A BRIEF HISTORY OF MILITARY RESISTANCE

and peace movement support for resisters

by Zoltan Grossman; June 27, 2006, ZNet | Activism
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Today is the National Day of Action in support of Lt. Ehren Watada's refusal to fight an illegal war in Iraq. The public refusals here at Fort Lewis (Washington) of Army 1st Lt. Ehren Watada, Sgt. Kevin Benderman and Spc. Suzanne Swift  to deploy to Iraq are the most recent chapter of a long and noble history of resistance within the U.S. armed forces. To understand this history, and where it might lead, it helps to see how resistance varies strongly according to rank, class and race, and how difficult it is for resisters to express their patriotic viewpoints alone, without support from the larger peace movement.

Dissent from soldiers during foreign interventions has been reported throughout U.S. history, such as in Mexico in the 1840s and the Philippines in the 1900s. Even during World War II, African American rebellions against internal racism shook the military, and eventually forced unit desegregation. After the war ended in 1945, soldiers and sailors demanded a postwar demobilization and tickets home. Starting in Manila, they formed a huge and successful movement that may have prevented a U.S. intervention against the Chinese Revolution later in the decade, though did not prevent the Korean War of the 1950s.

During the Vietnam War, the military ranks carried out mass resistance on bases and ships in Southeast Asia, the Pacific, U.S. and Europe. Military resistance was instrumental in ending the war by making the ranks politically unreliable. This history is well documented in Soldiers in Revolt by David Cortright and the recent film Sir! No Sir!.  Servicemen and women were heavily influenced by the antiwar and African American liberation movements back home, as well as by personal contact with Vietnamese civilians. But this resistance took years to develop after the initial deployments in 1960, not catching fire until after the 1968 Tet Offensive showed that the war was unwinnable.

Personnel in all service branches carried out explicitly political actions-signing antiwar petitions, wearing buttons and patches, disobeying illegal orders, avoiding battles, passing information to the peace movement, and carrying out strikes, sit-ins, and rebellions, and well as sabotage of equipment.  The breakdown in discipline was evidenced by high levels of internal organizing, racial conflict, drug use, desertion, and being absent without leave (AWOL).  The sources of the rebellions were as much tied to domestic racism as to overseas militarism.

At one time in 1972, three aircraft carriers on duty in the Western Pacific (off Vietnam) were simultaneously put out of commission-one by an African American uprising on board, and two by internal sabotage.  The U.S. mining of North Vietnamese harbors later that year was frustrated by the defusing of many ship mines by Naval Magazine personnel at Subic Bay Naval Base in the Philippines.  Some GIs refused to be deployed to Vietnam, including six at Fort Lewis in 1970. The "Fort Lewis Six" were beaten in the stockade, and sentenced to 1-2 years, creating a wave of local support for GI dissenters. (The support went both ways, when Native American soldiers organized to support and protect treaty rights activists on rivers next to the base.)

While some GIs publicly resisted as individuals, or applied for Conscientious Objector (CO) status, most carried out their resistance in a more collective or quiet manner,  slowing down the war machine by delaying and undermining their own mission (as anyone who has worked at a crappy job knows how to do). Some GIs sent out on patrol in Vietnam, for example, would simply have a little party, and later return to base with lurid accounts of encounters with the rebels.

U.S. military resistance was not simply sparked by the period of the Vietnam War and the military draft. Cortright provides evidence that disobediance was in fact greatest not among draftees, but among enlistees, who had more of a working-class background, or enlisted out of patriotism and expected more out of the service. Selective Service was not an equal opportunity institution, since white and middle-class youth had social advantages to avoid the draft, just as they have had in the recruitment-based "poverty draft" since Vietnam.

Radicalism within the ranks led the Reagan-Bush Administration in the 1980s to turn increasingly toward air war strategies, proxy armies, and more capital-intensive, high-tech weapons systems which only smaller skilled units could operate. The Navy restricted sailors' access  to parts of the ship where it might be "threatened from within...especially during times of great international tension." Nevertheless, the unwillingness of the ranks to fight in another Vietnam contributed to the success of the antiwar movement in preventing a full-scale U.S. invasion of Nicaragua or El Salvador.

During the 1980s, anti-intervention and anti-nuclear activists who distributed peace literature to military personnel noticed widespread sympathy in the lower ranks. I helped produce the About Face newspaper for GIs, and worked with veterans to educate activists in Europe and the Philippines on reaching GIs. This was possible because the military allows personnel one copy of literature. Department of Defense Directive 1325.6 Sec 3.5 still today states that "the mere possession of unauthorized printed material may not be prohibited....The fact that a publication is critical of government policies or officials is not, in itself, a ground on which distribution may be prohibited."

During 1983 women's peace actions against the deployment of nuclear missiles from a New York army depot, women who dialogued with Military Police were told by an MP officer: "My men are scared and confused. They want to come down and kill all of you. But they also want to come down and join all of you." His statement summed up the contradictory 'dual consciousness' within many soldiers, who may be open to dialogue with activists respectfully encouraging the positive part of their hearts and minds.

The 1991 Gulf War helped the Pentagon to overcome the 'Vietnam Syndrome,' by presenting a sanitized video-game image of war, focused on a dehumanized Arab enemy. Military dissent became very difficult to express under these circumstances (with the exception of brave individual refusers such as Jeff Paterson, and many others who were jailed after the military stopped approving CO discharges). As national associate director of  the Committee Against Registration and the Draft, I was involved in a project to produce a cassette for GIs of veterans' interviews, music and radio theater.  The war too ended quickly for dissent to come out into the open, but the peace movement's campaign for "sanctuary" for military resisters briefly made some headway.  After the Gulf War, the Clinton Administration's repeated bombings of Iraq, Serbia, and other countries created a public impression that warfare bore little if any cost for U.S. military forces.

This historic complacency ended with 9/11, the invasion of Afghanistan, and occupation of Iraq.  Military enlistees began to realize again that signing up and re-upping had real-life consequences, and recruitment became more difficult. The Pentagon's stop-loss policy forced Iraq War veterans and reservists back to the frontlines, angering even the most pro-war personnel and families. A major change since the Vietnam and Gulf wars is that personnel now have access through the Internet to alternative sources of information and resources. The Internet was an important factor in Lt. Watada's self-education, and it can be used by the military community to dialogue about the war and conditions outside official channels (since military culture intimidates most internal critics into silence).

Opposition within the military is far higher after three years of the Iraq War than it was three years into the Vietnam War. More than 8,000 personnel have deserted since the war began (according to USA Today), about 400 of whom have gone to Canada. The military has been reluctant to punish refusers from the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) beyond discharging them.  The capture of Saddam and death of Zarqawi have ironically weakened Bush's case that our troops need to stay to "protect" Iraqis against their will. With about a dozen refusals to deploy, and a recent Zogby poll that shows 72 percent of troops stationed in Iraq support a withdrawal within a year, the military resistance will only grow. But resisters need public support, particularly from their local communities.  On June 16, days after Lt. Watada's refusal, Tacoma's United Methodist Church near Fort Lewis opened its doors as a "sanctuary" for military personnel.

Some media expressed surprise that Lt. Watada refused deployment so soon after the Port of Olympia protests against armored vehicle shipments from his 3rd Stryker Brigade.  Yet soldiers and antiwar protesters have something very crucial in common: they both take the war seriously, and take risks because of it. At a June 2 ceremony marking the Stryker deployment, Fort Lewis Commander Lt. Gen. James Dubik observed that "Less than 1 percent of the nation is carrying 100 percent of the burden of this war."  As Lt. Watada agreed five days later, "Soldiers who come back from Iraq say they get the impression many people don't know a war is going on; they say even friends and family seem more involved in popular culture and American Idol. People are not interested in the hundreds of Iraqis and the dozens of Americans dying each week."

When soldiers see hundreds of people in the street protesting the war, they can realize (whether they agree with the message or not) that at least the protesters are interested and care that there's a war on, and are sacrificing some comfort and daily routine because of the war.  In this way, visible antiwar actions can spread the "burden" to a wider circle, and help build a bridge to military personnel and their families, but only if the protesters also open a respectful dialogue with them.
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WASHINGTON — The war in Iraq marks the first time in modern history that the United States has fought an extended conflict with an all-volunteer military.

The strain of fighting nearly four years in a two-front war has put unprecedented stress on the Army and the Marine Corps — which have borne the brunt of the fighting — and has raised serious questions about whether an all-volunteer force can be maintained over the long term.

Even if U.S. troops were to pull out of Iraq tomorrow, the United States faces a war of unknown duration against al-Qaida in Afghanistan and elsewhere. Other threats include Iran and North Korea.

The Iraq Study Group warned in its report last month that the war in Iraq has put the country in a bind.

"An extraordinary amount of sacrifice has been asked of our men and women in uniform, and of their families," the group wrote. "The American military has little reserve force to call on if it needs ground forces to respond to other crises around the world."

"Collision course"
"I think America is on a collision course with itself because America has worldwide obligations," said Frank Schaeffer, co-author of "AWOL: The Unexcused Absence of America's Upper Classes From Military Service — and How It Hurts Our Country."

"All it's going to take is one more conflict or one more world crisis," Schaeffer said, "and we would be very soon facing the fact that no matter what our position on these issues is, we're going to be facing a simple choice of act or don't act. And if we do, then we're going to have to have alternatives."

At least one lawmaker has proposed a radical alternative. Rep. Charles Rangel, D-N.Y., wants to reinstate the draft.

His proposal would require all U.S. residents ages 18 to 42 to perform two years of national service, either in the military or as civilians working in ports, hospitals or some other public-service role. The only people exempted would be high-school students up to age 20, conscientious objectors and those who are too unhealthy to serve.

Rangel, an Army veteran who won a Bronze Star in the Korean War, opposes the Iraq war and has put forth a draft bill every year since 2002. Critics accuse him of political grandstanding.

Some fellow lawmakers find his basic argument compelling. If the war in Iraq is the national-security threat that the Bush administration says it is, shouldn't all Americans be asked to shoulder their part of the burden to defend the country?

Bush said he'd considered a draft but rejected it. "I think the volunteer army is working, and we've got to keep it strong," he told PBS news anchor Jim Lehrer in an interview Jan. 16.

The North and the South conscripted forces during the Civil War. There was a draft during World War I and again in World War II. The last draft lasted from 1948 to 1973, when Congress eliminated conscription as the Vietnam War drew to a close.

Many military officers, lawmakers and analysts oppose bringing back conscription, saying it would ruin the professionalism and quality that the all-volunteer force has built up over the past 34 years.

"The nature of decentralized tactics today demands a level of professional experience and competence far above what it was 30 and 40 years ago," said Rep. Geoff Davis, R-Ky., a former Army officer and West Point graduate who serves on the House Armed Services Committee.

Davis said a return to mandatory service would add unnecessary costs to national defense and would "reduce the productivity of military organizations in general."

"Think about the burden on the unit of somebody who's not motivated or highly disciplined or isn't concerned about the motivation of their peer group; they're going to be a less effective individual," he said.

Davis said he thought that the Army could easily recruit to the level that the Bush administration wanted "with the right kind of expansion plan."

Paying up
The Army had 732,000 active-duty soldiers during the 1991 Persian Gulf War. The Army now has about 512,000 active-duty soldiers.

Rep. Jim Marshall, D-Ga., who also serves on the Armed Services Committee, said he generally liked the idea "of a year or two of service for all young Americans. But I don't think we need a draft right now."

"I do think that an all-volunteer service is preferable, and military commanders think the same thing," said Marshall, who served as an Army Ranger in Vietnam.

"The question is if the country is willing to pay for it," he said.

The Bush administration recognizes that there's a problem and has promised to add 92,000 service members to the Army and the Marine Corps over the next five years.

But that means Army recruiters will have to sign up another 7,000 men and women every year, when they're already struggling and standards have been dropped to meet the current quotas.

Gen. Peter Schoomaker, the Army's chief of staff, has suggested that part of the answer is increasing the financial incentives to enlist. The Army already offers as much as $40,000 to recruits, however, and personnel costs are taking a larger chunk of the defense budget every year.

The Defense Department's latest annual survey of social representation in the military, published last May, doesn't include the economic backgrounds of its recruits. But the study, which relies on 2004 data, acknowledges that "prevailing economic conditions may come into play" when a person decides to enlist.

Income levels
Outside studies are mixed. The National Priorities Project, a nonpartisan group in Northampton, Mass., says its data analysis from the past two years shows that the number of Army recruits from wealthy neighborhoods — which it defined as those with average household incomes of $60,000 or more — are underrepresented compared with civilian society. The overwhelming majority of recruits come from households with incomes in the $30,000 to $59,000 range, the group found.

The conservative Heritage Foundation, a Washington research center, found just the opposite. According to its survey last year, 18- to 24-year-old recruits from homes with incomes ranging from $52,000 to $200,000 a year were overrepresented in the ranks.

Heritage, which looked at data from 2003 to 2005, found that these youths make up nearly 23 percent of military recruits, while only 20 percent of all 18- to 24-year-olds in America come from that income bracket.

"It is true that the sons of the very wealthy do not necessarily serve," said Bernard D. Rostker, the author of "I Want You: The Evolution of the All-Volunteer Force" and a senior fellow at the Rand Corp., a research center. "But the quality of the force is much above the average, as measured by high-school graduation rates, as measured by intelligence tests. ... It is not a force of poor people. It is a force that represents a broad cross-section of America."

In the meantime, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has outlined plans to call up the National Guard and Reserves more frequently. But the more the military relies on its citizen-soldiers to fight the war, the less attractive the Reserves become to those who don't want full-time military careers.

Taxed backups
There are concerns that overusing the Guard and Reserves could strain those forces as badly as the active-duty ranks.

"This is clearly not a risk-free set of solutions," said Christine Wormuth, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a national-security research center, and a former Pentagon official who has written extensively about the National Guard and Reserves.

The Pentagon estimates that it would cost about $4 billion more a year to reinstate the draft. New facilities would have to be built to train and house the large numbers of inductees who'd be brought into uniform each year.

The Census Bureau estimates that there are 30 million people ages 18 to 25 in the United States.

About 4 million men and women reach military age each year, but the military needs only a small fraction of that number. That's a fact that those who argue for a return to the draft tend to overlook, said Bernard D. Rostker, the author of "I Want You: The Evolution of the All-Volunteer Force."

Going deeper
"The fundamental question — which dogged us in the '60s and would dog us again if we return to conscription — is who serves when not all serve?" asked Rostker, who has studied military-personnel issues for more than three decades and served as a top Pentagon official in the Clinton administration.

"I don't think it's necessary that every eligible young man and woman serve," Schaeffer said. "But the idea that 300 million Americans send the same 140,000 people again and again and again into combat is absolutely immoral. We're an enormous and wealthy country, but essentially we've taken a small group of people and we expect them to do everything."

Draft proponents say that those whom the military doesn't need could work in homeland security guarding airports, seaports and borders or could work in understaffed hospitals or schools.

The Gates Commission, which President Nixon created in 1969 to look at ways of ending compulsory service, considered a "standby draft" to be an integral part of an all-volunteer force, Rostker said.

At least one commissioner was convinced that while an all-volunteer military might be possible to maintain during peacetime, the draft would have to be reinstated during a major conflict, Rostker said.

So far, the war in Iraq has defied those expectations.

"We're three years into a war right now, and the all-volunteer force is doing remarkably well," Rostker said.

But whether that's sustainable over the long term in the war on terrorism is an open question.
NATIONAL SERVICE DRAFT

Muddled Thinking About Conscription

by Rick Jahnkow; January 21, 2007,  ZNet 
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Ever since House Democrat Charles Rangel introduced his first proposal to bring back the military draft in 2003, it's been amazing to see how much amnesia there is on the subject, especially among some of those who consider themselves liberals or "progressives."

Supporters of Rangel's bill (which includes a mandatory civilian service option) make what seems on the surface to be a compelling case. They say one reason our government is so willing to launch aggressive military action is that the children of political leaders and the wealthy elite do not face much risk from combat. They point out that this is because the armed forces are maintained by a system of recruitment that unfairly targets working-class and middle-income people. They also argue that a stronger service ethic is needed, along with more civilian options for performing tasks that would benefit society. The points are valid, and so it seems reasonable when some people conclude that a system of conscription is needed to address such issues.

 

But the problem with this thinking is that it is far too simplistic and only focuses on limited parts of the picture. It ignores important historical facts and fails to consider an entirely different set of social and political consequences that are inherent in any system of involuntary service.

 

One of the forgotten historical facts is that whenever a draft has been employed in the U.S. (which has been infrequently), it has been used to make waging war possible, not as a device to keep our government from entering a conflict. A good example is our most recent experience with conscription during the Vietnam War. The draft that was already in place as the war developed made it easier for presidents Johnson and Nixon to merely open the tap and pour out more bodies to fuel the conflict. As a result, it lasted almost 10 years, took the lives of millions of people and caused massive destruction in Southeast Asia. All of this happened despite the strong anti-war and draft resistance movements that spread across the country.

 

Draft supporters say that in the past, the rules of the Selective Service System favored privileged youths and therefore didn't trigger the kind of opposition from the elite that would have stopped the Vietnam War sooner. But there is no evidence that drafting a few more affluent kids would have made a difference, since initial support for the war was high and was driven by a general Cold War fever that affected almost the entire population.

 

The claim that a draft could be made fairer today isn't realistic anyway. There will always have to be medical deferments, which are easier to get when you have the money to pay for braces or private medical exams and documentation that are the key to getting disqualified at an Army induction physical. And those with a better education -- which is linked to one's socio-economic status -- will have a distinct advantage when it comes to successfully wading through the process to secure conscientious objector status. I know how these factors work because as a community college draft counselor during the Vietnam War, I struggled to help low-income students whose limited resources made it harder to gain recognition of legitimate claims for medical deferments and conscientious objector status. It won't be any different under Rangel's proposed draft. Furthermore, affluent individuals who do wind up in the military would still have the advantages of their education and political connections to help avoid combat.

 

Whenever we go to war, whether our military is drafted or recruited, socio-economic status is always a factor in determining who is at greatest risk. And in a system with a civilian service component like Rangel is proposing, advantages in education, personal wealth and political influence will still be a factor in avoiding the battlefield.

 

Another part of the picture ignored by supporters of Rangel's legislation -- one that is especially ironic for those draft advocates who say they are "peace activists" -- is the increased militarization that comes with conscription. Because draftees are in the military for only two-year terms instead of four or six, there is a much higher turnover of personnel, and this means that a much larger portion of society is required to go through military training. One of the main functions of this training, especially at boot camp, is to strip the civilian identity from every trainee, instill in him or her the values of military culture, and perform the conditioning needed to produce an obedient soldier who is acclimated to the use of violence.

 

What many people ignore is that there is no comparable effort made to reverse this process when draftees leave the military. So even though the conditioning doesn't stick in everyone, the net effect over time is to further militarize civilian society, not civilianize the military (which some people have argued). Indeed, this militarization function is one reason why conscription has been so favored by authoritarian states. Examples include Nazi Germany, Imperial Japan, Prussia, and dictators like Napoleon, Stalin and Franco, just to name a few. In today's context of a U.S. government that wages preemptive war, threatens countries that have done nothing to harm us, and assumes police powers that the Constitution disallows, a system that would further militarize the U.S. is the last thing that anyone should support.

 

Imagine, for a moment, what would have happened if conscription had been in place at the time of 9/11. In that period of emotional nationalism, Bush could have easily gotten away with boosting draft calls and deploying a much larger force to the Middle East. Following the neocon agenda for the region, then, we could have already extended the fighting to Syria and Iran by now, and then moved on to a confrontation with North Korea.

 

This leads me to point out a major contradiction in Rangel's rationale for a draft. He and others are arguing that it would help slow down the rush to war (a claim unsupported by any historical facts), while at the same time arguing that we need a draft because our military is exhausted and more troops are required for the mission they've been given. So which is it? Is a draft going to help prevent or end a war, or help wage it? And if it's the latter, then isn't opening up the tap for more troops the last thing that war opponents should want to do? If we really are against military aggression, isn't it better that we stick to demanding that the current mission be cancelled and, simultaneously, do everything we can to cut off the flow of personnel for war?

 

If you believe the other part of Rangel's argument, he essentially wants to force a change in foreign policy by holding people's children hostage -- which includes the children of people who have been struggling and sacrificing to end the Iraq war. Isn't hostage-taking something we generally condemn in our society, and shouldn't we have serious reservations about supporting such a tactic?

 

The reality is that popular opposition to bringing back the draft is still overwhelming, and legislators know that it would be political suicide to attempt such a thing at the moment. So why go to the trouble of rebutting pro-draft arguments from liberals or anyone else? The answer is that such efforts to promote conscription can, over time, acclimate enough people to the idea of a draft that at a point in the future, in the context of some national emergency pretext, the politicians may then attempt what they now are afraid to do.

 

People who are now advocating a draft need to be challenged to look more carefully at the facts and consider the full, global implications of what they are proposing. Otherwise, they may eventually get what they are asking for, which would come back to haunt us all.

 

Rick Jahnkow works for two San Diego-based antimilitarist organizations, the Project on Youth and Non-Military Opportunities, (www.projectyano.org), and Committee Opposed to Militarism and the Draft (www.comdsd.org).

THE POVERTY DRAFT (1991)
National Youth and Militarism Program, American Friends Service Committee

• Overall, the Pentagon spends over $2.5 billion a year targeting 

high-achieving low-income youth with commercials, video games, 

personal visits and slick brochures. 

• The US military takes advantage of  an economy that increasingly 

squeezes out those without a college degree, the gutting of 

college financial aid, and the collapse of affordable housing. 

• They never mention that the college money is difficult to come 

by, or that very few job skills are transferable from military to 

civilian life. 

• The General Accounting Office (GAO) revealed in December 

of 1990 that the percentage of Black people serving in the Persian 

Gulf was 29.8% Army, 21.3% Navy, 16.9% Marines and 13.5% Air 

Force.  These numbers are disproportionately high considering 

that African Americans make up about 12% of the US population. 

• Recent arguments regarding the over representation of 

people of color in combat positions prompted the 

Pentagon to respond by saying that Whites are actually 

overly represented in combat positions and that people 

of color tend to be in administrative roles, but Secretary 

of Defense Donald Rumsfeld recently said that he would like to 

move people in uniform out of administrative tasks and back into 

combat units in order to deal with the spreading out of combat 

forces due to aggressive use of US troops throughout the world. 

• Puerto Rico is the Army’s number one recruiting territory.  With an 

unemployment rate on the island of more than 40%, Army recruiting 

offices in Puerto Rico  garner more than 4 times the number of recruits 

US based recruiting offices average on a yearly basis. 

• JROTC programs in the US public schools are growing at an 

exponential rate since Congress lifted the cap 

on how many schools could have programs. 

JROTC is not considered a recruiting tool by 

the Deparment of Defense, but encourages the 

development of relationships between JROTC 

instructors and military recruiters.  In spite of 

the DOD’s claim, more than 50% of JROTC 

cadets join the military as enlisted personnel.  Most JROTC programs 

occur in schools where the community is either working class or 

impoverished and more than often those schools are also 

predominately populated by youth of color. 

• The ASVAB test (Armed Services Vocational Apptitude Battery) is 

administered in over 14,000 schools throughout the US.  The test is 

the admissions and placement tool for the US military.   All persons 

enlisting in the US military are required to take ASVAB. It determines 

whether a potential recruit is qualified for the military and for certain 

military jobs. Military recruiters also claim that it will help a person 

choose a civilian career, but that is not what it was designed for. 

Offered free of charge to schools by thePentagon the test’s primary 

aim in the secondary school environment is to identify pre-qualified 

leads for military recruiters.  Impoverished school districts looking for 

inexpensive ways to measure theirstudents see ASVAB as just 

another assessment tool. 

“BACKDOOR DRAFT” (Stop-loss recalls of troops; use of National Guard and Reserves)

'Critical shortage' prompts involuntary recall of reservists by US Marines.

By Tom Regan  | csmonitor.com
In a move that critics denounce as a 'backdoor draft," the US Marines and Army are recalling to active duty thousands of men and women who have been discharged for several years. According to the Associated Press, thousands of Marines are being recalled because of "a shortage of volunteers" to serve in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Up to 2,500 Marines will be brought back at any one time, but there is no cap on the total number of Marines who may be forced back into service in the coming years as the military battles the war on terror. The call-ups will begin in the next several months.

This is the first time the Marines have had to use the involuntary recall since the early days of the Iraq combat. The Army has ordered back about 10,000 soldiers since the start of the war.

The BBC reports that while only 2,500 of the 60,000 inactive Marines who comprise the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) will be recalled now, the authorization signed last month by President Bush is open-ended and will stop only when the "Global War on Terrorism" (GWOT) has ended, a sign that many thousands more could be called back to active duty in the coming months and years.

The Boston Globe reports that the former Marines will return to service for up to 18 months and will be deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan next year. Marines and soldiers may be recalled up to eight years after they have been discharged. While the Marines have been meeting recruiting and retention goals, "it is short about 1,200 specialists in engineering, military police work, communications, and intelligence operations." Tuesday's announcement of the recall "raised some eyebrows" among military experts.

"The announcement surprised me," said Charles Henning, a retired Army officer who specializes in military affairs at the Congressional Research Service, the research arm of the Library of Congress. "I see no indication that they are having trouble manning their units."

Henning said the Marines' seven-month combat tours have perhaps "placed enough strain on the system and they don't want to be sending people back three or four times," he said. But it also could be that the rising US casualties in Iraq – where more than 2,600 troops have died and tens of thousands have been injured since the invasion – may be taking a toll on heavily used units.

The Los Angeles Times reports that the Pentagon has had to "scramble" to meet personnel requirements, long after it was thought that so many troops would not be needed. But the continuing insurgency in Iraq, the sectarian violence which many believe has become a civil war, and the growing strength of the Taliban in Afghanistan, means the need for troops had not abated.

For much of the conflict, the Army also has had to use "stop-loss orders" – which keep soldiers in their units even after their active-duty commitments are complete – as well as involuntary call-ups of its reservists. Both actions have been criticized as a "back-door draft" and are unpopular with service members, many of whom say they have already done their part.

"You can send Marines back for a third or fourth time, but you have to understand you are destroying their lives," said Paul Rieckhoff, founder of Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America. "It is not what they intended the all-volunteer military to look like."

Frederick W. Kagan, a resident scholar at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, told the Times that he believes that the latest stop-loss announcements are the "latest sign" that more ground troops were required in Iraq.

"It is one of an avalanche of symptoms that the ground forces are overstretched by operations in Iraq and Afghanistan," Kagan said. "This administration needs to understand this is not a short-term problem, and it really needs a systemic fix in the size of the ground forces."
SKILLS-BASED DRAFT

Will ‘imperial overreach' lead to the draft?

Rohan Pearce
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Selective draft

While the White House denies that there are any plans to reactivate the draft, an agenda document for a February 13, 2003, meeting between Charles Abell, the principal deputy undersecretary of defence for personnel, and William Carr, the acting deputy undersecretary of defence for military personnel policy, and representatives of the Selective Service System reveals that mechanisms for a possible “skills-based draft” are being devised.

The document, obtained in early 2004 under the Freedom of Information Act by US journalist Eric Rosenberg, argues: “With known shortages of military personnel with certain critical skills, and with the need for the nation to be capable of responding to domestic emergencies as a part of Homeland Security planning, changes should be made in the Selective Service System's registration program and primary mission.”

The document notes that Rumsfeld and “Department of Defense manpower officials have stated recently that a draft will not be necessary for any foreseeable crisis. They assume that sufficient fighting capability exists in today's ‘all-volunteer' active and reserve Armed Forces for likely contingency, making a conventional draft of untrained manpower somewhat obsolete.”

It also notes, however, that Pentagon officials “concede there are critical shortages of military personnel with certain special skills”, citing “medical personnel, linguists, computer network engineers” as examples. While a “conventional draft may never be needed”, a draft of people “possessing these critical skills may be warranted in a future crisis”, it states.

Consequently, an extension of registration for the draft — currently required of all 18- to 25-year-old US male citizens and residents — is recommended, extending to men and women aged 18-34 with “an added focus on identifying individuals with critical skills”.

The document provides confirmation of a report run in the October 19 New York Times that the Selective Service System was examining the logistics of a selective “skills draft”. The NYT reported that “a contractor hired by the agency described how such a draft might work, how to secure compliance and how to mold public opinion and communicate with health care professionals, whose lives could be disrupted”.

As the Bush regime is no doubt aware, the reintroduction of the draft would come at the cost of considerable political unrest within the US population, widening and deepening the discontent that already exists among the ranks of the US military engaged in the war in Iraq.

A May 5-7, 2004, poll conducted by the Horatio Alger Association found that 55% of US students aged 13 to 19 surveyed believed that a draft would be introduced, an increase of 10% on the previous year. Those polled were overwhelmingly opposed to the draft.

The October 20 Washington Post reported that in a pre-presidential election opinion poll it had conducted, 75% of surveyed “likely voters” opposed the reintroduction of conscription; only 20% favoured the reintroduction of the draft. Thirty-six per cent of likely voters considered the reintroduction of military conscription “very” or “fairly” likely if Bush was re-elected (among Kerry supporters some two-thirds thought a draft was fairly likely if Bush remained in the White House).
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES DRAFT

Unions oppose ‘draft’ of federal workers to Iraq

By Daniel Friedman, Federal Times, Dec. 8, 2006

http://www.federaltimes.com/index.php?S=2412021
The Iraq Study Group’s recommendation that the Bush administration consider ordering government civilians to Iraq has drawn outrage from federal employees’ unions.

Civilian agencies have been seeking volunteers to assist with efforts in Iraq. But the report states that the potential danger of the assignment means few qualified candidates have taken the offer.

Therefore: “In the short term, if not enough civilians volunteer to fill key positions in Iraq, civilian agencies must fill those positions with directed assignments,” the report says. “Steps should be taken to mitigate familial or financial hardships posed by directed assignments, including tax exclusions similar to those authorized for U.S. military personnel serving in Iraq.”

Created to advise Congress, the study group has no formal power. It is not clear what chance the group’s recommendations have of adoption. But American Federation of Government Employees President John Gage said that while his organization needs more information, “we are alarmed at the idea of directed reassignments of civilian agency employees to a military war zone.”
The recommendation “does little more than advocate a ‘draft’ for federal workers,” Gage said in a Dec. 7 statement. “It’s just like getting any person on the street and telling him or her that working in Iraq is now a condition of employment. The contractors are getting out of Iraq, our soldiers are getting out of Iraq and now there’s an idea to send in federal employees, many of whom are untrained and not prepared for a war zone.”

Richard Brown, national president of the National Federation of Federal Employees, said he opposes mandatory civilian deployments: “That doesn’t make even a modicum of sense from what I can see,” he said.

Defense Department officials have recently said they may seek legislation or other measures to reduce institutional barriers to deploying civilians overseas, including to Iraq. The Pentagon is reviewing how it designates emergency essential positions, for instance. But officials have stressed that such deployment would be voluntary.

A department spokesman did not provide comment by deadline. An Office of Personnel Management spokesman declined to comment.

Rep. Danny Davis, D-Ill., in line to chair the House Government Reform subcommittee on the federal work force, said the study group’s recommendation should not be considered until Iraq is stabilized. 
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