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(U) TOPIC OF THE WEEK 
(U//FOUO) Thailand (Multiple, July 1-11) 
Thailand has a long and rich history of power struggles, coups, name changes, and leadership styles. After all, 

“Bangkok” became the capital of “Siam” when a general (later known as King Rama) overthrew and executed King 

Taksin (who, according to multiple historians, had gone crazy). That was back in the 18th Century, and the current King 

– Bhumibol Adulyadej – is also King Rama IX, because the royal line continues. In fact, even the degree of influence and 

power the Thai Royal Family has had over the past century has swung on a pendulum, depending on the Thai people 

and the military or leader in charge. The current King wields great constitutional powers, as well as influence – for he is 

loved by many Thai people. He is also really, really old with a not-so-popular likely successor, and Thailand is currently 

being managed by military junta leader Prayuth Chan-o-cha in the wake of the recent political unrest and ensuing coup.  

For one of the easier-to-understand overviews on the Red Shirt v. Yellow Shirt Thai conflict and backgrounder, I 

recommend reading the BBC’s write up from 2012 - http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-pacific-13294268 

 
“…The red-shirts began as supporters of deposed former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra, who was ousted by a 

military coup in September 2006. This support has transferred to Thailand's ruling Pheu Thai party led by his sister, 

Yingluck Shinawatra. The yellow-shirts represent those opposed to Mr Thaksin and they were the force behind the 

street protests that led to the 2006 coup…” Since that was written, the Pheu Thai Party and Yingluck Shinawatra won a 

general election: 

 

But, in 2012 Ms. Yingluck’s Government fielded a reconciliation bill 

that the opposition called a veiled protection effort for the former 

Prime Minister Thaksin that would pave the way for his return to 

power from exile some day. The Thai Constitutional Court blocked this 

bill and by November of 2013, protests broke out in Bangkok. The 

opposition Democratic Party (blue on the 2011 election map to the 

left) threatened to boycott the next elections, and protests and riots 

escalated in scope and violence. You may recall a grenade attack 

where protesters were killed and injured and there were ensuing gun-

battles in the streets. The February 2014 election was incomplete due 

to protests, and the Constitutional Court nullified election results for 

provinces that did not vote on the same day.  

f 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-pacific-13294268
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In May 2014 the Constitutional Court found Ms. Shinawatra and members of her cabinet guilty of abuse of power, and 

the Thai Army declared martial law and the electoral commission postponed elections. As of today, Thailand is ruled by 

military junta. The Diplomat published the following: http://thediplomat.com/2016/03/why-thailands-next-election-

may-not-matter/ 

“…The latest indications from the junta are that the election, first promised for late 2015, will be held around mid-

2017. The “6-4-6-4” road map to democracy revealed in September last year posits six months to draft a new 

constitution, four months to hold a referendum on it, six months to draft organic laws to support the constitution and 

four months to campaign ahead of the election. The unveiling of a new version of the constitution earlier this month 

suggests that we are still on track for this timetable, at least for now. But the crux of the problem in Thailand has not 

been the holding of the election itself, but the unwillingness of various groups to accept the outcome. Political 

contestation in Thailand over the past decade has occurred against the backdrop of a struggle between the military-

backed royalist elite and parties linked to policeman-turned-business tycoon Thaksin Shinawatra. While Thaksin-linked 

parties have won each of the country’s last three elections – in 2001, 2007 and 2011 – each time they have been 

ousted by military coups, paralyzing political protests, and other legal maneuvers. With the latest coup in May 2014 

deposing Thaksin’s sister Yingluck, Thailand continues to try to find what renowned Thai commentator Thitinan 

Pongsudhirak describes as a balance between competing sources of elected and unelected political legitimacy…” 

So What? The latest proclamation is that Thailand will hold elections in 2016 or 2017, (“sometime”). Meanwhile the 

Thai Southern insurgency persists – and is getting worse.  Read through this assessment of the South and its electoral 

habits back in 2011, http://asiafoundation.org/2011/07/13/thailands-deep-south-a-political-labyrinth/ which 

concluded that, “…the Thai government needs to truly understand that the Deep South is by no means a homogenous 

society, and would be wise to carefully listen to the diverse voices of its southern residents if they are to successfully 

come up with a resolution that will satisfy the desires of constituents there.” 

 But wait – there is more: 

 

http://thediplomat.com/2016/03/why-thailands-next-election-may-not-matter/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/03/why-thailands-next-election-may-not-matter/
http://asiafoundation.org/2011/07/13/thailands-deep-south-a-political-labyrinth/
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In light of Vikram Rajakumar’s presentation of information and predictions of greater violence, the following  

 
The next four images are provided for you by Mr. Jason Predmore at 20th CBRNE from a 26 June 2016 attack: 
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The following brief on Thailand IED trends is provided for you by the JIDA J33 LTC Wallace, and Information Assurance 

Team. It is also posted in its entirety on my Inteldocs site at: 

https://inteldocs.intelink.gov/inteldocs/page/repository#filter=path%7C/User%2520Folders/w/wa/warner/valerie.j

.warner/PUBLIC%2520READ%2520FILE%2520-

%2520FORSCOM%2520INTEGRATOR%2520TO%2520JIDA/PACOM/THAILAND&page=1 

 

 

https://inteldocs.intelink.gov/inteldocs/page/repository#filter=path%7C/User%2520Folders/w/wa/warner/valerie.j.warner/PUBLIC%2520READ%2520FILE%2520-%2520FORSCOM%2520INTEGRATOR%2520TO%2520JIDA/PACOM/THAILAND&page=1
https://inteldocs.intelink.gov/inteldocs/page/repository#filter=path%7C/User%2520Folders/w/wa/warner/valerie.j.warner/PUBLIC%2520READ%2520FILE%2520-%2520FORSCOM%2520INTEGRATOR%2520TO%2520JIDA/PACOM/THAILAND&page=1
https://inteldocs.intelink.gov/inteldocs/page/repository#filter=path%7C/User%2520Folders/w/wa/warner/valerie.j.warner/PUBLIC%2520READ%2520FILE%2520-%2520FORSCOM%2520INTEGRATOR%2520TO%2520JIDA/PACOM/THAILAND&page=1


UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 9 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 10 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 11 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 12 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 13 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 14 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 15 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 16 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 17 

 

 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 18 

 

 (U) GLOBAL WATCH LIST 

 

    AFRICOM AOR     
 

  

(U) South Sudan Violence Flares (Multiple, July 1-11) 
South Sudan, World’s youngest country, experienced another bout of violent fighting between President Salva Kiir’s 

supporters and former VP and rebel leader Riek Machar’s. As African Union leaders meet in Kigali, there is a nascient 

ceasefire but it seems unlikely peace can be sustained, even with the 12,000 + U.N. Peacekeepers there.  

 
So What?  From a U.S. perspective, South Sudan is important because it was intended to be a fledgling democratic 

success story on the Continent. It is not. It also doesn’t hurt that America having influence in South Sudan likely 

furtrates China, who gets oil from the country.  The cycle of civil war continues – people of different beliefs and groups 

are displaced by economic crisis, famine, and war. They migrate to safety in nearby countries (in this case Ethiopia, 
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Kenya, Sudan, and Uganda), causing greater strain on those countries’ governments, resources, and social fabric. This in 

turn causes civil strife between tribal/religious/cultural aligned groups in neighboring countries. The loss of labor, 

education, consumer market, and “brain drain” further destroys the nation such as South Sudan. And let’s be honest 

here – land-locked South Sudan is mortgaging its future for Kiir’s cheap oil sales to finance his power consolidation.  As 

of this moment, one in five Sudanese (2.5 million) are internally displaced (1.6 million) or have fled to other countries 

(830,000). Cited numbers are the most recent from OXFAM (www.oxfam.org). See map below: 

 
Source: http://southsudan.iom.int/sites/default/files/IOM%20South%20Sudan%20Humanitarian%20Update%20%2363.pdf 

On the flip side, the African Union and EAC (East African Countries) are coming together to try and address the crisis 

and bring about peace. Uganda and Sudan have both played proxy in South Sudan against one another but stand to 

gain with a brokered peace, as this is more of a cross-border conflict than most international agencies or the U.S. will 

discuss (in my opinion). Part of that equation is the significant number of armed rebel groups fighting more for 

resources and security than for any leader (another reason I remain dubious that any cease fire will hold long enough 

for a structured peace process). If China and the international community won’t do anything about Sudan’s Al-Bashir 

(Darfur, what?), and Uganda and the AU can’t broker multi-state agreements with enforcement, there will be no end to 

the violence and humanitarian crisis. And the fight doesn’t stay home. Many Sudanese have gone to fight for IS, 

especially in Libya, such as the recently killed Mirghani Badawi.  
 

 

   CENTCOM AOR 
 

 

(U) Daesh Daily Summary of Events (Daesh Daily, July 11) 
Produced by the Iraq Foundation for Analysis and Development (IRFAD), http://www.irfad.org/about-irfad/,  

 Daesh Daily uses Arabic media sources to compile an update you can view here: http://www.daeshdaily.com/ 

http://www.oxfam.org/
http://southsudan.iom.int/sites/default/files/IOM%20South%20Sudan%20Humanitarian%20Update%20%2363.pdf
http://www.irfad.org/about-irfad/
http://www.daeshdaily.com/
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So, the big story is the U.S. troop increase and taking over the old “Q-West” (cue the rocket attacks and spiders). While 

the news articles mostly state the importance of Q-West as a hub for basing operations planned for Mosul, I’d also note 

Q-West is significant because of its proximity to the Iraq-Turkey pipeline… 

 

In other news (Reuters, 10 July), Hamza bin Laden announced, “"We Are All Osama," according to the SITE Intelligence 

Group, "We will continue striking you and targeting you in your country and abroad in response to your oppression of 

the people of Palestine, Afghanistan, Syria, Iraq, Yemen, Somalia and the rest of the Muslim lands that did not survive 

your oppression," Hamza said. “As for the revenge by the Islamic nation for Sheikh Osama, may Allah have mercy on 

him, it is not revenge for Osama the person but it is revenge for those who defended Islam."” I predict Hamza is going 

to become a powerful voice for Al Qaeda and recruitment over the next few years. He will need to back up his threats 

with actions to assure his place in history – and no doubt will try.  



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 
 

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO 21 

(U) Afghanistan for the Long Term (White House Press Release, July 6) 
President Obama made a formal statement on his decision to maintain a force of 8400 U.S. personnel in Afghanistan.  

Here is the link to his full comments: https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2016/07/06/statement-

president-afghanistan  

Excerpt: “…Instead of going down to 5,500 troops by the end of this year, the United States will maintain approximately 

8,400 troops in Afghanistan into next year, through the end of my administration.  The narrow missions assigned to our 

forces will not change.  They remain focused on supporting Afghan forces and going after terrorists.  But maintaining 

our forces at this specific level -- based on our assessment of the security conditions and the strength of Afghan forces -

- will allow us to continue to provide tailored support to help Afghan forces continue to improve.  From coalition bases 

in Jalalabad and Kandahar, we’ll be able to continue supporting Afghan forces on the ground and in the air.  And we 

continue supporting critical counterterrorism operations…My decision today also sends a message to the Taliban and 

all those who have opposed Afghanistan’s progress.  You have now been waging war against the Afghan people for 

many years.  You’ve been unable to prevail.  Afghan security forces continue to grow stronger.  And the commitment of 

the international community, including the United States, to Afghanistan and its people will endure.  I will say it again -- 

the only way to end this conflict and to achieve a full drawdown of foreign forces from Afghanistan is through a lasting 

political settlement between the Afghan government and the Taliban.  That’s the only way…” 

 
So What? China just shipped military aid to Afghanistan (previously it was only humanitarian aid). We can expect with 

the reduced U.S. presence, other nations and the Taliban or Islamic State-aligned groups will step up their activity. 

Perhaps international commitments from India, China, and others can somehow bolster an Afghan economy and 

convince fighters to move towards more peaceful and lucrative work. It is my opinion that history tells us Afghanistan 

will never be a functioning “nation-state” and troop levels are somewhat irrelevant if 100,000 Soviet forces and later 

100,000 American forces couldn’t tame what is basically Pashtunistan and “the other guys” who live nearby. Certainly 

these groups recognize we are slowly but surely withdrawing, and they merely have to attack and defend against 

GIRoA and coalition forces enough to influence local population and destabilize any progressive governance. It’s not a 

very tall order for an insurgency that once battled ten times the current number of “occupiers.” 

 

 

 

 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2016/07/06/statement-president-afghanistan
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2016/07/06/statement-president-afghanistan
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(U//FOUO) Multiple Suicide Bombings in Saudi Arabia (Multiple, July 7) 
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       EUCOM AOR  
 

NR 
 

 

 

 

 

NORTHCOM AOR 
 
 

(U) Orlando Attack (FDNY, June 12) 
The following is provided for you by Mr. Jason Predmore, Technical Advisor, G2 Fusion Cell, 20th CBRNE Command: 
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PACOM AOR 
 

 
(U) China’s Claims in South China Sea Rejected by Intn’l Tribunal (Wall Street Journal, July 12) 
http://www.wsj.com/articles/chinas-claim-to-most-of-south-china-sea-has-no-legal-basis-court-says-1468315137 

 
“An international tribunal ruled Tuesday that China's claim to historic rights in most of the South China Sea has no legal 

basis… The tribunal at the Permanent Court of Arbitration in The Hague said China couldn't claim historic rights to 

resources in the waters within a "nine-dash" line used by Beijing to delineate its South China Sea claims. That was the 

most significant element of an unprecedented legal challenge to China's claims that was brought in 2013 by the 

Philippines, one of five governments whose claims in the South China Sea overlap with China's under the nine-dash 

line. In another blow for Beijing, the tribunal decided that China wasn't entitled to an exclusive economic zone, or EEZ, 

http://www.wsj.com/articles/chinas-claim-to-most-of-south-china-sea-has-no-legal-basis-court-says-1468315137
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extending up to 200 nautical miles from one island in the Spratlys archipelago, Itu Aba, which is claimed by China and 

currently controlled by Taiwan. The ruling, based on a U.N. convention on maritime law, comes after several years of 

escalating tension in the region as China has alarmed the U.S. and its allies by using its rapidly expanding naval and air 

power to assert territorial claims and challenge U.S. military supremacy in Asia…The ruling on Itu Aba is important 

because the U.N. maritime convention allows countries to build artificial islands in their own EEZs, and all of the seven 

structures China has built lie within 200 nautical miles of Itu Aba, which Taiwan calls Taiping Island. It also means that 

China has no legal claim to an EEZ overlapping that of the Philippines. In a statement published on a verified social 

media feed just before the ruling, China's Ministry of Defense said the decision wouldn't affect its approach in the 

South China Sea. "No matter what the result of the arbitration, the Chinese military will unswervingly protect the 

nation's sovereignty, security and maritime rights, resolutely protect the safety and stability of the region, and face 

down all manner of threats and challenges," it said…The ruling is legally binding for China and the Philippines but can 

only be enforced through international pressure…In another damaging setback for Beijing, the tribunal ruled that China 

couldn't claim 12 nautical miles of territorial seas around the two largest of the seven artificial islands that Beijing has 

built in the Spratlys. That means that U.S. and foreign naval ships can legally come within 12 nautical miles of those two 

structures, Mischief Reef and Subi Reef, which both have airstrips…U.S. officials have warned that China could respond 

to the ruling by starting land reclamation at another disputed reef near the Philippines, or declaring an air defense 

identification zone over the South China Sea…” So What? China has had since 2013 to plan for every outcome. You can 

bet China will have a coordinated response of economic, international diplomatic, and military actions to back up its 

categorical rejection of the tribunal ruling. This is an important time for the international community and the U.S. to 

reinforce the ruling with presence and action – which will undoubtedly raise tensions even further in the South China 

Sea. It should also be noted that Taiwan’s claims to Itu Aba were nullified, which Taiwan disputes and rejects as well. 

Wait and see if/how this impacts Taiwan-China relations.  

 
Image Source: CSIS 

 

 

 

           SOUTHCOM AOR 

 
NR 

 

(U) TRAINING AND READINESS, RESOURCES 
      NR 

GENERAL INTEREST | PROFESSIONAL READING 
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(U) Revisiting the Iraq War, the Chilcot Report (July 2016) 
The Chilcot Report is very much worth your time to scan though. I have not seen an unclassified report by America that 

compares in depth. The section on WMD assessments is by far the highest on my list of the 12 sections for “must read.” 

Second, is Section 14.1 – “Military Equipment. “I don’t think any of the contents will be grand revelations to you, but 

the analysis of the intelligence community, and British/American policy and government interactions are significant. 

Some commentary to frame this: 

https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/chilcot-report-iraq-war-lessons-by-richard-n--haass-2016-07 

 
“NEW YORK – Seven years, 12 volumes of evidence, findings, and conclusions, and one executive summary later, the 

Report of the Iraq Inquiry, more commonly referred to as the Chilcot Report (after its chairman, Sir John Chilcot), is 

available for one and all to read. Few people will get through all of it; the executive summary alone (well over 100 

pages) is so long that it calls for its own executive summary. But it would be a shame if the Report were not widely read 

and, more important, studied, because it contains some useful insights into how diplomacy operates, how policy is 

made, and how decisions are taken. It also reminds us of the centrality of the decision to invade Iraq in 2003, and of 

the aftermath, for understanding today’s Middle East. A central theme of the Report is that the Iraq War did not have 

to happen, and certainly not when it did. The decision to go to war was partly based on faulty intelligence. Iraq 

constituted at most a gathering threat, not an imminent one. Alternatives to using military force – above all, 

strengthening Turkey’s and Jordan’s lackluster enforcement of and support for the UN sanctions designed to pressure 

Saddam Hussein – were barely explored. Diplomacy was rushed.  

Making matters worse was that the war was undertaken without sufficient planning and preparation for what 

would come after. As the Report rightly points out, many in both the US and British governments predicted that chaos 

could emerge if Saddam’s iron grip were removed. The decisions to disband the Iraqi army and to bar all members of 

Saddam’s Ba’ath Party (rather than just a few of its leaders) from positions in the successor government were huge 

mistakes. Iraq was not just a war of choice; it was an ill-advised and poorly executed policy.  

Much of the Report focuses on British calculations and then-Prime Minister Tony Blair’s support for US policy. The 

decision to associate the UK with the United States was a defensible strategic choice for a smaller country that derived 

much of its influence from the closeness of the bilateral relationship. Where the Blair government got it wrong was in 

not pressing for more influence over the policy in exchange for its support. George W. Bush’s administration might well 

have rejected such efforts, but the British government could then have exercised the option of distancing itself from a 

policy that many believed was unlikely to succeed. 

Many lessons should be taken from the Iraq War. One is that, because assumptions fundamentally affect what 

analysts tend to see when they look at intelligence, flawed assumptions can lead to dangerously flawed policies. Nearly 

everyone assumed that Saddam’s non-compliance with United Nations inspectors stemmed from the fact that he was 

hiding weapons of mass destruction. In fact, he was hiding the fact he did not have such weapons.  

Likewise, before they started the war, many policymakers believed that democracy would emerge quickly once Saddam 

was gone. Ensuring that such fundamental and consequential assumptions are tested by “red teams” – those not 

supporting the associated policy – should be standard operating procedure. There is also the reality that removing 

governments, as difficult as that can be, is not nearly as difficult as creating the security that a new government needs 

to consolidate its authority and earn legitimacy in the eyes of the public. Creating anything like a democracy in a society 

lacking many of its most basic prerequisites is a task of decades, not months.  

The Report said little about the legacy of the Iraq War, but it is important to consider. First and foremost, the 

war disrupted the regional balance of power. No longer in a position to distract and balance Iran, Iraq instead came 

https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/chilcot-report-iraq-war-lessons-by-richard-n--haass-2016-07
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under Iranian influence. Iran was free not just to develop a meaningful nuclear program, but also to intervene directly 

and via proxies in several countries. Sectarian fighting poisoned relations between Sunnis and Shia throughout the 

region. The alienation felt by soldiers and officers of Saddam’s disbanded army fueled Sunni insurgency and, ultimately, 

led to the rise of the so-called Islamic State.  

The war had a profound effect not just on Iraq and the Middle East, but also on the UK and the US. The British 

parliamentary vote in 2013 against participation in any military effort to penalize Syrian President Bashar al-Assad for 

defying explicit warnings not to use chemical weapons in his country’s civil war was surely related to the view that 

military intervention in Iraq had been a mistake. It is also possible that some of the mistrust of elites that led a majority 

of voters to support “Brexit” stemmed from the Iraq War experience.  

The Iraq War and its aftermath similarly affected the thinking of US President Barack Obama’s administration, which 

had little appetite for new military ventures in the Middle East at a time when many Americans were suffering from 

“intervention fatigue.” 

The danger, of course, is that lessons can be overlearned. The lesson of the Iraq War should not be that all 

armed interventions in the Middle East or elsewhere are to be avoided, but rather that they must only be undertaken 

when they are the best available strategy and when the results are likely to justify the costs. Libya was a recent 

intervention that violated this principle; Syria has been even more costly, but in its case for what was not done.  

The Iraq War was costly enough without people learning the wrong lessons from it. That would be the ultimate irony – 

and only add to the tragedy.” 

http://www.iraqinquiry.org.uk/the-report/ 

 

http://www.iraqinquiry.org.uk/the-report/

