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for decisions.”® Private talks between Presidents and Vice Presidents are not
unusual, but such a close relationship between the two elected officials has
seldom been combined with an unprecedentedly high level of Vice Presi-
dential activism in the national security policy development process.

State-Defense relations, however, were a more complex issue than
the relationship between their principals or the intramural to-and-fro
of interagency meetings. Many State Department officers were against
going to war. They favored slow rolling issues, hoping that the idea of war
would go away. Others were concerned that war planning would derail
diplomacy. Others knew that when it came to planning, they could not
stand up to the Pentagon’s capabilities. Others hated the notion that the
closer war came to starting, the more the Pentagon was in the driver’s
seat. When the Pentagon, with Powell’s acquiescence, was given the initial
lead for postconflict management, many at State and USAID grumbled
loudly. Still, Powell and his deputy, Richard Armitage, supported the deci-
sion to go to war, a fact that in all likelihood did not sit well with many at
State. Strife and leaks followed this significant level of dissonance at State
and, to a lesser degree, CIA.

Dov Zakheim, the comptroller of the Defense Department and an
early supporter of President Bush, noted:

A country that has its major agencies at war is not going to
fight a war well. . . . And State and Defense were at war—don’t
let anyone tell you different. Within policy circles, it was knee-
jerk venom, on both sides. Neither side was prepared to give
the other a break. It began in 2001, got exacerbated during the
buildup to Iraq, and stayed on.

He concluded that “people who had to work with and trust each other”
did not do s0.”” Can there be effective policy without such trust?

Some inside-the-Beltway cynics would say that State-Defense fight-
ing has been a constant in national security decisionmaking, but that is
not true. The interagency in the first Gulf War worked well and harmoni-
ously. Indeed, the person who ran Middle East policy issues at that time
for the Pentagon was a Senior Foreign Service officer. In the 1990s, many
senior Pentagon officials, like Paul Wolfowitz and Lewis Libby, came to
the Pentagon having made their reputations in the State Department in
the Reagan administration. Competition between ideas is essential, but
significant bureaucratic conflict between State and Defense is not an
organic or necessary part of our system.
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One consistent problem demonstrated by George W. Bush’s admin-
istration has been a failure to partner successfully, and this can be laid
at the feet of the President and the people who dominated the national
security apparatus. In the interagency, with the Congress, and with our
allies, senior U.S. national security officials exhibited in many instances
an imperious attitude, exerting power and pressure where diplomacy and
bargaining might have had a better effect. In war planning, in managing
the detainee issues with Congress, in routine discourse with allies, and in
building international coalitions, the United States executive branch was
often seen as trying to be lord and master, instead of primus inter pares.
In the end, the failure to partner successfully increased friction among
Defense, State, and CIA, increased partisan bickering with an already
fractious Congress, complicated the detainee policy, lowered allied par-
ticipation in Iraq, and hurt U.S. standing abroad.

An effective interagency decisionmaking process can partly blunt
the effects of ego or hubris and make the whole greater than the sum of
its parts. Bad actors, to some degree, can be reined in by good process.
Tough “horizontal managers” can push the vertically stovepiped agencies
to work better together. In all, many of the problems associated with the
invasion of Iraq had happened before but in less critical situations. U.S.
decisionmaking problems in Iraq have much in common with problems
present in other complex contingencies, such as Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo,
and Afghanistan. All of these cases have demonstrated the limitations of
our interagency decisionmaking and policy execution processes.

The United States needs to do better in planning and executing com-
plex contingencies, where all the elements of power must be applied simul-
taneously. To come full circle, though, no matter how the decisionmaking
process is designed, it will be strongly affected by the beliefs and experience
of the officials involved, especially the President who will set the tone for
his or her administration. Sound national security decisions will require
great people and effective and efficient processes. Both of these will require
an engaged President attuned to both policy and process.

Future Presidents will have to adapt our decisionmaking and execu-
tion systems to a new, dynamic, challenging security environment. Not only
will they have to do better in midrange interagency planning, but they will
also have to develop and refine new capabilities to deal with the nonmilitary
aspects of contingencies. In turn, this will require changes in the organiza-
tional cultures of the Armed Forces and the Department of State. The U.S.
Government already has made many meaningful changes, but true reform
will require concerted effort by the executive and legislative branches.
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Improving the National Security Decisionmaking
and Execution Systems

While some strategists believe that the United States should down-
play irregular warfare and stability operations,® the future is likely to
present complex contingencies that will require significant capabilities in
which the power of the entire government will be needed to make plans
to solve multifaceted problems overseas. In the next decade, the United
States, in addition to maintaining readiness for large-scale conventional
wars, must:

« continue stability operations, as well as stabilization and recon-
struction activities, in Afghanistan and Iraq, even if the size and
shape of those commitments are modified

« help partners and allies resist subversion through training, adviso-
ry elements, and security assistance

« execute coordinated counterterrorist operations activities in the
Middle East, Africa, and Asia

« support future peace and stability operations in the Middle East
and Africa

« be ready to manage system shocks from regime failure or rad-
ical changes in some hostile regional powers, such as Cuba or
North Korea

o deter or manage traditional threats or future peer competitors and
deal with the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction

« improve homeland defense against terrorist groups, including
those who might use weapons of mass destruction.

In the next decade, the need for effective joint, combined, and
interagency policy planning and execution will remain significant. Major
institutional planning changes will require complementary changes in
training, resource allocation, and organizational cultures.

The U.S. Government has already begun to improve midrange plan-
ning. The aftermath of 9/11 saw the creation of a Department of Home-
land Security, a Homeland Security Council, and a National Counterter-
rorism Center, as well as a set of Intelligence Community reforms. There
are joint interagency coordination groups in many combatant command
headquarters, and the Department of State—thanks to a push by Con-
doleezza Rice when she was the National Security Advisor—now has a
senior Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). State
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also has changed assignment patterns to better support national priorities,
interagency activities, and the war on terror. USAID has created an Office
of Military Affairs to improve its connectivity with the Pentagon and its
various field commands. State and USAID are paying more attention to
harmonizing all foreign assistance spending.

Among senior civilian DOD leaders in 2004, there was enthusiastic
support for establishing S/CRS and even sharing DOD appropriations with
the new State office. Inside DOD, pushed hard by Under Secretary Feith
and supervised by Deputy Secretary Gordon England, a new directive and
action plan on stability operations is being implemented. Preparation for
stability operations has been put on par with preparation for combat. A
new State-Defense center for complex contingencies has been stood up.
Stability operations and preparation for irregular warfare were emphasized
in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), and Special Operations
Forces will be dramatically increased.® In Iraq and Afghanistan, amidst all
the strife and bad news, there have been great improvements in counter-
insurgency capabilities—including a new, joint Army and Marine Corps
manual—and advisory training. Military, diplomatic, and USAID teams in
both Afghanistan and Iraq are working together much more closely than
they did even a year ago. In the fullness of history, however, these recent
improvements will be recorded as the first steps toward improving our
national decisionmaking and execution capabilities to deal with failed states
and complex contingency operations. The following eight recommenda-
tions will build on these improvements and help planning in the future.

Develop New Planning Charter

First, we need a new charter for complex contingency planning. The
Clinton administration’s oft-ignored bible on political-military planning for
complex contingencies, Presidential Decision Directive 56, was headed in
the right direction. Early in the first term of President George W. Bush, the
Pentagon blocked an NSC staff draft of a new contingency planning policy,
all in the name of preserving the freedom of action of Cabinet officers and
keeping civilians out of the contingency planning business. More input into
contingency planning from civilians, of course, is not the problem; it will be
a key part of the solution. While war plan security is paramount, we need to
strive for more integration in policy formulation and execution.

Improve Interagency Planning

War plans are rarely briefed outside military channels. Inside the Pen-
tagon, only a handful of civilians have access to them. This prohibition may
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make sense for major conventional war plans, and it certainly makes sense
for security purposes. However, since most conflicts do not end when the
last hill is taken and will include stabilization and reconstruction activities
that we want civilians to lead, there must be a broader sharing of contin-
gency planning responsibilities.

The 2006 QDR’s recommendation for a new interagency document
called the National Security Planning Guidance is a step in the right
direction.®> The QDR calls on this new document to: “direct the devel-
opment of both military and non-military plans and institutional capa-
bilities. . . . [It] would set priorities and clarify national security roles and
responsibilities to reduce capability gaps and eliminate redundancies”
Complex contingency planning will require a strong NSC staff, but it also
will require savvy, clear-thinking Cabinet officers who put their egos and
prerogatives in check to create good policy. Who will run such a system?
Clearly, the overall director must be an engaged President who is well
aware of how the recommendations made to him or her were developed.

The first step to improve interagency planning would be to improve
the quality of agency personnel across the board and increase the number
of the best and brightest who have lived and worked in the interagency
world. The U.S. Government should also follow through on its plans to
create a corps of civilian and military National Security Officers who will
become the masters of interagency work. Plans are also in train to create a
consortium among the Government’s higher learning institutions to ensure
a better focus on the needs of interagency work.”> In all, this will mean a
modest increase in personnel slots in the national security-sensitive depart-
ments to cover increased interagency manning as well as training.

In addition, every executive department should insist on inter-
agency experience for its most senior civilians and make it mandatory
for promotion to the Senior Executive Service or Senior Foreign Service.
Interagency experience should count as the equivalent of joint experience
for military officers. Too often, the best and brightest avoid interagency
assignments, where the hours are terrible and the rewards are less than
those at the home agency. Too many inexperienced junior personnel
have occupied the positions in some NSC staff directorates in the last two
administrations. National Security Council personnel at the director level
should optimally be members of the Senior Executive Service or at least
colonel- or GS-15-level personnel.

It is often said that we need a Goldwater-Nichols reform for the
interagency community.® This is a worthy ideal, but one must ask
whether this landmark legislation for the Defense Department sets the
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bar too high. The Goldwater-Nichols reforms of 1986 were stewing for
many years and were only enacted after a series of disappointing opera-
tions in which the obvious national failure was military in nature or effect.
Moreover, Goldwater-Nichols involved a department that is firmly under
the command of one powerful secretary and a relatively small number of
congressional committees. A full Goldwater-Nichols reform for the inter-
agency would concern a wide array of departments and agencies and doz-
ens of congressional committees, each of which is as resistant to changes
in its power as any Cabinet department is. Finally, if one takes the thought
of a Goldwater-Nichols reform literally, there would be a shift of power
from the Cabinet departments to “the interagency,” which would, in some
instances, mean shifting power away from confirmable Cabinet officers
to NSC staff personnel, who are loyal to the President and his or her
agenda but not accountable to Congress. If these staff officers were made
confirmable, they might be pressured to testify to their very confidential
deliberations with the President. Such a shift of power to the NSC staff
would undermine hundreds of laws that empower Cabinet officers and
ensure that many bucks stop before they get to the President’s desk.

While a full “Goldwater-Nichols for the interagency” has the right
spirit and would create the maximum effect, it would be difficult to get
through the Congress as a package. On the other hand, incremental
changes can be watered down and might not create the right effects. In
all, however, improving interagency policy decisionmaking and execution
is clearly within our capability, whether we can achieve systemic change
or a phased series of step-by-step improvements.

Strengthen Interagency Execution

Third, and in a similar vein, the U.S. Government needs a better
system for exporting interagency efforts to the field. We often have good
interagency policy decisions, but execution is usually done by stovepiped
agencies. In the field during complex contingencies, the U.S. Government
habitually has either a system in which one Cabinet department is nomi-
nally in charge, such as the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian
Assistance or the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq, or a more coop-
erative system, such as we have today in Kabul and Baghdad. This coop-
erative system features a senior military officer and a senior diplomat
working together, with neither having overall charge of U.S. policy, and
both answering to their respective superiors.

Today, in both Kabul and Baghdad, the arrangements are work-
ing fairly well, but that has not always been the case. Other, better
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arrangements may be possible. For example, civil-military tension in
Baghdad was high during the CPA period. Jerry Bremer believed that
he could issue direct orders to the military commander there, whom
he treated as his subordinate. Bremer—whom many saw as a world-
class micromanager—also exercised uncomfortably close supervision
over military activities, according to some military staffers.®> CPA even
cancelled or curtailed planned or ongoing military operations. Tensions
between CPA and the military command were high.®® Neither ORHA
nor CPA had a clear chain of command. ORHA allegedly worked for
USCENTCOM but reported directly to the Secretary of Defense. CPA
was designed to report to the President through the Pentagon, but by
fall 2003, Bremer was nominally reporting through the National Secu-
rity Advisor, but sometimes directly to the President.”’

The United States may never have a viceroy system, but more effec-
tive, efficient, and predictable arrangements that offer more unity of
command are possible than the current situation. Witness, for example,
the close working relationship (2004-2005) between Lieutenant General
Dave Barno, USA, the former U.S. commander in Baghdad, and the U.S.
Ambassador to Afghanistan, Zalmay Khalilzad, an arrangement pushed
strongly by Feith and Rumsfeld and strongly endorsed by Powell. To
ensure seamless cooperation, Barno moved his office into the Embassy to
be next to the Ambassador. Military staff worked closely and directly with
the Embassy counterparts. Uniformed officers were even seconded to the
USAID mission in the Embassy to ensure closer communication. This is
the type of cooperation we should aim for in the future.®®

We cannot afford situations where difficult personalities or ad
hoc arrangements on the ground or in Washington stand in the way of
effective national policy. While all potential solutions to this problem
are subject to criticism, there is no excuse for avoiding and not talking
about this critical issue. Getting it right in the future should be the subject
of wargames and experiments conducted by cooperating agencies and
supervised by U.S. Joint Forces Command and the S/CRS. Experiments
and scholarly investigation may well lead to new SOPs or at least a set of
common expectations.

For its part, S/CRS, which will have the national lead in recon-
struction and stabilization operations, must have an active and a reserve
response corps, full of volunteer interagency and civil specialists, whose
contingency deployment is guaranteed ahead of time. This will take hun-
dreds of millions of dollars per year, which—despite strong support at
State and Defense—Congress has thus far been unwilling to appropriate.
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In the future, S/CRS should be able to draw on the entire government as
well as on the private sector to build a tailored multifunctional team for
any specific mission. If the U.S Government fails to build this capability,
there is little reason to maintain S/CRS and the entire conceptual system
that has been built up around it.

Foster a Climate of Change

Fourth, all improvements to interagency advice and policy imple-
mentation will require cultural and organizational change. To start with,
the military establishment needs to focus its planning and training more
on victory in war, and not just on success in climactic battles. It is often
folly to pretend that success in a final battle will lead directly to victory.
Particularly in cases of regime change or failed states, postcombat stabil-
ity operations will be the key to victory. They are every bit as important as
the ability to move, shoot, and communicate in battle, the normal preoc-
cupations of the soldier.

Occupation, stabilization, reconstruction, and other issues associ-
ated with state building must be better integrated into the curriculum of
staff and war colleges. Language and cultural studies are already becom-
ing more important for military officers. Wargames and experiments also
need to focus more on stability operations. None of this is meant to imply
that the military should take over critical postcombat activities from the
State Department and USAID. The opposite is the case: State and USAID
need to be resourced, organized, and directed so that they can fulfill the
awesome responsibilities that they have been assigned.

Operationalize the State Department and USAID

Fifth, the Department of State and USAID personnel and organiza-
tions need to become more operational—that is, able to lead the manage-
ment of grand enterprises in unsafe and austere environments. General
Tommy Franks’ memoirs contain the right thought: after the battle, you
need lots of “boots” and lots of “wingtips” on the ground.®” Absent the
wingtips, the boots in Iraq have had to do much more than they should
under optimal circumstances. This problem continues to the present day,
where, for lack of civil presence in the field, there is still too much mili-
tary supervision of reconstruction and governance issues. In Afghanistan
(and now in Iraq), the provincial reconstruction teams, which include
military, diplomatic, and USAID personnel, have mitigated the mili-
tary/civilian imbalance that hampers coalition operations in Iraq.”® The
personnel strength of State and USAID is clearly inadequate to meet
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their expanded roles in the war on terror. These critical assets should be
expanded by adding permanent personnel, developing reserves, and using
contractors and retirees.

At the national level, the Bush administration is grappling with
this problem and has established State’s S/CRS to be the national lead.
It must now follow through and ensure that this good idea becomes a
powerful center of excellence. This office should also become the cen-
terpiece for interagency planning and exercises throughout the Govern-
ment. Interagency staffing has begun and should be increased. It needs a
healthy budget, which will be a problem in a poorly funded department
that is usually focused on current policy, not midrange contingency
planning. S/CRS is a toddler. This administration and its successor must
ensure that it becomes an adult.

There is a danger here in encouraging all of the Cabinet departments
to get involved in postconflict stabilization and reconstruction activities.
At times, this has represented real value added. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, long focused on projects at home and on bases abroad, has
done superb work in Afghanistan and Iraq. Other departments, however,
have not been so productive. Many of them are not manned to do these
tasks and have fewer useable assets than one might imagine. Others are
likely to lack cultural or historical perspective and may rush in to try to
do things American-style. Others have and will continue to fall victim to
standard departmental routines, reflecting the old saw, “If all you have is a
hammer, everything looks like a nail”

In Iraq and Afghanistan, participation by departments and agencies
with a domestic focus—such as Health and Human Services and the Drug
Enforcement Administration—has been a mixed blessing. Many well-
intentioned efforts have ended up poorly coordinated or out of synch
with cultural conditions. Better coordination by State and USAID and
better peacetime preparation are needed before agencies that do not have
overseas missions are ready to accept them. Stabilization and reconstruc-
tion operations should not become an interdepartmental pick-up game.

Increase Funding

Sixth, for the State Department and USAID to become more
operational, they must be better funded across the board. Today,
State and USAID spend (on all of their functions, including security
assistance) less than one-tenth of what the Pentagon does on its many
missions. There are fewer than 8,000 Foreign Service Officers in both
State and USAID combined. With this small force, our diplomats and



CHOOSING WAR 35

development specialists have to cover their extensive Washington
headquarters, as well as over 120 countries and 265 diplomatic and
consular locations. The systematic underfunding of State and USAID
is the single greatest impediment to the effective planning and execu-
tion of developmental assistance, reconstruction, and stabilization.
State cannot be equipped only with good ideas while Defense has all
the money and most of the deployable assets. This is a prescription for
an unbalanced national security policy, one in which State will not be
a mature player or will have to savage its worldwide diplomacy to keep
up with operations in conflict areas.

If we want to fix planning and execution for complex contingencies,
we must fund State and USAID as major players and not poor relations of
the Pentagon. At a minimum, over the next 5 years, the Foreign Service
personnel strength of State and USAID should be raised by 50 percent
and the entire budget of State and USAID should be doubled across the
board.”" Priorities for new spending should be given to public diplomacy,
stabilization and reconstruction activities, and development assistance
focused on preventing state failure. The transfer of monies from Defense
to State should be loosened, but we may well need to spend more money
on defense and foreign operations at the same time. Foggy Bottom should
not overly rely on drawing-down money appropriated to the Pentagon.
Congress too will have to play its part and overcome its aversion to fund-
ing nonmilitary operations overseas and to the creation of peacetime con-
tingency funds at State.

Simplify Legal and Regulatory Regimes

Seventh, to get better at planning and executing complex contin-
gencies, we will have to untangle the legal and regulatory authorities
that hobble the Departments of State and Defense. This will be espe-
cially important if State begins to operate in the field on large-scale
postconflict stabilization and reconstruction problems. Many of these
legal provisions serve only to protect congressional committee pre-
rogatives. Still others are meant to prevent human rights abuses or
some other valid purpose. How else can you explain that a group at
State proper is in charge of refugee affairs, but USAID is charged with
looking after internally displaced people? Why, given the importance of
law and order to development, is USAID—our principal development
agency—forbidden from funding and managing police development
programs, a major element in restoring stability in failed states? Again,
another office in State was created to cover this problem, but it too is
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small and weak and relies mainly on contracting to get the job done. It
is tempting to say that these dysfunctional legal or regulatory provisions
should be waived or eliminated. This should only be done, however,
after a full assessment of the rationale behind each of them and their
continuing utility.

Turn Allies into Partners

Eighth, to gain legitimacy and promote better burdensharing, the
United States should make its most powerful allies full partners in complex
operations. Our European allies will become increasingly important for sta-
bility operations. Many of them have in large measure developed their forces
for peace operations, and some have carabinieri/gendarme-type forces ideal
for police work in postwar situations.

The United States has run two operations in which many allies were
brought into the plan after the action began. This did no great damage in
Afghanistan, where the perception of legitimacy has been high. Indeed,
NATO has moved into the lead in Afghanistan and has now had a year
where it has moved from peace operations into combat. In Iraq, however,
the United States continues to pay a stiff price for its decisive, nearly uni-
lateral action in 2003. History will judge the wisdom of these decisions,
but in the future, bringing the allies in before the takeoff may make for a
more complicated flight but a smoother landing.

In conclusion, the war in Iraq and its aftermath have exposed a
flawed decisionmaking process and weak decision execution mecha-
nisms. In planning for and executing operations in Iraq, basic organiza-
tions, organizational cultures, operational procedures, and legislative
support systems all have been found wanting and in need of fundamental
reform. Our National Security Council staff, Cabinet departments, and
especially our Congress have not yet adapted to the demanding require-
ments of 21%-century complex contingencies. One hopes that, for all of
its problems, the decision to invade Iraq and subsequent operations there
may point the way to national security reform.

While the focus of this project has been on policy decisions and pro-
cess, it is important to add a final word on the decision to go to war. The
U.S. reputation for power rests heavily on the outstanding performance
of its Armed Forces in wars of necessity—the wars that follow an attack
on the United States or one of its key allies or partners. The U.S. record in
wars of choice—such as Vietnam and Operation Iraqi Freedom—contains
more than a few defeats or Pyrrhic victories. In the greater war on terror,
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the United States cannot forswear wars of choice or disregard conflicts
that might require postcombat stability operations or extended peace
enforcement activities. Before the United States enters into wars, however,
its leaders should remember the prophetic words of Winston Churchill:

Let us learn our lessons. Never, never, never believe any war will
be smooth and easy, or that anyone who embarks on the strange
voyage can measure the tides and hurricanes he will encounter.
The Statesman who yields to war fever must realize that once
the signal is given, he is no longer the master of policy but the
slave of unforeseeable and uncontrollable events. Antiquated
War Offices, weak, incompetent or arrogant Commanders,
untrustworthy allies, hostile neutrals, malignant Fortune, ugly
surprises, awful miscalculations—all take their seats at the
Council Board on the morrow of a declaration of war. Always
remember, however sure you are that you can easily win, that
there would not be a war if the other man did not think that he
also had a chance.”






CHOOSING WAR 39

Notes

! The best sources on casualties of all types are <www.defenselink.mil/> and <http://icasualties.
org/oif/>. Iraq civilian casualties are hardest to track; estimates run from 38,000 to over 600,000. Most
sources tied to actual incident-related counts show a maximum of 82,000. The U.S. Government does
not keep statistics on these losses, which is a significant mistake. If counterinsurgency depends on pro-
tecting the population, Iraqi civilian casualties are a critical metric. For an up-to-date digest of financial
costs, see Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations since
9/11 (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, July 16, 2007), 1-4.

? Dana Milbank, “Opinion of U.S. Abroad Is Falling, Survey Finds,” The Washington Post,
March 17, 2004, A22; and the summary of the Pew poll of 47 nations at <http://pewresearch.org/
pubs/524/global-unease-with-major-world-powers-and-leaders>.

? Office of the Director of National Intelligence, National Intelligence Estimate: Prospects for
Iraq’s Stability: A Challenging Road Ahead, January 2007, 8. The quotation is taken from the NIE’s key
judgments. The full text of what was publicly released can be found at <www.dni.gov/press_releases>.

* A set of new books has informed my research on Iraq: Bob Woodward, Plan of Attack (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 2004); Michael R. Gordon and Bernard E. Trainor, Cobra II: The Inside
Story of the Invasion and Occupation of Iraq (New York: Pantheon Books, 2006); Thomas E. Ricks,
Fiasco: The American Military Adventure in Iraq (New York: Penguin Press, 2006); and Bob Wood-
ward, State of Denial: Bush at War, Part III (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2006). For the much-
neglected Iraqi leadership perspective, see Kevin M. Woods et al., Iraqi Perspectives Project: A View of
Operation Iraqi Freedom from Saddam’s Senior Leadership (Norfolk: U.S. Joint Forces Command Joint
Center for Operational Analysis and the Institute for Defense Analyses, 2007), especially vii-xi and
175-184. This project was based on 700 captured documents and interviews with over 25 top Iraqi
national security officials. Another important book is Thomas G. Mahnken and Thomas A. Keaney,
eds., War in Iraq: Planning and Execution (New York: Routledge, 2007). In that volume, war plan-
ning is discussed in detail in Isaiah Wilson, “America’s Anabasis,” 9-21. A seminal work on postwar
planning can be found in Nora Bensahel, “Mission Not Accomplished: What Went Wrong with Iraqi
Reconstruction,” Journal of Strategic Studies (June 2006), 453-473.

* This study on Iraq has been influenced by personal observations from my assignment as
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations (2001-2004), where I played a
modest role in the initial humanitarian and reconstruction planning before the conflict. The analysis
here borrows much from two of my previous papers: “Planning Lessons from Afghanistan and Iraq,”
Joint Force Quarterly 41 (2¢ quarter, 2006); and “The Perils of Planning: Lessons from Afghanistan
and Iraq,” presented in April 2007 at a conference at the Bush School at Texas A&M University. I have
drawn freely on these papers without detailed citation.

¢ George H.W. Bush and Brent Scowcroft, A World Transformed (New York: Knopf, 1998), 489.

7 Suzanne Chapman, “The War before the War,” Air Force Magazine (February 2004), available
at <www.afa.org/magazine/Feb2004/0204war.asp>.

8 A number of these officials were behind a movement for regime change as U.S. policy, and
some had even publicly opined about military options against Iraq. For example, see the series of arti-
cles in the Weekly Standard of December 1, 1997, that were bannered on the cover page as “Saddam
Must Go: A How-to Guide,” with individual pieces by Paul D. Wolfowitz, Peter Rodman, and Zalmay
Khalilzad, all of whom served as administration officials in the runup to the 2003 war.

° While most analysts reject the Saddam-al Qaeda connection, the best counterarguments can
be found at Stephen Hayes, The Connection: How al Qaeda’s Collaboration with Saddam Hussein Has
Endangered America (New York: Harper Collins, 2004).

!9 In his memoir, At the Center of the Storm, George Tenet confirms the activities of Zarqawi
in Iraq and his relationship with Saddam’s regime. See the extensive excerpts from the memoir in
William Kristol, “Inadvertent Truths: George Tenets Revealing Memoir,” Weekly Standard, May 14,
2007, available at <www.weeklystandard.com/content/public/articles/000/000/013/615cgInt.asp>. On
terrorist affiliations with Saddam, see also Lawrence Wright, The Looming Tower: Al-Qaeda and the
Road to 9/11 (New York: Knopf, 2006), 295-296.

' An Arab expert’s account of the inner workings of Zarqawi and al Qaeda can be found in Abdel
Bari Atwan, The Secret History of Al Qaeda (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006), 179-206.

12 The National Security Strategy of the United States (Washington, DC: The White House,
September 2002).



40 INSS OCCASIONAL PAPER 5

" Tommy Franks with Malcolm McConnell, American Soldier (New York: Regan Books,
2004). The best complete examination of planning is in Gordon and Trainor, 75-117.

'* One of the most developed arguments about how transformation ideas affected the war plan
can be found in James Kitfield, War and Destiny: How the Bush Revolution in Foreign and Military Affairs
Redefined American Power (Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2005). Rumsfeld’s clearest presentation
on his postwar strategic concept—light footprint, quick occupation, avoid long-term presence—can be
found in his “Beyond Nation Building” speech at the Intrepid Museum, New York, February 14, 2003.

!> For an example of Army shortages connected to interrupted or curtailed deployments, see
Kitfield, 146.

!¢ The only book to cover the critical inputs to the plan made by LTG McKiernan and his staff
at the land component command is Gordon and Trainor, 75-117.

17 Interview with a former National Security Council staff official, August 15, 2007.

'* Gordon and Trainor, 101.

¥ The declassified key judgments of the 90-page National Intelligence Estimate can be found
at <http://fas.org/irp/cia/product/irag-wmd.html>. It should be noted that the Bureau of Intelligence
and Research at the State Department objected to the timing and criticality of the Intelligence Com-
munity’s judgment about Iraq’s nuclear program. While this author maintains that we went to war on
agreed-upon intelligence, some at CIA felt that analysts there had been pressured. See, for example,
Paul Pillar, “Intelligence, Policy, and the War in Iraq,” Foreign Affairs (March/April 2006).

2 For a readily available summary of the USJFCOM-Institute for Defense Analyses study
referred to in note 4 above, see Kevin Woods, James Lacey, and Williamson Murray, “Saddam’s Delu-
sions: The View From the Inside,” Foreign Affairs (May/June 2006), 2-26.

! Woods et al., Iraqi Perspectives Project, 91.

21bid., 92.

# A former senior NSC official told the author in October 2007 that he believed that the Pen-
tagon was not eager to have combat forces from allies other than Australia and the United Kingdom
but wanted maximum allied participation in Phase IV operations.

24 Franks, 366, 393.

» The 34Infantry Division after action review can be found at <www.globalsecurity.org/mili-
tary/library/report/2003/3id-aar-jul03.pdf>.

% For a précis of the Marine Phase IV planning effort, see Nicholas Reynolds, Basrah, Bagh-
dad, and Beyond: The U.S. Marine Corps in the Second Iraq War (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 2005), 42-46, 145-156.

¥ Conversations and correspondence with a senior Joint Staff planner and a former senior
NSC official, September 2007.

» Woodward, Plan of Attack, 276-277.

¥ Correspondence with a former senior NSC official in September 2007; and, on the oil brief-
ing, Woodward, Plan of Attack, 322-323.

3 Woodward, State of Denial, 131-133.

*! Gordon and Trainor, 161-163.

32 Woodward, Plan of Attack, 328-329.

% On plans for rapid drawdown, see Gordon and Trainor, 98, 103, 464; and Woodward, State
of Denial, 162. Many in OSD continued to argue for a rapid turnover well into the CPA period. See
L. Paul Bremer with Malcolm McConnell, My Year in Irag (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2006),
168-170, 188, 205-206.

*The monthly U.S. Government statistics are promulgated in a comprehensive PowerPoint
briefing. See, for example, The Iraq Weekly Status Report, compiled from various sources by the
Department of State, Bureau of Near East Affairs, October 17, 2007, available at <www.state.gov/p/
nea/rls/rpt/iraqstatus/>.

% For a mid-2007 report, see Dana Hedgpeth, “Report Says Iraq Lags on Rebuilding: Special
Inspector Derides Iraqi Government’s Lack of Responsibility,” The Washington Post, July 29, 2007, A19.

% These assumptions were reflected in numerous statements by Cheney, Rumsfeld, and
Wolfowitz. They were also reflected by actions taken by various members of the national security
team. For example, reaction by civilian leaders to the accurate judgments by General Shinseki (and
USCENTCOM planners) as to the need for a large postwar force; the rush to begin postcombat
withdrawal planning in the midst of looting; and the insistence that the Iragis could pay for much of
their own reconstruction all suggested that many leaders expected the peace to be easy relative to the



CHOOSING WAR 411

war and that reconstruction would not be expensive. For many other DOD and NSC officials, these
assumptions remained unspoken, but no less powerful. As noted in the text, the sources for these
assumptions included poor intelligence, the opinions of Iraqi exiles, and the policy predispositions of
the members of the national security team.

37 Accounts of Kanan Makiya’s meeting with the President and the Vice President’s subsequent
public declaration that we would be met as liberators can be found in George Packer, The Assassins’ Gate:
America in Iraq (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux), 97-98. An Iraqi émigré who lived in the United
States for many years, Makiya wrote Republic of Fear: The Politics of Modern Iraq (Los Angeles: University
of California Press, Updated Edition, 1998), which was a guide to the horrors of Saddam’s regime.

% In the author’s personal conversations with him in 2003 and thereafter, General Abizaid
has been a continuing supporter of a rapid turnover to Iragi control and broadening international
participation. See also Gordon and Trainor, 163, 314. Khalilzad, Wolfowitz, Feith, and Garner were
all dedicated proponents of rapid turnover. Many in the Department of State, as well as Ambassador
Bremer, saw that up to 2 years of occupation would be a necessary phase in the operation. State had
even floated a paper to that effect in the months before the war. However, a rapid turnover of power
to some sort of Iraqi authority had been approved by the NSC and the President in the runup to the
war but was abandoned in the aftermath of the fighting.

¥ On the issue of why rapid turnover to an unelected Iraqi government was problematic, see
Bremer, 162-167. There remained adherents of rapid turnover to Iraqis in the Pentagon and NSC well
into the year of occupation.

“ For new revelations on this surprise decision, see Roger Cohen, “The MacArthur Lunch,
The Washington Post, August 27, 2007, 17. This article recounts Khalilzad’s and Powell’s surprise that
the quick turnover concept had been abandoned and that Khalilzad had been ousted as a Presidential
envoy to Iraq by Bremer, who received the go-ahead from Bush, not at an NSC meeting, but at a lun-
cheon with the President. The Pentagon’s confusion over Bremer’s intentions concerning the develop-
ment of an interim authority was communicated to the author by a former senior DOD official in
September 2007 and again in October 2007.

4 Woodward, State of Denial, 219.

2 Conversation with senior DOD official, October 2007.

“For a précis on organizational and personnel problems, see Bensahel, “Mission Not Accom-
plished,” 460-466.

4 Tronically, some psychological operations and counter-command and control activities
encouraged the Iraqi army to dissolve and for the soldiers to desert, while other plans were relying on
Iraqi army units to remain intact to be used for reconstruction. See for example, Gordon and Trainor,
145-146; and interview, former NSC official, August 15, 2007.

4 The National Defense University report of its November 2002 workshop “Iraq: Looking
Beyond Saddam’s Rule” highlighted the complexities of the postwar era and recommended a strong
emphasis on postwar security. Copies of this report were provided directly to selected offices of OSD
and Joint Staff leadership by memorandum on December 16, 2002.

4 Conrad C. Crane and W. Andrew Terrill, Reconstructing Iraq: Insights, Challenges, and Mis-
sions for Military Forces in a Post-Conflict Scenario (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, February
2003), v-vi.

7 Discussions with former senior NSC staff official in September and October, 2007.

* This was confirmed by the author in a recent conversation with a former senior OSD official
who was the lead on the project that highlighted the possibility of lawlessness in postwar Iraq, June 2007.

4 Intelligence Community Assessment: Principal Challenges in Post-Saddam Iraq, January 2003,
as summarized in an unpublished document of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI)
and in The Washington Post, May 20, 2007, A6. The SSCI draft can be found at <http://intelligence.
senate.gov/prewar.pdf>.

% Gordon and Trainor, 462.

5! See for example, the transcript of Secretary Rumsfelds July 13, 2003, appearance on ABC’s
This Week at <www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=2842>. Compare that to
the transcript of Abizaid’s remarks at the Pentagon on July 16, soon after he assumed command, on the
nature of the guerrilla war at <www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=2845>.

*2 Ricks, 407.

53 According to Bremer, his complaints to Cabinet officers or the President on poor security
and/or the lack of troops started before he entered the theater and continued throughout his tenure.



42 INSS OCCASIONAL PAPER 5

See Bremer, 12, 14, 71, 106, 170, 221, 228. The report of Bremer’s 2004 memorandum requesting
more troops can be found on 357-358.

*1 See, for example, Stephen Hayes, “Cheney Speaks,” Weekly Standard, July 23, 2007, 30.

%> Army Field Manual FM 3-24/Marine Corps Warfighting Publication MCWP 3-33.5, Coun-
terinsurgency (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), para. 1-67, 23.

% United Nations Security Council Resolution 1723 (November 28, 2006) legitimizes coalition
forces and their support of the sovereign government of Iraq.

7 David Rothkopf, Running the World: The Inside Story of the National Security Council and
the Architects of American Power (New York: Public Affairs, 2005), 389-441.

3 Discussion with former senior NSC official, October 20, 2007.

 Ricks, 102-103.

% One example of this “never again” thinking can be found in Charles J. Dunlap, Jr., “America’s
Asymmetric Advantage,” Armed Forces Journal (September 2006), 20-27. See also my reply arguing for
a full-spectrum force, “From the Ground Up: We Need a Balanced Total Force,” Armed Forces Journal
(October 2006), 44-47. Dunlap’s brief response to my piece appears on page 48 of the same issue.

! Department of Defense, 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review Report (Washington, DC:
Department of Defense, February 6, 2006), 1-26, 43-45, 75-91.

62 Ibid., 85.

% See Executive Order 13434, “National Security Professional Development,” May 17, 2007, in
the Federal Register 72, no. 98 (May 22, 2007); and the unpublished document, National Strategy for
the Development of Security Professionals, July 2007.

¢ See the ongoing study by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS),
Beyond Goldwater-Nichols: Defense Reform for a New Strategic Era, “Phase 1 Report” and “Phase 2
Report” (Washington, DC: CSIS, 2005), available at <csis.org/isp/bgn/index.php?option=com_csis_
pubs&task=view&id=62> and <csis.org/component/option,com_csis_pubs/task,view/id,1849/>.

% Conversations in September 2007 with two staffers, one military and one civilian, associated
with CPA and Combined Joint Task Force-7 in the 2003-2004 timeframe.

% Interviews with numerous on-scene sources; also, Bensahel, “Mission Not Accomplished,”
466.

7 Bremer, 186-188, 245. This ambiguity in who was Bremer’s boss was seen in a very negative
light in correspondence from a senior NSC official, September 2007. A senior DOD official told me
in September 2007 that Bremer reported to so many people that in reality he reported to no one at all.

% For an excellent account of this cooperation, see David Barno, “Fighting the ‘Other War:” Coun-
terinsurgency Strategy in Afghanistan, 2003-2005,” Military Review (September/October 2007), 32-44.

% Franks, 422.

7 On PRTs in Afghanistan, see Michael J. McNerney, “Stabilization and Reconstruction in
Afghanistan: Are PRTs a Model or a Muddle?” Parameters (Winter 2005/2006), 32-46; and Robert M.
Perito, The U.S. Experience with Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan, United States Insti-
tute of Peace Special Report no. 152, October 2005, 1-16. Recent student and faculty veterans at the
National War College nearly all agree that the 20 State Department-run PRTs in Iraq are beginning to
make a difference.

! Other estimates include those by former House speaker Newt Gingrich in his remarks to
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on transforming the State Department. At an open meet-
ing at the Council on Foreign Relations on April 26, 2007, Gingrich recommended a 50 percent
increase in its budget and a substantial increase in the diplomatic work force. See <www.cfr.org/
publication/13210/21st_century_state_department.html>.

> Winston Churchill, My Early Life: A Roving Commission (New York: Scribner’s 1958 edition
of original 1930 book), 232.



About the Author

Dr. Joseph J. Collins has been Professor of National Security Strat-
egy at the National War College since 2004. Prior to this assignment, he
served for 3 years as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Sta-
bility Operations. From 1998 to 2001, Dr. Collins was a Senior Fellow at
the Center for Strategic and International Studies, where he researched
economic sanctions, national security policy, and homeland security. In
1998, after nearly 28 years of military service, Dr. Collins retired from the
U.S. Army as a colonel. His many publications include books and articles
on war in Afghanistan, Operation Desert Storm, military culture, defense
transformation, homeland defense, and the way ahead in Iraq.

Dr. Collins holds a bachelor’s degree from Fordham University and
two master’s degrees and a doctorate in political science from Columbia
University. In 2004, he was awarded the Department of Defense Medal
for Distinguished Public Service, its highest civilian award.

43












DR. PATRICK M. CRONIN

Director

DR. JAMES A. SCHEAR

Director of Research

NDU PRESS STAFF

COLONEL DAVID H. GURNEY, USMC (RET.)

Director

DR. JEFFREY D. SMOTHERMAN

Executive Editor

LIEUTENANT COLONEL ROBERT E. HENSTRAND, USA
Managing Editor

GEORGE C. MAERZ
Supervisory Editor

LISA M. YAMBRICK
Writer-Editor

CALVIN B. KELLEY
Writer-Editor

MARTIN J. PETERS

Production Supervisor

MASTER SERGEANT AYANNA F. WOODS, USAF

Information Manager

OTHER TITLES IN THE SERIES

China’s Global Activism: Strategy, Drivers, and Tools
Occasional Paper 4, October 2006

Toward a Euro-Atlantic Strategy for the Black Sea Region
Occasional Paper 3, April 2006

U.S.-Japan Relations: Progress Toward a Mature Partnership
Occasional Paper 2, June 2005

NATO Expeditionary Operations: Impacts Upon New Members and Partners
Occasional Paper 1, March 2005

For additional information, including publication requests, please contact NDU Press directly at
ndupress@ndu.edu or (202) 685-4210 or visit the NDU Press Web site at ndupress.ndu.edu






