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LESSONS FOR COUNTERING AL QA’IDA
AND THE WAY AHEAD

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
TERRORISM, UNCONVENTIONAL THREATS AND CAPABILITIES
SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, DC, Thursday, September 18, 2008.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Adam Smith (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ADAM SMITH, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE FROM WASHINGTON, CHAIRMAN, TERRORISM, UNCON-
VENTIONAL THREATS AND CAPABILITIES SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. SMITH. Good morning. We will call the subcommittee meet-
ing to order. I thank Members and witnesses for being here today.
I will start with an opening statement and turn it over to Mr.
Thornberry for any opening remarks and then go directly to our
witnesses.

Thank you all for joining us this morning. I really look forward
to the testimony this morning. We have a very distinguished and
thoughtful panel on the issues around counterterrorism and how
the struggle against al Qa’ida and violent extremists is going, the
various component pieces of that struggle, certainly within the
military, how we are doing, what is going on with the various
pieces that the military is responsible for. And I think there are
several issues that are going to be very interesting to hear about.

We have really become very focused on a counterinsurgency
counterterrorism strategy. Are we building a military to accommo-
date that strategy in terms of the training, in terms of the hard-
ware, in terms of the very way the military is structured? How can
we do a better job of that to respond to what is clearly going to be
the fight we face now and for the foreseeable future?

Those are some very significant issues that I think our witnesses
can help us address. I do think there is a lot that we are doing
right. I myself and many on the subcommittee have had the oppor-
tunity to go around the world and tour some of our special opera-
tors to see what Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC) has
been doing in Iraq and Afghanistan, and I think on the direct ac-
tion piece we have made a lot of correct decisions. The fusion cells
that have been developed to bring together all the various ele-
ments, both of the military and of the intelligence community and
elsewhere, to make sure that everybody has the best information
possible to find, fix and finish on the targets that we are trying to
find, the high-value targets, has been very successful. Certainly it
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has been very successful in Iraq and other parts of the world as
well. And I really applaud our special operators and the military
for the job they are doing there.

The areas where this subcommittee thinks we can do better and
do more work on is on the indirect piece and also on strategic com-
munications, the indirect piece being more classic counterinsur-
gency, stopping insurgencies before they take hold. Right now the
best model for that, in terms of what we are doing here in the U.S.,
I believe, is in the southern Philippines where we have successfully
worked with the Philippine Government, with the locals in the
southern islands to build up their capabilities by, through and with
working with them, not having the U.S. take the lead but in train-
ing the local folks to counter the insurgency and also providing the
proper development in those communities to stop the insurgency
before it takes hold, to basically make the local citizens happy with
their environments so they are less willing to follow an insurgency.
I think that model needs to be replicated and used across the
broader spectrum of the theaters that we face insurgencies in.

And lastly is on the strategic communications piece. Because at
the end of the day, this is an ideological struggle as much, if not
more, than it is a military struggle. We can do a very effective job
of direct action of identifying the top violent extremists, the top
leaders and al Qa’ida in the Taliban, in the insurgencies in Iraq,
in capturing or killing them and thereby destabilizing their efforts.
But if more continue to be created, if more terrorists, if more insur-
gents are generated, then we will simply be fighting on a treadmill
that is going faster and faster and we won’t get there.

We have to win the broader ideological war, to stop radicalization
before it occurs, and I believe we need to do a better job of figuring
out precisely what our message needs to be and who to work with
our various partners in the world to make sure that that message
gets out consistently and effectively.

I know Mr. Thornberry has done a lot of work in this area, has
been very focused on it, and I appreciate his efforts on that.

Those are some of the issues. Certainly there are more. Our wit-
nesses will touch on those. To give us an idea going forward, you
know, as we look to a new Administration, to a new Congress,
what is our best and wisest counterterrorism strategy and what do
we need to do to get there. I am very much looking forward to the
testimony of our witnesses. And with that, I will turn it over to Mr.
Thornberry for any opening remarks he has.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Smith can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 37.]

STATEMENT OF HON. MAC THORNBERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM TEXAS, RANKING MEMBER, TERRORISM, UNCONVEN-
TIONAL THREATS AND CAPABILITIES SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. THORNBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And first I would
like to say I appreciate the subject of this hearing. Too often in
Congress we review and criticize what has been done in the past
rather than try to learn lessons from the past to help light the way
for what should be done in the future. And that is what this hear-
ing, and I hope others, is all about. Because however you feel about
how we got here, we are where we are. And the question is, now
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what? And that, as you said, is for a new Administration and new
Congress to help navigate.

Now we have a very different situation in Iraq than we have had
in some time. As somebody said on television recently, the strategy
has been wildly successful beyond what anybody expected. And yet
we have al Qa’ida regrouping in an area of the world that is not
really governed by any sovereign nation. Yesterday we got remind-
ers again that al Qa’ida or related groups are still intent on attack-
ing U.S. interests and embassies throughout the world. So the situ-
ation is changing, and yet I do believe there are lessons to be
learned that help light the way ahead.

You have assembled a group of diverse and interesting witnesses.
I have read their testimony, and I have read books from each of
them in the past. I am not sure I fully agree with what any of them
say completely, but that is what makes for an interesting hearing.
I know they will have interesting and provocative things to say. So
I look forward to the exchange and their testimony.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you very much. I will introduce the panel
first. Then we will go left to right, starting with Dr. Jones. First
on the panel is Dr. Seth Jones, who has done a number of things
but most recently with the RAND study on counterterrorism, how
terrorist groups end, basically doing an exhaustive analysis of, I
think, well over 600 terrorist groups that have been around since
the late 1960’s and examining how you defeat them, how you ulti-
mately win. Very much looking forward to the testimony. I have
read the study. I think it raises some very, very interesting issues
and look forward to hearing what you have to say on that.

Then we have Dr. Michael Scheuer, who spent 22 years in the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and has also written extensively
on radical Islam, how we are combating it and where we are not
succeeding and some ideas for how to go about doing that. I look
forward to his testimony.

And then Dr. Arquilla, who has also written extensively on mili-
tary transformation, and most recently in “Worst Enemy: The Re-
luctant Transformation of the American Military,” a book which I
am actually reading right now and find fascinating. It is a great
history, and I think lays out well some of the battles, whenever you
are trying to make change within any military but specifically
within the United States military to accommodate, to basically rec-
ognize emerging threats and change to meet them.

I look forward to all your testimony, and we will start with Dr.
Jones.

STATEMENT OF DR. SETH G. JONES, POLITICAL SCIENTIST,
RAND CORPORATION, AUTHOR OF “HOW TERRORIST
GROUPS END” AND “COUNTERINSURGENCY IN AFGHANI-
STAN”

Dr. JoNES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you
very much, members of the subcommittee. I will keep my com-
ments very brief and lay out in general the results of the study we
looked at.

What was particularly interesting for us in doing this work was
seven years after the September 11 attacks we found it striking
that neither in the policy community nor in the government com-
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munity there has been very little work on how groups historically
have ended. We found that a little troubling in trying to design an
effective counterterrorism strategy without having any sense of his-
torically, for example, how groups have ended in the past.

So what we did is then we compiled a list of about 648 groups
since 1968. We looked at a range of factors that could have contrib-
uted to the end of those groups that ended. And what we found was
there are two major reasons how terrorist groups have historically
ended.

One is what we call groups deciding to adopt nonviolent tactics
and join the political process. There are a range of groups, the
Farabundo Marti Liberation Front (FMLN) in El Salvador, which
have reached a negotiated settlement with the government. Second,
we found slightly less from a percentage standpoint but quite sig-
nificant what you might call clandestine operations, local police
and intelligence agencies, in some cases Special Forces arresting or
killing key members of the group. We found other instruments less
useful as the primary instrument in the defeat of terrorist organi-
zations, whether it was large numbers of military forces, economic
instruments, in some cases the victory of terrorist groups.

And again, in any counterterrorist strategy, what is clear is there
are a number of instruments that will be used. What we looked at
was which of these—in any counterterrorism campaign, one has to
prioritize. What we found again is a couple of things. One is the
maximization of what we call clandestine operations, use of intel-
ligence assets and special operations assets, leveraging local actors;
that is, minimizing large U.S. military footprint on the ground and
maximizing local efforts. What we found when we looked at some
of the data was, when we looked at some of the early successes
against al Qa’ida in Pakistan, we found the most successful efforts
tended to be clandestine operations with CIA, in some cases the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) or U.S. military working
with local Pakistani police and intelligence agencies in capturing or
killing key members of the organization. Even when we looked
pretty carefully at the Iraqi case most recently in places like
Anbar, we found the most successful efforts not maximizing U.S.
boots on the ground but, in the Anbar case, taking advantage of an-
imosity against al Qa’ida in Iraq, supporting Sunnis, massing in
the Ramadi police force, for example, and then providing support,
placing tanks around the house of sheikhs, maximizing CIA assist-
ance to some of the troops on the ground. And again the Anbar suc-
cess, I think, was primarily one that you would call unconventional
or surrogate warfare, not in maximizing U.S. forces on the ground.

So just to conclude, again in the cases that we looked at, what
we found was both in the U.S. experience and in the experience of
how terrorist groups have ended, we found two major reasons. First
was a political settlement that we found that was most likely to be
successful when a group has very minimal aims. With the current
situation against al Qa’ida, they do not have minimal aims. They
are searching to overthrow multiple regimes. Therefore, a political
settlement in our view is simply not possible, especially with key
members of the group.

That pushes us then towards much more clandestine operations
rather than the overt use of military force, and we argue that that
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strategy has actually—when it has been used, has been more suc-
cessful in places like Anbar or even in the Pakistani or Afghan case
in 2001 and 2002.

I would be pleased to take additional questions and answers on
this. But I am going to conclude my remarks. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Jones can be found in the Appen-
dix on page 38.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much.

Dr. Scheuer.

STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL F. SCHEUER, SENIOR FELLOW,
JAMESTOWN FOUNDATION, AUTHOR OF “THROUGH OUR EN-
EMIES’ EYES,” “IMPERIAL HUBRIS” AND “MARCHING TO-
WARD HELL”

Dr. SCHEUER. Good morning, gentlemen. Mr. Chairman, thank
you for asking me today. I will just briefly read my statement.

There is no better way to summarize the current position of al
Qa’ida and its allies than to quote the words President Lincoln
wrote in 1864. “Distrust the union’s growing strength even after
three years of increasingly bloody war with the confederacy.” In his
annual message to Congress of 6 December, 1864, Mr. Lincoln, in
words that Osama bin Laden could use today, told the Congress
that “The most important fact remains demonstrated, that we have
more men now than we had when the war began, that we are not
exhausted, nor in the process of exhaustion, that we are gaining
strength and may, if need be, maintain this contest indefinitely.”

As America enters the eighth autumn of the war, the reality of
a vital and undefeated Islamist enemy is apparent, and the reason
for this fact likewise lies in plain sight. The government of the
United States continues to fight an Islamist terrorist enemy in al
Qa’ida and its allies that does not exist in the form Washington
portrays, is not motivated by the factors Washington ascribes to it,
and it will not be defeated by the military forces and political tools
Washington has deployed against it.

Neither al Qa’ida nor its main allies, for example, are terrorist
groups. They are insurgent organizations modeled on the Islamist
groups that defeated the Red Army in Afghanistan in 1989. In com-
parison to their forbearers, al Qa’ida and its allies are larger, more
sophisticated, better led and funded, more geographically dis-
persed, and more technologically proficient. All of these attributes
make them radically different from any violent group that the
United States Government has previously crammed into its defini-
tion of terrorist organizations.

Perhaps the clearest but largely ignored sign that America is not
confronting a terrorist group like the Japanese Red Army or geri-
atric Palestinian group like the Palestinian Front for the Libera-
tion of Palestine—General Command (PFLP-GC), lies in the area of
leadership succession. Since 2001, Americans have been able to flip
on the radio almost any morning and learn that another al Qa’ida
number two, number three or number four leader has been killed
or captured in Afghanistan, Iraq or some other place. In addition,
the CIA’s tremendously successful rendition program has removed
a sizable number of al Qa’ida leaders from the battlefield. And yet
despite these successes, Admiral McConnell and General Hayden
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have accurately said that al Qa’ida is as lethal and cohesive as ever
and pose as a clear and present danger to the continental United
States.

How can this be so? Well, there are several reasons. But a major
one is that al Qa’ida is an insurgent group that because it always
faces a far more powerful enemy puts enormous time and resources
into succession planning. When a senior al Qa’ida leader is cap-
tured or killed, a trained understudy takes his place and the orga-
nization proceeds. The new leader may not be as good as his prede-
cessor but neither is he green and he soon gets fully up to mark
with on-the-job experience.

No terrorist organization could have absorbed the punishment
the United States has inflicted on al Qa’ida since 1996 and sur-
vived. Indeed, this amount of punishment would have destroyed
any organization the U.S. Government has accurately defined as a
terrorist group.

It is best to think of al Qa’ida as we often think of Lebanese
Hezbollah and the Tamil Tigers. It and they are powerful insurgent
groups which are able to absorb enormous punishment from na-
tion-state militaries and continue to thrive and attack. And al
Qa’ida is more powerful and dangerous than either. Because unlike
Hezbollah and the Tamils, bin Laden’s organization has no return
address against which the United States can deliver a devastating
blow. And if I may say parenthetically, recent statements from the
State Department, the White House, and some congressional offices
claiming that Hezbollah is more of a threat to America than al
Qa’ida are inaccurate. Perhaps deliberately so. Such remarks are
made by those who want to have a war with Iran, those who slav-
ishly make Israel’s agenda their own or those who have both at-
tributes.

Hezbollah is not an imminent threat to the United States unless
Washington and/or Israel launch an attack on Iran. Then, however,
it would pose a substantial domestic threat because our open bor-
ders have made it impossible for law enforcement agencies at any
level of government to know the number and location of Hezbollah
operatives in this country at any given time.

To go on, long before 9/11 and certainly since, the U.S. Govern-
ment under both parties has refused to accept that the main moti-
vation of al Qa’ida and its allies and the main source of their ap-
peal among Muslims is their perception that U.S. foreign policy is
a deliberate attack on their faith and on its followers. From our en-
emies’ perspective, therefore, this is preeminently a religious war,
notwithstanding the blather to the contrary by Western politicians,
academics, policymakers and pundits. And sadly for Americans, the
Islamist leaders, Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri and the
others have left U.S. officials with no excuse for failing to under-
stand the Mujahideen’s motivation. Not since General Giap and Ho
Chi Minh has America had an enemy that has so fully, frankly and
consistently explained his motivation for waging war against the
United States. And yet the U.S. Government has been and is led
by men and women from both parties who ignore the Islamists’
words and in essence tell Americans to ignore what they say and
listen only to us. It might well be suggested that for a group of
powerful individuals who have been reliably unable to differentiate
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between Shias and Sunnis that this is a lot to ask Americans to
accept on trust.

What factors then are not among the main motivations of our
Islamist enemies? First, poverty, illiteracy, unemployment and the
lack of positive future prospects are not major drivers of Islamist
violence against the United States and its allies. The resurrection
of Harry Hopkins and Harold Ickes to conduct a contemporary and
endlessly expensive new deal in the Islamic world would at best
produced Mujahideen with better teeth and excellent postwar em-
ployment prospects.

Hatred for America’s liberties, freedoms, elections, women in the
workplace and after work pitchers of Budweiser do not motivate
our Islamist enemies. They would have none of these things in
their country, but they likewise would be unable to attract fighters
ready to die in a campaign to destroy Anheuser-Busch or to termi-
nate the practice of early presidential primaries in Iowa.

A universal desire to establish a worldwide caliphate governed by
what many Republican and Democratic leaders, as well as the
many U.S. citizens more interested in Israel’s survival than Amer-
ica’s, like to call Islamofascism also is not a main motivator of our
Islamist enemies. The caliphate is indeed a goal of bin Laden and
most Islamist leaders because God has said the world will eventu-
ally be entirely Muslim. But they know that its attainment will not
occur in their or their great-great-grandson’s lifetime, just as Chris-
tians know that a world in which all would love thy neighbor and
turn the other cheek is light-years over the horizon.

This said, it is correct to say that the world is rife with
Islamofascists, but they are almost all the allies of the United
States and ruling such countries as Egypt, Kuwait, the United
Arab Emirates, Saudi Arabia and as we soon shall see in Iraq.

To return to where we began, the main motivation of our
Islamist enemies is U.S. foreign policy and its impact in the Mus-
lim world. And the strongest such motivators are the following:
U.S. and Western exploitation of Muslim energy resources, the U.S.
and Western military and civilian presence on the Arabian Penin-
sula, unqualified U.S. support for Israel, U.S. support for other
powers that oppress Muslims, especially China, India and Russia,
the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan, Iraq, and other Muslim
countries, and U.S. support for the police states that govern much
of the Arab and Islamic world.

Because Washington applies an inappropriate definition to Amer-
ica’s Islamist enemies, terrorists versus insurgents, and delib-
erately misrepresents their motivation, freedom-haters vice policy-
haters, it is not surprising that the military and political tools with
which Washington is waging war are failing.

In the starkest terms, U.S. policymakers mistakenly believe that
the war they are fighting is something of a super law enforcement
struggle in which, as we have heard from all Presidents over two
decades, America will prevail by bringing our enemies to justice
one man at a time. This is both lunacy and self-defeating. There
are far too many of the enemy, and their numbers are growing, to
capture or kill one at a time.

As effective as U.S. Special Forces operations and the CIA’s ren-
dition program have been and will be, neither is a war winner.
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Both entities are being worn out by overuse, both are being weak-
ened to steady losses to higher paying and less dangerous jobs in
private sector companies and neither can kill the enemy at any-
thing approaching adequate numbers.

Which leads us to what probably is the U.S. Government’s num-
ber one military problem: A steady stubborn refusal to accept that
war has not changed since Alexander and Caesar and that it will
not change; that the surest route to victory lies in quickly and effi-
ciently killing enough enemy fighters and their supporters and de-
stroying enough of the infrastructure of both to make them see that
the wages of attacking America approach annihilation; and that
U.S. Armed Forces are enlisted, trained and armed to kill Amer-
ica’s enemies and to secure our country, not to bring democracy to
foreigners who do not want it, secularism to people who believe it
is the road to hell, and protection to both sides in an Arab-Israeli
relilg{.g:ious war where the United States has no genuine interest at
stake.

To define at this time the way ahead for the structure and com-
position of U.S. forces in our current war against al Qa’ida and its
allies, therefore, is a very hard, if not nearly impossible, task. But
because Washington is fighting an enemy whose motivation it will-
fully ignores, whose numbers it grossly underestimates and whose
ability to defeat or evade the tools of war it has chosen to half-
heartedly use, we should not be too quick to decide that the current
mix of U.S. forces is inappropriate. We clearly are going to need
conventional, nuclear and Special Forces for this foreseeable future.
China, Russia and other nation states still potentially threaten the
United States in scenarios that would require large U.S. conven-
tional and nuclear capabilities for purposes of deterrence or actual
warfare.

In addition, our dependence on foreign oil suppliers means that
there are places in the world, such as Saudi Arabia’s eastern prov-
ince or the Gulf of Guinea-Niger Delta region, where interventions
requiring the use of large conventional forces could quickly and un-
expectedly arise. At this point in our history, it would be most un-
fV‘Vise not to maintain the bulk of the U.S. military in conventional
orm.

We should also learn from the military experiences of the Clinton
and Bush Administrations. These have proven that Special Forces
operations and CIA covert action programs cannot win wars, con-
ventional or irregular. Those entities remain today what they his-
torically have been, powerful and indispensable adjuncts to overall
U.S. war-making capabilities.

As noted, the Clinton and Bush Administrations have ignored
history and are wearing out both the Special Forces and the CIA
in wars in which America is barely holding its own. In Afghanistan
and, as General Petraeus and General Odierno reminded us this
week in Iraq, a move to expand the size and use of Special Forces
and the CIA special covert action forces will simply give us more
excellently trained, extraordinarily capable and wonderfully lethal
units that still will be unable to win wars for America.

The wars in America’s future will require conventional forces,
Special Forces, and a strong and covert action-capable CIA. The ap-
propriate precise and affordable mix of those forces is beyond my



9

skill and knowledge base to determine. There does, however, seem
to be an increasing danger that too many resources will be put into
building forces designed to fight irregular wars which are conflicts
where even successful Special Forces and CIA operations have al-
ready proven insufficient to deliver a definitive victory, which of
course must be the sole goal America pursues when it goes to war.

This is in no way meant to denigrate the men and women who
lead and staff those forces. It is simply to say that despite their
courageous and frequently successful efforts, al Qa’ida is fully
meeting the constituent goals of its strategy for driving the United
States as far as possible out of the Muslim world. Those are to help
lead the United States to bankruptcy, to force the spread of U.S.
military and intelligence forces to the point where they lack flexi-
bility and reserves, and to cause a deterioration in domestic polit-
ical cohesion, as did the North Vietnamese.

And no matter what the mix of U.S. military and intelligence
forces is ultimately decided upon, their ability to bring victory will
depend on U.S. politicians mustering the moral courage to tell
Americans that their Armed Forces are built for the annihilating
America’s enemies. The very fact that we are meeting here today
on the eve of the eighth autumn of this war is largely the result
of the lack of political will in both parties to unleash the histori-
cally unprecedented military power American taxpayers have sac-
rificed to pay for over many decades.

Finally, it is worth considering whether it might be smarter,
cheaper and less bloody to change the failed foreign policies that
have brought war with al Qa’ida and its Islamist enemies. Rather
than maintaining those war-motivating policies as divine writ and
building an ever-larger military to fight the ever-expanding wars
that writ produces, energy self-sufficiency, a fixed and even obdu-
rate determination to stay out of other people’s religious wars and
a much more narrowly defined set of genuine U.S. national inter-
ests would require far less frequent resort to war and would be
much more consonant with the timelessly wise foreign policy goals
of our country’s Founding Fathers.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Scheuer can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 56.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much.

Dr. ARQUILLA.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN ARQUILLA, PROFESSOR, DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE ANALYSIS, NAVAL POSTGRADUATE
SCHOOL, AUTHOR OF “WORST ENEMY: THE RELUCTANT
TRANSFORMATION OF THE AMERICAN MILITARY”

Dr. ARQUILLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, committee members. 1
am grateful for your invitation to be with you today, and I am hon-
ored to serve on this panel with these two remarkable scholars
whose work proves once again that writing is fundamentally an act
of courage.

I am going to try to convince you in a few moments here to take
networks seriously. I think that is one of the words we have used
a lot since 9/11, and I don’t think we have acted enough on our un-
derstanding of the rise of networks. In fact, I would put it this way:
The war we are in now is the first great armed conflict between
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nations and networks. And the fundamental dynamic of our time,
unlike the Cold War where it was an arms race, the fundamental
dynamic is now an organizational race to build networks.

We haven’t defeated our enemy because they have continued to
build their networks. They have made them looser, more distrib-
uted, more cleverly designed. We, in turn, have at the organiza-
tional level been creating great new institutions. The Department
of Homeland Security, the Office of the Director of National Intel-
ligence would be two examples of organizational change on our
part. I would say we are behind in the organizational race. There
are some important points that I will get to in a few moments that
we have shown an interest in organizational redesign, but not very
often. I think Mr. Smith has already pointed out some of the Spe-
cial Operations and intelligence assets that are bringing together
people.

The classic network concept is small pieces loosely joined. Lots
and lots of little units of action, not a lot of central control, and a
great deal of coordination. That is why we are having such a hard
time against the terrorists. It is their form of organization. I am
here to suggest that we get in that organizational race.

If there were any other reason to consider this seriously, I think
all of them would pale next to the simple fact that our war on ter-
ror has become terror’s war on us over the past seven years. How
many acts of significant terror were there in 2007, in 2006? Accord-
ing to our own State Department statistics, in excess of 10,000.
How many were there in 2001, even counting the events of Sep-
tember until the end of the year? A few hundred. And any way you
slice this, there has been a staggering increase. And the curious
irony of course is that most of the acts of terror in the world are
in the places where we have deployed most of our Armed Forces,
which suggests also that maybe we need to be thinking about get-
ting into the organizational race as a military as well. Maybe we
could be using these forces differently.

And so my few remarks here, I am going to suggest to you that
the networks have proven their ability to stay on their feet, to ab-
sorb our heavy and traditional blows. And I think the problem here
is actually something Mr. Smith raised earlier. We are actually
taking an indirect approach in this war, not in terms of the tactics.
Tactics can be indirect, working with Green Berets or direct with
columns or tanks. But they can be strategically indirect. We have
tried to go after networks by attacking other nations. That means
the networks get to slip our punches. We can invade in Iraq or an-
other member of an axis of evil, and that won’t even muss the hair
of the networks.

So in that respect I would suggest we need to move back to more
direct means; that is, go straight after the network. How would you
do this? How would you do this with an American military whose
fundamental problem is one of scaling? We are a military of a few
large units. We have a few divisions. A handful of brigades. And
even with the changes made today to the brigade combat team or
the brigade unit of action, we are talking about going in the last
7 years from about 33 of these 7 years ago to around 50 today to
maybe 100 in the next few years.
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What is the real power of a network? It is the small pieces loose-
ly joined. Look what 19 attackers did on 9/11. And later that same
autumn, that first autumn of war that Mike speaks of, just 11 Spe-
cial Forces, A-teams drove the Taliban and al Qa’ida out of power.
Two thousand and one was a remarkable year for networks. Our
enemy has taken lessons from that. I think we run the risk of for-
getting even our recent history, much less our earlier history.

And so I am going to suggest that there is a pressing need for
us to take networks seriously, particularly in the areas of organiza-
tion and doctrine. How would you move the military we have away
from the few and the large to the many and the small? The simple
way would be to take the brigade word out. Just combat teams,
units of action. Don’t put “brigade” in front of it. We are fundamen-
tally brigadist in future, and that guarantees that we are always
going to have small numbers of units of action.

What are we doing in Iraq, where I do think it has been recog-
nized things are indeed much better than they were? That is fun-
damentally a network story. We created lots of small pieces loosely
joined in these more than 100 outposts in the country. And how
many are there? Is it a brigade? No. It is usually a platoon, about
40 to 50 soldiers. And they make the Iraqis they are with fight a
lot better, and they make the people living nearby more willing to
provide intelligence. This is the way ahead. The outpost.

And also the other part of networking is social, the outreach. All
23 tribes in Anbar Province signed up to work with us when this
offered was made. And what this says of course is that war is not
just a numbers game. We didn’t need five additional brigades to do
that. Even today with all these outposts and all this outreach going
on, only five percent of the troops in country are in those outposts.
We always had plenty enough to do this.

And this is true in Afghanistan as well, by the way, where I
think things went off the rails when we became more centralized.
Why, for example is, is there a Burger King in Bagram? I want to
know that. I just had a nephew come back from there. He is a Ma-
rine colonel at Central Command (CENTCOM), a strategic planner
for Afghanistan. He said, there is a lot of kit in Bagram. I said,
well, how about the Seventh Special Forces group with which I
work? And he said, where are they? Do you mean the Seventh Ma-
rines? I said no. See, that is the organizational problem, small
pieces loosely joined. We have an organizational problem in Af-
ghanistan where the conventional forces don’t even talk with the
Special Forces, much less the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) forces, overlapping, interlocking, all the words you asso-
ciate with traditional bureaucratic gridlock. It is out in the field.

Okay. So my story is, if you take networks seriously, you are
going to reorganize. You are going to use tactics that are more
similar to the opponent’s. That is, you are going to strike here,
there, everywhere from every direction by surprise, yes. We can
still engage in surprise attacks if we operate in this fashion. And
the hunter networks that I began to lobby for—I guess “lobby” is
not the right word to use here—that I began to advocate four years
ago. I guess Bob Woodward has said publicly——



12

Mr. SMITH. I think, Dr. Arquilla, I think actually “lobby” and
“advocate” kind of mean the same thing. It is just that “lobby” has
a bad connotation, but “lobby” is okay.

Dr. ARQUILLA. Thank you, sir. I feel better.

Four years ago I said we need to build these small teams and
set them loose. And actually I am meeting with some of those team
members a little later today and I am so proud of what they have
done. They show we can wage network warfare. We can have these
small pieces loosely joined. And they can win.

And I think the lesson for this time, this Information Age is the
opposite one of the lesson for military affairs from the Industrial
Age. In the age of mass production, you wanted big, big units. You
wanted lots of numbers, you were going to have a lot of attrition.
So you needed to have things replaced and keep a steady flow. You
wanted the liberty ship to come off the flow, off the waves every
36 hours. In the Information Age, it is all about connectivity. That
is where the power comes from.

So I would move our military to a much more networked struc-
ture, have this doctrine of the hunter networks that are out there
doing so much good. And what is the big objection to it that I face
when I take the Metro a few stops the other way? The big objection
is, well, wait a minute, there might be another World War II come
along. Maybe it will be World War III. And this fear of the return
of conventional war I think is the central obstruction to the way
ahead here.

And all I will say is I think there are two ways of dealing with
this problem that make sense. There is one that doesn’t, which is
just to grow the Special Forces. I think that is a bad idea because
it will have quality assurance problems for the Special Forces, and
it will drain off good troops from the rest of the military. You need
to think about the military elite as a laboratory for the whole
Armed Forces. That is, they are doing something that is very cut-
ting edge. We don’t want everybody to be Special Forces, but we
want people increasingly to be able to do special things. And that
is what is going on in Iraq. It is what can go on in Afghanistan.
It can be done without putting more masses, more numbers in
play.

So how do you deal with the World War II threat? Two sensible
ways. One is rebalancing, if I can—is that a word? If it is not, I
will make it up. How would you rebalance this force? Right now
most of the active force is full of people who do conventional things,
tanks, artillery, et cetera. The reserves on the other hand are full
of lots of people who have the irregular sorts of skills needed in
counterinsurgency and counterterrorism, including a lot of special
operations, psychological operations specialists, civil affairs folks.
At one time in Iraq, about half our troops were reservists. Let’s
move the people with their specialties into a smaller active force
and move the traditional fighters into a reserve where, by the way,
we are going to save all sorts of money doing that, and we will
make ourselves more able to fight the wars that are actually out
there.

There are over two dozen wars going on in the world today. How
many of them are conventional wars? None. Except when we do
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conventional things. So we would be prepared with rebalancing if
World War II ever came back.

The second solution is this: Bet that the network will make
mincemeat of a traditional massed force. The million man North
Korean Army. I would much rather have 100 small units of action
backed by American air power taking them down, channelizing
their movements in the mountain passes and destroying them rath-
er than having a repeat of the Korean War fought 57, 58 years ago,
which is a bloody stalemate. I don’t think you need to respond to
a conventional threat in a conventional way; that is, if you take
networks seriously.

I want to beg your indulgence for just one little moment here to
read from something about our forces 250 years ago just to prove
that we can do military transformation. We began that great strug-
gle against the French empire in North America, losing a lot of con-
ventional battles. By the end of the war, the British hierarchy was
convinced, you know, these bush fighters have something going for
them. We need to do irregular things. And so they marched to
Montreal in the last campaigns, the year after the fall of Quebec.

Fred Anderson writes in the Crucible of War: “This was no con-
ventional army. Its tactics had undergone a transformation in
America. For three years the redcoats had been firing at marks and
were now accustomed to aiming rather than merely leveling their
muskets at the enemy. Forces included fewer grenadiers, many
more light infantry, whole battalions of little wiry men able to
move quickly through the woods and ranger companies to make the
raids and reconnaissance patrols.”

Now we need the little wiry men and women who will traverse
the world and tear apart these terror networks node by node, cell
by cell.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Arquilla can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 61.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much. I really appreciate that testi-
mony. Very interesting. Not all in agreement, which makes for an
interesting discussion. We are going to stick to the five-minute rule
on questions. I will start. And even as I announce that rule, it is
going to be difficult to get the question out and much less the an-
swer.

But Dr. Scheuer, I was interested in your comments. At first
blush, I didn’t agree with a fair number of them. But I know you
know far more about this than I do. So I wanted to explore some
of those aspects of it.

First, as far as the conventional aspect of the warfare, you seem
to be arguing that the enemy is out there. We know what they
want. They basically think that we are waging war on Islam and
they are fighting back. So we need basically to go out, find them
and kill them. And it is going to take a conventional structure to
do that. I guess a couple things that I am puzzled about in that
analysis is, number one, al Qa’ida and the various groups who were
affiliated with them don’t mass in a conventional way. Where do
we go in the world to have a conventional war with al Qa’ida? They
seem to fit a model more closely to my mind with what Dr. Arquilla
is saying. So I don’t see where we send a couple of brigades to go
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up against them. It doesn’t seem to work that way. It does seem
like much more of an irregular battle.

And as far as our foreign policy is concerned, as you mentioned,
they have both political and religious goals. I think, you know, it
is not just that they think we are waging a war on Islam. They
want to establish a specific type of government and society. And
they think we are getting in the way of them establishing that.
And the specific type of state society that they are establishing I
think is a profound threat to us in and of itself. The Taliban-style
government. I don’t think we can simply pull back and say, as long
as they are not messing with us and simply forming these states
it is okay. It is not.

And I guess the last question is, on ideology, as you mentioned,
you know, we killed the two, three, and four. And I totally agree
with what you said on them not being a terrorist network, that
they are an insurgent group. But it seems to me that we do have
to focus a little bit on what makes people follow this ideology. Cer-
tainly there are the hard core, the hard core. They are there. They
have developed it, but why are they finding suicide bombers? Why
are they able to just go through northwest Pakistan? And I read
an article, basically they got people who have got no prospects, no
hopes and say hey, strap this on. We will take care of your family.
You will go to heaven.

It seems to me that defeating the ideology does require some of
this more, if you will, muddle-headed thinking about poverty and
ideology and why do they follow them. That is three areas. I took
half the time. We will hopefully come back to it. I want to make
sure I give you time to touch on those three questions.

Dr. ScHEUER. Conventional forces certainly can’t be used in
every occasion. But we unnecessarily were not prepared for 9/11,
were unable to move any amount of forces that would make any
difference to Afghanistan in time to keep the enemy from going to
Iran, going to Pakistan, going further into the Gulf. You have to
use the military forces you have when you have them. The absurd-
ity of sending a few hundred Special Forces and a few hundred CIA
officers to conquer and hold someplace that is bigger than Texas
is a piece of madness.

Mr. SMITH. But that wasn’t because we didn’t have the conven-
tional forces. It was because we couldn’t move them fast enough.

Dr. SCHEUER. Sir?

Mr. SmITH. It wasn’t because we didn’t have the conventional
forces. It was because we couldn’t move them fast enough.

Dr. SCHEUER. It was because the Pentagon had failed immeas-
urably in not preparing for a war that had been declared on us in
1996 and repeated again in 1998. But that does not in itself prove
that conventional force won’t be of tremendous use. We seem tre-
mendously border challenged. The only way to control Afghanistan
and build the democracy that people think can be built there is to
close the border with Pakistan. It is the only way to do it. And you
are not going to do that with Special Forces and CIA people.

What we are talking about here is this return to law enforce-
ment, Special Forces and CIA, which is exactly what we did under
the Clinton Administration. And by 1997 it was very clear that
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that combination of forces could not cope with what al Qa’ida was
producing.

On the point of ideology, sir, the way to gut the ideology of the
enemy is to disengage from the Middle East as far as we can and
let them kill each other, because that is where the problem is,
within Islamic civilization and not against us. It sort of hurts our
ego to realize that we are not the main enemy here. We are the
people that are in the way of letting the enemy get at his main
enemy, the Saudis, the Mubaraks, the Israelis.

Mr. SMITH. I don’t think that is an ego issue. I think that is a
legitimate concern about, you know, how do we interact—forget the
oil for the moment. If you have a Taliban-style state, as you do to
some degree in Iran, in Saudi Arabia, in Jordan, in Iraq, if basi-
cally the Middle East is taken over by that, then I think the con-
cern is, number one, they won’t be satisfied with that. And I think
there is every reason to believe that is the case. If you read what
they write.

Dr. SCHEUER. Well, that basically, sir, is a racist kind of an ap-
proach to things. Because to assume that they are going to become
a caliphate of 1.4 billion Muslim automatons is to just simply ig-
nore the fact that Islamic culture is as fractured, as diverse as we
are.

Mr. SMITH. But I don’t think al Qa’ida represents Islamic culture.
But I am talking about if they actually controlled those govern-
ments.

Dr. SCHEUER. Well, first of all, sir, Afghanistan was much more
stable under the Taliban. And the second point I would make is
who cares what happens in Afghanistan once we take care of the
terrorist problem? And you say, move the question away from oil.
And the fact is, we can’t. We have no possibility to change or have
options in the Middle East as long as we are dependent on oil. We
are going to be continuing to support the Saudi tyranny.

Mr. SMITH. On that point, I agree with you completely and cer-
tainly the policy needs to change.

Dr. SCHEUER. And regarding Iran, sir, Iran of course is more
democratic and more participatory in any sense than any of our al-
lies are in the Middle East. So the common wisdom is sometimes
not quite cogent.

Mr. SMITH. I see the ideology that Iran houses, or Iran has, is
more of a threat broadly than that, just personally. But I will yield
to Mr. Thornberry, and I will try to come back when we are done.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Jones, I was in-
terested in a lot of things in your study. One of the factors—one
of the things that you found which I don’t recall being in your writ-
ten testimony was that after studying 648 groups, there are 244 of
them still going and another 136 that splintered and are still con-
ducting terrorism. So if you take the whole universe of the terrorist
groups you studied, 59 percent are still terrorists. And so then
what you narrow down to is the roughly 40 percent that have gone
away. Why did they go away? And that is where you get the polic-
ing and intelligence and other factors. Have I got that about right?

Dr. JONES. That is correct, yes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. So maybe I might read that and think, well,
the terrorist groups that went away maybe were the easiest to get
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rid of. The tougher ones are in the 60 percent that are still con-
ducting terrorist operations.

Dr. JoNES. Well, that would I think be incorrect in one sense be-
cause we did actually look separately at all the groups together.
And actually we found in most cases when groups continued to
exist it was the wrong strategy that was used. So with some of the
smaller groups we found that have continued to exist, they have
often been targeted by large military forces. We found in general
groups that continue to exist, in looking at why they continue to
exist, there are a range of factors. One of the biggest actually is
wrong strategy.

Mr. THORNBERRY. You said—I acknowledged I think in your tes-
timony—that a political settlement with al Qa’ida is not happening.
Policing troubles me when I think about al Qa’ida Central in the
Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), which is essentially
ungoverned by any country, including Pakistan. Would you agree
that the policing and intelligence is something you know that takes
some time, particularly when you are in a tribal setting? It is a
particularly difficult area with which to use these factors that you
identified as the most successful.

Dr. JONES. I would say after—I have spent three different peri-
ods in 2008 on the border, on the Afghan-Pakistani border with
U.S. forces. I would say the biggest problem is not the capacity of
local police and intelligence forces on the ground on the Pakistani
side because there have been efforts to build up the—through coali-
tion support funds, for example, Frontier Corps, which is the para-
military force on the ground. The biggest challenge of this strategy
in general is the will of these agencies because they view al Qa’ida
and many of the militant groups—their objectives are very dif-
ferent from ours.

So I think the problem we find is not that there are insufficient
groups on the ground, intelligence and police forces, like the Fron-
tier Corps and Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). The
problem ends up being they may not want in some cases to target
many of the groups we do, including the Taliban. I think that is
actually the bigger challenge.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Sure. The groups on the ground are sympa-
thetic to them, yeah, which is why they are there.

Dr. Arquilla, let me—number one, thanks to you, I have taken
networks seriously for some time, and I appreciate your work in
that area. But one statement that you make troubles me a little
bit. You talk about the problematic notion of waging a war of ideas.
Dr. Jones talks about counterterrorism as much about hearts and
minds as it is about policing and intelligence. It seems to me you
are saying that this war of ideas stuff doesn’t really matter. He has
a different view. Can you explain your opinion and then maybe he
will have a chance to briefly answer?

Dr. ARQUILLA. Thanks. That is a good question. I think the con-
text of my use of this is that instead of a war of ideas about Islam,
we need to have a war of ideas about the idea of war. And I have
got at least one of you to take networks seriously, that war is un-
derway.

My concern is this about the so-called war of ideas. War is a very
bad metaphor in the ideological area. You want to convince people,
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you want to persuade. War conjures up notions of coercion or the
hard sell. We had someone at public diplomacy who was trying to
sell democracy the same way that you would sell dog food, which
I guess is what she did at some point in her career. And I think
the war of ideas is problematic in terms of trying to deal with zeal-
ots and at least as I see statistics, about five percent of the Muslim
world takes the al Qa’ida message pretty seriously. Those folks you
are not going to get at with a hearts and minds campaign. You are
going to get at them with a hunter network.

But I think there is another problem with our war of ideas. We
want to support democracy and yet as Dr. Scheuer has noted, we
support all kinds of authoritarianism very comfortably in the Mus-
lim world. So consistency is a very, very big problem for us.

Another problem with strategic communications is the whole idea
that your actions communicate, not just what you say, and Guanta-
namo and Abu Ghraib and again the support for authoritarian re-
gimes, those are actions that the enemy reads very closely and the
general public reads very closely.

Finally, on this point, taking it away from the war metaphor to
something more communicative in nature, listening is a huge part
of communications, and I fear that we have done far too little of
this, and I know that you have had a long interest in David
Ronfeldt’s and my work in this area of information strategy. And
so respectfully I suggest that the war metaphor—I do believe that
the war against al Qa’ida is a real war. They believe it. We had
better believe it. I am also worried that the notion of a long war
is—that is the wrong war. If we let them stand on their feet long
enough, they will get weapons of mass destruction. So let’s build
networks, hunt them down.

Many of the things Dr. Jones suggests can work, probably would
with some elements. That is the other thing. People say, well, you
can’t negotiate with networks. Sure you can. They have all kinds
of small pieces loosely joined. You can use salami tactics against
them. But please, in this ideological area let’s stop talking about
a war against these folks. Let’s have a discussion, a debate. Let’s
be consistent. Let’s conform our actions to our beliefs and our de-
claratory statements. And above all, let’s listen because sometimes
there is a guide to good policy change in what others are saying.

Mr. SmiTH. Thank you.

Mr. Ellsworth.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, gen-
tlemen, for being here. It is a fascinating hearing. You have prob-
ably—I assume you have all watched this body over the last couple
of years, the votes we have taken fund goals to get out of Iraq, Af-
ghanistan. I would be curious. If you switched chairs with us,
where would you go from here? What would you—as briefly as you
can sum it up, all three of you, your recommendations to the Con-
gress on how—if you were the decider, and I hate to use that term,
how would you forge forward with our conflicts in Iraq and Afghan-
istan? Dr. Arquilla, if you want to start, we will go the other way.

Dr. ARQUILLA. I would be happy to. There is a third way in Iraq,
if one can still use terms like a third way. Don’t just leave. Don’t
do what we have just done, which is basically stay the course.
Right, 8,000 troops out is not the answer.
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If I am on your side of the table, what I say is, is you can make
dramatic reductions. As I said, only a tiny proportion of the forces
in country are actually in those outposts. That is what made things
work overnight. Another colleague of mine, a Marine major in the
audience here, was telling me about his two tours in Iraq. First
time in 2006, helicopter pilot evacuating the wounded. People with
their legs blown off every day. Second time through after the
Awakening started, the outpost and outreach, he was bringing in
German businessmen with briefcases to meet with sheikhs. So an
overnight change. That is not the result of five more brigades. It
is a result of the Awakening. You don’t need war as a numbers
game.

It is true in Iraq and it is true in Afghanistan. Build more out-
posts, do more outreach. Play offense, too. Not just the defensive
laydown of the outposts and working with the local forces who are
a lot better with even small groups of our forces. Build more of
these hunter networks that are out there. They are making a huge,
huge difference in Iraq, around the world. And despite all the news
you hear from Afghanistan, I am a little closer to this. We are
doing some very remarkable things, particularly in the western
part of Afghanistan.

So that is my idea. Draw down, but I wouldn’t—you know there
is a red and blue story here. To get the red side of the house to
buy into this, I think what you have to acknowledge is that you
don’t simply announce a date when you leave. The enemy will de-
clare victory. If there is one terrorist left, he will hold up his AK—
47 and say, we won. That is strategic communications. So keep
some forces there for an indefinite period with no timeline. That is
the political compromise.

I don’t know why you all don’t see it as a perfect storm. We all
want troops out as much as we all can possibly have them out. But
we don’t want chaos in the wake of our departure. So let’s not
leave. Let’s not take everybody out. Let’s keep some force, and I
think the network gives us that possibility.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Dr. Scheuer, would you like to——

Dr. SCHEUER. I am kind of a bear of simple brain or bear of small
brain. I think the truth is the place to start if you wanted to do
anything. And the truth is that, with respect, our political leaders
have been less than frank with the American people for 20 or more
years. If this war was about our freedoms and our democracies and
women in the workplace and all those things, this would be a
minor nuisance. Lethal nuisance but a minor one. This is about ex-
actly what we do in the Muslim world. And none of that said
means that what we do is wrong. It is simply standing back and
saying, what is motivating, what is going on? Even someone who
is I think as misleading as John Esposito on the nature and threat
from jihad has published, I think, a very useful book that shows
in the Muslim community around the world maybe 5 percent would
pick up guns in support of al Qa’ida, but 80 percent of the Muslim
world, Arab and the rest, believe that our foreign policy is an at-
tack on Islam. And with that kind of support base, we are not in
for a long war. We are in for an eternal war.

And so I think that what I would try to do is just simply lay out
for the American people, you know, here is the cause. If we want
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to maintain those policies, that is fine, that is our prerogative. But
at least if there was a discussion, sir, we would be on the same
page. Right now we have stuffed a very busy, very worried elec-
torate with nonsense. They say, oh, they hate the fact my daughter
goes to university. She is going to go. We are going to fight. That
is not the way to proceed in this war.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Thank you very much. Do we have time, Mr.
Chairman, for——

Mr. SMITH. Sorry. Dr. Jones has 15 seconds. But I will give him
a little more. Go ahead.

Dr. JoNEs. I will try to be really brief. One needs to ask the
question, what has been effective so far? There have been pockets
of effectiveness. I think the answer, going back to my testimony,
is what has been most effective I think is the leveraging of local
forces on the ground. This discussion sometimes—we have done it
already in this testimony—of small numbers of U.S. forces or large
numbers of U.S. forces, there is a second part of the equation which
is a local element on the ground which is fundamental. I would say
we learned successfully in the 2001 period which force took Kabul
on the ground with local Northern Alliance forces, which forces on
the ground took Anbar? It was local Sunni forces. I think the steps
forward are to increasingly ask questions like, with the brigade and
battalion going into Afghanistan, are they going to be doing direct
operations or embedding and partnering with local forces on the
ground? This is a fundamental question.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you.

Mr. Saxton.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have a question for Dr. Jones and Dr. Arquilla. And, actually,
Dr. Jones’s last answer is a great segue into this question.

As we have heard today, to change the military is a tough job.
There have been some changes made on the fringe. Dr. Arquilla
may be able to remind me of the fellow’s name who wrote the book,
“Transition Under Fire.” I can’t remember his name. It was a re-
tired colonel. And he was basically talking about the brigade com-
bat team change, which has been effected to a large degree, but
that was like pulling teeth to get that done. And we haven’t, obvi-
ously, gone far enough.

So based on what you have seen, Dr. Jones and Dr. Arquilla, of
the changes that we have made to date and what you think the fu-
ture looks like in terms of changes that we need to make, how
would we go forward on a step-by-step basis to create a more effec-
tive counterinsurgency organization?

Dr. JoNES. I think, quite simply, probably the best illustration is
to look at the Marine operations in Fallujah in 2004 and Marine
operations in Anbar province in 2006, 2007, and 2008. The issue
is some of the training—which, in my view, was not sufficient
enough—training that went into incoming Marine forces into Iraq
to think and work with local actors was fundamental in the shift
in approach from direct combat operations in Fallujah against an
enemy, to embedding and working with local forces in Anbar in the
2006, 2007, and 2008 period.

So I would say what becomes fundamental is during the training
process, the education process, including in places like Carlisle,
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how much of the training and education is going into under-
standing working with local actors on the ground. There is a
mindset that is fundamentally different. The mindset of a counter-
insurgency operation is different from combat.

So when units prepare to deploy to places like Afghanistan, when
Marine units or Army units, 82nd Airborne, 101st Airborne, how
much are they being trained to go into an unconventional environ-
ment and to work and embed with locals? I think we have gone in
some direction, in this sense, but clearly not enough.

Dr. ARQUILLA. The U.S. military has a long relationship with ir-
regular warfare. I mentioned the French and Indian War. We won
the Revolution because of an ability to engage in insurgent oper-
ations that exhausted the British. We fought Native Americans for
most of the 19th century, a lot of irregular warfare, a lot of lessons
there. The best soldiers in the Civil War were irregulars.

Then we became a great industrial power, and all this irregular
capacity began to fall into the background. We had a little harder
time in the Philippines. We had a hard time, scratching our heads
as to what to do in a number of Central American interventions,
in Haiti as well. And by the time Vietnam came along, we decided
to try to solve the problem with, quote, “big units” rather than the
small special approach that we used that had been working.

This is a long debate in the U.S. military. It is an important de-
bate. Militaries are—my book has “reluctant transformation” in
there because they are reluctant to change. They have to be. They
fight for the highest stakes: their own lives, their country’s honor,
and maybe it is survival and the quality of the life in the world
system. So I respect this reluctance.

But I do think we need to have this war of ideas about the idea
of war. We live in a time in which all the wars are irregular. If
you look back 60 years, you will find that conventional wars are
less than one in 20 of all the wars that are fought. We have to have
a capacity for this.

I would suggest we reach back to our own traditions, light inter-
esting units, the wiry little men traversing the wildernesses of the
world. That is something we have done before, we can do again.
The bonus here is I think creating this new, this nimble, this
networked force is also going to allow us to wage the rare conven-
tional war in an entirely new manner that takes, truly, the mili-
tary profession into an information age. That is where we are on
the cusp.

So I think the beginning is what we are seeing with these small
units, these outposts, these task forces, these hunter networks. It
is starting. And I think if we had a hearing on this a few years
from now, we would see that the progress is even farther down the
road. So I, sir, am something of an optimistic on this subject.

Mr. SAXTON. Dr. Arquilla, you said I think in your testimony,
and I may not have these words exactly right, you said in your tes-
timony that we don’t need to grow the Special Forces, but we need
more special

Dr. ARQUILLA. Everyone has to do more special things.

And the Special Forces are a laboratory. They have shown that
there are things you can do. Most of the hunter networks come out
of the Special Forces. But the best guy I know who was in Samara
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in Iraq, who worked with the locals, had a small unit, a company
under his command and pacified an entire area, reached out—I
don’t think I can say this without being detained—but he reached
out to some of the insurgent elements, got them working with him.
This is a tank officer with a degree in animal husbandry from
Texas A&M.

I work with these officers every day and have for a couple dec-
ades now. They have the capacity to do this.

So I repeat, sir: I am an optimist. I want to see the whole force
able to do special things, not just try to wall irregular warfare off
into something that represents only three or four percent of the
total force.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you.

Mr. Cooper.

Mr. CooPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding
this hearing.

And thanks for each of the witnesses for your remarkable exper-
tise. I find discussions like this very helpful. I wish it could be in
a little more informal setting, perhaps around a seminar table in-
stead of this hierarchical approach.

Each of you has very interesting advice, but each of you has now
formally left government structure. So my main question, I know
Mr. Scheuer has had, particularly, difficulties with his prior agen-
cies. I loved it when “Imperial Hubris” came out and you were
anonymous. But I am interested in the ability of a government bu-
reaucracy to accommodate free-thinkers.

It seems to me that the number-one rule of war is to understand
the nature of the enemy, and yet that has been a remarkably dif-
ficult and controversial role for some of our previous government
workers, without handicapping your career, in some cases forcing
you to leave government.

So if you would care to comment on that, I would appreciate it.

Dr. SCHEUER. Yes, sir. In my experience, at least at CIA, it was
a tremendously lively, intellectual place. And being able to express
your views was always one of the things that I enjoyed about being
there. I think the real problem is getting the views above, say, the
level of what would be a lieutenant colonel or a colonel in the mili-
tary.

I don’t think there is a lack of brain power in the agency. It is
more or less an unwillingness to carry bad news to the policy-
maker. And of course it just so happens that in the Middle East
there are so many sacrosanct things in the United States Govern-
ment that even facts are unacceptable, in some ways. In my experi-
ence under both Administrations, Democrat and Republican, the
White House does not want to hear anything negative about the
Saudis or the Israelis. And so two major players are off the board
at any kind of an analysis you try to do.

So, you know, I don’t know exactly what the answer is. My expe-
rience is limited to CIA. I found it a very challenging place to work.
I resigned not because of CIA, but because I thought the 9/11 Com-
mission had been a disaster for America by not finding anyone re-
sponsible for anything. I regret every day—or, at least I miss every
day working there.
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But I really think that the problem is that kind of mid-level,
upper-mid-level, and upper-level people who actually carry the
message to the President or to the Cabinet. You have to have a
very tough, thick skin, and you have to not want to be the friend.
You have to carry the bad news and say, “Whatever you think, Mr.
President, and ultimately it is up to you. But whatever you think,
your support for, say, Mr. Mubarak’s government is one of the
main causes that rally people to whatever negative anti-American
force there is.” And until you get that through, the senior level of
the government is not even going to entertain that idea.

Mr. CooPER. Would either of you two gentlemen care to com-
ment?

Dr. ArRQUILLA. I would just remind Mr. Cooper that I work for
the Navy. I am——

Mr. COOPER. Yeah, but you are in the Postgraduate School. If
there is a free-thinking part, presumably that would be it.

Dr. ARQUILLA. Well, look, I enjoy the protections of civil service
and tenure, but I have never felt the need to invoke any of them.
It is a very lively environment. As I said, I spent a lot of time with
a lot of our units in many places, and I have to tell you, there is
a great deal of ferment. What boils down, when they come out at
the end of the day and say, okay, we can only pull 8,000 out, there
is a lively debate behind that. There is a big debate.

I used to work a little bit with General Wayne Downing, who
was a senior adviser to the President on counterterrorism. Before
the invasion of Iraq, there were huge debates about whether to do
it at all. If so, could we do it small and special, Afghanistan-plus
instead of Desert Storm-minus. These are huge debates, and you
never get to hear about them.

And I think it is an organizational problem. What does the hier-
archy do? It boils everything down to, here is this little output at
the end of the day: 8,000 troops. A network approach—and I think
this would be something that Congress and both parties should
support and the American people should demand—is a sort of open
airing of the ideas. In a network, all the ideas are out there.

And I think, if there is one thing a National Security Advisor
could do, it would be, instead of boiling away all the other options,
to present them. There are a lot of fine thinkers in the military;
we call them today the iron majors, the people in mid-career who,
10 years from now, are going to have stars. One of the iron majors
is in the audience here listening this morning. Ten years from now,
just where they are going, there aren’t any roads. This is going to
get very, very interesting.

And so I would just suggest that even in the official world there
is a lot of interesting debate. It is our organizational structures
that prevent that from bubbling up to the top.

Mr. COOPER. Dr. Arquilla, would you have a similar freedom of
speech if you were a line officer?

Dr. ARQUILLA. There are rules that are slightly more restrictive
but not entirely so. And I have had serving officers working with
me who have written articles. In fact, one of them, he did a sem-
inar with me last summer, wrote a paper for it that was extremely
challenging of the existing structure of things. And that paper he
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submitted to one of the leading strategic journals, Comparative
Strategy, and it appeared in the latest issue.

There is a lot of reluctance to do this, but there are officers who
stand up increasingly. The iron majors are intimidated by nobody.

Mr. COOPER. Dr. Jones, do you have a comment?

Dr. JONES. I will just be very brief.

I still believe that in a war, in a counterterrorism effort that is
being fought, in most cases, in areas outside of the United States
there continues to be a fundamental ignorance of the other cul-
tures, including at top levels of the United States Government. And
that certainly is reflected in two ways: Its efforts to counter this
war of ideas by putting people on places like Al-Jazeera that don’t
even speak Arabic for the U.S. Government. I mean, what message
are you sending to the locals who are listening? It has to be trans-
lated because you can’t find a U.S. Government representative that
can go on Al-Jazeera that can speak Arabic. It also sometimes gets
reflected in trying to do everything ourselves rather than, in some
cases, working locally.

So I think there is a fundamental, and continues to be a funda-
mental, ignorance of many of the countries that we operate in
among our government, whether it is speaking the languages, un-
derstanding tribal networks, that in some cases has hampered our
response.

Mr. CooPER. Would RAND lose business if you pointed out how
backward and counterproductive many senior U.S. officials’ efforts
are?

Dr. JONES. We have done this on institutions and generals. So
I think the answer is no.

Mr. SMmiTH. Thank you. I think that actually concludes the first
round of questioning.

I want to ask Dr. Arquilla and probably Dr. Scheuer, as well, you
talked about the structure of the military. What I am curious
about, in terms of our budgetary choices, is the systems that we
have to pay for. And you seem to have a slightly different take
than Dr. Scheuer, who seems to see a greater need for a conven-
tional force. But a big-ticket part of where we are spending a lot
of our money and how we sort of choose where to put our resources
has to do with those systems.

And could both of you comment a little bit on, as you see the
structure of the military, what we need to buy, you know, air-
planes, ships, submarines, tanks, Strykers, you know, where you
think we should be putting our money; and, perhaps more impor-
tantly, where we shouldn’t be putting our money?

Dr. ARQUILLA. Well, I think we are a military of the few and the
large, right? We are planning on having 11 aircraft carriers in per-
petuity—Ford’s, no less. Let’s make sure we associate it with the
President and not the vehicle.

In any event, it seems to me that we are at a point now where
we, when including war spending, are going at it at about $2 bil-
lion a day on defense. And from my own cursory review of this,
about 90 cents on every dollar goes for industrial-age systems that
just don’t protect us anymore. So we are spending more and more
to get less and less security. And my concern is that, as we look
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out upon the world, the investments others are making are very in-
triguing and very troubling.

If I can stay with the naval example for a moment. We are con-
tinuing to build super carriers, a handful of them. And, by the way,
their throughput, their capacity for flying planes is about the same
as it was 60 years ago. What is our possible opponent in the future,
a Chinese navy, doing? I guess they call it the People’s Liberation
Army Navy, which is a curious thing in its own right. They are not
building carri