999.6

The United States continues to engage in secu-
rity cooperation activities with countries from all
over the world. These engagements take the form
of bilateral staff talks, multinational exercises, and
personnel and unit exchanges to improve relation-
ships, capabilities, and interoperability.

Personal Relationships Also
Matter

In addition to cultivating institutional relation-
ships between partner nations, one cannot overlook
the importance of developing personal relation-
ships as well. The better we understand each other
in terms of culture, language, and operability, the
better we will be able to work together. Under-
standing this dynamic, the U.S. Army has sought to
develop a corps of officers and noncommissioned
officers that have an in-depth understanding of the
culture, language, and military organization of other
nations, all toward enhancing interoperability.

The relationship between Major General Floriano
Peixoto, the MINUSTAH force commander, and
Lieutenant General Ken Keen, the JTF-H com-
mander, exemplifies this goal. In October 1984,
then-Captain Keen, S3 Operations Officer for 1st
Battalion, 325th Airborne Infantry Regiment, par-
ticipated in a one-month exchange program with the
Brazil Airborne Brigade in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.
During the exchange, Keen met then-Captain Flo-
riano Peixoto, assigned to the Airborne Brigade
as a Pathfinder instructor. The two initiated what
would become a long-standing relationship devel-
oped over several parachute jumps and dismounted
patrols. Little did either junior officer know that 26
years later they would be general officers work-
ing together to provide relief and assistance to
earthquake-stricken Haiti.

In 1987, then-Major Keen attended Brazil’s Com-
mand and General Staff Course in Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil. The experience gave Keen a greater appre-
ciation and understanding of Brazil, something that
would serve him well in future assignments.

In 1988, then-Captain Floriano Peixoto attended
the U.S. Army Infantry Officer Advanced Course at
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Fort Benning, Georgia. At the time, then-Major
Keen worked in the Directorate of Plans, Train-
ing, and Mobilization for the U.S. Army Infantry
School, and the two continued the relationship
they established four years before.

Almost a decade later, then-Lieutenant Colo-
nel Floriano Peixoto taught Portuguese in the
Department of Foreign Languages at the United
States Military Academy at West Point, New
York. Floriano Peixoto and Keen maintained
contact via email, letters, and phone calls,
but they would not see each other for another
decade.

From 2006 to 2007, as the commander of
U.S. Army South, then-Brigadier General Keen
worked once again with then-Colonel Floriano
Peixoto, who was assigned to the Brazilian Army
Staff G5 International Affairs Directorate.

U.S. Navy photo by MCCSSpike Call
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Based on their previous interaction and personal
relationship, the first thing Major General Floriano
Peixoto and Lieutenant General Keen did when they
were brought together by events in Haiti was sit
down and develop a combined concept for working
through the challenge together.

The UN in Haiti

To understand the international partnering that
took place during the Haiti humanitarian relief
effort, an understanding of the history that led up to
MINUSTAH’s establishment, and its accomplish-
ments prior to the earthquake, is essential.

The 30-year dictatorship of the Duvalier family in
Haiti ended in 1986. Between 1986 and 1990, a series of
provisional governments ruled Haiti, and in December
1990, Jean-Bertrand Aristide won 67 percent of the vote
to become the first democratically elected president

Brazilian military GEN Floriano Peixoto, commander of United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti, and U.S. Army LTG
P.K. Keen, deputy commander of U.S. Southern Command and commanding general of Joint Task Force-Haiti, talk with
the camp leader of the Ancien Aeroport Militaire internally displaced persons camp in Port-au-Prince, Haiti, 11 March 2010.
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in Haiti’s history. Aristide took office in February
1991, but was overthrown by dissatisfied elements
of the army and forced to leave the country in Sep-
tember of the same year. A provisional government
was established, but the true power remained with
the Haitian military.’

The UN established a mandate in September 1993
to assist in the effort to democratize the government,
professionalize the armed forces, create and train a
separate police force, and establish an environment
conducive to free and fair elections. The UN effort
focused on advising, training, and providing the
necessary support to achieve the goals set by the
mandate. After a series of incidents, the UN and
other international agencies left Haiti in October
1993 due to the instability created by the transitional
government and the inability to move forward with
the UN goals of reinstituting democracy.?

The situation in Haiti continued to decline;
diplomacy and economic sanctions had no effect.
The United States saw no other option than to
initiate military action to reinstate President Aris-
tide. It began “Operation Uphold Democracy”
on 19 September 1994 with the alert of U.S.
and allied forces for a forced entry into Haiti.
U.S. Navy and Air Force elements deployed for
staging to Puerto Rico and southern Florida. An
airborne invasion was planned, spearheaded by
elements of U.S. Special Operations Command
and the 82d Airborne Division.’

As these forces prepared to invade, a dip-
lomatic team (led by former President Jimmy
Carter, retired U.S. Senator Sam Nunn, and
retired Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Colin Powell) persuaded the leaders of
Haiti to step down and allow Aristide to return to
power. This effort was successful partly because
the U.S. delegation was able to reference the
massed forces poised to enter the country. At
that point, the military mission changed from a
combat operation to a peacekeeping and nation
building operation with the deployment of a U.S.-
led multinational force in Haiti. On 15 October
1994, Aristide returned to Haiti to complete his
term in office. Aristide disbanded the Haitian
army and established a civilian police force.
Operation Uphold Democracy officially ended on
31 March 1995 when the United Nations Mission
in Haiti (UNMIH) replaced it."

The UN remained in Haiti through a series of
mandates until 2004 to maintain a secure and stable
environment and promote the rule of law. There
were a number of positive developments during
this period, including the growth of a multifaceted
civil society, a political culture based on democratic
values, and the first peaceful handover of power
between two democratically elected presidents in
1996."

However, in February 2004, during Aristide’s
second inconsecutive term as president, a violent
rebellion broke out that led to Aristide’s removal
from office once more.!? Haiti again threatened
international peace and security in the region, and
the UN passed resolution 1542 on 30 April 2004,
effectively establishing the United Nations Stabi-
lization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) on 1 June
2004. Its mandate even now is to support a secure
and stable transitional government, the develop-
ment of a political process focused on the principles
of democracy, and the defense of human rights."

The United Nations originally authorized
MINUSTAH up to 6,700 military personnel,
1,622 police, 548 international civilian person-
nel, 154 volunteers, and 995 local civilian staff.
On 13 October 2009, in an effort to curb illegal
armed groups, accelerate their disarmament, and
support the upcoming elections, the UN increased
MINUSTAH’s authorized strength to 6,940 military
personnel and 2,211 police. Eighteen countries cur-
rently provide military personnel and 41 different
countries provide police officers.

MINUSTAH is under the civilian leadership of
a special representative to the secretary general,
with two deputies that oversee different aspects of
the UN mission. The principal deputy is primar-
ily responsible for the UN civilian police, human
rights, justice, civil affairs, and electoral issues. The
other deputy is responsible for humanitarian efforts
on behalf of gender equality, children’s rights, dis-
armament, demobilization, and reintegration, HIV/
AIDS issues, and other UN agencies. The military
force commander is also under the special repre-
sentative’s control. The military force consists of
ten infantry battalions, two separate infantry com-
panies, and eight specialized detachments (military
police, engineers, aviation, medical, and logistics).!*

Since 2004, MINUSTAH has created an environ-
ment of security and stability that has allowed the
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political transition to unfold. Haiti reminds us that
security and development are inextricably linked
and should not be viewed as separate spheres,
because the absence of one will undermine progress
in the other. To that end, the professionalizing of
the Haitian National Police is close to reaching its
goal of having 14,000 officers in its ranks by 2011.
By mid 2009, over 9,000 police had been trained."

Another measure of success has been the drastic
decrease in the gang-related activity that threatened
political stability. In Cité Soleil, the most infamous
slum district in Haiti, MINUSTAH troops took
over the main gang’s operations center and trans-
formed it into a health clinic, which now offers
free services to the community. This new level
of security, established in 2007, allows agencies
and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) to
approach, assess, and provide assistance without
the threat of gang violence.'

The senate elections in April 2009 marked
another step in Haiti’s democratic development.
MINUSTAH is credited for its continued support to
Haiti’s electoral process and assisting the Govern-
ment of Haiti in intensifying its efforts to promote
a political dialogue in which all voices can speak
and be heard."’

Haiti postponed legislative elections set for
February 2010 due to the disastrous effects of the
earthquake and has scheduled presidential elections
for November 2010. President Préval, who was
elected a second time in 2006, said he would not
seek office again after his term expires in February
2011, as he has already served two five-year terms,
the limit set by Haitian law.'®

While all the troop-contributing countries to
MINUSTAH share these successes, U.S. govern-
ment officials have praised Brazil’s leadership role
in the UN mission as a welcome demonstration
of Brazil’s emergence as a leader in regional and
global arenas."

Earthquake and International
Response

When the earthquake hit on 12 January, it instantly
affected a third of the population of Haiti, including
those serving in MINUSTAH.* Immediately after
the quake, hundreds of local citizens flocked to the
MINUSTAH headquarters compound located in the
old Christopher Hotel. The main part of the building
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Within hours of the quake, the
Government of Haiti issued a
disaster declaration and requested
humanitarian assistance...

had collapsed, killing numerous UN staff members
and trapping several others. Staff members that had
escaped injury immediately engaged in the search
and rescue of colleagues and provided triage and
medical care to the walking wounded. Although
MINUSTAH suffered enormous losses, MINUS-
TAH troops quickly took on new tasks such as
search and rescue, clearing and opening of streets,
providing immediate humanitarian assistance, and
preparing mass graves following International Red
Cross protocols—all while maintaining focus on
their primary security mission.

Lieutenant General Keen was in Haiti on a pre-
planned visit on 12 January. Minutes before the
earthquake struck, he was with U.S. Ambassador to
Haiti Ken Merten on the back porch of his residence
overlooking the city of Port-au-Prince. The Ambas-
sador’s residence withstood the quake and quickly
became an assembly point for embassy personnel and
Haitian government ministers as well as Keen’s link
back to U.S. Southern Command in Miami.

Within hours of the quake, the Government of Haiti
issued a disaster declaration and requested humanitar-
ian assistance from both the U.S. and the international
community at large. That night, the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) Office of U.S.
Foreign Disaster Assistance activated a “response
management team” to coordinate and lead the federal
government’s effort.?!

The next morning, Keen surveyed the effects of the
quake. Rubble from collapsed buildings choked the
streets, cutting people off from food, water, and medi-
cal supplies. The earthquake had destroyed the control
tower at the international airport, making it impossible
to fly in assistance. The people of Haiti had to rely on
their own devices to survive. Having MINUSTAH
already on the ground was a huge benefit, but with the
destruction of the UN headquarters and the loss of its
senior civilian leadership, the response required was
greater than any one organization or country could
shoulder on its own. Seeing that the situation demanded



rapid and robust action, General Keen requested the
deployment of U.S. military forces to Haiti.

Early on, the United States decided not to create
a combined Joint task force. With the UN already
on the ground, a robust multinational force was in
place. In addition, MINUSTAH countries contribut-
ing additional resources and personnel already had
links to their local UN representatives. Creating a
combined Joint task force would have conflicted
with those efforts. Instead, Joint Task Force-Haiti
deployed to conduct humanitarian assistance and
disaster response operations. The purpose of Joint
Task Force-Haiti was to support U.S. efforts in
Haiti to mitigate near-term human suffering and
accelerate relief efforts to facilitate transition to
the Government of Haiti, the UN, and USAID.
The military possesses significant capabilities that
are useful in emergencies, but long-term plans for
relief and reconstruction are best left to nonmilitary
government agencies.

Major General Floriano Peixoto was out of the
country when the earthquake hit. Upon learning
of the disaster, he quickly returned to Haiti on 13
January. He took immediate action to reconstitute
command and control by establishing an emergency
operations center at the MINUSTAH logistics base
at the Port-au-Prince Airport. He redistributed his
forces by bringing troops from less-affected or unaf-
fected parts of the country into the capital region
and downtown Port-au-Prince.

The next day, Keen went to see Floriano Peixoto
at his temporary headquarters to exchange informa-
tion on the relief efforts and the pending arrival of
U.S. forces in Haiti. Dropping in unannounced was
against normal protocol, but it seemed necessary
at the time. As Keen walked into the headquarters,
he learned from a Brazilian colonel that Brazilian
Minister of Defense Jobim was assembled with his
Brazil service commanders and the MINUSTAH
staff. Not wanting to interrupt, Keen was about to
leave when the Brazilian colonel insisted he join
Jobim, Floriano Peixoto, and the Brazilian contin-
gent. The meeting became a unique opportunity as
the Brazilian commander of MINUSTAH provided
a detailed report of ongoing humanitarian assistance
efforts and the loss of 18 Brazilian soldiers, the
biggest loss of life for its armed forces since World
War I1.22 Jobim asked Keen what forces the U.S.
military might deploy. The discussion then centered

on how MINUSTAH and U.S. forces might work
together and coordinate their efforts. Both leaders
knew it was imperative to clearly identify the role
of each partner to avoid confusion and duplicated
effort. MINUSTAH’s mission of providing security
and stability in Haiti would remain as it was. JTF-H
would provide humanitarian assistance with U.S.
forces executing security tasks only while carrying
out such operations.

From this beginning, it was clear that U.S.
forces would operate within the envelope of a
safe and secure environment provided by the UN
forces whose mission was to provide security.
While it was recognized this was a permissive
environment, it was also a very uncertain time
with the chaos following the earthquake, the lack
of Haiti National Police presence on the streets,
and the escape of over 3,000 prisoners from local
prisons.?

Floriano Peixoto and Keen later agreed that the
most effective way to operate would be combining
forces whenever possible. This early dialogue set the
stage for the combined operations that followed. They
coordinated shared sectors, administered distribution
points for food, and provided other humanitarian
assistance. To increase communication between their
staffs, Floriano Peixoto and Keen established liaison
officers in each headquarters. Both organizations also
exchanged phone numbers and email addresses of
all their branch and section chiefs, senior aides, and
advisors. To increase understanding and ensure trans-
parency, both organizations conducted staff briefings
for each other during the first week on the ground.

Immediate offers for assistance continued to come
in from around the world. Many troop-contributing
countries offered additional troops. Japan, the Repub-
lic of Korea, and the Caribbean Community offered
to join in the UN effort. Bilateral contributions came
from France, Italy, Spain, Canada, and the Neth-
erlands. On 19 January, exactly one week after the
earthquake, the UN Security Council unanimously
adopted Resolution 1908. The resolution authorized
an increase of 3,500 peacekeepers (2,000 military and
1,500 police) due to additional security risks created
by the local government’s incapacity and the resulting
20 percent decrease in the effectiveness of the local
police.* It took time to deploy these additional troops
and engineers, but the rapid deployment of U.S. forces
helped fill the time gap.
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The United States first deployed Special Operations
Air Force personnel to open the airfield and manage
the huge influx of aid delivered by air. The JTF-H
quickly established its headquarters with members of
the Southern Command Standing Joint Headquarters
and the XVIII Airborne Corps staff. A brigade from
the 82d Airborne Division deployed to Port-au-Prince,
and the 22d and 24th Marine Expeditionary Units
deployed to provide assistance to the west and north of
the capital. Ships and aircraft from the U.S. Navy and
Coast Guard, including the USNS Comyfort hospital
ship, also deployed. Joint Task Force-Haiti established
a “port opening” task force so humanitarian assistance
could arrive by sea. By the end of January, the U.S.
had deployed more than 22,000 civilian and military
personnel (about 7,000 on land and the rest afloat),
16 ships, and 58 aircraft. A robust Joint logistics com-
mand also supported the entire effort.

JTF-H Organization

The Department of Defense designated the effort
as Operation Unified Response. With MINUSTAH
responsible for security, JTF-H focused on saving
lives and mitigating human suffering. The operation
had two primary phases with different priorities for
each. Phase I (initial response) lasted from 14 January
to 4 February. The priorities were—

e Restore medical capacity.

e Distribute shelter, food, and water.

e Integrate with MINUSTAH and NGOs.

e Support Haitians.

Critical tasks included opening both the airport
and seaport so that humanitarian aide could get into
the country.

Phase II (relief) began on 5 February. After address-
ing emergency needs in phase I, it was time to transi-
tion to a more deliberate plan. As the government got
on its feet and more nongovernmental organizations
established themselves in the country, the focus
became transitioning JTF-H responsibilities to them.
Early on, JTF-H established a humanitarian assis-
tance coordination cell to coordinate its humanitarian
assistance efforts with the UN. Phase Il priorities
shifted to—

e Support efforts to provide shelter, establish settle-
ments, and conduct debris removal.

e Transition JTF-H humanitarian assistance and
disaster relief efforts to capable partners when ready.

e Plan, coordinate, and prepare to execute a phased
transition to smaller but longer-term force structure
and operations.
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Partnering on the Ground

With transparency and coordination already
established at the operational level between Flo-
riano Peixoto and Keen, and roles clearly defined
between MINUSTAH and JTF-H, the conditions
were set to coordinate at the tactical level. As units
from the 82d Airborne Division arrived in Port-au-
Prince, commanders at the battalion and company
level linked up with their MINUSTAH counterparts.
Each MINUSTAH unit was at a different stage in
deployment, but its knowledge of the area and expe-
rience on the ground put it in a position to greatly
assist the newly arrived paratroopers. MINUSTAH
units helped the paratroopers quickly understand
their operating environment and gain situational
awareness by conducting combined patrols to learn
their sectors.

In one example, U.S. Soldiers patrolling with
their Brazilian counterparts came across a crowd
that had stacked piles of stones in the streets. The
paratroopers with experience in Iraq and Afghani-
stan interpreted this as a roadblock and quickly
responded by stopping the vehicles and pushing
out security. The Brazilian soldiers, who knew that
these people were simply using the rocks to carve
out a space to live in the street, quickly explained
to the paratroopers what was going on and assured
them that there was no immediate threat.

One of the best examples of coordination and
cooperation began on 31 January when MINUS-
TAH and JTF-H troops initiated a combined opera-
tion to deliver food and water to the population of
Port-au-Prince. The World Food Program—in part-
nership with the USAID, International Organization
on Migration, United Nations Children’s Fund, and
numerous NGOs—Iled this 14-day food drive using
16 distribution points run by MINUSTAH and
U.S. forces. Soldiers from various nations worked
together, learned from each other, and showed the
people of Haiti that the relief effort was truly an
international mission. During the first food surge,
the food drive delivered more than 10,000 tons of
food to over 2.2 million people, a task that would

...the relief effort was truly an
international mission...



U.S. Army, Fred W. Baker, IIl

A crowd gathers at a country club that U.S. Soldiers are using as a forward operating base in Port-au-Prince, Haiti,
16 January 2010.

have been impossible had not multiple countries
worked together.

On 12 January, over 3,000 prisoners escaped
from prisons damaged by the earthquake and fled
to Cité Soleil.?® A troop from 1-73 Cavalry shared
responsibility for Cité Soleil with a Brazilian pla-
toon, increasing troop presence by a factor of four.
In addition to increasing the sense of security for the
local Haitians, this allowed the Brazilian platoon to
focus its efforts on capturing the escaped prisoners
while 1-73 focused on humanitarian assistance and
supported the Brazilian platoon with information
sharing.

MINUSTAH and JTF-H clearly defined their
roles for the operation. MINUSTAH was respon-
sible for security. On any given day, MINUSTAH
conducted, on average, more than 600 security
operations involving over 4,500 troops. MINUS-
TAH also planned and conducted relief operations.
The JTF-H focus was on saving lives, mitigating
near-term human suffering, and accelerating relief
efforts. As aforementioned, security operations
conducted by JTF-H were in direct support of
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humanitarian assistance missions such as securing
food distribution points, relief convoys, and rubble
removal. When JTF-H identified a security issue not
linked to a humanitarian assistance mission, they
coordinated with MINUSTAH through established
relationships and responded accordingly.

Relationships Matter

The international military cooperation witnessed
during the Haiti relief effort was a unique experi-
ence. Two factors had a major influence in the
success of the mission.

First, MINUSTAH had already been in Haiti
conducting security operations since 2004.%
Having a professional, multinational force on the
ground with experience and situational awareness
facilitated the response of MINUSTAH and other
countries that assisted. MINUSTAH’s existing
working relationships with the government also
helped accelerate and expedite the processes of
disaster relief.

While the UN does not have an established pres-
ence in every country where the United States will
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conduct operations in the future, the combined
exercises we conduct with partner nations around
the world provide an important opportunity to
learn about each other and how each army oper-
ates. Working together during exercises enhances
interoperability and will facilitate combined
efforts when real world events bring us together.

Second, Floriano Peixoto and Keen’s 26-year
personal relationship—with a solid base of trust,
confidence, and friendship—provided clear evi-
dence of the effectiveness of our International
Military Education Training (IMET) Program and
exchanges. Finding two general officers with this
preexisting relationship is definitely not the norm,
but this case highlights the importance of provid-
ing officers and NCOs with opportunities to meet
soldiers from other countries, learn about their
cultures and languages, and come to understand
other world perspectives. Doing so will facilitate
future combined operations by developing rela-
tionships of trust and understanding.

Lessons Learned

Two months into the relief operation, Floriano
Peixoto and Keen reflected on what they thought
made a difference during the combined operation.
Floriano Peixoto commented that clearly defining
and understanding the role that each partner was to
play in the relief effort was key. When asked what
made this possible, he responded, “Trust.” Based
on the relationship they had shared, neither needed
a signed document that articulated each partner’s
role. A statement of principles was later developed,
but only to provide organizations outside the par-
ticipating military forces an explanation of how
MINUSTAH and JTF-H worked together.

Keen commented that the combined military
presence on the streets of Port-au-Prince made a
difference. “Seeing U.S. Army Soldiers standing
side-by-side with MINUSTAH Soldiers at food
distribution points during the first few weeks sent a
strong message to the Haitian people: partnership and
unity of effort. It paved the way for all we would do.”

Floriano Peixoto added that another contribut-
ing factor was “coordination.” Keen met Floriano
Peixoto the same day he arrived in Haiti, and they
immediately decided both organizations would be
completely open and transparent with no classified
briefs.
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A Brazilian soldier stands security in downtown Port-
au-Prince, Haiti.

When asked why relationships matter, Flo-
riano Peixoto responded, “Relationships are a
force multiplier. They are essential if you want
substantive results. You increase the speed of
achieving results by facilitating, forming, and
reinforcing relationships. You need to build these
associations at all levels of the organization.”

Keen added, “Fundamentally, in peace or war
we need to trust one another. We learn to trust
each other through building a strong relationship,
personal and professional. That is the key to
building an effective team that works toward a
common purpose. In Haiti, this proved to be the
case within our own military and with our in-
teragency partners, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, and foreign partners. When tough issues
were encountered, their strong relationships
broke down the barriers.”
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Keen added, “If our government had one more
dollar to spend on security assistance, | would
recommend it be spent on the IMET program, not
hardware.”

The success of the multinational military con-
tribution to the Haiti relief effort proves that rela-
tionships matter—both at the institutional and the
personal level. MR
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Major Douglas A. Pryer, U.S. Army

We must remember who we are. Our example is what will cause us to

prevail in this environment, not our weapons.
—NMajor General Martin Dempsey, commander, 1st Armored Division, 30 October 2003,
email to his brigade commanders'’

Tough up, man. This is how the Army does things.
—unidentified interrogator, Forward Operating Base Tiger, in response to a military
policeman’s concern about enhanced interrogation techniques?

HE SUMMER OF 2003 was a hot, frustrating time for coalition forces

in Iraq. In Baghdad, Soldiers experienced temperatures over 100° F
for 91 consecutive days.’ Far worse, contrary to the expectations of most
Soldiers and their military and political leaders, the Iraqi insurgency was
not only active but growing rapidly in size and lethality across the coun-
try. In July, coalition forces experienced twice the number of attacks they
had experienced in June.* And in August, the country witnessed the rise of
“vehicle-borne explosive device” attacks, including a suicide car bombing
on 11 August 2003 in Baghdad that killed 11 people and closed the Jorda-
nian Embassy. U.S. Soldiers’ hopes for returning home by Christmas had
evaporated in Iraq's summer heat.

It was in this environment that a military intelligence (MI) captain working
in the CJ2X (intelligence) section of Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7)
sent a 14 August 2003 email to the human intelligence (HUMINT) section
leaders of CJTF-7’s major subordinate commands.® In the opening salvo of
what would become a battle for the soul of CJTF-7’s HUMINT community,
the captain requested a “wish list” from subordinates of interrogation tech-
niques they “felt would be effective.”® He stated, “The gloves are coming
off . . . regarding these detainees.” He said that “the Deputy CJ2 has made
it clear that we want these individuals broken.”” He concluded, “Casualties
are mounting, and we need to start gathering info to help protect our fellow
Soldiers from any further attacks.”

This email evoked strongly worded, antithetical responses from the two
ideological “camps” of CJTF-7’s HUMINT sections. One camp (to which
the CJ2X captain clearly belonged) included Chief Warrant Officer 3 Lewis
Welshofer, Jr., of the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment, and an unidentified
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HUMINT leader of the 4th Infantry Division.’
The other camp was represented by Major Nathan
Hoepner, the operations officer of the 501st MI
Battalion Task Force, 1st Armored Division. The
units of all three of these officers operated in the
“Sunni Triangle,” the most dangerous part of Iraq
during Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) L.

In his reply to the CJ2X captain’s email,
Welshofer wrote that “a baseline interrogation
technique” should include “open handed facial
slaps from a distance of no more than about two
feet and back handed blows to the midsection from
a distance of about 18 inches.”'® He also added:
“Close confinement quarters, sleep deprivation,
white noise, and a litnany [sic] of harsher fear-up
approaches . . . fear of dogs and snakes appear to
work nicely. I firmly agree that the gloves need to
come off.”"" The unidentified 4th Infantry Divi-
sion HUMINT leader submitted a “wish list” that
included some of the same techniques, but added
“stimulus deprivation,” “pressure point manipula-
tion,” “close-fist strikes,” “muscle fatigue induce-
ment,” and “low voltage electrocution.”!?

In his returning salvo from the other camp, Major
Hoepner replied:

As for “the gloves need to come off” . . . we
need to take a deep breath and remember
who we are . . . Those gloves are . . . based on
clearly established standards of international
law to which we are signatories and in part
the originators . . . something we cannot just
put aside when we find it inconvenient . . .
We have taken casualties in every war we
have ever fought—that is part of the very
nature of war. We also inflict casualties,
generally many more than we take. That in
no way justifies letting go of our standards.
We have NEVER considered our enemies
justified in doing such things to us. Casu-
alties are part of war—if you cannot take
casualties then you cannot engage in war.
Period. BOTTOM LINE: We are American
Soldiers, heirs of a long tradition of staying
on the high ground. We need to stay there."

We Americans, Hoepner was clearly saying,
adhere to moral standards that are more important
to us than simply winning one battle: to forfeit
these standards is to lose our identity as American
Soldiers.

14

The Two Rival Camps:
Background

The “intelligence at any cost” mindset of the first
camp above has enjoyed a much longer (and more
potent) life in U.S. military history than is commonly
understood. For example, during the Philippine-
American War, the 1902 Senate Committee on the
Philippines documented U.S. troops’ systematic use
of the “water cure,” a harsher, often fatal version of
what we today know as “waterboarding.”"* More
recently, many CIA and U.S. military advisors in the
U.S.’s controversial “Phoenix Program” during the
Vietnam War did not attempt to stop, and in a few
cases even encouraged, the use of torture (including
electric shock) by South Vietnamese intelligence
officials." In both instances, U.S. Soldiers rational-
ized that the need for actionable intelligence justified
torture.

In its purest form, this rationale is the “ticking time
bomb scenario.” In a 2001 interview, French General
Paul Aussaresses, a senior French intelligence offi-
cer during the French-Algerian War, expressed this
rationale as follows:

Imagine for an instant that you are opposed to
the concept of torture and you arrest someone
who is clearly implicated in the preparation of
a terrorist attack. The suspect refuses to talk.
You do not insist. A particularly murderous
attack is launched. What will you say to the
parents of the victims, to the parents of an
infant, for example, mutilated by the bomb
to justify the fact that you did not utilize all
means to make the suspect talk?'

Forty years later, CJTF-7, 3d Armored Cavalry
Regiment, and 4th Infantry Division HUMINT lead-
ers similarly argued that, to save lives, the “gloves”
were “coming off” with regard to interrogation
techniques.

However, this camp does not represent the domi-
nant tradition within U.S. military history. When
Major Hoepner argued that Americans are governed
by moral standards, he was speaking from this domi-
nant tradition, a tradition as old as the establishment
of America's first colony. In a 1630 sermon, John
Winthrop told Puritan colonists (who were soon to
disembark from the Arbella and found the Massachu-
setts Bay Colony) that they should “do justly” and
“love mercy” and that their new colony should be “as
a city upon a hill” for the rest of the world to watch
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WHAT COST, INTELLIGENCE?

Donald H. Rumsfeld (foreground, right), U.S. secretary of defense, receives a briefing on detainee operations at Camp
X-Ray, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, 27 January 2002. Twelve days earlier, Rumsfeld had signed a memo that stated that com-
manders need not treat certain detainees in accordance with the Geneva Conventions in the event of “military necessity.”

and emulate.'” Similarly, during the Revolutionary
War, leaders of the Continental Army and Congress
judged that it was not enough to win the war; they
had “to win in a way that was consistent with the
values of their society and the principles of their
cause.”"® General George Washington applied this
ideal to the treatment of British and Hessian prison-
ers, adopting an uncommon policy of humanity. In
one written order, for example, he directed that 211
British captives be treated “with humanity” and be
given “no reason to Complain of our Copying the
brutal example of the British army in their Treatment
of our unfortunate brethren.”"” During the more than
two centuries that have passed since the Revolution-
ary War, the U.S. Army's treatment of its enemies
has been largely consistent with this tradition of
humanity, with such wars as the Philippine-American
War and various Indian wars representing racially
motivated exceptions to this rule.?

Case Study Hypothesis

The decision that may be most critical to the
ultimate effectiveness of U.S. leaders in combat is
will we let our ideals govern us and reside in the
“city upon the hill?” Or, will we attempt to live
hidden from view in the “end-justifies-the-means
camp?” (Leaders may try to stand in the middle,
but they must beware this hill’s slippery slope and
watch their footing carefully.) This critical deci-
sion may take place downrange, or it may occur
months, years, or even decades before deployment.
Ultimately, no decision may be more important to
a U.S. combat leader than this choice.

This essay uses the case study methodology to
explore the hypothesis that the essential ethical
position assumed by leaders is the most important
determinant of the level of detainee abuse in inter-
rogation units and these units’ strategic effective-
ness on today’s battlefield. Perhaps, investigations

...since the Revolutionary War, the U.S. Army’s treatment of its
enemies has been largely consistent with this tradition of humanity...
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that attributed interrogation abuse to over-crowded
detention facilities, untrained guards, immature
interrogators, or any of the plethora of other reasons
often cited got it wrong. The fundamental reason
why interrogation abuse in Iraq occurred may have
been a failure in ethical leadership. It may have
been that simple.

Continuing the storylines begun with the email
exchange above will prove (or disprove) the essay’s
hypothesis. If the hypothesis is correct, then inter-
rogation facilities influenced by the CJTF-7, 3d
Armored Cavalry Regiment, and 4th Infantry
Division HUMINT leaders who decided that the
“gloves” were “coming off”” should have escalated
to serious detainee abuse, and conversely, the Task
Force 1st Armored Division (TF 1AD) detention
facility should have remained relatively free of
allegations of abuse. Once this hypothesis is vali-
dated, it is applied to the present to indicate what
steps our Army still needs to take to prevent future
interrogation abuse and the strategic defeat such
abuse may create.

We start this experiment with CJTF-7.

Strategic Defeat at Abu Ghraib

The head of the Coalitional Provisional Author-
ity, Ambassador Paul Bremer, approved coalition
use of Abu Ghraib Prison on 3 July 2003.>' Due
to the prison's notoriety as a site of torture and
execution during Saddam Hussein’s regime, Bremer
approved the reopening with the understanding that
the prison would only be used until a new facility
could be built.”? However, the commanding general
of CJTF-7, Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez,
directed that CJTF-7 interrogation operations be
consolidated at the facility (now deemed an endur-
ing facility) by 1 October 2003. This decision was
probably driven by the perishable nature of intel-
ligence and the fact that Camp Bucca, the Theater
Internment Facility, was a full day’s drive south of
Baghdad on Iraq’s border with Kuwait.

The Abu Ghraib facility had grave problems
from the beginning. It was in a dangerous area and
regularly received mortar fire, sometimes with
catastrophic results: on 16 August 2003, a mortar
attack killed five detainees and injured 67 others.?
On 20 September 2003, a mortar attack killed two
U.S. Soldiers and injured 11 others (including the
commander of the Joint Interrogation Center).* The
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facility also rapidly grew overcrowded, holding
7,000 detainees by October 2003.2° The crowding
caused severe undermanning, with just 90 military
policemen managing the detainee population—far
less than the full battalion that doctrine required for
a detainee population of this size.?

Alpha Company, 519th MI Battalion, supplied the
first group of interrogators at the facility.?” Fatefully,
this company had served in Afghanistan during the
December 2002-January 2003 time period when
some enhanced interrogation techniques derived
from American “survival, evasion, resistance,
and escape” (SERE) training had been systemati-
cally employed in Afghanistan.?® In fact, Criminal
Investigation Division agents were in the process
of substantiating charges that two of the company’s
interrogators had contributed to the brutal treatment
and deaths of two detainees on 4 and 10 December
2002 at Bagram Air Base.” These same two inter-
rogators later sexually assaulted a female detainee
at Abu Ghraib on 7 October 2003.%

A few weeks after the CJTF-7 J2X had requested
a “wish list” of interrogation techniques, CJTF-7
published its first approved techniques. This 14
September 2003 interrogation policy included three
harsh techniques that two HUMINT leaders had
advocated via email, namely, “sleep management,”
“presence of military working dogs,” and “yelling,
loud music, and light control.”! It also included
other enhanced interrogation techniques inspired
by military SERE schools.*? These other techniques
were “stress positions,” “isolation,” “environmental
manipulation,” “false flag,” and “dietary manipula-
tion.”3 The use of three of these techniques required
the personal approval of the CJTF-7 commander
when employed on enemy prisoners of war.3
However, since the vast majority of U.S. detainees
in Iraq were not enemy prisoners of war (captured
enemy soldiers) but civilian internees (suspected
insurgents and criminals), there was some con-
fusion as to the applicability of this restriction.

Upon review, Central Command deemed CJTF-
7’s interrogation policy to be “unacceptably
aggressive.”*® Therefore, CITF-7 published a new
policy on 10 October 2003. Unfortunately, some
interrogators, most notably at CJTF-7’s new “Bagh-
dad Central Correctional Facility” at Abu Ghraib,
considered these new guidelines to be nearly as
permissive as they had viewed the guidance of the
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Although the new policy probably intended to take away blanket
approval for interrogators to use enhanced interrogation techniques. . .

September policy memo. This permissive inter-
pretation occurred for many reasons. Although the
new policy probably intended to take away blanket
approval for interrogators to use enhanced inter-
rogation techniques, it gave Sanchez the option
of approving such techniques on a case-by-case
basis. Thus, for example, Sanchez would approve
25 requests by interrogators to employ the “isola-
tion” technique on subjects.*® Also, since Colonel
Pappas (the 205th MI Brigade commander) appar-
ently believed that he had been delegated approval
authority by Sanchez for his interrogators to use the
harsh techniques of “sleep management” and “use
of military working dogs,” it remained a simple
matter for his interrogators to receive approval to
use these two techniques.”’

Worse still was the confusion the new interroga-
tion policy generated when it quoted a rescinded
army field manual. Interrogators, the new policy
said, should “control all aspects of the interrogation,
to include the lighting, heating, and configuration of
the interrogation room, as well as the food, clothing
and shelter” given to detainees.* It is easy to see how
some interrogators may have interpreted this vague
instruction as blanket approval to use the enhanced
interrogation techniques of “dietary manipulation”
and “environmental manipulation.” Worst of all, the
reference to controlling subjects’ clothing supported
some interrogators’ beliefs that they could employ
the “forced nudity” technique at their discretion—
an enhanced interrogation technique permissible
during their previous deployments to Gitmo or
Afghanistan but never approved for use in Iraq.”

Inadequate ethical leadership also played a role
in key leaders failing to either take seriously or
to investigate reports of detainee abuse at Abu
Ghraib by the International Committee of the Red
Cross.* These leaders largely ignored Red Cross
reports stemming from two visits to Abu Ghraib
in October 2003 (just as the facility’s most serious
criminal abuses were beginning).*! In a summary
of these reports, the Red Cross stated that “meth-
ods of physical and psychological coercion used
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by the interrogators appeared to be part of the
standard operating procedures by military intelli-
gence personnel to obtain confessions and extract
information.”** The Red Cross also described
“abuse” (later corroborated by military investi-
gators) that included detainees being held naked
for days, yelled at, insulted, threatened, undergo-
ing “sleep deprivation caused by the playing of
loud music or constant light,” and held in isola-
tion.* However, this “abuse” involved Soldiers
implementing enhanced interrogation techniques
CJTF-7 Headquarters either formally promulgated
or Soldiers believed had been authorized based
on their personal experiences in other theaters.

Thus, the decision of key leaders at CJTF-7
Headquarters and at Abu Ghraib to take “the gloves
oft” set the stage for the “Abu Ghraib Scandal.”
This scandal, which erupted after photos of serious
criminal misconduct at Abu Ghraib were televised
on 28 April 2004, would be intimately entwined
with interrogation operations. Investigators con-
cluded that, although enhanced interrogation
techniques had not directly caused the most seri-
ous criminal abuses at Abu Ghraib, the techniques
had perpetuated a climate where such criminal
abuse was possible.* It is difficult to fathom, for
example, how the infamous photographs of naked
human pyramids could have occurred if inter-
rogators had not been directing military police-
men to employ the “forced nudity” technique
as part of “pride and ego-down” approaches.

The Abu Ghraib scandal constituted a strategic
defeat for the United States. It severely damaged
the credibility of the U.S. within the international
community, particularly the world’s Arab commu-
nity. The Abu Ghraib scandal also energized the
Iraqi insurgency: “They used to show events [on
television] in Abu Ghurayb,” said one of many
mujahedeen inspired to go to Iraq by the horrific
images. “The oppression, abuse of women, and
fornication, so I acted in the heat of the moment
and decided . . . to seek martyrdom in Iraq [sic].”*
Ominously, for a counterinsurgency force trying
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to win the support of the people, Coalition Provi-
sional Authority polls showed Iraqi support for the
occupation plummeting from 63 percent before the
scandal to just nine percent after the photos were
published.* Most ominously however, the scandal
accelerated the decline of U.S. popular support for
the war, a decline that eventually caused Congress
to try (unsuccessfully) to force U.S. forces from
Iraq in 2007.

We move now to the 3d Armored Calvary Regi-
ment (3ACR).

Enhanced Interrogation in
Al Anbar

In a February 2004 report, the Red Cross sum-
marized its major findings concerning the treat-
ment of detainees from March to November 2003
in 14 U.S. facilities in Iraq.*’ This report assessed
two facilities at the CJTF-7 level (Abu Ghraib and
Camp Cropper) as “main places of internment
where mistreatment allegedly took place.”* At the
division or brigade level, it assessed three facili-
ties as centers of alleged detainee abuse: one (and
perhaps two) belonged to the 3ACR. The Red Cross
described the facility that clearly belonged to the
3ACR as located in “a former train station in Al-
Khaim, near the Syrian border, turned into a military
base.”® This description matches descriptions in
court testimony of Forward Operating Base (FOB)
Tiger, which the 1st Squadron of 3ACR operated.*
The Red Cross also described a center of detainee
abuse as the “Al-Baghdadi, Heat Base and Habbania
Camp in Ramadi governorate.”' While units of the
3ACR operated in the Al Habbaniyah area at the
time (July-August 2003) of the Red Cross’s allega-
tions of abuse at this facility, a cursory U.S. Army
criminal investigation into this allegation failed to
uncover whether a conventional Army or Special
Forces unit had committed the alleged abuse.> The
Red Cross report was disturbing, though. Twenty-
five detainees at Abu Ghraib alleged that, during
their previous internments at Al Habbaniyah, they
had undergone such mistreatment as painful stress
positions, forced nudity, beatings, dog attacks, and
sleep deprivation—all allegations consistent with
the use of enhanced interrogation techniques.*

There is no question, however, that the 3ACR
operated the detention facility on Forward Operat-
ing Base Tiger. Human Rights Watch interviewed
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a military police sergeant who had served as a
guard at the facility from May 2003 to September
2003.> This guard’s testimony corroborated the Red
Cross’s 2004 allegations of abuse at this facility.
According to this military policeman, he routinely
witnessed interrogation abuse at the facility. He
alleged that guards were regularly ordered to subject
detainees to sleep deprivation, dangerously high
temperatures, hunger and thirst, and prolonged
standing (up to 24 hours) while facing a wall.>> He
also alleged that he witnessed interrogators beating
detainees, threatening them with loaded weapons,
and subjecting them to bright strobe lights and loud
music.’® According to this sergeant, both Army
(including Special Forces Soldiers) and CIA inter-
rogators conducted these abusive interrogations.’
Since this guard was describing enhanced inter-
rogation techniques common to those facilities
that employed such techniques, it seems unlikely
that he fabricated these allegations. Moreover, the
described techniques are consistent with specific
techniques (such as “wall standing”) described in
recently declassified CIA memoranda.*®
Unfortunately, the use of enhanced interroga-
tion techniques was not limited to the squadron
detention facility at FOB Tiger; these techniques
were also employed at FOB Rifles (the 3ACR
Regimental Holding Area at Al Asad Air Field) as
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Private First Class Lynndie England, 372d Military Police
Company, is escorted by guards and her defense counsels,
CPT Jonathan Crisp and CPT Katherine Krul, from Fort
Hood’s Williams Judicial Center on 27 September 2005,
after she was sentenced to three years for prisoner abuse
at Abu Ghraib.
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well as at a temporary detention facility that the
regiment established east of Al Qaim for an opera-
tion called “Operation Rifles Blitz.”* Like the FOB
Tiger facility, this temporary facility was located
at a train station.®® The nickname of this facility
was “Blacksmith Hotel.”®! The senior interrogator
in charge of interrogation operations at these two
regimental facilities was Chief Warrant Officer 3
Lewis Welshofer.

As described in the email exchange above,
Welshofer’s response to the request for a “wish
list” of interrogation techniques was to request the
use of techniques resembling those used by SERE
instructors.®> CJTF-7’s permissive interrogation
policy of 14 September 2003 seemed to permit some
SERE techniques, so Welshofer apparently felt he
had permission to use all of the techniques he had
previously learned as a SERE instructor. Welshofer
applied one of these techniques, “close confinement
quarters,” in a particularly brutal manner, often
wrapping detainees in a sleeping bag to induce
feelings of claustrophobia.

This “interrogation technique” had tragic results.
On 26 November 2003, Welshofer interrogated
Iraqi Major General Abed Mowhoush at “Black-
smith Hotel.”® At the end of this interrogation,
Welshofer placed Mowhoush in a sleeping bag,
wrapped the bag tightly with electrical cord, sat on
the officer, and covered his mouth with his hand.*
Within minutes, the 56-year-old general was dead.
Mowhoush’s death certificate later listed his cause
of death as “asphyxia due to smothering and chest
compression,” and a 2 December 2003 autopsy
stated that, prior to his death, Mowhoush had
received numerous “contusions and abrasions along
with six fractured ribs.”® The fractured ribs were
apparently due to a group of Iraqis (who allegedly
worked for the CIA) severely beating Mowhoush
during an interrogation two days before his death.

This was not the only interrogation-related
death in the 3ACR. Five weeks after Operation
Rifles Blitz, 47-year-old Lieutenant Colonel Abdul
Jameel died during an interrogation at FOB Rifles

Within minutes , the 56 year-
old general was dead.
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on Al Asad Airfield. According to a Denver Post
article, Jameel had been kept in an isolation cell
with his arms chained to a pipe in the ceiling.®’
When released from these chains, he reportedly
lunged at a Special Forces Soldier, causing three
Special Forces Soldiers to allegedly punch and
kick him “for approximately one to two minutes.”*®
This article states that Jameel later escaped and
was recaptured.® Upon recapture, his hands were
allegedly tied to the top of his cell door, and at
some point, he was gagged.” Five minutes later,
a Soldier noticed he was dead.”" Another article in
the New York Times is more specific about Jameel’s
gagging, alleging that a “senior Army legal official
acknowledged that the Iraqi colonel had at one point
been lifted to his feet by a baton held to his throat,
and that that action had caused a throat injury that
contributed to his death.””

The coroner who performed Jameel’s autopsy
identified the cause of death as “homicide,” describ-
ing Jameel’s body as showing signs of “multiple
blunt force injuries” and a “history of asphyxia.””
An Army criminal investigation recommended
charging Soldiers from both the 5th Special
Forces Group and the 3ACR with crimes related
to Jameel’s homicide.” The report recommended
charging two Soldiers with negligent homicide and
nine others with crimes ranging from assault to
making a false official statement.” The commanders
of these Soldiers, however, ignored these recom-
mendations and determined that the detainee died as
“a result of a series of lawful applications of force
in response to repeated aggression and misconduct
by the detainee.”’®

Because of the Army criminal investigation
into Mowhoush’s death, Welshofer’s commanding
general issued Welshofer a letter of reprimand. In
his letter of rebuttal to this reprimand, the unre-
pentant warrant officer repeated a claim he had
made in the email to the CJTF-7 captain, namely,
that Army doctrine—patterned as it is on the Law
of War—is insufficient for dealing with unlawful
combatants.” Welshofer also referred to Jameel,
saying that, before Jameel’s death, Jameel had
led Soldiers to the location of a large explosives
cache.”® Welshofer used this example to justify his
own harsh t