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MARTIN Just begin by telling me, what was

Kosovo; was it a war, a show of

force; what was it?

CLARK Kosovo was a war.  It was the first

modern war.  It was carefully

constrained.  It was minimum risk,

minimum escalation, minimum damage,

designed to accomplish an objective

that really hadn't been clearly

articulated at the beginning.  And

through that, nations grappled with

strategizing a war, planning the

operations, and executing it, all

simultaneously.

MARTIN So how do you develop a battle plan

if you don't have an objective?



CLARK Well, we had an initial objective

that got us into the operation.  We

ran through the operation, and we

asked to define the political

objectives, and it took a while, in

an alliance.  And in the meantime,

people know generally where you're

heading, and you've got to reassure

them and make them confident that you

know what you're doing.  There was a

lot of work behind the scenes to pull

this one off.

MARTIN Well, to judge from reading that

book, there was sort of a war within

the war, between you and Washington.

CLARK In any conflict, there are always

going to be differing opinions, but

Washington had its own views, and I

was put over there--I was in the

position--you know, Eisenhower set

this position up, to be spokesman and

leaders in Europe, not only for the

American forces, but also for the



allied forces, and to pull it all

together.  And the position

traditionally has required some

degree of struggle with Washington.

I was the first supreme allied

commander who had to fight a war, and

so the struggle was more intense.

MARTIN So Washington's views weren't your

views?

CLARK We had many differences during the

war, differences on timing,

differences on pace of escalation,

differences on targets, differences

on putting the Apaches in,

differences on when to plan for the

ground troops.  But those kinds of

differences are always going to be

present in operations, and commanders

in the field are expected to do a lot

of pushing and shoving upward as well

as against the enemy, and in this

case, that's what was required.



MARTIN But when you rattle off those

differences, it makes you wonder what

you agreed upon.

CLARK Well, everybody agreed we were not

going to lose this, we were going to

succeed.  We were going to do it by

holding the alliance together.  We

were going to do it by keeping the

Russians out, by limiting the

conflict as much as possible, and

sparing the civilians in Kosovo and

the other civilians in Serbia as much

as possible.  So there was a broad

framework of agreement.  But then the

question was, how to do it, how to

bring the forces to bear, what

targets, what forces, where to

strike, when, how often, how intense,

how to ramp up the escalation, how to

manage the press, and all of these

issues were tumbling all the time.



MARTIN So let's circle back.  When did you

first start telling the Pentagon that

it had to get serious about Kosovo?

CLARK I made a trip to Macedonia in early

March of 1998.  I met with President

Gligorov unexpectedly.  We at that

time had about 350 American troops

that were part of a UN preventive

deployment force in Macedonia.  They

were along the border with Serbia,

and they were designed to provide

assurance to the Macedonians that the

Serbs wouldn't encroach on the

border.  And I went just on a routine

inspection visit.  When I got off the

plane, I had a note there from the

American Embassy saying, "Please see

the President."  And I went over to

the see the President, and of course,

he was very interested in keeping the

American troops there, but it was

just a couple of weeks after a major

incident had occurred in Kosovo.  It

was the massacre of the Jesharre [ph]



family by Serb police inside Kosovo.

About 60 members of the family were

killed, and Gligorov saw very clearly

what this would do.  He says, "This

will totally inflame opinion."  He

says, "It's going to add greatly to

the strength of the Kosovo Liberation

Army, and Milosevic will play for

negotiations.  He'll pretend to

negotiate, but really, he only

respects military power."

MARTIN So what did you tell the Pentagon?

CLARK Well, I--I went back and I sent a

message in to Secretary Cohen,

warning him that the so-called

Christmas warning, that had been

given by the Bush administration just

before Christmas of 1992, in which

the United States had warned

Milosevic that if he stirred up

trouble in Kosovo, he could--we would

use military force against him.  That

warning had worn off in the region.



It had been six years plus.  There

was a new administration.  We were on

the ground in Bosnia with the mission

in Bosnia.  And--and--and too long

had gone by.  It needed to be given

new impetus, new life, and hopefully,

it would be a NATO-ized Christmas

warning, in which NATO would speak

up, not just the United States.  And

that's what I recommended be done.

MARTIN So you tell the Pentagon they should

renew the Christmas warning.

CLARK That's right.

MARTIN And what is the Pentagon's reaction?

CLARK Well, the Pentagon--I got a very

disturbed call about the first thing

in the morning.  When I went in the

next morning, it was the middle of

the night in Washington, and the Vice

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

said, "Look, we're really upset about



this.  You sent this letter in."

And, "Hey, don't you understand?  We

got enough on our plates back here.

We got a budget to worry about.  We

got NATO enlargement action on the

Hill.  The Senate's not clear that's

going to be supported, and besides,

what if the State Department gets

hold of what you've written?"  I

said, "Well, you know, this is my

duty to tell you these things.  You

need to--you need to help us here."

But what I got instead was a

discussion of process and caution.  I

got the bureaucratic perspective from

Washington.

MARTIN So Washington wasn't serious about

getting ready for Kosovo?

CLARK Washington wasn't serious at that

point.  I think it was exactly what

the Vice Chairman told me, they had

too many issues on their plates.

They couldn't deal with one more



issue.  They didn't want to face the

prospect of another problem in the

Balkans.

MARTIN Did you think that the mere threat of

bombing would convince Milosevic to

back off?

CLARK Well, at the time, yes.  And I had

good reason to believe that.  I had--

I had been to lunch, Dick Holbrooke

and I, and our delegation.  In

December of 1995, after the Dayton

Agreement, we had gone to lunch with

Milosevic at his palace there in

Belgrade, and as he often did during

lunches, he would turn philosophical.

And he turned over and looked at me.

I was sitting next to him.  He said,

"Well, General Clark," he said--this

is 1995 now--he said, "You must be

happy that NATO won this war."  I

said, "Well, Mr. President, NATO

didn't even fight this war.  I mean,

you were fighting against the Croats



and the Muslims."  He said, "No.

Your NATO aircraft, your missiles,

your high technology."  And this was

the 17 days of air strikes that we

had in August and September of 1995.

"Your high technology.  We Serbs had

no chance.  You destroy our

communications."  And he was vehement

about this.  And I thought about it

for a long time afterwards.  I

thought, well, is this a Serb

penchant for excuse making, wanting

to blame high technology and outside

power, that in a fair fight, of

course, the Serbs would always win.

Was it respect?  Was it fear?  And

over a period of time, as I thought

about it, and watched and read the

cable traffic and thought about

Milosevic, I realized this was not

insincere.  He really was powerless

against the NATO aircraft, and he

knew it.  And so there was very good

reason to believe that the leverage

from a threat of an air strike could



impel us toward a diplomatic

solution.

MARTIN But you were wrong.

CLARK Well, not exactly.  When we started

with the process of linking the

diplomacy and the air threat in June

of 1998, we got Milosevic's

attention, but simultaneously other

events were occurring, which undercut

the urgency, the clarity of the

threat.  We had our allied political

leaders, some of them, some members

of their governments were saying that

there could be no threat without a UN

Security Council resolution.  So

Russia then, apparently, made

statements to the effect that there

wouldn't be a UN Security Council

resolution authorizing a threat.  So

Milosevic felt that the threat was

diminished and receded.  But as his

campaign of ethnic cleansing took

hold in July and August of 1998, I

was back in the Pentagon shortly



after that.  Secretary Cohen and I

talked, and I asked the Secretary for

his support in really delivering what

amounted to an ultimatum, and

Secretary Cohen delivered it.  And

NATO developed its ACT REC and then

later ACT OR, the activation order,

the third step in the NATO alert

procedures.  We did it in October of

'98, and when we did it, we gave

crucial impetus to Ambassador

Holbrooke's effort to stop the ethnic

cleaning.  I went down to Belgrade

and delivered the ultimatum a few

days later to Milosevic personally.

MARTIN Exactly what did you say?

CLARK I said, "No, Mr. President, can I

talk to you alone?"  So we walk in

the other room.  We're looking

eyeball to eyeball at each other,

standing about maybe 18, 24 inches

apart.  I said, "Now, Mr. President,

if you don't pull the extra forces



out, Washington is going to tell me

to bomb you."  He was obliged to pull

the extra forces out by the UN

Security Council resolution, to which

he had implicitly agreed, but he

hadn't explicitly committed to pull

out the forces.  I said, "Mr.

President, if you don't pull out

these forces, Washington's going to

tell me to bomb you, and I'm going to

bomb you good."  And he gave this

sort of shrug of the shoulders, look,

you know, it was a macho response.  I

said, "Mr. President, get real.  You

don't want to be bombed by NATO."

MARTIN He didn't want to be bombed by NATO.

CLARK And he said, "General Clark, you're

right.  I will see what can be done."

And that started this further

negotiation that culminated on the

25th of October with the actual pull-

back, the promises to NATO that he

would pull back the excess forces,



most of which he did prior to

reintroducing them.  So in a sense we

did get exactly what we planned for

when we established the threat.  What

we didn't anticipate was that the

diplomacy wouldn't succeed.  The

diplomacy did not succeed.  In fact,

the diplomacy reused the threat,

rewrote in the discussions at

Rambouillet in the spring of 1999.

By now Milosevic had had the threat

out there.  Where he was extremely

worried and concerned in October of

1998, by the spring of 1999, he was

defiant.  He felt prepared.  He felt

dispersed and ready, and he built up

his forces on the ground, and he had

gotten the plans in place.  And so he

was going to meet this threat from

NATO.

MARTIN Did you go to Rambouillet?

CLARK I was invited, not to Rambouillet,

but after a long and difficult



process, I got to talk to the

Albanians at a French airfield near

Rambouillet.  And--

MARTIN A long and difficult process,

[inaudible]?

CLARK It was a long and difficult process

to persuade some of the political

leaders, and foreign policy people in

allied countries, that NATO should in

fact participate in the discussions

at Rambouillet.  I thought it was

essential to convey to the Serbs as

well as to the Albanians, the

impression of NATO credibility,

strength, competence, and I thought

it would have provided further

impetus to the diplomacy.  Some of

the diplomats were concerned that if

you brought NATO in, it might chill

the discussion, because the Serbs

might not like NATO, and the Russians

wouldn't like NATO, and they wanted

to keep the Russians on board, and so



there was a disagreement among the

policy professionals.  And, you know,

normally when the military disagrees

with the diplomats, the diplomats

win.  In this case they did until it

was clear the negotiations weren't

going anywhere.  And then thanks to

some very strong leadership by the

State Department, I was able to go

talk to the Albanians.

Unfortunately, I never got to talk to

the Serbs.  I think it would have

made a difference.

MARTIN You think it would have?

CLARK I think it would have.  I really

don't--I really don't believe that in

that crucial period between January

and March, I don't believe that we

fully pressed our military leverage

against Milosevic.



MARTIN What did Secretary Cohen want you to

do; did he want you to go to

Rambouillet?

CLARK Secretary Cohen was concerned, and

I'm not quite sure what the nature of

the concern was.  As I was pressing

to do this--and I had just received

the word from NATO and from the US

Ambassador to NATO, that it was

approved that I go.  I got a call

from the Vice Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, who said, "Wes, the

Secretary of Defense doesn't want you

to go.  It would be a disaster if you

go without his permission."  I said,

"I don't--I don't understand.  Why

would he not want me to go?"  And he

couldn't give me an explanation.

Then a few minutes the Secretary

called, and he--he, in a very terse

conversation, he said, "All right."

He said, "You can go, but the only

thing you can do is explain the

agreement that's being proposed.



That's all.  Just explain the

agreement."

MARTIN Almost sounds like he--

CLARK I said, "Yes, Mr. Secretary."

MARTIN Almost sounds like he didn't trust

you.

CLARK Well, I don't know what--what was

really going on back there.  There

were always tensions between the

State Department and the Pentagon.

You know, the State Department had

its interest in seeing the foreign

policy successes, and preventing the

war, and trying to prevent ethnic

cleansing, a new round of ethnic

cleansing.  The Pentagon also wanted

its success, but the Pentagon was

playing with other issues as well.

They had to worry about the overall

defense budget, and the cost of

military operations in the Balkans,

and the fact that the Republican-



controlled Congress wasn't favorably

inclined toward more steps into the

Balkans.  The Pentagon wanted its $60

billion procurement budget, and going

into the Balkans with another series

of operations that would cost a

billion or $2 billion, was one more

whack at the procurement budget.

MARTIN It sounds like Cohen was back there

saying, "If we don't keep Clark on a

short leash, he's going to get us

stuck in the Balkans again."

CLARK Well, I--you know, David, I couldn't

presume to say what Secretary Cohen

was saying back there.  I know what

the impact was.  The impact was that

on the one hand I was receiving

guidance from NATO, from Javier

Solana, the NATO Secretary General,

urgent guidance, asking me to provide

assistance and leadership and prevent

the slide into war.  And on the other

hand, the suggestions weren't being



met with much receptivity in the

Pentagon.

MARTIN When you began planning the air

strikes, you said, either to yourself

or out loud, "No Vietnam."

CLARK That's right.

MARTIN What did you mean by that?

CLARK Well, you know, my generation, in

uniform lived with the consequences

of Vietnam for our entire

professional lives.  Many of our

closest friends died in Vietnam.  The

airmen were captured.  They had

college roommates and buddies from

flight school that died in Vietnam or

languished in those prisoner of war

camps.  It was an indecisive

campaign, and especially in Vietnam,

the air campaign was indecisive.

When it began in 1964 with a couple

of retaliatory strikes with the Gulf



of Tonkin incident, and then it was

furthered and organized into the

campaign called Rolling Thunder in

1965, it didn't focus on militarily

strategic targets.  It was designed

to provide diplomatic signaling.  The

targets were carefully monitored and

approved, and escalation was cautious

and nuanced, and in later

discussions, reportedly between high-

level former American officials and

their North Vietnamese adversaries,

30 years later, the North Vietnamese

were asking, "What were you really

trying to do with these air strikes,

because you didn't hurt us?"  We

weren't going to make that mistake in

this campaign.  We were going to make

these strikes as effective, as

strategically effective, as

militarily effective, as politically

devastating as we could possibly do,

from the outset.

MARTIN As militarily effective as possible?



CLARK Absolutely.

MARTIN So what happens when you present the

plan for a militarily effective air

campaign to NATO?

CLARK Well, when we presented the first

plan in the summer of 1998, there was

a lot of concern, because they said,

"You're going to start.  You're going

to be very strong.  You're going to

strike around Belgrade.  It's very

sensitive."  And in 1941 German

bombers attacked Belgrade.  They

killed 17,000 people.  And memories

are long in Europe.  Nobody in NATO,

nobody, wanted to see a repetition of

that kind of an attack on civilians.

Certainly we weren't proposing it.

But nations in NATO were--they were

slow to be able to gras the fact that

if you're going to make diplomacy

work on one hand, sometimes you have

to empower it with a threat in the



other.  And the threat has to be

formidable.  It can't be just a

signal.  And so there was a tug of

war within the NATO military

committee, and within NATO to make

the plan strong.  We basically got a

fairly strong plan approved.

MARTIN What was the Pentagon's reaction to

the [inaudible]?

CLARK Well, the Pentagon's reaction was

they were interested in making sure

we had seen all the way through the

operation.  So it might start with

air strikes, but it might go to

ground operations.  And so from the

beginning we knew we had to plan not

only for the first strike, but for

the next strikes and the last

strikes, and then the transition to

ground operation into Kosovo, and

maybe even a ground operation on into

Serbia itself.



MARTIN Before the war started you were

already planning for a ground?

CLARK Before the war started, we had

already done a concept plan.  In

fact, we submitted it in the summer

of 1998.  It would have called for up

to 200,000 troops to go into

Yugoslavia, if required, to settle

this problem.

MARTIN At the same time that every political

leader is saying, "We have no

intention of putting US troops into

Kosovo?

CLARK Well, we certainly had no intention

of doing it either, but prudent

planning was required.  Now, this was

a concept.  It wasn't really--in

military terms, this wasn't really a

plan. That is, you couldn't connect

the dots, and you couldn't actually

get the--you didn't know what troops

they'd be, you didn't know where



they'd come from, you didn't know how

long it would take to get them there.

You didn't know what the enemy would

be.  It was a concept.  And it was

submitted to NATO in the summer of

1998, and of course, when it got to

NATO, all the nations said, "My God,

why?  We can't have this.  We don't

want to do this."  Agreed, nobody

wanted to do this.  And the military

in NATO, General Klaus Nauman and I

are saying, "Look, you've got to see

to the consequences.  When you take

the first step, you have to see to

the end of the road.  You've got to

look past the first strike and see

where this is going."

MARTIN But it wasn't just a question of "We

don't want to do this."  It's "We

can't even admit we're thinking about

doing this."

CLARK Well, it wasn't really admitted

publicly that they were thinking



about--that we were thinking about

doing this for a long time.  But in

fact, there was some thought about

this.  The question is: can nations

develop a strategy that they can't

acknowledge publicly, and how far can

they go in developing such a

strategy?  And that was part of the

problem in this operation.  Actually,

quite a lot of forethought had been

given to the operation, but the

consequences showed, of the

forethought, showed that this could

be difficult, and to fess up to that

in too obvious a way, meant that you

might now want to take the first

step.  And that also was

unacceptable, and so nations chose to

respond to it by simply closing their

eyes and saying, "Okay, we're going

to take the first step.  Don't bother

us right now with what comes after

that."  And that's the way the

operation began.



MARTIN That's not a very good promise on

which to base an operation, is it?

CLARK Well, it's a very difficult.  It's

certainly not a militarily sound

planning approach, but on the other

hand, it's certainly a response to a

set of political constraints that's

likely to be seen again.  In that

sense it does reflect what is likely

to be an enduring condition of modern

war, namely that when military action

is used in small ways, people don't

like to recognize what the

consequences will be.  They're

looking for a stopping point.  But it

was clear in this operation, unlike

the strikes against Iraq in December

of 1998, that you couldn't simply

say, "Okay, we're going to bomb for

four days and that's it.  We've

deterred him.  We've punished him."

No.  He wasn't going to permit that.

He, Milosevic, was going to continue

the operation until he got what he



wanted.  So in that sense, once we

started the bombing, the policy and

the strategy were held hostage to the

endurance by Milosevic.

MARTIN But that's exactly what political

leaders wanted.  Bomb for four days.

He gets the message.  He calls off

the ethnic cleansing.  The war is

over.

CLARK He had every opportunity to do that,

David, and there is no doubt that

political leaders wanted that to

happen.  So did we.  All of us did.

Nobody--nobody, least of all the

military, want to fight a war.

MARTIN It's not a question of wanting, but

they seem to be basing their plans

for this air strike, which started

off as a fairly lightweight air

strike.

CLARK Well, we started off with 51 targets

the first night.  Some of them were



against mobile systems that were

moving, and so we didn't drop on

places on the ground that didn't have

weapons in them, but--

MARTIN Of those 51 targets, how many did you

hit?

CLARK I think we hit 40 something the first

night.  And this was the sort of--

this was the upper limit of what we

could get political support for, to

go in with a substantial--this was

not a pinprick strike.  It wasn't a

signal.  It wasn't one explosion in

the air over Belgrade that would say,

"Hey, NATO is serious."  No, no.

This was something that hurt.  We hit

Bolnik [ph] Airfield.  We took out

his surface-to-air missile repair

facilities.  We shot down three MIGs

in the air.  We hit other airfields

and radars and communication centers.

So it was fairly substantial.  It

wasn't a knockout blow.  But then we

weren't going to be able to deliver a



knockout blow against that air

defense system, as we discovered

later, because it was a very strong,

robust and imbedded air defense

system.

MARTIN But--oh, okay.  When you briefed

senior officials here, what did you

tell them these air strikes, starting

with 51 targets on that first night,

were going to accomplish?

CLARK Well, we knew that the key was to do

as much damage to Milosevic, his

forces, his structure, as possible,

to dissuade him from continuing the

operation.  We knew that we couldn't

really physically stop the ethnic

cleansing.  You couldn't hit squads

of thugs running from house to house

in villages, with bombs from 15,000

feet, especially not at night.  You

couldn't even see them down there,

and you couldn't separate them from

the civilians.  So that wasn't



possible.  What you could do, is you

could show NATO resolve.  You could

show an intention to escalate.  You

could inflict real damage.  You could

show that his defenses weren't going

to be effective.  And you would hope,

that as a rational decision maker, he

would then say, "Okay, I've had

enough."  As it turned out, of

course, it didn't work that way,

because he was a rational enough

decision maker to make his own plans.

As he told Richard Holbrooke, in

advance of the air strikes, he said,

"It's going to be over in five days.

That's all it's going to take.  We're

going to destroy the KLA in five

days."  And I think that maybe

Milosevic believed that, and maybe he

believed that after suffering these

air strikes for four or five days,

that he then would be able to say,

"Okay.  All the fighting is over.

Why is NATO still bombing?"  And he'd

be able to declare peace and make



NATO look like the aggressor.  You

know, Milosevic and his team had the

operations order, so they saw some of

the key concepts that were going to

be in the plan.  They didn't have the

exact targets to the best of my

knowledge, but they did have the idea

that it was going to be phased air

campaign and the types of targets we

would be attacking.

MARTIN They had the exact operations order.

CLARK They had key portions of that

operations plan.

MARTIN How so?

CLARK Well, it was given to Serb personnel

by a traitor in the ranks at NATO

Headquarters.

MARTIN You say in the book a French officer.



CLARK A French officer gave this plan to

the Serbs in October of 1998, late

October.

MARTIN Was that officer ever--

CLARK He was.

MARTIN --accused of treason?

CLARK He was.  He was brought back to

France.  He was removed from his

position.  He was brought back to

France.  He as, to the best of my

knowledge, tried.  His superior was

also disciplined and removed from

position.  So I think France took

this very seriously.  I discussed it

with the French Chief of Defense.  We

looked at exactly what was given.  We

talked about the damage.  It played

both ways, because on the one hand,

Milosevic has some forewarning of

what was coming, but on the other

hand he knew it was serious too.



MARTIN Didn't dissuade him?

CLARK Turned out not to dissuade him.

MARTIN That was the operations plan.  Then

you had to pick the targets to go

with that plan.

CLARK That's right.

MARTIN Who was picking the targets?

CLARK Well, we were nominating the targets,

but it was about a 26-step process

that involved everything from

suggesting categories of targets, to

then looking at images of targets, to

then checking them with various

intelligence agencies, to then

running it up the chain of command,

estimating collateral damages, and

civilian casualties that might occur

accidentally.  And then passing it to

the Pentagon, who carried it across

the Potomac to the White House, who



farmed it out to the Attorney

General, the Department of State and

other people, apparently, and finally

the President looked at it.

MARTIN So the President was the one giving

the final approval?

CLARK He was.  He was.  He was.

MARTIN Shades of Vietnam.

CLARK It sounded a lot like Vietnam.  I was

quite surprised in fact.  Now, this

is a pattern that the Clinton

administration developed from the

strikes on Iraq, in which the

commander had come up, General Zinni

[ph] had come up.  He briefed the

packages, 3 or 400 strikes over a

period of four or five days, and all

the targets had been looked at in the

White House, and it was a nice

package.  It was finite.  It was

limited.  Here we committed ourselves



to presidential involvement on an

unlimited open-ended basis, and while

it seemed reasonable that there be a

desire to see the outset of the

strikes, I was surprised that we

continued this day after day after

day after day.  I remember when Hugh

Shelton told me, he said, "Wes, I've

got to have your Phase 2 targets in

here."  This is before the operation

began.  I thought, "Well, isn't Phase

2 my responsibility?  I'm not going

to do this?"  And he said, "The

President is going to do this."  So

they all went to the President

through the National Security Council

staff, all the fixed targets.

MARTIN You were surprised by that.  Were you

also concerned that this was going to

interfere with your plan?

CLARK Well, I wasn't concerned at the time,

perhaps not as concerned as I should

have been, because what it really



meant was an enormous additional

workload, and delays and frictions,

and what I realized in writing the

book was what a important distractor

this was from the strategic level

concerns, which could have been dealt

with with greater clarity, I believe,

if we hadn't had what I consider the

intensive focus on targeting, per se,

because this was a very complex

operation.  You had 30,000 NATO

troops on the ground in Bosnia, and

after all, that was the mission we

were trying to--we were running this

in part to protect the peace

agreement in Bosnia.  You had Italy

under threat from Serb naval forces

that could steam offshore and fire

missiles into Italy.  You had neutral

shipping in the Adriatic.  You had

Hungary, which had just joined NATO,

and had 370,000 Hungarian--ethnic

Hungarians living inside Yugoslavia,

and if they were declared enemy,

there would be a wholesale campaign



of ethnic cleansing there.  You had

Russia, who was objecting to all of

this, and so you had a potential

problem with the Russian military

supply pipeline and intelligence

feed.  Who knows what the Russians

were going to do in something like

this, and that posed a threat of

escalation.  So it was an enormously

complex problem strategically.

MARTIN Which was one more level of

complexity.

CLARK This was one more level of

complexity, and I think in the early

days we put a lot of emphasis on

those targets, and as I look back on

it, I've asked myself why didn't we

get an earlier grip on the overall

strategy and the objectives with

greater clarity sooner?

MARTIN So you get 51--

[Tape change.]



MARTIN So what's wrong with the President

approving the targets?  He is the

Commander in Chief, after all.

CLARK Well, nothing's wrong with that.  In

fact, it's essential that he do so.

The question is: how is everything

kept in balance inside the theater?

But I think it was very important

that the President was approving the

targets.  For example, the night we

struck Serb television, that was a

very difficult decision for him and

the other political leaders in NATO,

because, after all, in a democracy,

freedom of information is paramount,

and here we were, standing up for

democratic principles, attacking the-

-the instrumentality, supposedly, of

freedom of information on actual fact

that TV station was part of the Serb-

-Milosevic's command and control

network for sustaining the war.  So

it was a legitimate military target,



but it was very important that the

President and President Chirac of

France, and other allied political

leaders, personally approved of those

targets.  They had to take the heat

for it, and I think in war that the

generals work for civilian

leadership, and when tough decision

like that have to be made, they

should be made by the civilian

leadership ultimately, and they were.

So I think that's very appropriate.

MARTIN So you get 51 targets on the first

night; you hit 40.  Compared to what

you were capable of doing on the

first night, that would surely

qualify as a half measure.

CLARK We could have struck more targets the

first night, but there were other

factors here that were important.

One factor, for example, is that many

nations have embedded in their own

strategies the idea of a bombing



pause.  They wanted to strike maybe

one or two targets, maybe a dozen

targets, and then stop.  And see if

Milosevic--wait, let's see if you'll

come back and talk to us.  And what

we'd agreed was we would need a

militarily significant number of

targets.  What I had briefed the

North Atlantic Council on was 100 or

120 targets as part of our Phase 1,

counting the cruise missile targets

and the targets to be bombed.  And

that was my benchmark that I went

after, and it was actually to our

advantage to draw those out over a

couple of nights.  And I said to the

French Commander in Chief, his

forces, General Kelch [ph], I said,

"Look, Jean-Pierre, we've got to have

at least two nights, maybe three,

because the night you pick, you may

have bad weather, or the second night

you may have bad weather, and you've

got to have a robust significant

strike before you can assess whether



Milosevic is going to comply or not.

Any time he wants to talk to us, he

can always pick up the telephone and

talk to us."  He has my phone number.

He has Solana's phone number.  There

was no problem in getting in touch

with anybody, any time he wanted to

actually stop the bombing.  But

here's what really happened is, in

the very first strike.  The Serb

aircraft rose to try to attack us.

We shot down three that night, one of

them being shot down by a Dutch F-16.

NATO AWACs was controlling it.  We

had a Turkish forward air controller

on board the NATO aircraft, AWACs

aircraft, who was actually directing

the fighters in to do the shoot down.

So it was an allied shoot down

operation, and we were successful.  I

called Solana about 10 or 11 o'clock

at night.  I said, "Javier, you know,

we had our--the Serbs have come up.

We've shot down one, two, maybe three

aircraft.  It's unclear right now.



But I want to tell you, there's been

contact and we're doing all right."

Solana was really unhappy with this.

He said, "This is bad news.  This is-

-this is not good.  This is not

good." he said.  And as we talked

about it, of course, I realized what

he was looking for was, with the

onslaught of NATO air, Milosevic

would just lay back, cover up, and

say, "God, no.  We're not going to

resist this thing.  Just call it off,

call it off.  We give up."  Milosevic

didn't do that.  I didn't expect the

Serbs to do that.  Serbs--Serbs

fight.  And they wanted to fight.

When they came in--when they came in

over their airspace, they tried to

fight.  Two days later they launched

an air--an air raid attempt against

our forces in Bosnia, which we

defeated, and they never struck at

our forces.  But it was--it was a

contest in there, and there was--

there was a struggle.  And so that



was the answer to the bombing pause.

The fact was that they were going to

fight back.  They weren't going to

roll over.  They weren't going to

call it off.

MARTIN Did you suffer from a shortage of

approved targets?

CLARK Well, we always were fighting the

problem of how many targets can we

get approved.  We would have been

much better off if we had a couple of

thousand targets ready before we ever

started the campaign.  We didn't.  It

was part of the general problem of

trying to move through an operation

when you're planning it and fighting

it at the same time.  So it was a

race.  Every day there was a race.

How many targets have we submitted?

Where are they?  "Sir, they're still

in the Pentagon.  Sir, they're being

taken over the river this afternoon.

General Shelton's supposed to see the

President.  Sir, we got word that



some of the targets are approved, but

some of them, they've got more

questions on.  We've got to do that."

Then this dialog would rumble

throughout the day and into the

night, and we wrestled with it for

several days.

MARTIN So were you able to hit targets in

Belgrade?

CLARK Well, we didn't hit targets in

Belgrade initially.  We hit targets

around Belgrade.  We hit the air

defense system targets.  What we

weren't able to do is go after the

headquarters of the units that were

doing the ethnic cleansing that were

in Belgrade.  And about four days,

five days into the war, I was at

dinner with Solana and Nauman.  This

was our first real chance to have a

detailed discussion on the war.  And

I said to Solana, I said, "Javier, we

need to target the top-level police



headquarters in Belgrade."  And I

pulled out an image, a picture of

Belgrade.  And I said, "Here's the

buildings.  Here's what we want to

strike."  We sat around his dinner

table, Klaus Nauman and Solana and I,

and Solana's top assistant.  We

looked at the photographs.  Said,

"Okay.  What's this?  What's that?

Is this--are there any schools

there?"  I said, "Probably are."  He

says, "Would there be any hospitals

nearby?"  I said, "Probably are."

"What about embassies?  There must be

embassies here."  I said, "There

are."  He says, "Can you guarantee

me", he said, "that you'll hit these

targets?"  I said, "Well, it's 98, 99

percent effective, but can I

absolutely, positively, totally

guarantee?  No, it's impossible.  You

cannot."  He says, "Can you guarantee

me that if you strike these targets,

Milosevic will surrender?"  I said,

"No, I can't guarantee that.  But I



can guarantee you that if you don't

strike these targets, you're not

going to generate enough coercive

pressure against him to get him to

surrender."  So at that time, Solana

was very worried about the ethnic

cleansing on the ground.  He said,

"Look, you've got to do more against

the Serb forces that are doing the

ethnic cleansing in Kosovo."  I said,

"But, Javier, I will, but you've got

to help me get the authority to

strike these targets."  He said--he

said, "I'll work on that."

And this is the discussion that went

on days five, six, seven, eight, nine

in the war, culminating in a call

that Solana made to me a few days

later.  He called me one morning

after a long night session at the

North Atlantic Council, and all the

ambassadors had spoken.  And the

decision--the question was: were we

going to go to Phase 3 or not, and



really be able to give me the freedom

to attack these targets, and the

decision was no.  We didn't go to

Phase 3.  We went to an expanded

Phase 2, in which I could have

certain targets to attack, but not

every target.  But Solana called me.

He said, "I'll give you the targets

you want."  I said, "Oh, that's

good."  He said, "But you will take

your responsibility."  And I said,

"Well, that's"--he's, "No."  He said,

"Listen to me.  You will take your

responsibility."  And that's when I

realized the extent of the pressure

that was on him, and through my mind

flashed these images of defeated

generals from World War II, who had

taken responsibility, so to speak,

for failed policies.  And I knew

right then that if we were going to

take responsibility, we were going to

win.  There was never any question.

We were going to push this thing as

hard as we had to push it to succeed.



MARTIN And if it doesn't work, it's your

fault.

CLARK Well, that was certainly part of the

implication of the phone call, but in

reality, of course, it was--it was

rhetoric, but it wasn't strictly

speaking true.  If it hadn't worked,

the political leaders of NATO's

nations would have taken

responsibility.  And Solana would

have taken responsibility.

MARTIN But they would have blamed you.

CLARK And I would have taken

responsibility.  But, yeah, in the

tradition of alliances, they probably

would have all agreed everybody

screwed up, so let's replace the

general.  I think it would have come

down to that, and--and so I knew that

this was the fight of my life.



MARTIN So you can't hit all the targets you

want in downtown Belgrade.  Just like

Vietnam, the enemy's capital is a

sanctuary.

CLARK Well, in the very first press

conference, I was--I wanted to lay it

out publicly and have no

misunderstanding.  In the very first

press conference on the 25th of

March,  I said, "There will be no

sanctuary."  I announced it as

policy.

MARTIN That's what you said, but--

CLARK And it took a while to make it

happen, but it did happen.  There was

no sanctuary, and within five days,

six days of the Sunday night dinner

at Solana's house, we struck those

police targets, those police

headquarters in Belgrade, and when we

struck them, it was covered on CNN,

and you could see very plainly that



the buildings themselves had taken

direct hits.  There were flames,

there were firemen out there.  But

the embassies weren't hit.  The

hospitals weren't hit.  The schools

weren't hit.  Just the targets.  And

some months later, Senator McCain and

Senator Lieberman, after the--after

the war, after Milosevic was gone in

January of 2001, McCain and Lieberman

went to Belgrade.  They came back and

they told me, "You wouldn't believe

how accurate your Tomahawk missiles

were."  The trees at curbside weren't

damaged, just the buildings.

MARTIN Let's talk about that first press

conference for a minute.  You

actually used the word "destroy."

CLARK I did.

MARTIN And it got you in trouble.



CLARK Well, it certainly raised some

concerns, but I think when you hold a

press conference like this and you're

at the opening stages of an

operation, you have to be very clear

about what the objectives are, and

you have to be very clear about the

methods of restraints, and you have

to understand that the enemy's

watching.  This is modern war.  And

we knew that Milosevic was an

inveterate observer of CNN.  We

believe that every briefing we gave

at NATO Headquarters would be

carefully studied by the Serb general

staff, and watched in real time by

Milosevic.  And so when we said that

we were going to attack, delay,

degrade, attrit [ph], and ultimately,

if he didn't comply with the wishes

of the international [inaudible] to

destroy those forces and their

support and facilities that he held

dear, we were speaking directly to

Milosevic.



MARTIN But what can be wrong, when you're

dropping 501,000 pound bombs, with

suggesting that you might actually be

destroying things?

[Technical pause.]

MARTIN What's--what can be so wrong about

using the word "destroy" when you're

talking about an operation in which

you're dropping 501,000 pound bombs,

firing cruise missiles, the whole

bit?

CLARK Well, David, I certainly don't think

there's anything wrong with it, and I

even ran it by Secretary General

Solana before the press conference,

said, "Javier, here's what I'm going

to say."  And he--he nodded and said,

"Okay."  But afterwards, when he

looked at the buzz and the impact in

the room--and remember, you're

dealing in an alliance in--with a

group of nations who--they haven't

fought since World War II.  None of



the members of the press in that room

from France and Italy and Germany and

Poland and so forth, they weren't war

correspondents.  Those countries

didn't go through Vietnam.  They

didn't fight Desert Storm the way we

did.  And the word "destroy" was

shocking politically.  It's like a

French general said to me later on.

He said, "The Serbs are our European

brothers."  Well, that word,

"destroy", had a lot of impact.  I

wouldn't change it.

MARTIN But who are you fooling?  What else

are you doing when you're dropping

these bombs?

CLARK That's right.  That's right.  This

was a war that certain nations and

countries didn't want to call a war.

It's like an Italian statesman

explained to me after the war.  He

said--he said, "You understand," he

said, "in Italy, we could not use the



word "war."  War meant defeat, death,

destruction.  It meant occupation.

Now," he said, "we have won one."

MARTIN Did you use the word "war?"

CLARK I used it all the time in my internal

discussions and conferences.

MARTIN Publicly?

CLARK I don't recall if I--if I did or not.

But there was no doubt for those

pilots that were up there every night

and every day, flying against the

Serb missiles and anti-aircraft fire,

of course this was war.  What else

was it?

MARTIN Did you ever wish you could pull a

Colin Powell, and get up there and

say, "That's the Yugoslav army.

First we're going to cut it off, and

then we're going to kill it?"



CLARK Well, before one can do something

like that, you've got to be sure

you're going to do it.  I had talked

in several of the press conferences

about striking Serb forces.  And what

I got back in response was a request

for, "Well, how much have you hit,

and how many tanks have you

destroyed, and how much artillery

have you hit and so forth?"  A lot of

battle damage bean counting.  And

battle damage bean counting is

probably the worst way to assess the

effectiveness of air operations, and

yet the press was desperate for some

yardstick for measurement.  And--and

so--because we didn't have ground

troops, we weren't going to be able

to surround the head of the snake and

cut it off.  We were operating with a

different set of forces, and it meant

that the war was likely to be less

decisive.



MARTIN So after the first few days of the

air campaign, you take stock, and

what's your opinion of how you're

doing?

CLARK Well, I was a little bit concerned

because it was clear that--I--I--I

found it, after three days, totally

unbelievable.  I had calls from every

nation, from all levels.  I had

ministers, generals, assistants to

prime ministers, all kinds of

[inaudible], "Do this, do that.

Don't do this, don't--please don't

use our aircraft for this.  You can

use our aircraft for that, but not

this.  We'll get you this, but you

can't have that."  And everything was

converging on my desk.  I was there

with my German chief of staff, my

British deputy, and an American one-

star executive officer, and we were

trying to funnel all of these

requests and handle Washington's

guidance, and it was unbelievable.



And we had been up--we were up

basically all night every night

because that's when the strikes went

in, and then Washington worked until

2 o'clock in the morning European

time, and then you'd get back up and

run a normal duty day the next

morning.  And so it was clear that

the tempo of operations was going to

be extremely high.  We hadn't

delivered a knockout blow.  The first

night you could say, okay, well, he's

moved some of the air defenses and

they didn't shoot at us.  The second

night they didn't shoot at us.  The

third night we started to have

weather problems.  The fourth night

was a Saturday night.  That's the

night we lost the F-117.  That

disrupted all the strikes that night

because we had to concentrate on

getting the pilot back.  The fifth

night, okay, we struck it.  But it

was clear that instead of a knockout

blow with all the tremendous



diplomatic leverage of NATO behind

these air strikes, that the Serbs

were going to try to hang tough

against us.  And so then it was a

question of, okay, well, you've got

to figure out a way to assess how

we're doing in the long run.  It's

not in terms of 20 targets versus 25

targets.  It's what are the right

measures to determine how well we're

doing?  We did an assessment.  We

laid that assessment out in draft

form.  It was basically a mechanical

assessment.  It was--it was--it was

good logic.  It said, here's our

objective.  Here's what we have to

strike.  Here's Milosevic's

objective.  Here's what he has to

protect.  And here's the timelines

and here's the--and what showed was

that Milosevic was basically holding

his own, and that despite these air

strikes, we had not accomplished very

much.



I laid this out in a provocative way

on the video teleconference with my

subordinate commanders.  I wanted to

expose them to this, challenge them,

see what kind of response I got.  If

it incentivized them, fine.  If it

gave them another way of looking at

the problem, fine.  If it made them

say, "Well, sir, you know, we ought

to do A, B or C," fine.  What I got

was an angry call from the Air Force

general saying--later, saying, "Sir,

you're discrediting our efforts.  Our

airmen are doing a beautiful job, and

your measurement system is too

mechanical."  He was right.  It was

too mechanical, because ultimately,

the outcome wasn't a function of what

was destroyed so much as a function

of what Milosevic's expectations were

for the future.

MARTIN How did Washington think you were

doing?



CLARK Well, Washington at first very much

wanted to attack the Serb forces on

the ground.  There was a lot of

pressure to hit the Serb forces.  And

Joe Ralston [ph] called me, I think,

the first, second day into the war.

He says, "The White House is calling,

and they want to know--they want to

know how soon you're going to strike

the tanks, and I'm telling them as

soon as we get the air defense

eliminated; isn't that right?"  I

said, "That's right."  The problem

was that we didn't eliminate the air

defense.  What we did is we

suppressed it, we operated through

it, but it was still there.  Lots of

low-level, high-volume antiaircraft

cannon and machine guns and artillery

were available to shoot at our

aircraft throughout the entire war,

so we never had a free ride going

after the Serb forces on the ground.

Washington then began to look at

this, and they began to say, "Well,



now, since you're not doing that, you

need to attack more strategic

targets."  Then would say, "Why

aren't you attacking--why are you

reattacking this target?  Why are you

going after that?"  I would say,

"Those are the targets that are

approved."  And so there was a lot of

giving, going back and forth with

Washington.

I finally went to Hugh Shelton.  I

said, "Look, I need more aircraft."

I've been on with Mike Shore.  I

said, "Mike, why aren't we attacking

24 hours a day?"  And he said, "Well,

we don't have enough aircraft."  I

said, "But, Mike, ask for more

aircraft.  We'll get them."  So I go

to Hugh Shelton.  I said, "I'd like

more aircraft."  He said, "You can

have more aircraft," he said, "but

only ask once."  Because he was being

assaulted with the charge that he was

incrementalizing the conflict.  So he



wanted to have me put in a big

package, so I put in a big package of

requirements for more aircraft to

come in.  And Washington gradually

began to understand their view of the

war, which was it was strategic air

power.  It was the John Warden air

power thesis.  We were going to get

high-value targets.  We were going to

go to the heartland.  We were going

to take out the--the electricity

system and other things that

Milosevic really valued, and then we

were going to be able to cause him to

stop the campaign on the ground.

The problem was, the Europeans didn't

buy it.  The Europeans didn't really

have the experience, the know-how

with strategic bombing that the

United States has prided itself on.

What they did know is, that the

moral, legal and ethical basis of

this operation was to stop ethnic

cleansing in Kosovo, and they could



not see how you could morally not

attack the Serb forces that were

causing the problems in Kosovo.  So

we really had a two-track strategy.

And I think Washington was always

uneasy with the part of the strategy

that required attacking the Serb

forces.  Conversely, the Europeans

were always uneasy with the strategic

strikes.

MARTIN Did you ever worry in those opening

days, when the results, in just plain

military terms, were fairly

disappointing?  Did you worry that

instead of intensifying the air

campaign, Washington was going to

bail out?

CLARK You know, the truth is, it never

occurred to me that Washington could

bail out.  I never believed it, even

though when I would get phone calls

from people who had participated in

meetings, and one guy called me and



told me, about four or five days into

war--I said, "How's it going?"  And

he told me.  He said, "Wes," he said,

"They're just looking for a way out

back here."  But I don't know who

"they" are.  I didn't know what he

meant.  I didn't care.  I knew that

we had only one way out of this, and

that was to succeed, and it was my

job as the commander on the ground to

put together a program that would

exceed, to explain it, to sell it, to

push for it, and get it done.  And

that's ultimately what we had to do,

and Washington would have to go

along.

It was clear that the Europeans could

not--the Europeans had much more

riding on this than Washington.

There were European governments who

came to me and said, "Look, we can't

fail in this.  We've put our whole

government's trust in your success.

Don't let us lose."



MARTIN How important was it to you

personally to go after those forces,

the Yugoslav forces, that were

committing all of this ethnic

cleansing?

CLARK Well, I thought it was very important

to do it, because I thought that that

was--first of all, it was essential

politically and strategically, but it

was also the right thing to do.  And

it was the most direct way of

affecting the outcome.  That is to

say, if you could have, through

effective airmanship, great targeting

and so forth, taken out 20, 30

percent, 40 percent of the forces

over a period of a couple of days, at

the outset, you would have dealt it a

very, very significant blow to

Milosevic himself, as well as to the

ethnic cleaning campaign.  It turned

out that we couldn't do that.  But--



MARTIN You couldn't--

CLARK We couldn't--

MARTIN Because you didn't have the military

capability or because you didn't have

the political will?

CLARK We didn't have the information on

where they were.  We didn't have all

of the military resources we needed.

For example, we didn't have the

unmanned aerial vehicles flying in

March because they had been pulled

out the previous December through--

because of cold weather concerns and

icing up of the blades and so forth.

They wanted to deploy them somewhere

else.  Anyway, we didn't get them

back in there, so we didn't have all

our assets to strike these forces

when the operation actually began.

We didn't have all the A-10 strike

aircraft we needed.  So there were a

lot of factors that weighed against

this.  We didn't have the political



will to go in there and say to the

airmen, "At all costs, get down there

and mix it up with the Serbs."

One of the things that I recognized

early on is that if we lost a lot of

aircraft early in this operation, it

would be over.

MARTIN You're the military commander.  You

know that Milosevic is going to go

after the Albanians once this war

starts.  So why don't you design a

campaign right from the start that

will cost him dearly if he does that?

CLARK Well, there are several things we

tried to do on this.  First of all,

we did try to, early on, plan for

going after the Serb forces.  I don't

think the planning was as effective

as it should have been, because when

I got my first briefing on the plans

in early March--I think it was the

10th of March--by the airmen, found

out they hadn't done very much.  And,

so I sent them back to get to work on



this.  We couldn't get NATO ground

forces in.  That wasn't in the cards,

and that's what ultimately we need.

And so we came up with the Apaches.

And before the operation ever

started, Hugh Shelton and I talked.

He said, "Take a look and see if you

can use the Apaches."  He said, "I've

talked to Madeline Albright.  She's

worried about the impact of the Serb

forces against the population.  What

do you think about using the

Apaches?"  Well, there wasn't too

much thought required.  It was clear

that if there were Serb forces out

there, moving along, and anywhere but

hidden inside villages, that the

Apaches would be the right weapon

system, provided you could get them

in there, they could fly safely and

so forth.  And so I went to--

immediately to my army forces, my

army commanders there in Europe, and

said, "Put together a package for

this."  The problem was that the



package didn't get good reception in

the Pentagon.

MARTIN So how does this happen?  The

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs says he

thinks the package would be a good

idea, going after those ground

forces.  You think they would be a

good idea.  Everybody agrees that

going after those ground forces is a

top priority.  But you can't get the

Pentagon to approve it.  How's that--

CLARK It's a very strange set of

circumstances, isn't it?  And--and

frankly, I don't have an answer to

it.  I think that's one of the many

things that needs to have been looked

at in this operation.

MARTIN You don't have an--they must have

told you why they--

CLARK They told me--I'll tell you exactly

what happened, David.  I submitted



the requirement, and I was told,

"Well, you have to--you know, we've

got the requirement, but we don't

understand it."  I said, "What is it

that you don't understand?"  Said,

"We have to have the concept of

operation."  I said, "Here's the

concept."  We sent the concept in

that day.  Said, "Well, now we need

more detail on it."  So that was

another day's delay.  Finally about

five or six days into the war, the

Secretary of Defense spoke to me on

the telephone.  It was the first

conversation I had had with him.

And--and I said, "Mr. Secretary, I

need those Apaches."  He said, "This

is the first I've heard of it."  Now,

this action had been in the building

for five or six days at this point,

and I guess it was grinding through

service staffs, and people were

fighting and fussing about it, you

know, "What does this mean and what

does that mean?"  Remember, the



Apaches are an army system, and they

were being asked to be approved by

airmen, by naval personnel, by

Marines and--who don't really

understand the way the army's meant

to approve this system [inaudible].

I suppose that General Shelton, as

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff, wanted the service chiefs to

approve it or something.  I don't

know.  But for whatever reason, when

I mentioned it to Secretary Cohen, he

said he didn't know anything about

it.  And a couple of days later we

had our first video teleconference on

the Apaches.  And I brought in the

plan.  I brought in the commanders

who were going to run it.  It was--it

was held at, I think, 11:30 at night,

my time, and it was 5:30 in the

Pentagon.  And we went into this

video teleconference and I--I thought

I had walked into a courtroom.  I

looked in--video teleconferences are

tough situations anyway, because you



can't see that clearly people's body

language and expressions, and you

don't have the same degree of

communication that you would face to

face.  Well, here was a distant view,

and all this brass lined up, and the

Secretary of Defense, and civilian

leaders there, and all seated around

a table.  It looked exactly like a

jury.  And what was at issue was were

we going to have to resources we need

to win, or where we not?  So I made a

strong case for the Apaches.  General

Jay Hendricks [ph], the core

commander, was going to take the

Apaches down there, and made a strong

case, and then we took questions.

And actually, the first question was-

-was, "What about losses?"  Now, you

know if the first question is losses,

you know that's not a neutral

question.  That's a question that

said, "We're not going out here to

win.  We want to make sure--and you

know, this is a real sensitive thing,



and, you know, what would you lose in

this?"  Not "What will you win?"  So

I knew we were fighting an uphill

battle already.  This made it worse.

And then we proceeded, the army

proceeded to ask questions, the navy,

the marines and so forth, around the

table.  It was clear that these views

were impacting the Secretary of

Defense, and so after an hour or so,

we adjourned the video

teleconference.  It was one of my

darkest moments of the war,

personally, because here was my own

service, the United States Army,

which had spent 20 years, something

like $18 billion developing the

Apaches, and resisting their use in

combat for a variety of reasons.  I

couldn't understand it.  And denying

a commander in chief in the field the

resources that the commander feels he

needs to win.



Well, it turned out that subsequent

to the video teleconference, it was

decided that the Apaches would be

deployed, but that they would not be

used in combat until I got a separate

set of permissions from the National

Command Authority, the Secretary of

Defense and the President.  And so we

begin the process of moving the

Apaches in.

MARTIN Do you think they ever intended to

use those Apaches, or do you think

they were always--

CLARK Well, that's what the Europeans kept

asking.  You know, the Europeans,

with their ambassadors and their--and

their attaches in Washington, would

feed questions in to me.  When I

would brief the ambassadors, they

would say, "Well, General Clark,

there's no intent ever to use these

Apaches, is there?"  I would say,

"Absolutely there's an intent."  I



always had an intent.  Whether

Washington did or not, I really--I

don't know at that point.  They were

certainly nervous about it.  And I

recall at one point General Shelton

asking me about the Apaches and

saying, "Well, you know, Wes," he

said, "We've been talking about it

back here, and--and-and, you know

some people believe that once you use

the Apaches and you lose one, then

you'll be forced to use--lose another

one, and pretty soon you'll keep

using them and you'll lose them all

because it's just the psychology of

it."  I thought, "Well, that's an odd

argument."  I said, "Yes, it could

work that way, but I mean, it didn't

work that way when we lost the first

stealth aircraft.  We didn't feed the

rest of the stealth aircraft in to

try to lose them all."  So there was

a lot of pessimism and defeatism

about these Apaches, which it was

totally out of step with the



capabilities and the morale of the

troops on the ground.  Those men and

women in that task force, who went

into Albania--some 5,000 army people

went in with those--were absolutely

fired up and ready to go.  We

trained.  We organized.  We planned.

We prepared.  We flew practice

missions up to the border.  In fact,

by the end--near the end of the

operation, they were flying along the

border.  They could actually see the

Serb forces sitting inside Kosovo,

waiting to be struck by long-range--

they could have fired without even

going into Kosovo, and I couldn't get

permission.

[Tape change, Tape 2 to 3.]

MARTIN Wasn't the real problem with the

Apaches that it looked just too much

like a ground ware?



CLARK Well, some people said that, but

since General Shelton offered them, I

believe that that was a policy issue

that really he had to work.  I asked

for the Apaches because I saw a

military use for them.  And whether

it looked like a ground war or not, I

mean, they were flying machines, they

were in the air, they were shooting

from the air, and they would have,

the pilots, if there had been any

trouble, would have been recovered by

their aircraft.

I don't know.  I think we could have

gotten through the policy issue.  I

think the real problem in the

Pentagon was that, first of all,

there was division over whether we

should fight the war at all.

Secondly, there were people who

believed that any risks weren't worth

the, the effort, and that there was

another group who believed that



destroying the Serb forces wouldn't

matter.

And so when you had these three sets

of arguments arrayed against you, and

it was essentially a jury system, and

the jury wasn't going to vote to

execute.

Now, I guess, the president could

have overridden that or the secretary

of Defense or maybe Hugh Shelton, but

they didn't.

MARTIN So, after a month, you have the NATO

summit.  What did you hope to

accomplish at the NATO summit?

CLARK Well, I was, I was very concerned

because there was no guarantee that

air power alone would bring us the

success we wanted.  Yes, we were--I

thought we were winning with air

power; that is to say, we hadn't lost

but the one aircraft and, at that



point, and we'd shot down several of

his, and he couldn't really do much

to us, and we were developing

stronger systems, and we were

reinforcing.

You know, it was clear it was going

in our favor.  We were winning the

escalation, but there wasn't an

obvious stopping point.  And as we

developed more targets, we would

strike more targets.  But what would

bring the game to a halt?  How would

you score the decisive goal?  And so

as we looked, we realized you had to

go back to that ground option.  You

had to have a ground option.  You had

to be prepared to use it rather than

have an air campaign go on

indefinitely because air campaigns

don't go on indefinitely.

You know, an air campaign, it's a

depreciating asset.  It has a half-

life.  At first it has shock effect,



and striking power, and it gets a lot

of attention, and then people say,

"Oh, ho hum.  He's bombed another ten

targets today.  And, oh, you lost an

aircraft.  Oh, that's a big defeat."

And the enemy gets smarter about how

to conceal things, and he disperses,

and your obvious targets are hit

first, and then it becomes more

difficult to find targets, and then

the targets become dual use like,

"Well, why would you bomb a bridge

because there's civilian traffic

across the bridge, as well as

military?  Aren't you just striking

civilians?"

And you have accumulation of

accidents, and you, you, you

consistently you lose ground with an

air campaign.  It gets its major

impact up-front so you have to have

something to follow it with.



We started looking at that in early

April, and the Army sent me a small

planning team, and we began to take

out the concept plans we developed

the previous summer, lay them out,

and I believe--there was a

congressional delegation that came

over, Secretary Cohen and a number of

senators, and Senator John McCain

asked, as I recall, in this meeting,

he said, "Well, what about a ground

campaign?"

And I said, "Well, not now."  This

was like two weeks into the war.  I

said, "Let's give the air campaign

time to work."

He said, "But when?"

I said, "Well, that's the key

question.  I said certainly before,

before the snows block the mountain

passes, we've got to have this thing

done."  And so as we looked, we had a



limited time window to move into the

decision making to get us into a

ground campaign that would terminate

before the snows blocked the passes

in mid-October or late October or

November, depending on how it was

that particular winter.

And so we started looking at the

ground campaign, and my idea was that

this would be discussed behind the

scenes at the summit in Washington.

I had hoped that this would be

discussed behind the scenes.

MARTIN So, basically, with this

congressional delegation, he let the

cat out of the bag, we need a ground

campaign.

CLARK Well, I--

MARTIN And at the time, this was not

publicly discussed.



CLARK I think the congressional delegation

understood it.  I think it was a

question of when do you need the

ground campaign, not if.

MARTIN What did Secretary Cohen think about

you bringing up the ground campaign?

CLARK Well, during the congressional visit,

as I recall, he listened to my answer

to McCain, he nodded, and he seemed

supportive at that point.  In fact,

as I recall, he made a statement,

"We're going to give General Clark

everything he needs to succeed in

this operation."

So I felt pretty good about it at

that point, but it was, the planning

was difficult for the ground campaign

because to really plan a campaign,

you have to have subordinate

headquarters, and they have to do

detail planning, you have to have



troop lists and so forth, and none of

that had been arranged.  And so

a lot of this planning was

conceptual.   It was slow, and it

was, it was agonizing.  And we were

saying, well, how would we use forces

if we had them or how would we fight

on the ground and so forth.

So I talked to Hugh Shelton about

this, and I would exp--every night I

would talk to him and explain my

thoughts and, "Yeah, yeah, that's

about right."  I wanted him on my

side on this thing.  I wanted to

bring him along so he could see it.

And, and Monday of the week before

the summit, which was to begin on

Friday morning, I talked to General

Shelton in the afternoon.  I had Tony

Blair coming the next day, and I was

still worried about the ground

operation.  The Brits, of course,

were more realistic than the



Americans.  They wanted us to move

toward recognizing that we needed a

ground backup.  Nobody wanted to use

a ground force if you could win it

with air power, but what are you

going to do, just give up?

So you had to have a ground

operation, and I mentioned this to

Hugh Shelton.  And as we were talking

about this and talking about the

summit and so forth, suddenly he said

to me, he said, "Well, you're not

coming to the summit, are you?"

I said, "Well, yes, I am."

He said, "But why?"

I said, "Because, well, SACEUR has

always gone to the summit.  I've got

a briefing to do.  It's the strategic

center of gravity."  I said, "These

nations put their--I mean, I'm the



commander.  I'm expected to present

the operation there."

I could tell, you know, there's no

response on the telephone, and I know

I'm speaking to, you know, I can feel

the resistance there.  And, and, and

so he picks back up on the theme, and

I said, you know, that we, you know,

"If we're going to talk about ground

forces, they're going to want to know

something about how that looks, and

they're going to, you know, I can

help sell that ground forces

campaign."

And he said to me, "Wes, if there's

any selling to be done of ground

forces, it'll be done by the

president.  Do you understand that?"

I said, "Yes, I do, but I still have

my responsibilities too."  He changed

the subject, and we went on with the

phone call.  I had people in and out



of my office all the time, and some

people heard this on the speaker

phone because I had somebody trying

to--there were so many phone calls

coming into that office that it was

nonstop conversations.  And so you'd

have this phone would ring, you'd

pick it up because it's a hot line

coming out of the Pentagon.  Someone

would run in and say, "You've got

Solana on the other phone, you're

trying to hold a conversation with

somebody else."  And so these

conversations would get all

intermixed.  So several people heard

this conversation.

And about an hour later Solana called

from Brussels, and he said, he says,

"Secretary," he says, "Sandy Berger

has just called me.  Secretary Cohen

does not want you to come to the

summit.  What is this about?"

Solana, of course, knew that I was

supposed to be there, and he counted



on me to brief, and he knew that the

Europeans had a lot of confidence in

what I was doing, and he also knew

that if you have an operation where

the commander hides in front of the

political leadership and won't take

his personal accountability for it,

as he said to me, "You're

responsible," then he knew that was a

sort of kiss of death to the policy.

It made it look weak and wishy-washy.

It risked losing consensus and so

forth.

So, I mean, he was clearly leaning

toward accepting and supporting my

attending.  He says, "So what is this

about?"  I explained the conversation

with Shelton.  He said, "I will call

back to Berger.  I will tell him I'm

going to speak to Cohen directly."

So he does.

About two hours later, Solana calls

back in and says, "I've spoken to



Cohen.  He does not want you to come.

He says you're too busy" or something

like this.  And, and he says, "I told

him you're the supreme commander, and

you must make that decision, and I

will support your decision.  What is

your decision?"

Well, during this two hours, I had

called in all of my experts, all of

my political advisers.  I called in

some of my team there, and I said,

"You know, we've got a problem here.

I mean, this is, is bad.  What is

this?"

They said, "Sir, you have got to go.

I mean this is a position Eisenhower

set up.  This is the role of the

strategic commander.   You've got to

present this.  This is the center of

gravity of the whole operation.  If

you're not there, this operation

won't be supported."



MARTIN Did you buy Secretary Cohen's reason,

that you were just too busy?

CLARK Well, honestly, that was a decision--

if I'd been ordered directly by

Secretary Cohen not to come, if he'd

said, "Wes, I don't want you here,"

that would have been one thing, but

he didn't say that.  And, really,

whether I was too busy or not, well,

that was sort of my problem.  I was

the commander.  I had video

teleconferencing in the Pentagon,

just like I had it in Europe.  I had

an aircraft that was--had full secure

communication, so what did it mean

that I was too busy?  That was really

up to me.

Yes, I was tired, but who wasn't

tired by that point in Washington and

in this operation?  We were all

working pretty hard.  And so it

didn't, it didn't wash.  It wasn't

compelling, and I immediately



responded to Solana.  I said, "Of

course, I've got to go."

He said, "I will support it, and I

will tell Cohen."  And so like that,

it was over.

MARTIN But, basically, you ignore the

secretary of Defense on this.

CLARK Well, I wouldn't say ignore.  I was

really operating in two chains of

command.  There was a NATO chain, and

I had responsibilities in that NATO

chain, and there was a U.S. chain.

And, ultimately, of course, when push

came to shove, it was the U.S. chain

that would hire me, and that hired me

and would fire me.  And so, and they

paid me, and I wore a U.S. uniform,

and I am a United States Army officer

or I was, and therefore, ultimately,

I had to take orders from the

national chain.  But I didn't exactly

get an order.



It was like, "He doesn't want you

there.  He doesn't want to speak to

you directly.  He wants to pass it

through NATO.  He wants NATO to tell

you not to come, but NATO's not going

to tell you that."  So I was going in

the capacity as supreme allied

commander, not as commander-in-chief,

U.S. European Command.  In that

sense, I was working for Solana.

MARTIN But you're going as supreme allied

commander, basically, without a

winning strategy.

CLARK Well, I believed it was a winning

strategy that was waiting to be

adopted.  In other words, I believe

we were winning in the air command,

and as I said at the time, we're

winning, Milosevic is losing, and he

knows it.  That is what--I didn't

just say it because it sounded good.

I mean, it was true.  He knew he was



losing, but the question was how

soon.

And it was a race of our destruction

against alliance cohesion, meddling

by the Russians, outrage by the

international community, and so we

needed that ground plan backup.  And

when I talked to Prime Minister Blair

before the summit, it was, in fact,

the very next day he came to the

headquarters, he asked me, he sat in

the chair one-on-one with me,

privately in the office, and he said,

"I want to know if we're going to

win."

I said, "Yes, Prime Minister, we're

going to win."

He says, "No, I want to know are we

going to win?"  He didn't want a

shallow, oh, by the way, of course,

we're going to win answer.  He wanted

to know.



And I pledged to him that I would do

everything possible to make the air

campaign succeed, but I also told him

there were no guarantees with air

alone.

And he asked him, he said, "Will you

get ground troops if you need them?"

And I had just had this anxious run-

in with, with Hugh Shelton the day

before on the ground troops issue,

and I had to honestly say, "I don't k

now."

And Prime Minister Blair then said he

would do everything he could to make

sure we succeeded.  He explained to

me that--how much the European

governments had at risk in this

operation, far more--this war was far

more immediate to these European

governments than it was to the

American government.  They were

there.  The million-and-a-half



Albanians were coming their

direction.  They'd been in the

Balkans for a decade.  The United

States had been there only recently.

They had losses, significant losses

of people and prestige in the

Balkans.  The United States hadn't.

The United States was interested in

worldwide problems.  They had to be

able to handle, with the United

States' help, Europe.  This was

hugely significant.  And for the

Germans, it was their first real

combat operation since World War II,

when they'd been on the, everybody on

the other side, and the same with the

Italians.  So you can imagine what

was at stake.

So Blair went through all of that.

And when I left there, I knew I had

his strong support to do whatever was

necessary to ensure that we were

going to succeed.



MARTIN But when you go to that NATO summit,

you have an air command which you

know you can't sustain indefinitely,

and you have no assurance that you

can even begin preparations for a

ground offensive.

CLARK That's right.

MARTIN It doesn't sound like a winning

strategy.

CLARK Well, I had a winning strategy.  I

just had to sell it, David.  And so

when I--the day before, the next day

after the Blair meeting, I had

Solana, I saw Solana and Nauman

again.  I went back over the ground

planning.  I gave Solana a letter.  I

explained why we needed the ground

plan.  I needed him to carry the

message to Washington on the ground

plan because it was clear I wasn't

going to get through directly on

this, and Solana carried that



message.  And he, and Blair, and the

president discussed this, and I got

the authority, before the summit

started, to do what was called an

assessment of the ground plans.

Now nobody knows what assessment

means.  It could mean everything from

sort of dusting off, and waiting, and

saying, "Okay.  You know, here it is.

You can still read the ink," into a

full-fledged war plan.  And so I

chose to move it in the latter

direction.  And after the summit, we

quickly put together a planning team,

and we really dug in on the

assessment side.

So it was a narrow, it was a close

call.  It was skirting the bounds of

what was diplomatically and

politically feasible, but

nevertheless I, I felt very reassured

leaving that summit.  I knew we had

solid NATO determination to win.  We



had cohesion.  We weren't going to

lose.

MARTIN Did Secretary Cohen give you any

talking points, shall we say, before

you went into that summit?

CLARK Well, I had breakfast with him when I

first arrived.  He didn't mention the

fact, by the way, he didn't say,

"Well, I see you're here, you know,

despite the fact I didn't want you

here."  No, no.  He was very

diplomatic, and very polite, and

welcomed me there, and we had

breakfast together one-on-one.  And I

explained to him why I was concerned

about the need to plan for the

ground.  I wanted him to understand

that I wasn't pushing to do a ground

operation.  I was pushing to make the

air campaign succeed.

But, on the other hand, we weren't

going to let it fail and have NATO



fail.  We had to have a back-up plan.

And what he said to me was he said,

"Look, Wes," he said, "This summit is

about the air campaign and that's all

it's about.  We better do our best to

make it succeed or we'll both be

writing our resumes."

And I left with a, with a positive

feeling.  I went over to the--

MARTIN That's a positive feeling?

CLARK That's a positive feeling because any

time I had a good conversation with

the Secretary of Defense, and, and I

felt like, you know, we had one-on-

one communication, I always felt like

we--I usually felt like we

communicated pretty well.

MARTIN But wait a minute.  You have, you

have an air campaign which, which you

know you can't sustain indefinitely,

and he tells you it's got to work or

we're out of a job.



CLARK Well, I had the assessment option

already in my pocket at that point.

So I knew we were going to do the

assessment, and I knew that Secretary

Cohen was one voice, but I also knew

that, when reality sunk in, that the

United States was not going to

terminate the operation with a losing

air campaign.

We just, no matter, no matter how

politically difficult it was, no

matter what the guidance was coming

out of the Pentagon, no matter what

the secretary said to me at that

time, I knew why he was saying it.

He didn't want to be quoted as, he

didn't want to be, anybody thinking

that he was jumping ship on the air

campaign.  But the simple fact was

you know that the United States is

not going to undertake an operation

that it, that it loses.  I knew that,

and I had confidence in this country.



MARTIN So you come out of the NATO summit,

and you go back to Belgium, and a

couple of days later you hold what

turns out to be your final press

briefing.

CLARK My final press brief, yeah.

MARTIN Why was it your final press briefing?

CLARK Well, I thought--it was a routine

press brief.  They liked--I had to

give a press briefing at the NATO

summit, and some of the public

affairs types saw it, and they said,

"Well, you've got to give the same

thing to the Belgium press corps

because they all weren't there.  You

know, give them the complete, we're

winning, he's losing, and he knows

it, and lay it out, you know, why and

what you've achieved, and so on."



So I did that.  I, I had visual aids

and so forth to do it.  Javier Solana

always used to say, "You have to make

these press briefings more

interesting, more interesting."  So I

really went all out to try to get the

visual aides to bring people into the

brief so they would understand it.

And as the brief was wrapping up, a

correspondent said, "Well, you know,

how many, how many of these tanks

have you destroyed, actually?  What

are you actually destroying on the

ground?"  And we went back through

the battle damage bean counting

problem.

And then I said, "You know, if you

actually were going to count the

forces, you might find that there's

actually more than when we started

because he's reinforcing."  Well,

sure, I mean, what military leader



wouldn't reinforce if he could when

he's losing things?

Well, to me, the reinforcements were

a sign that he--his strategy wasn't

working, that he was taking losses

and trying to beef up his forces to

compensate for the losses.  But

somehow this got twisted into a, into

a headline that said, "General admits

air war's a failure."  And I guess it

was read by someone as, back in the

White House, as saying, as sabotaging

the air war, and of course that's not

at all what I said.  It was the

furthest thing from what I intended.

And, and the next night I got a phone

call from Hugh Shelton.  I had

General Klaus Nauman down for dinner.

He was getting ready leave.  He's the

chairman of the Military Committee,

and I had a very small dinner party

there just to talk about the war



really and say goodbye to him and so

forth.

And I got, they said, "Sir, you have

an urgent phone call from General

Shelton."

I said, "Can I call him back?"

He said, "No, he's got to talk to you

right now."  So I leave the dinner

table.  I go upstairs, and I get on

the red switch direct to Shelton.  I

think the speaker was on.  And he

says, he says, "Wes, your press

conference occasioned a lot of

discussion today over in the

Principles Committee."

I said, "Okay."

And he said, and, and--because I

thought it had gone pretty well.  And

he said, he said, "And, and people

are pretty concerned about it."  And



he said, "In fact, I've got some

guidance for you from the Secretary

of Defense, and he asked me to give

it to you verbatim.  Are you ready?"

I said, "Yes, sir."

He said, "Get your face off the

television.  No more briefings; is

that clear?"

I said, "Yes, sir."  I said, "But

what, I mean, what's this really

about?"

He said, "Well, you know, the

president, the president looked at

it, he read, he read your, he read

the story.  He said, `Well, this

doesn't support the headline,' and

then he read your press conference,

and he said, `He didn't say anything

wrong.'"

I said, "Well, that's okay then."



He said, "But the guidance still

stands."  Well, it didn't make--the

guidance wasn't actually clear

either.

So the next day we had to call back

to the Pentagon, and we had to say,

"And exactly what does the secretary,

what is the restriction I'm under

precisely?  I can never talk to the

press again?  I can never do a

briefing again?  What is it?"  So it

turned out I could still talk to the

press, I could still take them on

trips, I just couldn't do any more

briefings in Brussels.

MARTIN So they don't want you at the summit,

they don't want you briefing the

press.  This is a vote of no

confidence.

CLARK Well, it certainly caused some dark

thoughts, and we heard some other



rumblings like this.  But, you know,

basically I couldn't dwell on those.

Early on in the campaign, I had a

congressional visit, where a

congressman pulled me aside.  I had

finished briefing.  This was like

five or six days into the campaign.

The congressman pulled me aside, and

he said, he said, "They're setting

you up."

I said, "Excuse me?"

He said, "I said they're setting you

up."

I said, "Well, I mean, I can't," I

said, "I can't go into that, I mean."

He said, "First, they got Madeleine

Albright, now they're coming after

you."  And so there had always been

those overtones in this.  There were

a lot of, of tough editorials.  One

editorial from a British historian

that I knew personally and respected



saying I wasn't man enough to run the

campaign, and there were, there were

other cri--he didn't like the, they

didn't like the strategy, and I had

picked the wrong strategy, even

though I hadn't picked the strategy.

So there was a lot of criticism in

this campaign, but I'll tell you

something.  The British minister of

Defense, George Robertson, stood up

for me, and, and I was very, very

grateful for the support of our

allied leaders.

MARTIN There's a, there's a quote in there

in which you say that the air

campaign was in serious trouble.  Did

you believe that really this thing

might fail?

CLARK No, but I believed that we had to

pull some rabbits out of the hat to

keep it going.  There were various

places where the air campaign began



to lose ground.  Once we started to

have accidents and civilians began to

be injured in, in the attacks, and

then the, the ambassadors from these

NATO nations began to question the

strategy, and they began to say--at

one council meeting an ambassador

turned to me and he says, "How long

are we going to have to put up with

this?"  He said, meaning these

civilian casualties.

I said, "As long as there's an air

campaign."  And I said, "Your

government has to stop asking the

questions about how long it's going

to last and start helping us shape

public opinion to understand that

when you commit to a policy of using

air strikes you're going to

inevitably have accidents and

injuries to civilian personnel on the

ground.  It's inevitable."



And so what we had was an emerging

split between the United States and

its European allies that was getting

deeper and stronger, with the United

States wanting to do the strategic

bombing, and in the strategic bombing

campaign taking these risks of these

casualties, and the Europeans who

wanted to focus more intensively on

stopping the Serb forces in Kosovo.

MARTIN So what was the rabbit?

CLARK What was the?

MARTIN The rabbit that you had to pull out

of the hat.

CLARK Oh, what were, what were the rabbits?

Well, what we had to do is we had to

look very carefully at the rules of

engagement and what we engaged when

so we restricted our chances of

having collateral damages.  We had to

increase the number of targets so we



had more targets to strike.  We had

to change the mix of aircraft so we

could do a more effective job of

coming in after the Serb forces on

the ground.

I had a retired four-star general who

helped me put together an

intelligence, a strike system using

the unmanned aerial vehicles and some

Army intelligence personnel to get a

tighter focus on the forces on the

ground.

And then we just had to keep pulling

people back together again.  When we

needed to strike strategy targets, I

had to lean hard on the Europeans,

and I had to ask Washington to help

me lean at the political level.  But

at the same time, I had to lean on

Washington to keep their support for

striking the tactical targets that

were down in Kosovo.



MARTIN So this sounds like it was a pretty

close-run thing here.

CLARK I think it was closer run, in terms

of alliance cohesion, than many

people on the outside might have

believed, only because, as the

campaign dragged on, the impatience

for termination grew.  And, to me,

this was one of the most serious

risks to the campaign is that

somehow, having gone this far, the

increase in accidental civilian

casualties and the impatience of the

governments to be finished with this

and get it over with would lead us to

soften the conditions and make

concessions to Milosevic in an effort

to terminate the operation that

would, in effect, pull the rug out

from under NATO's success.

MARTIN And still, while you're worrying

about alliance cohesion, Washington



is stalling on the ground option,

correct?

CLARK Well, we had some difficulties with

the, with the ground option as we

developed.  First of all, I wanted to

be very certain, on both the Apaches

and the ground option, that when they

were used, they worked.  This was for

real.  This was, for me, the

culmination of my 33 years of active

military service.  Everything I'd

learned, everything I'd studied,

everything I'd read, the lessons

learned from Desert Storm, all of the

military history books, three--three

and a half years at the National

Training Center watching units fight,

a year and a half in a battle command

training program watching division

corps commanders fight, everything

that I'd studied it was all there

laid out.



I had to produce the very best plan,

a plan that I thought might work, and

it had to work before the snows fell

in the mountains, and so we started a

planning process.

I had to bring the other four stars

along with me, my four stars, the

ones that worked for me.  They were

all over the map.  Some, initially,

were saying, "Gee, you know, if the

air command doesn't work, to hell

with it."  Others were saying, "Let's

invade and go seize Belgrade."  I had

to get them all in the boat and more

or less working cohesively because

otherwise the command would be picked

apart by conflicting guidance and

conflicting viewpoints from outside,

from the Pentagon, as they talked to

my four stars.

So I worked the four stars, I worked

the planning process, and I worked

Washington.  And, finally, I came up



with an operational concept I thought

was, would work.  We briefed it to

the European chiefs of Defense, I

briefed it to Shelton, and I flew

back to Washington to brief it in

Washington, and--

MARTIN The reaction was?

CLARK Well, I tried to set up the briefing.

This was a briefing to the joint

chiefs and the secretary of Defense

in the so-called TANK.  This was my

first chance to face-to-face talk

about the strategy for the war for

the joint chiefs of staff.  We'd done

it on VTC, but this was the first

time, since I'd been in command, that

they actually said, "Hey, you know,

come on in and talk to us."  So I was

really anxious to do this and do it

right.

So I first went to the Army chief.

He was the man who was going to have



to support it.  It was going to be

Army forces that were the bulk of the

forces, and I laid out the plan for

him.  I said, "I need your support on

this, Chief."

And he said, "Well, I certainly

support your planning it," he said,

"but, you know," he said, "you need

to really look at going in from the

North and coming through Belgrade,

and, and, and we need to look at the

logistics really seriously back here.

I'd like to have our Army staff

logisticians look at this," or words

to that effect.

Well, I, in "Pentagonese," that's

known as the stall.  That's give us

the plan, stay tuned, we'll be back

to you sometime in the next six

months with the right answer.  But

the planning was my responsibility,

as the commander, not his

responsibility.  His responsibility



was to support me for the things I

requested support on.  He didn't

support me on this.

So I went down to see the vice

chairman of the joint chiefs of

staff, and he'd been a friend for a

long time.  We'd been colleagues.

We'd known each other since we were

two stars.  He's an Air Force

officer.  We'd sat around his table

many times and talked about things.

And I went in to see him, and I said,

"Joe, I need your support on the

plan," and I briefed him on the plan.

He's a very quick study.

He said, "Okay, okay.  I got it, I

got it."  He said, "But," he said,

"But let me ask you this question,

Wes."  He said, "Now," he says,

"let's say we were to execute your

plan and there was a problem in

Korea," and he says, "and we've got

80,000 Americans, counting the



dependents and everybody, in Korea,

and we've got to take action, what

would be the impact?"

I said, "Well, there wouldn't be any

impact because you've got other

forces designated to do that."

And then he said, "But I care about

oil," he said, "And if at the same

time we had a problem in the Persian

Gulf, then what would be the impact,

and we were doing your plan and

Korea?"

I said, "Well, you'd have a four-week

delay in going one place or the other

because that's how long it would

probably take to get the forces out

of Kosovo, if that's what you decide

to do, turn them around, put them on

a ship, reload them and get them into

the Persian Gulf."  I said, "But,

Joe, you're not telling me that we're

considering losing the only war we're



fighting just to be ready in case two

other wars might happen

simultaneously, neither of which

shows any likelihood of happening."

And he said, "Well, these are the

kind of questions we have to ask."

So I knew that there was no support

there.  So I went into the TANK, and

I briefed the plan.  There were

reporters scurrying around the

Pentagon.  You know, "Oh, Clark's

come back to brief a plan, and you

know, what's going to happen?"  Well,

the simple truth was that, when

you're in a position like that,

unless you're ready to have a

showdown, don't have it.

So I briefed the plan as an in-

process review, I took note of the

concerns, and I walked back out of

there.  I noticed the secretary of

Defense didn't come to the briefing,



so I went upstairs to--I went back to

Hugh Shelton afterwards, and I said,

"I'd like to take a letter to the

secretary of Defense and talk to him

about the, about the planning and why

we need the ground forces."

And so he said, "Sure, go ahead."  So

I went in to see the secretary alone

and explained why we needed to move

ahead with the ground force planning.

He accepted the letter.  He said,

"I'll read it."

And so I left, this was about the

20th or the 21st of May, as I

remember the date, and, and I felt

pretty good about it.  I knew we, we

didn't have a decision, but we hadn't

lost anything, and I had my chance to

engage.  I knew sort of where the

difficulties were, I knew what the

issues were, I knew who was where,

and now I had some time to work it.



[Tape change:  Tape 3 to 4.]

MARTIN You know what they were saying about

you, "Clark's got a vendetta against

the service.  Malodic [ph] tricked,

tricked him into putting that hat on.

The Serbs wouldn't let him have safe

passage into Sarajevo.  He lost three

of his colleagues.  He just hates the

Serbs, and he is out for revenge up

against Milosevic."

CLARK Well, people say a lot of things

about other people during combat.

The actual truth of this was that I

was probably the only commander in

the 20th century that really knew his

adversary.  I'd spent hundreds of

hours with Milosevic.  I'd negotiated

with him, I'd eaten lobster with him,

I had broken bread with him on

numerous occasions.  We talked about

families.  I knew how he thought.  I

knew what his motivations were.



And this was a war about breaking the

will of your adversary.  I thought I

knew how to do it, and he wasn't

going to break mine.

MARTIN But he might break NATO's.

CLARK He didn't break NATO's, and he wasn't

about to break NATO's.  Because what

Milosevic never really understood was

this wasn't a conflict strictly about

Kosovo.  It wasn't even a conflict,

ultimately, about ethnic cleansing.

It was a battle about the future of

NATO, about the credibility of the

United States as a force in world

affairs.  And the longer it went on,

the more clearly the nations of the

West would see those issues.

They would come close.  They would

walk the line.  There would be

foreign ministers, occasionally, and

other policy people who would express

reservations and concerns, and



disagreement, but when it came down

to the decisions, NATO was going to

decide to succeed.  And I had no

doubt that had there been a

requirement to use ground forces,

NATO would have used those ground

forces, and they would have been

successful.

MARTIN Did you ever get a chance to brief

the president on your plan for ground

forces?

CLARK I never did get a chance to brief the

president on the ground forces plan.

I expected that this would occur

sometime in the, in the June period.

But what happened is that, in late

May, Secretary Cohen went to meet

with the Europeans and to assess

whether they would support ground-

force planning.  He came back and

reported the Europeans wouldn't

support it.



The next, that weekend I was being

asked by Hugh Shelton would I come

back and go to a meeting with the

president and talk about the ground

forces.  I said, "Absolutely."  I

said, "Of course, you know, you're

asking me to come back.  I've got to

have an invitation to come back.  And

so tell me when the meeting is, I'll

be there."

So this conversation went on two or

three times between Shelton's

assistant and my assistant every day.

Finally, on a Sunday night, as I

recall, Joe Ralston called me, and he

said, "Look, Wes, I know you're

concerned about coming into this

meeting with the, wit the chiefs."  I

think it was scheduled to be

Thursday, the 3rd of June, but I've

got it--I would have to check and

make sure the date's right.  But

that's, as I recall, what it was.



And he said, "I know you're

interested in coming to that

meeting," he said, "But, look," he

said, "this is one of these routine

meetings.  It's a picture-taking

basically.  They go in every six

months or a year, and they brief the

president.  They take pictures.  They

probably won't even talk about the

war, but, you know, if they do, we

can, if we need you, we can always

call you, but you can't come back,"

he said, "Because if you came back,

you'd put too much pressure on the

secretary and the president to make a

decision on a ground campaign."

MARTIN It's the NATO summit all over again.

CLARK So it was an effort to sort of avoid

taking a stand and so forth.  I, I

was disappointed about this.  I--it

didn't strike me as, as what was

really going to happen at the

meeting.  And, and I considered--I

had the opportunity, as the supreme



allied commander, I could talk, I

could legally, within my charter, I

could talk to anybody, including the

president, directly.

But I also knew, given the

sensitivities of the Pentagon that

once I did that, that the spear was

thrown, it would be thrown back, and

so I'd have my, I'd have my shot, and

then all hell would probably break

loose, and so I weighed that option

very carefully.

And someone delivered to me

transcripts of conversations that

Prime Minister Blair and President

Clinton were having in which

President Clinton had already

acknowledged that he would support

moving to a ground offensive if

that's what was required.  He said,

"We'll do anything necessary," and

that's what he committed to Prime

Minister Blair.



MARTIN That's a big change from the--

CLARK So--

MARTIN --start of the war, when he--

CLARK It was a big change.  And when I saw

that, I breathed considerably easier

about the 3 June meeting.  As it

turned out, the 3rd of June was, the

meeting took place on the very day

that the group went in to see

Milosevic to work out his agreement

to NATO's terms.

MARTIN At the beginning of the war, when you

heard the president say he had no

intention of putting U.S. troops into

Kosovo, what did you--

CLARK Well, I wasn't consulted on that, but

I wasn't surprised by it either.  I

knew that everyone was concerned.  I

had already had a conversation with



some members of the Senate who had

asked me I thought, and I'd said--

"You know, if the air campaign

doesn't work," they said, "then

what?"

I said, "Well, you go to ground

troops."  And they reported back to

the secretary, thanking the secretary

for my candor.  And, of course, the

secretary was quite upset that I had

been that candid with them.  It was

only my personal opinion.  There'd

been no policy decision made, and so

I knew that--how political, how

sensitive this decision would be.  So

I wasn't surprised when the president

said it, and I didn't take it as

particularly restrictive because he

said he had no intent.  That doesn't

mean he won't have intent later, it

just meant that, currently, at that

moment, he had no intent.



MARTIN It must have been reassuring to

Milosevic.

CLARK Well, I don't know.  You know,

Milosevic would have, he would have

been more intimidated if we had gone

to a ground, serious ground

preparations early.  But, on the

other hand, if the president had

said, "I'll use ground forces," and

then we'd had a big debate in

Congress, and people had said, "Well,

why, and what's it worth, and why

would you do this and so forth," you

might have had a loss of momentum

against Milosevic.  I think it's one

of those debatable issues.

In any event, it forestalled a debate

in Congress.  What I found was it

also forestalled my planning inside

the Pentagon because the statement

did take on a certain life of its own

with respect to the secretary and

some of the people in the Pentagon



leadership who then felt they had to

uphold the pledge, and--or maybe the

conditions hadn't changed

sufficiently for them to modify the

pledge.

But, for whatever reason, the

statement did come back, I think, to

impede our ability to get a grip on

the ground plan.  But it wasn't that

clear-cut a case that it gave

anything to Milosevic.

MARTIN By the time the war ended, did you

feel you had pretty much burned your

bridges with the Pentagon?

CLARK Actually, I guess I'm an optimist.

No, I didn't.  I thought this is a,

it's been a tough, tough struggle.

You know, we've had some differences

of opinions in here.  I've been

pushing.  At one point early in the

war I asked Hugh Shelton, when I was

pounding on Washington to get me more



targets, I said, I said, "Am I

pushing too hard?"  And I expected

him to say, "No, Wes, we need you to

keep pushing," but he didn't.

He said, "I just don't know.  I don't

know what to tell you."  So,

obviously, I was pushing hard.  And,

on the other hand, isn't that what

you expect of a commander?  Don't we

expect our commanders to do

everything in their power to get the

resources, to get the job done that

they're given to take care of the

mission and the men and women who

work for them?  We don't expect the

commanders to worry about the

political niceties.  We don't expect

the softest language.  If we do,

we're talking about a different level

of command.

In this case, I did what was

necessary to try to bring the

operation to a successful conclusion,



and the fact is it did succeed, and,

and I thought that, basically, the

frictions with the Pentagon would

sort of disappear with the end of the

operation.

MARTIN But you had burned your bridges.

CLARK Well, apparently so.  I was back in

Washington several times after the

operation.  I testified on the 1st of

July.  I came back to a conference

with Hugh Shelton and the other

regional commanders-in-chiefs in mid-

July.  And I went back to Europe the

last week in July, and I got a call

about it was about--well, I got a

call early in the morning.  I was

leaving England en route to

Lithuania, they said, "The chairman

needs to talk to you precisely at 10

p.m."  My aide told me this.  Okay.

Well, I mean, I'm going to Lithuania.

I've got dinner.  Sure, it's up to

the aide to arrange the phone call.



At 10 o'clock that night I was having

dessert with the president of

Lithuania in a restaurant in Vilnius,

and the communicator came in with a,

with a cell phone, and he said, "Sir,

the chairman's on.  He's, it's 10

after 10:00, and he's anxious to talk

to you."

I said, "Well, oh God, that's right.

I remember I was supposed to have

talked to him at 10:00.  I don't know

what happened to the phone call."  I

got up.  I excused myself from the

president.  I went outside.

I said, "Sir, you know, I'm sorry.  I

missed the phone call.  I don't have

secure right here.  We're at a

restaurant.  If you give me a few

minutes, I can run back."

He said, "Oh, no."  He says, "You

don't need that."  He said, "I just



want to tell you that the secretary's

made the decision you're going to be

coming out of command early."

And, and I was stunned, and I said,

"Why?"  And he explained, and we went

through the reasons, and the reasons

didn't sound really cogent, and

particularly when he told me that I'd

served longer than the average

SACEUR.  And I said, "But I've, I

will have been here less than three

years, and you're pulling me out in

less than three years."

He said, "Wes," he said, "the average

SACEURs only serve for two and a half

years."

I said, "Well," I said, "I don't

understand how you figure that."

He said, "Well, General Shali was

only there a little over a year, and

Jouwan served for three and three



quarters years.  So that adds up to

five, and divided by two, that's a

little less than two and a half, and-

-

And I said, "Yes, but there was

Rogers, and Galvin, and Hague, and

Goodpasture, and all of those people

served five, six, Rogers, eight

years, I said.  And he says, "But,

oh, that was a long time ago."

So I said, "Well," he said, I said,

"Well," and he said, "Wes, excuse

me."  He said, "I have to report to

the secretary that I've contacted

you, so--and I've got to run to a

meeting.  So, if you don't mind, I'll

have to break off this phone call

right now."

I said, "Well, but we can continue

this conversation, right?"



He said, "Oh, sure, sure.  Call me

back later."  So I went back in to

have my dessert with the president,

and we broke the dinner up about 30

minutes later.  We raced back to the

hotel.  I got on a secure phone, and

when I got on the phone, I picked it

up, and my operator was with me in

the other room.  I cleared all my

staff and everybody out of the room.

And I said, "I want to speak to

General Shelton right away."

He said, "Well, sir, you've got a,

you've got a, I think it's Bill

Graham.  There's a Mr. Graham on the

phone for you.  He's holding right

now.  Do you want to, do you want to

take this call first?"

And I'm thinking, well, who is it?

Is it Don Graham?  I mean, he just

came by to see me from the Post.  Is

it, is it Senator Bob Graham?  He was



a good friend when we were in Panama.

"Sure.  Okay.  I'll take it."

So it turns out it's neither one of

those, it's Bradley Graham, the

reporter from the Washington Post,

who says, "I've got an authorized

news leak, and you're going to be

replaced by Ralston, and I want to

know, you know, when were you

consulted and what do you think about

it?"

I said, "Well, I wasn't consulted.  I

was informed exactly 40 minutes ago,

and I don't know what to think right

now."  And I said, "And what do you

want from me?  How much time do I

have?"

He said, "Well, you've got three

hours till I have to file."  So I

hung up on him, and I started trying

to figure out what the hell was going

on.  And I called everybody I could



think of.  I tried to get Shelton.

He was in a meeting.  I called Javier

Solana, my friend.  Of course, he was

in the hospital being operated on at

that very moment so I couldn't reach

Solana.  I tried to call Secretary

Cohen.  He wouldn't take the call.

He was in Japan preparing for morning

meetings.

Anyway, I talked to Ken Bacon.  He

got me back through.  He came back to

me a couple of times.  I got back to

Shelton.  I said, "You know, this is

going to play negative."  I said,

"Don't you understand that with the

rumors of the friction and everything

else during the war, when you do

something like this, you bring all

that out in the public?"  I said,

"Why do you want to do that?"

He said, "It's going to play

negative?"



I said, "It certainly is."  I said,

"Now," he said, "You could," I said,

"You could fix this.  Just say that

what Graham got was a rumor.  Just

say, you know, it's not confirmed.

It's just a rumor.  Just let it

float."

He said, "Well," he said, "yeah," he

said, "All right.  Let me talk to my

public affairs officer on that.  I'll

call you back."  So I hung up the

phone, and I waited a few minutes,

and he called back and said, "It

won't work."  He said, "The secretary

has already sent the paperwork up to

the Congress.  The Congress already

knows about this.  They've got the

paperwork."

So, at that point, I, you know, it

was clear what had happened and why.

And I eventually talked to Secretary

Cohen and others, but, you know,

these things happen, and--



MARTIN Well, tell me about your conversation

with Secretary Cohen.

CLARK Well, I, I, I said to him, "You know,

this is going to play negative, and

so forth," and I wanted to get into

the issues.  And I said that, he

said, "Well," he said, "just, just

say you'll do your duty."

I said, "Well, I will do my duty."

And basically he says, "And you

should know this has been approved by

the White House."  And so, I mean, it

really wasn't much of a conversation.

He had to go off to a series of

meetings in Japan that morning, so--

MARTIN Did you feel humiliated?

CLARK Well, I was mostly just, I was, I was

really surprised.  I had, it wasn't

that I didn't know there were



frictions, but I just, I never

expected that kind of--I shouldn't

say never.  I didn't think that they

would do something like that.  I

hadn't prepared myself for it

mentally because I thought, "The war

is over, you know.  We're going to

make this thing, we're going to let

this thing go through."  I'd gotten a

very nice letter from Secretary Cohen

praising my work.  He'd been with me

in, over in Macedonia and in Kosovo

in June, after the war.  He'd said

nice things about me to the airmen at

Ramstein or the other air bases we

were at, and so it was very positive.

I'd gotten a nice congratulatory call

from the president.  I was, I was, I

didn't expect it.  No, I really

didn't.  And I had been with Hugh

Shelton the previous week, and we

talked about lessons learned, and I

didn't expect that either.  So, if it

was meant to be a surprise strike,



you know, target, they got me.  If it

was meant in some other way, I don't

know.

But the newspapers picked it up and

played it as a negative, and

particularly the European newspapers.

I think, in Europe, there was a lot

of shock over this because they, they

didn't understand all of the dynamics

with the Pentagon, but what they did

know was that the alliance had been

successful, and suddenly you're

announcing the commander is leaving

in some ambiguous way, and it

doesn't--it's not clear why, and what

does it mean and so forth.  And the

president was asked about it in a

press conference a few days later in

Sarajevo.  He expressed complete

satisfaction in my performance.

So I think I don't honestly know what

all happened behind this, probably



never will, and it really doesn't

matter.

MARTIN The commander is leaving in ambiguous

circumstances, there's no doubt in

your mind you were being sacked.

CLARK Well, clearly, there were some people

who, who probably wanted some, to

take a pound of flesh there, but I

never understood it, and I never--

it's the kind of itch you can't

scratch.  You can't, just can't go

back into it.  What's done is done.

It was done publicly, and it was out

there.

MARTIN When the reporter from the Washington

Post said, "I have an authorized news

leak," what did that mean to you,

"authorized news leak"?

CLARK Well, I've been around long enough to

know exactly what it meant.  It meant

that somebody had, with an official



capacity for dealing with the press,

had given him an authorized

disclosure of the personnel change--

MARTIN So, in other--

CLARK --with the intent to make it public.

MARTIN In other words, this was being leaked

because the secretary of Defense

wanted it leaked.

CLARK Well, I don't know.  I guess it came

from the secretary of Defense.  I

don't know.  I never really asked

that question.  It really didn't

matter, did it.

MARTIN Well, afterwards--

CLARK Afterwards it didn't really matter.

MARTIN Well, no, afterwards he said the one

thing bad about this was the way it

was leaked so quickly to the press.



If, in fact, he was the person who

was authorizing the leak, that's

fairly two-faced, don't you think?

CLARK I, you know, I didn't hear him say

that.  I didn't follow that

discussion.  But I'll tell you this,

how I felt about it is that I knew

that I had to do everything possible

to avoid becoming a lame duck in that

position.  Our forces had just gone

on the ground in Kosovo.  We still

hadn't done the complete work with

the KLA.  I had a British commander

who I'd had a rough interchange with

on the Pristina airport episode, and,

and I had to be sure that there was

no doubt who was currently in command

of NATO forces in Europe.

And so I set about to work very

vigorously on following through on

all of my command directives,

building my teams over there, and I



had, I had a great ten months in

command after that.

MARTIN Do you feel that General Shelton

supported you as the commander of

this operation?

CLARK Well, I think, to a certain extent,

he did.

MARTIN To a certain extent?

CLARK I think, to a certain extent.  I

think there are, in all cases, there

are nuances.  Because Shelton also

had other responsibilities, and he

was responsible to other CINCs.  He

was responsible to the secretary of

Defense.  He was the principal

adviser to the president.  So I think

he gave me a certain degree of

support.

The bottom line on the operation is

we were successful.



MARTIN Uh-huh.

CLARK That's the bottom line.  The

corollary to that, I believe, is that

one of the reasons we were successful

is because my headquarters pushed

very, very hard to ratchet up the

intensity of the air campaign to keep

it on track with the allies and to

push for the Apaches and the ground

force options which gave the bona

fides a continued irresistible NATO

force, which caused Milosevic to

surrender.

MARTIN You mentioned earlier that Secretary

Cohen had said, at one point,

whatever General Clark wants or

needs, he'll get.  Do you think the

secretary delivered on that?

CLARK Well, in the case of the Apaches, he

didn't.

MARTIN And the ground option?



CLARK Well, the ground option, I think I

would have gotten the ground option

eventually.

MARTIN But you were getting it much later

than you--

CLARK I was getting it a little later than

I wanted, but I was still at the edge

of being able to execute an effective

ground option had we, had it followed

through from when we got it.  We were

right on the edge, and I had more or

less understood that in this campaign

everything was going to be a matter

of brinkmanship.

On every decision, we were always

going to go up to the edge.  We were

going to go to the last minute.  We

were going the play one side off

against the other.  We're going to

see if they'll break.  Can we hold

this?  Can we not do this?  Can we



right at the minute, you say, "That's

it.  This is the last possible

minute.  I've got to have it," and

then I would get it.  And that's the

way it had worked on all of the

targeting and so forth.  I just had

to keep pushing and keep the pressure

on.

MARTIN Do you think, once the war was over,

NATO collectively said, "Hey, we can

do that" or do you think NATO said,

"Never again.  This was too big a

risk"?

CLARK It's a strange reaction, and this is

one of the things that I think--it's

the reason I had to write this book.

NATO was incredibly successful in

this operation.  Compare this to the

Persian Gulf.  Ten years later,

Saddam Hussein is still there.  He is

issuing threats.  He's making

weapons.  He's defied the United

Nations.



Two years later, Milosevic is in

jail.  We've got a democratically

elected leader in Serbia.  We've

still got some problems in the

region.  We're not done yet, by a

long shot, but the biggest factor

generating those problems is out of

there.  And I'm convinced that if we

stay engaged, keep engaged, and keep

the pressure on, we'll eventually

resolve that problem in the Balkans.

I think we were incredibly

successful.  But because the process

had so many wrinkles to it, because

it was such a complex command

architecture, because so many

different national and political

interests were at stake, because the

United States did a lot of it in U.S.

channels with the Stealth aircraft

and the cruise missiles, because of

to summit, because of to ambivalence

with the start of the war, for a lot



of reasons, NATO never could claim

credit for its own success.  Instead,

it received a basketful of

frustrations at the end, and it needs

to digest the lessons of its victory.

This was a modern war.  We won, but

because they couldn't call it a war,

they couldn't call it a victory.  We

have to go back through this and look

at the factors that defined this war.

We have to look at what it is we did

to maintain cohesion, how we impacted

Milosevic's will.  What could we have

done to have gotten a better grip

sooner on the Serb forces on the

ground?  How could the allies have

contributed more, the U.S.

contributed less?  Or was it about

right?  What does it mean for the

future?

And all of those lessons, really,

they're not out there.  They're not

out there in the armed forces.  I



don't think they're out there inside

the alliance yet.  They're certainly

not here in this political system.

MARTIN So, for NATO, this wasn't a feeling

of victory, this was a feeling of

relief.  It's over.

CLARK That was the, the immediate sensation

was--one, one Defense minister joked

at the NATO conference.  He said,

"Well, the biggest lesson of this is

we never want to do this again," ha,

ha.  You know, nobody laughed.  It

was a serious, difficult time for

every one of these nations.  They

never expected to fight a war, but

they did.  They hung together, and

they won.  I think it's a great

tribute to NATO that it could do

this.

MARTIN Was the war preventable?



CLARK I think, had we taken very strong

action very early in the spring of

1998, to make a clear and convincing

threat to Milosevic, that we might

have deterred the outbreak of this

war.  But as summer rolled into

autumn and autumn into--by, by

December, it was clear we were going

back to war.

MARTIN But everything you've told me about

the workings of NATO says, almost by

definition, NATO is incapable of

making these clear, definitive

actions until it's absolutely pressed

to the wall.

CLARK I think it's a function of

leadership.  I think it's a function

of leadership in our governments, in

our armed forces.  I think it's a

matter of understanding the

environment we're in and having the

courage to make the tough calls.



MARTIN So you think if the Pentagon, if the

White House had been more interested

way back when you were talking about

renewing the Christmas warning?

CLARK Oh, I think there were lots of groups

in all of the countries that need to

learn the lessons of this conflict.

I think, by and large, this was a

preventable war.  But having said

that, I think NATO still deserves a

huge vote of confidence for its

collective success in this operation.

It was an enormous political success,

maybe more a political success even

than a military success.

It brought the collective political

opinion and judgments of 19 nations

together and held them there against

determined Serb opposition, and

Russian opposition, and Chinese

opposition.

MARTIN What do you think of Cohen?



CLARK Well, he was the secretary of

Defense.  He was my boss.  I

respected him.  I enjoyed his company

socially, and you know--

MARTIN As your boss, though.

CLARK --I'm sorry it, it worked out this

way.  But it wasn't--

MARTIN As your boss, though--

CLARK --my fault that it worked out this

way.  These were decisions, and, and

conflicts in personality or

temperament or something that I, I

could never get to the bottom of.  I

never understood precisely what it

was.  Was it his command style?  Was

it something I said or did?  I never

knew.

When I tried to inquire about why

this distance had, had emerged,

people said, "Well, you know, he's



this way with everybody.  Don't take

it personally.  I mean, this is, this

is the way he's running the

Pentagon."

I said, "Okay."  I mean, when you're

in the military and you have a boss,

it's your job to accommodate the

boss.  If he wants to talk to you

every day, you talk to him every day.

If he says, "Go through Shelton.

Don't call me unless you really need

me.  I like to talk through Shelton,"

you call Shelton.  And, I mean,

that's the way it works.  That's the

way you're trained to respond in the

military.  And so he was my boss.

MARTIN You say at one point in there that

every nation wants to gain its

objectives in war at the least-

possible expense.

CLARK That's right.



MARTIN Isn't that exactly what Cohen was

doing?

CLARK Well, precisely.  The whole issue

that everybody was doing was trying

to calibrate how to get the objective

at the least-possible cost.  The

question is do you know what all the

dimensions of your policy are and

what the ramifications are?  And the

question that we never resolved

completely between Secretary Cohen

and myself was, okay, the air command

is, is fracturing the alliance, and

we came very close to that by the 1st

of June.

And it was very clear after the

agreement, on the 3rd of June, where

the Germans said, "Please, no more

bombing near cities," and the French

said, "No strikes in the North," and

the Americans said, "No strikes in

Kosovo.  Strike in the North," that



we were on wildly divergent

perceptions of what was going on.

So the question was then how far are

you willing to carry this?  Are you

going to say, "Okay.  We couldn't win

with an air campaign.  I'm throwing

in the towel, that's it.  We've been

beat.  We're licked.  We give up," or

are you going to say, "No, we're not

going to let this guy get away with

it, ethnic cleansing, murder,

rampage, mayhem.  The answer is, no,

not today, not in Europe, not where

we can prevent it, and we can prevent

it"?

So we never came to the final

reconciling of positions, but I

believe the United States and NATO

would have taken a very strong stand

against ethnic cleansing.  We would

have produced the forces that were

required.  It would have been just as

controversial as the air campaign



was.  There would have been people

saying, "Oh, this plan can't work,

and you'll never get there in time,

and you did this wrong, and what

about that, and we need a real

commander, and why are you having

this war?"  There would have been all

of these questions, but it would have

worked, and we would have broken the

back of the Serb Army, and Milosevic

would have been out of power a year

sooner.

MARTIN You say it would have worked, but the

fact is NATO never passed the

ultimate test.  It never had to take

that ultimate test.

CLARK That's true.  NATO won a modern war.

It won without ever coming to grips

with the armies in the field.  It won

a war through a combination of

military action, preparations, and

strong diplomacy.  I think it's the

right way to win.



MARTIN Let me ask you this:  People always

said, here in Washington, anyway,

"Clark's close to the president.

They both were Rhodes scholars.

They're both from Arkansas."  Were

you close to the president?

CLARK Well, I mean, what they said was

true.  You know, I had--I met him

when I was 20.  He was 19.  He was at

Georgetown.  I was at West Point.  I

went to Oxford, I left.  He went to

Oxford, and he was governor of

Arkansas, and occasionally I would

hear from him.  One time I went out

to dinner with him in 1984 with--my

wife and I went out with the

president and Hillary.  But close

conversations, you know, weekends at

Camp David and that kind of thing,

playing golf together?  No.  No, we

never did that.



I was a military commander.  I was

his subordinate.  I was in the chain

of command.  I didn't work directly

for the president.  And he went

through the chain of command, and I

was a stickler for to chain of

command, and I went through it too.

MARTIN Do you think you were, though, at all

suspect, within the Pentagon, as, as

being too close to the president?

CLARK Well, I probably was.  There was

someone who had released a paper, a

newspaper blurb in February or March

of '94, when I was coming to the J-5,

said, "Clark, he's an FOB.  Any time

he comes to Washington, he goes to

lunch at the White House."  I don't

know where it came from.  It wasn't

true, and, in fact, I don't think I

ever went over there to have lunch

with the president.



So, yeah, probably I was suspect, but

it's a funny thing, isn't it, how

civil-military relations work.

Because, in my view, the military

doesn't belong to a political party.

The military is nonpartisan,

nonpartisan politically.  It doesn't

matter who their commander-in-chief

is.  You take your orders from the

commander-in-chief through the

established chain of command, whether

you voted for the guy or not.

MARTIN You were also suspected of being too

close, at least in spirit, to

Madeleine Albright and Richard

Holbrooke, too quick to want to back

up diplomacy with the use of force.

CLARK Well, I'd seen the diplomatic scene

in the Balkans.  I knew how people

there thought, how they were

influenced.  And, frankly, you have

to learn by your experiences.  So,

when I went to Bosnia the first time



in 1994, I was the only person from

any of the policy-making groups that

I know of who'd actually been there.

I met Izetbegovic.  I went out and

talked to Malodic.  I asked him, I

said, if we give aid to the Muslims,

what are you going to do?  He let out

a stream of curses, and threats, and

pounded the table, and promised to

cut the country in half and make sure

they'd never get the aid through.

So I wrote everything down, and I

said, "Great.  This is what I need,"

you know?  You've got to see both

sides.  If somebody's going to be

your adversary, isn't it a smart

thing to learn as much as you can

about them?  And in that process, I

discovered that in the Balkans people

are very sensitive to force, and,

yes, they respect it.  And if you

don't have it, they don't respect

you.  If you do respect it, they get

out of the way.  And by using a



little bit of force, we were able to

get a lot done.

MARTIN At one point, this was called

Madeleine's war or Albright's war.

CLARK I think she took a lot of grief for a

policy that, that obviously she

supported, but she was one of many

who were involved in shaping that

policy.

MARTIN And you relayed in the book a little

conversation you had with her about

whose war this really was.  What,

what exactly did she say?

CLARK Well, I mean, as she said to me, she

said, "You know, they've handed[?] it

to me," she says, "Now it's up to

you."

And I said, "Madeleine, air power

alone is not going to win this war.

It's going to take diplomacy, as well



as air power."  And we talked about

the integration of the diplomatic

effort with the military effort.  And

she took the conversation seriously.

She'd already been thinking along the

same lines, I'm sure, but it was the

way we stayed in step during the

operation.

And I realized, when I was having

that conversation with her, I'd never

had that kind of a conversation with

the secretary of Defense.  I had been

talking to Hugh Shelton a lot.  We

talked every night.  We exchanged a

dozen phone calls a day.  I talked to

him at night.  I talked to Ralston in

the morning, but to lay it down,

systematically, one-on-one, as I did

with Madeleine, no, I hadn't done

that with anybody else.

She thought to ask for it, and the

rest of us, well, we were just too

busy trying to figure out what



targets to strike and handle all--put

out all the fires that were coming

our way.  So I give her a lot of

credit.  She deserves a lot of credit

for the success that was achieved in

this war.

MARTIN Okay.  That might be it.  Is that it?

I know I've skipped over some stuff,

but I feel all right.

[Tape change:  Tape 4 to 5.]

MARTIN --and Cohen are going to have to

tender their resignations.  They've

bet it all on this, and you know you

can go back and massage it all you

want, but the premise of this war was

that we can do it with air power

alone, and we may have to come along

at some point with a ground action.

CLARK Well, you see, they never told me

that.



MARTIN But that was the entire--

CLARK Do you understand they never told me

that?

MARTIN Sure, I understand that.

CLARK And do you understand that that is,

that is sort of symptomatic of the

problem that I discovered, as I was

thinking about the book and working

it through, we never had a real

strategic discussion on this.  This

was a politically driven strategy.

It was driven by Washington's

requirements, not by the requirements

of the theater.  It just so happened

we were able to make the two

coincide, but it as a very near-run

thing.

MARTIN War is politics by other means,

right?



CLARK That's right.  But the politics is

supposed to be directed at the enemy,

not at your own capital.

MARTIN It's--at times, when you read this

book, it sounds sometimes like the,

the battle against the enemy was a

piece of cake, and it was the--

CLARK That's true.

MARTIN --the battle against Washington--

CLARK That's true.  It was.

MARTIN Yeah.

CLARK But what you're telling me, I never

knew.  I never realized that the talk

around the Pentagon was he and

Shelton had bet the farm on, on the

fact they wouldn't need ground

troops.  Is that what they told the

president?



MARTIN I think they must have told him that-

-I mean, the whole thing was--

CLARK I mean, why the hell didn't they talk

to the commander?  I hope you're

going to make that point.

MARTIN The--

CLARK See, I couldn't talk about it except

from my perspective.

[Technical interruption.]

CLARK I only could talk in the book from

what I knew.  I couldn't do research

in Washington and collect all the

rumors and gossip and stuff because,

if I did, it wasn't going to be my

memoir, my story, you know?  But you

have to--

MARTIN In your heart of hearts--

CLARK Yeah.



MARTIN --you thought that this was going to

be Bosnia redux, right?  That he

would, he would, once he saw that

NATO was serious about the bombing,

that would be--it would be a repeat

of Bosnia, some limited number of

days.  And I think--

CLARK Well, not actually.

MARTIN And you had to plan for all of the

other stuff, but--

CLARK Well, I mean, not actually.  No, I

didn't.  I didn't think that.

Actually, no one forced me to make a

decision on--no one sort of pinned me

down and said, "Okay.  What do you

think?"  You know, if somebody had

asked me, "What do you think?"  What

I tried to do was avoid boxing myself

in.  So I gave a press conference a

few days before the operation and

said it's not going to be a one or--a



three- or four--, a one- or two-day,

three- or four-bomb affair.  I said

that.  I wasn't going to box myself

in on that.

I told the people in the VTC before

it ever started it was going to be an

air campaign of indefinite duration.

When Solana kept asking me when it

was going to be over, I kept pushing

it out, and pushing it out, and

pushing it out.  When Holbrooke asked

me if we could do a bombing in

Bosnia, I told him, you know, "Not

now," and continued to push that out.

No, no one asked me to give a

forecast of when it would be over.

So you don't make those forecasts.

But, I mean, certainly, there was a

possibility he could--I couldn't say

that there was no possibility that on

the fourth day he wouldn't wake up

and want to say, "Shit, I've made a

mistake."  You're not taking this--



MARTIN No, I don't think he's rolling, no.

CLARK There's no pos--it's not clear that

he wasn't going to say that.  You

couldn't prove he wasn't going to do

it, so you couldn't go to them and

say, "Hey, look, you guys, this air

campaign will never work.  It will

never work because, you know, he'll

never surrender."  I'm not going to

say that.  I don't know--I don't

believe that.

But, you know, is it likely that he's

going to surrender after the first--

no, I don't think it's likely.  I

mean, it took 17 days in Bosnia.

MARTIN Yeah.

CLARK So it wasn't reasonable to expect

that he'd do it in four or five days.

MARTIN I mean, these are all of these

historical "what ifs."  It just seems



to me that if NATO hadn't had the

Bosnia precedent to at least base

some wishful thinking on of

realistic, this is how it happened

once before, it's not unreasonable to

think that this could happen again, I

just wonder, if NATO had known from

the start that the only thing it was

going into here was an air campaign

of indefinite duration which is going

to force us right to the wall of

having to make a decision about

ground troops, I wonder if NATO ever

would have gotten the political

cohesion to begin with..

CLARK I don't know, probably not.  It would

have been much tougher, but it would

have taken more American leadership.

But you see, the other thing that's

very clear is the United States was

totally distracted by Saddam Hussein.

MARTIN Yeah.



CLARK There were three times in the autumn

of 19--

[Tape 5 ended midsentence.]


