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Executive Summary

President Bush has presented a new strategy for the war in Iraq that may be able to defeat the insurgency and reverse Iraq’s drift towards large-scale civil war. His speech has,

however, raised many questions as to both the risks it will create over the coming months

and the real-world ability to actually implement his plans.
Much of the criticism of the new Bush approach has been unfair. The new strategy is

considerably more sophisticated and comprehensive than the details the President could

fit into his 20-minute address – which had been cut back from a longer 40-minute

version. It combines political, military, and economic action in ways that do offer a

significant hope of success.
The following analysis examines the strengths and weaknesses of the proposals in the

President’s speech in detail, but also adds important further details and clarifications by

Secretary of State Rice, Secretary of Defense Gates, and the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs, Peter Pace. A reading of these additional details is far more reassuring than the

bare bones of the President’s speech, but it is clear that the new strategy and plan still

involve several critical risks, the most important of which are political and military.

The most critical such risk is that the success of the US strategy depends on the

cooperation of a weak and divided Iraqi government that may well pursue a "Shi’ite first"

strategy regardless of US goals. This government does not seem to agree with President

Bush’s desire to deprive Shi’ite militias of their growing power, although it may pressure

them to stand down and adopt a waiting strategy to obtain more US aid in defeating the

Sunnis insurgents and aiding a Shi’ite dominated central government.

There is an only slightly less important risk in the strategy’s dependence on Iraqi forces

that so far have shown little fighting capability and key elements of which are corrupt or

allied with Shiite and Kurdish militias, and on the acceptance of a major US urban

warfare campaign by a divided Iraqi people, many of which are hostile to the US and the

presence of US forces.
These same is true of a "surge" that even when complete will provide only limited

numbers of forces relative to the threat, depends on a highly experimental form of

counterinsurgency warfare, and involves many US troops lacking in the area and

language expertise to fight so complex a form of politico-military-economic warfare.

These critical problems in force numbers -- in terms of both quality and quantity – are

compounded by plans to create a far more difficult "surge" in US qualified civilian aid

personnel approaching 400%. The numbers are in the hundreds, but the US so far has

been unable to recruit and deploy even 120 qualified such personnel vs. deployments

approaching 2,000 in Vietnam.

The end result is that that the odds of success are less than even, much less high. They are

probably less than one in four. At the same time, critics should remember that this is a

search for least bad options, and that it is far from clear that the mid and long term odds

of success from other options are notably better. Adopting a high-risk strategy is virtually

unavoidable.
All possible scenarios lead to 10-20 years of local and regional instability given the

complicated security situation in Iraq and the unstable nature of virtually all future

governments; the equally unstable nature of the Gulf region and the threat posed by Iraq;

long-term global dependence on regional energy exports; the ideological and religious

struggle for the future of Islam and the Arab world; the uncertain prospects for any final

settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, and the fighting in Afghanistan and the broader

war on terrorism. There is no way out of the regional security problem for the US. There

are only different ways to stay involved.
The "Surge:" How Much is Too Little?

The overall changes in US deployment plans are complicated, since they involve

retaining and moving forces already in theater as well as adding new forces, but involve

some very high capability Army and USMC units. Their stated mission is to, "help Iraqis

clear and secure neighborhoods while protecting the local population. These actions will

build the capacity available to commanders to 20 brigade or regimental combat teams to

assist in achieving stability and security and accelerate Iraqi Security Force

development."
The Bush plan will add two brigades and some 7,000 more combat troops to the force in

Baghdad relatively quickly. This will raise the 24,000 US troops now in Baghdad to a

total of 31,000. There are some three additional brigade equivalents in the pipeline, with

around 10,500 more troops. These may deploy to Baghdad, to Anbar, or not at all

depending on the pace of events.
Even if all deploy, adding 17,500 more US troops into Baghdad might not be enough.

There were close to 50,000 US troops in Baghdad during the peak of the fighting in

2004-2005, plus more than two brigades, covering an area about half the size of the one

that the US now plans to clear. At most, the President’s plan would provide 41,500.

In addition, the new plan raises serious political issues of a different kind since both

Prime Minister Maliki’s advisors and those of Hakim’s SCIRI party have previously gone

on record as opposing an increase in US troops. If the Shi’ites do not stand down –

effectively making the US and Iraqi forces fight the Sunnis – the end result will almost

certainly mean a major confrontation with Sadr and the Mahdi militia, which can now

draw upon up to 60,000 fighters nationwide.
The Battle of Baghdad

The new strategy makes the "battle of Baghdad" the center of gravity in the conflict. As a

result, everything hinges on whether the Iraqi government and Iraqi force will provide the

support for this aspect of the war with the consistency, level of commitment, and forces

the US must have to win. This means appointing a military commander and two deputy

commanders for their capital who can and will actually fight, deploying three more Iraqi

Army and National Police brigades across Baghdad’s nine districts, and having Iraqi

forces that are far more effective than they have been in the past.
The new Bush strategy focuses on Baghdad with a limited increase in US forces in

Anbar, and calls for Iraqi forces to take formal control of the security mission in

November. It far from clear, however, that increasing US military strength from 132,000

to 153,000, and Iraqi Army and National Police forces from 42,000 to 50,000, will be

enough to win even in Baghdad.
The President’s plan calls for a total of 18 Iraqi Army and National Police brigades, but

many of these units can’t or won’t really fight, and many are at only a fraction of their

authorized manning. There are currently 42,000 men in these Iraqi forces in Baghdad.

Adding two brigades will add at most 8,000 men, bringing the total to 50,000. The new

Bush strategy focuses on Baghdad with a limited increase in US forces in Anbar, and

calls for Iraqi forces to take formal control of the security mission in November. It is not

clear that increasing US military strength from 132,000 to 153,000, and Iraqi Army and

National Police forces from 42,000 to 50,000, will be enough to win even in Baghdad.
The reality is that the National Police still have ties to Shi’ite militias and death squads,

and the regular police are ineffective, corrupt, and not properly trained or equipped for

the mission. In reality, even if all the planned US forces, and Iraqi Army, National

Police, and regular police forces do show up, the total mix of forces may still be

inadequate to bring lasting security to a greater urban area with 5-6 million inhabitants.
The President was scarcely realistic in saying that US troops would support or "help"

Iraqi forces, rather than lead them and bear the brunt of combat. Iraqi army forces

previously only deployed two of six promised battalions at the start of Operation

Together Forward and took months to build up to around 7,000 troops. Putting a US

battalion of 400-600 men as embeds in each of the nine Military Districts in Baghdad

may help, but it is still US forces that will do almost all of the hard fighting. This is likely

to sharply increase US casualties, at least initially.
The Bush Administration strategy seems to largely exclude any proactive use of the

30,000 men in the Baghdad police forces in Baghdad, on the grounds they are corrupt,

ineffective, and have taken sides at the local level yet, US and Iraqi forces are to operate

from some 27 local police stations – conducting patrols, setting up checkpoints, and

going door-to-door to gain the trust of Baghdad residents.

The Broader War and the Critical Fighting for Political and Ethnic Space

As for national efforts, the President’s plan to increase the embedding of American

advisers in Iraqi Army units – and partner a Coalition brigade with every Iraqi Army

division, and giving US commanders and civilians greater flexibility to spend funds for

economic assistance may also help. There are, however, many questions as to the real

world ability to deploy enough qualified US advisors and translators, and increase the

effectiveness of Iraqi forces. At the end of December, the Iraqi Army had trained and

equipped 132,700 men, but many had deserted, many of the remainder were ineffective,

and even effective units were often largely Shi’ite or Kurdish and had mixed loyalties.

It is far from clear that the US can rapidly succeed in raising Iraqi army division strength

from 10 to 13, brigades from 36 to 41, and battalions from 112 to 132. Out of the 92 Iraqi

brigades now said to be "in the lead," as few as 10 may have high effectiveness, although

some experts say 20-30. The President did not discuss the problems in reforming the

police, or reforming the Ministry of the Interior to increase transparency and

accountability and transform the National Police. These are all "high risk" measures.

The Iraqi Army is also only part of the story. The 24,400 man National Police will

present a major force development problem because of its ties to Shi’ite militias and

extremists. No one knows how many of the 135,000 men trained and equipped for the

police remain in service but absentee and desertion rates often ranged from 25% to 50%,

and the same is true of the 28,900 men trained for other MOI forces. Further problems

exist in dealing with the 135,000 armed security personnel in the various facilities

protection forces, many of which are loyal to Sunni, Shi’ite, or Kurdish factions rather

than the central government.
These military issues, however, are minor compared to other and far more serious flaws

in the new strategy. One area where both the Bush Administration and the US military

fundamentally seem to misread the situation in Iraq is that Baghdad and the four most

violent governorates are only the most open symptoms of a national civil war that does

not have to rely on open violence in many areas. Baghdad simply is not the center of

gravity in Iraq. The center of gravity is the entire map of the country, and efforts to use a

wide range of means to seize as much of it as possible, focusing on key cities and

resources like oil. Even the advocates of the new US Army approach to

counterinsurgency seem to fundamentally misread the true nature of the struggle,

confusing major incidents of violence and killings with a much more modern and

complex form of civil war.
US Strategy in Iraq: "Losing" While "Winning?"

There is no more dangerous way to approach asymmetric warfare than to assume that

changing your own strategy to fit current conditions will not provoke a similar response

by your opponents. The US cannot afford to repeat this mistake in Iraq, particularly

because there are so many ways that a partial US "win" in Baghdad can lead to some

form of US defeat in Iraq.
The Problem of Time

Time is as much an enemy of the US in Iraq as any insurgent group or militia. The US

can talk about "long wars," but it does not yet have a political structure willing to fight

them, and the Bush Administration’s past mistakes have vastly compounded this

problem.
The US is involved in a war of attrition where these past mistakes have created a political

climate where it appears to be steadily more vulnerable to pressures that either will make

it leave, or sharply limit how long it can play a major role. One year increasingly seems

"long" by American domestic political standards, but the actors in Iraq and the region can

play for years. In fact, they have to play for years. They live there and they know the

chances of true stability are negligible for years to come.
Fighting a short war against opponents that can fight a long war is a dangerous option at

best.
Confusing Baghdad with the Center of Gravity

As has been mentioned earlier, the Bush Administration may well have compounded

these problems by confusing Baghdad with the center of gravity in a national struggle for

the control of political and economic space that affects every part of the country. The Iraq

Study Group report had many weaknesses, but it was all to correct in nothing that official

US reporting on the patterns of violence in Iraq may reflect less than a 10th of the actual

struggle, and much of this violence is outside Baghdad.
Winning security control of the city and losing Iraq’s 11 other major cities and

countryside to Iraq’s sectarian and ethnic factions is not victory, it is defeat. The minimal

definition of victory is a relatively stable and secure Iraq, not temporary US military

control of Baghdad.
So far, however, the US has not shown that it has a clear plan for taking control of

Baghdad with the US and Iraqi resources it has available, or described a credible

operational plan for moving from "win" to "hold" and "build." It has completely failed to

set forth a strategy and meaningful operational plan for dealing with Iraq as a country

even if it succeeds in Baghdad.
Options for Responding to the New Bush Strategy

As a result, the US does appear to be treating its opponents as if they did not have

options that can defeat the new US approach. It is quite clear, however, that these

opponents do have such options, and that they may well reduce the odds of US success to

less than one in four:

• The insurgents and/or militias stretch US and ISF forces to their limit to cover all of the greater

Baghdad area. Forcing them to cover more and more area, and either to drain other areas of US

and Iraqi forces or force the US and ISF be too thin on the ground to cover the entire city. They

strike where US and Iraqi forces are weakest. The US can win in 7 out of 10 districts in Baghdad

and still lose.

• The insurgents and/or militias appear to stand down or disperse, but carry out high profile attacks

that avoid military and security targets and focus on aid efforts, key civilians, and religious shrines

and figures.

• The insurgents and militias strike at US and ISF forces during the initial phase of US advances,

keep up the pace of combat for a while, and then disperse to other areas or go underground. They

outwait the US,

• Alternatively, they carry out high profile and well-planned bloody attacks on US forces, and/or use

bombings and atrocities in the areas that are "secure." Time and a focus on influencing US support

for the war become the key weapons.

• The insurgents keep up just enough pressure to lock down US and ISF forces in Baghdad, while

shifting their main areas of attack to targets outside the city. They then focus on a few, wellplanned

attacks with high visibility, designed to have maximum political impact in the US and/or

do most to provoke Shi’ite vs. Sunni and Arab vs. Kurd tensions.

• The insurgents and/or militias focus on winning control of space in the rest of Iraq, while the US

focuses on Baghdad, shifting the center of gravity further away from Baghdad. They do so through

intimidation, low-level acts of violence, and other lower profile forms of struggle that win control

of political and economic space while avoiding open tactical conflict.

• The Shi’ite militias stand down, inevitably shifting the battle to the Sunni insurgents that are too

ideological and exposed to adopt a similar strategy. The net result could be to make the US and

ISF fight for the Shi’ite side in Baghdad.
"Defeat" (or "Victory") by the Iraqi Government

This latter option is particularly important because it may already be in progress, and

because the Bush Administration -- at least publicly -- seems to treat the Iraqi

government as if it had the same interests in creating a unified, democratic, secular Iraq

as the US.
The Iraqi government clearly does not have interests identical to those of the US. In

fact, the power structure in the Iraqi government has every reason to try to use US

offensive to consolidate Shi’ite power, and deflect the battle to strike at the Sunni

insurgents and hostile factions with minimal or no operations against the major Shi’ite

militias.
The Iraqi government is dominated by a fractured Shi’ite coalition with strong religious

motivation, a long history of distrust of the US, and whose main parties (SCIRI and Al

Dawa) see their Shi’ite militias and efforts to dominate the country as legitimate. If the

Shi’ites in the government can spin the new Bush strategy to take control of Baghdad by

having Shi’ite militias stand down, by having the central government take control of all

of the city’s districts, and by having US and ISF troops defeat the Sunni forces in the

city, this gives them a major victory.
This is particularly true if the US helps build a Shi’ite-Kurdish dominated ISF in the

process, and a "victory" in Baghdad leads to continued US support in defeating the

Sunni core resistance in mixed areas and most Sunni-dominated towns and cities. The

end result will still be Shi’ite dominance, and the US will eventually leave – probably

sooner than later even if the US appears to win.
The Sadr Question

Sadr is the odd man out, but he is so far standing down his militia and he is scarcely

isolated or dependent on the use of force. All of the Shi’ite leadership are rivals to some

degree. Al Dawa is much weaker than SCIRI, and Al Dawa ties to Sadr balance out the

other main faction’s strength. Sadr also clearly has more to win in a relatively peaceful

power struggle for a political and economic role in a Shi’ite coalition than having his

militia fight a combination of the US and ISF in Baghdad.
He faces a future in which outside powers are going to largely leave, Sistani may well be

becoming yesterday’s man, and figures like Hakim and Maliki may fade. Backing other

Shi’ite leaders in using the US also means that various rivals or rogue operations in the

Mahdi militia that are not directly loyal to him will either lose power or be defeated in

clashes with US and ISF forces. He benefits from their defeat and can exploit that defeat

to attack the US politically at the same time.
The Sunni and Kurdish Questions

The Iraq government has weak Sunni participation with tenuous Sunni following. It is

unclear that any Sunni leader is emerging who can speak for the Sunnis with enough

support to make conciliation or coexistence negotiations work. The reality is that even if

the Shi’ite leaders wanted to share power, they may only have the option of defeating

the insurgents, acquiring dominant force, and effectively imposing some form of

compromise that most Sunnis are willing to live with.
The Kurdish faction in the government serves Kurdish interests, demands at least de facto

autonomy, and would like independence if it could find some way to deal with the Turks

and other threats. The Kurds care about Kirkuk, what they see as other Kurdish territory,

and oil. If they can work out a compromise on the oil law, Kirkuk referendum, and

autonomy, they win what they want. If this is done at the expense of minorities in the

Kurdish region, that is fully acceptable.
"Losing"While "Winning?" or "WinningWhile Losing?"

From a grimly realpolitik, perspective, such a Shi’ite dominated Iraq scenario might not

be "losing" for the Bush Administration, the US and its allies. A divided Iraq under the

control of religious Shi’ite parties might not be stable or truly democratic in the sense the

US sought in 2003, but from a "realist" perspective, it would be better than a bloodbath

or open civil war.
As long as the Sunnis got enough power and benefits to live with the situation, the

governments of Iraq’s Sunni neighbors might be willing to live with the result. As long as

the Kurds and Shi’ites could get enough compromises over money and territory, they

might reluctantly accept the result. The US would not have to worry about a Kurdish

enclave that is a major strategic liability or serious problems with the Turks.

The end result could be a form of defeat where the US could claim victory, withdraw, and

leave an Iraq that Iran could not easily exploit and which might get better over time.

But, such a Shi’ite twist to the declared US strategy could also fail in a number of critical

ways:

• The Sunnis might keep resisting, and do so at a steadily more popular level, seeing both the Iraqi

government and the US as open enemies. The ISF could divide and/or be far too weak to secure

hostile areas, and they US could not afford to fight a civil war on the Shi’ite side, given the

importance of its Sunni allies.

• Sadr may be far from a rational bargainer, as may many Shi’ite militia elements and Shi’ites

within the government. The US might have to fight a much broader struggle than it can win,

particularly since such Shi’ite factions may well be able to outwait the US presence even if they

are defeated tactically.

• The Kurds may be too ambitious to compromise, or self-destruct in dealing with the Turks. There

is an old Kurdish saying that, "The Kurds have no friends." The full statement should be: "The

Kurds have no friends, including the Kurds."

• Iran may be able to exploit the situation even if the Iraqi government and US do cooperate in a de

facto defeat the Sunni insurgent strategy. Iran must now feel it can outwait the US, exploit US

unpopularity in many Shi’ite areas, and has every reason to be opportunistic.

• Iran wins to some degree even if it does not exploit the situation. A Shi’ite dominated Iraq is going

to need Iranian help and support for years to come.

• Sunni governments may be willing to live with a Shi’ite dominated Iraq, rather than face years of

regional instability and war. Sunni peoples may not, particularly if – is as certain -- extremist

movements like Al Qa’ida exploit the struggle as an ideological and political issue.
One of the grim realities in the search for the "least bad" option, is that even if the US

can actually find the "least bad" option and make it work, it will still be "bad."

Another key reality is that the US really is no longer in control even of "Plan A;" the

Iraqi government is. Moreover, if the Bush Administration strategy does fail, virtually all

of the plans to come will be shaped by fighting and power struggles between Iraqis where

the US will have to respond to events shaped by both enemies and "allies."

One of the lessons that both the Bush Administration and its various US opponents and

critics may still have to learn is that at a given level of defeat, other actors control events.

US discussions of alternative plans and strategies may well be becoming largely

irrelevant.
Benchmarks and Indicators

These very real risks in the President’s new strategy do not mean it cannot succeed over

time. They simply mean the odds of success are limited and the US may have to adopt a

very different strategy within a few months. As for the costs, the President did make it

clear that he expects much more intense urban fighting, and understands that a more

powerful and proactive US military effort to "win, hold, build" in Baghdad could

significantly increase US casualties. What is not clear is what will happen if the Iraqi

people turn against US forces, or the insurgents simply lie low and outwait the US and

government forces in what is fundamentally a long war of attrition.

Some indicators will come quickly. Key Voices like Secretary Gates and General Casey

have said that the US will learn how serious Iraqi willingness to implement the new

strategy is within a few months, and that the US will learn whether the strategy is going

to be successful in Baghdad by this fall. The irony is that this means the US could see the

strategy fail relatively quickly, but success would be the prelude to years of further US

uncertainty and engagement.
Success over the coming year does not mean victory, it is simply the prelude to much

longer efforts at winning at the national level and assisting Iraq with nation building.

Here, it is important to note that the Bush plan does not give the US a real strategy for

Iraq or the Gulf, it is only a strategy for getting through the coming months and year.

The new Bush plan never addressed the Kurdish issue, or federalism. It did not talk about

long-term aid goals, or the development of the Iraqi petroleum sector versus a vague

reference to draft legislation on sharing oil revenues. It is based on possible US troop

cuts, but not withdrawal or a near-term end to the US role in the fighting. It makes no

reference to the possibility that the US may end up as the de facto ally of the Shi’ites

against the Sunnis, particularly if most Shi’ite militias do not resist.
At the same time, the President’s use of benchmarks, and the implied threat that the US

will leave if the Iraqi government does not support the new Administration strategy and

plan, and cannot takeover security responsibility by November, may backfire in different

ways. It creates a strong incentive for the elements hostile to the US to keep up military

pressure, and for Sadr and other Shi’ites hostile to the US to push the Maliki government

to not cooperate. The Maliki government may also react by trying to use the US increase

in forces in Baghdad and Anbar to focus on Sunni insurgents and defeat them, while

leaving Shi’ite militias and forces intact, creating constant tension between the US and

Iraqi governments.
 The Bush Strategy: The Speech, The Plan, and the Risks

The following analysis analyzes the realism and feasibility of the new strategy that

President Bush announced on January 10, 2007. It does so by quoting key highlights f

the President’s speech on January 10, 2007, which are shown in italics. It then

comments on each major statement, adding in quotations from key U.S. officials,

including Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Peter Pace, and Commander of the Multination Force in

Iraq (MNF-I, General George Casey.
Taking Responsibility

Where mistakes have been made, the responsibility rests with me. It is clear that we

need to change our strategy in Iraq… In our discussions, we all agreed that there is no

magic formula for success in Iraq
An important statement where the President takes clear responsibility, and acknowledges

the risks involved.
Linkage to the Global War on Terror

Tonight in Iraq, the Armed Forces of the United States are engaged in a struggle that will

determine the direction of the global war on terror – and our safety here at home.

Iraq is only one element in the war on terror. Growing problems in Afghanistan and

Pakistan may well be more important in terms of affecting international terrorism than

the struggle in Iraq. The resurgence of the Taliban, and the failure to suppress Al Qa’ida,

are at least of equal importance.
A US defeat in Iraq would probably provide a major propaganda victory for various

Sunni Neo-Salafi extremist and terrorist groups, but it is more likely to see some form of

Shi’ite victory or Sunni-Shi’ite conflict in which Iran comes to play a major role,

exacerbating the growing tensions between Iran and its neighbors and Sunni fears of

some form of "Shi’ite crescent." This does not mean perceived defeat is unimportant, but

Iraq is not in any sense the central front in the war on terrorism.
Similarly, US victory after years of fighting will not be seen as a decisive defeat of

terrorism by extremist and terrorist groups outside Iraq. Like Israel’s tactical victories

over the Hezbollah, the fact terrorism and asymmetric warfare had so much success in the

face of overwhelming US conventional military strength will be seen as a kind of victory

and model for the future, and the perceived defeat of Sunnis at Shi’ite expense, will act

as an political and ideological stimulus for further action.
This struggle truly is "long" and "global." Attempts to focus on any one area of conflict

are misleading and do not represent the facts.
Exaggerating Progress Towards Democracy and Stability

When I addressed you just over a year ago, nearly 12 million Iraqis had cast their ballots

for a unified and democratic nation. The elections of 2005 were a stunning achievement.

The system used for the elections virtually ensured that Iraqis would vote by sect and

ethnicity and that the outcome would further divide Sunni and Shi’ite. This outcome was

clear long before the election, and compounded the divisions created by US efforts to

make Iraqis draft a new constitution.
The reality is that the Bush Administration and Neocon failure to prepare for stability

operations and nation building were key factors in creating the insurgency and civil

conflict in Iraq. A focus on national elections and a constitution that occurred in ways

that divided the nation by sect and ethnicity did not provide a sound basis for

government, or for compromise and conciliation.
This is a clear message in the Director of National Intelligence’s NIE on Iraq, "Prospects

for Iraq’s Stability: A Challenging Road Ahead, that was issued on February 2, 2007.

The NIE describes a far more unstable Iraq than the President, and a far higher degree of

risk in any new strategy:
Iraqi society’s growing polarization, the persistent weakness of the security forces and the

state in general, and all sides’ ready recourse to violence are collectively driving an increase

in communal and insurgent violence and political extremism.

Unless efforts to reverse these conditions show measurable progress during the term of this

Estimate, the coming 12 to 18 months, we assess that the overall security situation will

continue to deteriorate at rates comparable to the latter part of 2006.
If strengthened Iraqi Security Forces (ISF), more loyal to the government and supported by

Coalition forces, are able to reduce levels of violence and establish more effective security for

Iraq’s population, Iraqi leaders could have an opportunity to begin the process of political

compromise necessary for longer term stability, political progress, and economic recovery.

• Nevertheless, even if violence is diminished, given the current winner-take-all attitude and

sectarian animosities infecting the political scene, Iraqi leaders will be hard pressed to achieve

sustained political reconciliation in the time frame of this Estimate.
The challenges confronting Iraqis are daunting, and multiple factors are driving the current

trajectory of the country’s security and political evolution.
• Decades of subordination to Sunni political, social, and economic domination have made the

Shia deeply insecure about their hold on power. This insecurity leads the Shia to mistrust US

efforts to reconcile Iraqi sects and reinforces their unwillingness to engage with the Sunnis on

a variety of issues, including adjusting the structure of Iraq’s federal system, reining in Shia

militias, and easing de-Baathification.

• Many Sunni Arabs remain unwilling to accept their minority status, believe the central

government is illegitimate and incompetent, and are convinced that Shia dominance will

increase Iranian influence over Iraq, in ways that erode the state’s Arab character and increase

Sunni repression.

• The absence of unifying leaders among the Arab Sunni or Shia with the capacity to speak

for or exert control over their confessional groups limits prospects for reconciliation. The

Kurds remain willing to participate in Iraqi state building but reluctant to surrender any of the

gains in autonomy they have achieved.

• The Kurds are moving systematically to increase their control of Kirkuk to guarantee

annexation of all or most of the city and province into the Kurdistan Regional Government

(KRG) after the constitutionally mandated referendum scheduled to occur no later than 31

December 2007. Arab groups in Kirkuk continue to resist violently what they see as Kurdish

encroachment.
One key lesson that the President, and all interested in representative government,

should have learned from this experience is that effective "democratization" requires

stable and centrist political parties, effective checks and balances, a strong court system

and rule of law, and the ability to govern effectively. This takes time and major resources

to build in a stable form, and rushed efforts need to focus on the risks they create and the

need for security and effective governance. In the real world, legitimacy is not

determined by how governments are chosen, but by how well they govern and actually

serve their peoples.
This is a critical enduring weakness in US efforts. They depend on effective and unifying

Iraqi governance and political action, and this does not yet exist.
Repeating the Promise of a Stable, Democratic Iraq and Regional Transformation

…victory in Iraq will bring something new in the Arab world – a functioning democracy

that polices its territory, upholds the rule of law, respects fundamental human liberties,

and answers to its people. A democratic Iraq will not be perfect. But it will be a country

that fights terrorists instead of harboring them – and it will help bring a future of peace

and security for our children and grandchildren.
The President promised more than history is likely to deliver in Iraq in the near future,

and far too much than victory in Iraq can deliver to our children and grandchildren.
Distorting the History and Nature of Violence in Iraq
But in 2006, the opposite happened. The violence in Iraq – particularly in Baghdad –

overwhelmed the political gains the Iraqis had made. Al Qaeda terrorists and Sunni

insurgents recognized the mortal danger that Iraq’s elections posed for their cause.

As the previous quotation from the new NIE on Iraq shows all too clearly, this statement

reinvents history. The pattern of sectarian and ethnic violence began to be important in

2004, as Sunni Islamist insurgents increasingly focused on seeking to provoke civil war

and conflict in addition to attacking coalition forces. It built up steadily during 2005,

and the Bush Administration ignored and then downplayed such warnings. As a result,

the rise of sectarian and ethnic conflict was a major factor long before President Bush

announced his previous strategy at the end of 2005, before the Iraqi election, and before

the attack the Golden Mosque of Samarra – an attacks who importance the

Administration sharply downplayed at the time.
Even today, Bush Administration reporting systematically ignores the level of Arab-

Kurdish tension in Kirkuk, the Mosul area, over control of the northern oil fields, and

along the so-called "ethnic fault" line in the north, as well as tension between Kurds,

Turcomans, Christian groups, and smaller minorities. It ignores the broad scale of Shi’ite

versus Sunni ethnic cleansing outside Baghdad because it often involved intimidation and

threats, rather than actual killings, and because there is no way to count the actual number

of dead.

The President ignored the deep fracture lines inside the Shi’ite Coalition between and

within the Sadr movement, SCIRI, and Al Dawa. It ignores the Shi’ite versus Shi’ite

struggles in the south and east, particularly in the major shrine cities and Basra area –

where a Shi’ite Islamist government has taken over and separatist movements want

control of Basra and the oil areas without integration into a Shi’ite federation that would

include other Shi’ite areas and give them full access to oil income.
Downplaying the intensity of civil conflict sharply understates the risks in any options

available in Iraq, as well as the one the President has now chosen. This is clear even

from the relatively "politically correct" reporting in the latest Department of Defense

report on Stability and Security in Iraq,
These actions must effectively deal with militias, including disarming, demobilizing, and reintegrating

them into Iraqi society. However, a range of criminal, political, ethnic, and religious factions that

pursue their own interests through the use of terror, murder, sabotage, extortion, bribery, and

corruption is threatening accomplishment of these actions. In October 2006, there were more Iraqis

who expressed lack of confidence in their government’s ability to improve the situation than there were

in July 2006.

• Executive Procedures to Form Regions Law: Federalism and the shape it takes in Iraq are two of

the sharper and more contentious issues in Iraqi politics. In October 2006, after many long debates

on whether the region formation law would have the effect of breaking the country apart, the CoR

passed the Executive Procedures to Form Regions Law. To allow more time for additional

discussions, the CoR postponed implementation of the law for 18 months.

• Constitutional Review Committee. In September 2006, the CoR approved the membership of the

Constitutional Review Committee. The committee has four months to review the constitution and

develop a list of proposed amendments for presentation to the CoR. Members have agreed to make

decisions by consensus rather than by voting, which could limit the scope of proposed amendments.

It should be noted that the constitution calls for some 55 enabling laws that will clarify and specify

constitutional provisions. This enabling legislation may influence the perceived need to amend the

constitution. Although there is now no timetable for the Constitutional Review Committee to begin

its work, the Government of Iraq has established a notional timeline for referendums on proposed

constitutional reforms.
Exaggerating the Risks in Withdrawal, But…

…we concluded that to step back now would force a collapse of the Iraqi government,

tear that country apart, and result in mass killings on an unimaginable scale. Such a

scenario would result in our troops being forced to stay in Iraq even longer, and confront

an enemy that is even more lethal.
Overstates the risks of withdrawal or "defeat," just as those calling for force cuts and

withdrawal understate the risks of withdrawal or "defeat." The NIE on Iraq provides

much balanced, but still serious warning. support the President’s warning, and that of

many Administration witnesses, that a precipitous withdrawal could lead to a far more

bloody struggle.
It notes that if a rapid withdrawal of U.S. forces took place, the Iraqi Security Forces

"would be unlikely to survive as a non-sectarian national institution." Neighboring

countries "might intervene openly in the conflict; massive civilian casualties and forced

population displacement would be probable." Al Qaeda would attempt to use Al-Anbar

as a base to launch attacks in and outside of Iraq. Turkey may launch a military incursion

into Iraq.

…Coalition capabilities, including force levels, resources, and operations, remain an

essential stabilizing element in Iraq.

If Coalition forces were withdrawn rapidly during the term of this Estimate, we judge that this

almost certainly would lead to a significant increase in the scale and scope of sectarian conflict in

Iraq, intensify Sunni resistance to the Iraqi Government, and have adverse consequences for

national reconciliation.

• If such a rapid withdrawal were to take place, we judge that the ISF would be unlikely to survive

as a non-sectarian national institution; neighboring countries—invited by Iraqi factions or

unilaterally—might intervene openly in the conflict; massive civilian casualties and forced

population displacement would be probable; AQI would attempt to use parts of the country—

particularly al-Anbar province—to plan increased attacks in and outside of Iraq; and spiraling

violence and political disarray in Iraq, along with Kurdish moves to control Kirkuk and strengthen

autonomy, could prompt Turkey to launch a military incursion
And one message came through loud and clear: Failure in Iraq would be a disaster for

the United States. The consequences of failure are clear: Radical Islamic extremists

would grow in strength and gain new recruits. They would be in a better position to

topple moderate governments, create chaos in the region, and use oil revenues to fund

their ambitions. Iran would be emboldened in its pursuit of nuclear weapons. Our

enemies would have a safe haven from which to plan and launch attacks on the American

people.
This statement again tries to link Iraq to the broader war on terror. As is shown above,

The unclassified summary of the new NIE conspicuously does not do so.

In reality, the risks are far greater that Shi’ites and Kurds would end up fighting Sunnis, if

not each other. Iranian influence would growth. Sunni states would intervene in aiding

the Sunni side. The primary risk is civil war with broad regional implications, not a Sunni

extremist victory. Many experts also give these risks less importance than the risks of

staying.
The US does have options, and may be forced to exercise them. Denying the existence of

viable "Plan B" for limiting US action in Iraq or withdrawing US forces creates both a

false dilemma and the danger it could both remove domestic US political support for any

option other than total withdrawal and lead to panic and distrust by our regional allies.

Administration spokesmen have said, however, that the US is examining such plans and

that the reason for not mentioning them is that any mention of "Plan B" would lead to

immediate demands that it become "Plan A."
The reality is that US has a wide range of options, including maintaining aid and/or a

limited US military presence that would only intervene to prevent all out civil war. It

could avoid involvement in direct fighting and focus on training ISF units that were truly

nation while attacking true terrorist elements. It could withdrawing to facilities in Jordan,

Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, and the UAE to contain the violence in Iraq and Iran. It could

work with the Kurds and Turks to seek to create a security enclave in the north.

Defeat, however, is defeat. In a world where the US has no choice other than to search for

the least bad option, any form of defeat is be a less desirable option than even the most

minimal victory in creating a unified, largely secure, and more stable Iraq. The fact

remains, however, that the new strategy is more likely to fail than succeed, and the US

must be ready for conditions where civil combat or Iraqi politics make it, or ask it, to

leave.

The Election that Divided the Country:

Iraqi Voting Results by Sect and Ethnicity by Province

(In percentage of actual votes)
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Note: Substantial numbers of minorities voted for smaller parties. The minority vote and population is substantially larger than is

shown in voting results based on the major parties, particularly since minorities sometimes did not vote in areas where this would

have put them at risk or they had no clear representation on the ballot.

Uncertain Iraqi Government Support

As has been touched upon earlier, the new plan raises serious political issues of a

different kind. While the President and senor US officials and officers refer to this as an

Iraqi plan and Iraqi-led effort, both Prime Minister Maliki’s advisors and those of

Hakim’s SCIRI party have previously gone on record as opposing an increase in US

troops. It could mean a major confrontation with Sadr and the Mahdi militia, which can

now draw upon up to 60,000 fighters nationwide.
Limits to US support if the Iraqi Government Does Not Cooperate

I have made it clear to the Prime Minister and Iraq’s other leaders that America’s

commitment is not open-ended. If the Iraqi government does not follow through on its

promises, it will lose the support of the American people – and it will lose the support of

the Iraqi people. Now is the time to act. The Prime Minister understands this. Here is

what he told his people just last week: "The Baghdad security plan will not provide a

safe haven for any outlaws, regardless of [their] sectarian or political affiliation."

Once again, no one can now know whether this will force Iraqis to support the strategy

and whether Iraq’s leaders can deliver the Iraqi people even if they do act as the President

desires. Both Secretary of State Rice and Secretary of Defense Gates did, however,

provide considerable further clarification at a joint press conference the day after the

President’s speech,
SEC. GATES: I think that if we get some indication that the Iraqis are not fulfilling their

commitments, the way this is going to unfold -- we are going to have a number of opportunities to

go back to the Iraqis and point out where they have failed to meet their commitments and to move

forward. I think that, frankly, based on the president's conversations and the conversations that our

ambassador and General Casey have had not just with the prime minister but with President

Talibani and with other leaders in the Iraqi government that there is a broad commitment in the

Iraqi government across several different groups in the government to make this work. So I think

our assumption going forward is that they every intention of making this work, of fulfilling their

commitments.
And, frankly, you know, the notion that the Iraqis are standing by while we're doing the fighting is

really not an accurate statement. In fact, one of our military folks told me the other day that now

more than half of the casualties coming into U.S. military hospitals in Iraq are Iraqi military. So

they are fighting, and as we saw in the streets of Baghdad just in the last couple of days, they are

fighting. So I think that -- our belief is they will fulfill these commitments. But if we see them

falling short, we will make sure that they know that and how strongly we feel about it.
Q Does that -- Secretary Rice, there's been a great deal of emphasis on Maliki's government

performing and whether or not there is too much pressure being put on him. If you would in all

fairness respond to a Reuters wire that's just crossed -- comments that Reuters reports that was

made in an open microphone between television interviews this morning -- it quotes you saying

as, "I don't want to descend on the Maliki government and look like, you know, just sort of beat

their brains out. The president was pretty tough last night, and we'll pretty tough today; give them

a little time now to do something, a little breathing space." Are these accurate comments from

Reuters? And is there a sense or a risk of being too hard on Maliki?
SEC. RICE: I don't think there's a sense of not being very tough about the commitments and the

obligations that we expect. And yes, it's an accurate quote. It was an open mike. But it was an

accurate quote. And the point was, I was asked, "Are you going to go to Baghdad right away?"

And I said that I thought it was important to have the Maliki government have a little time now to

make its plan work.
After all, this is the Maliki government's plan. They came to the president with this plan in

Amman. They said we need to put together a plan that will help us to deal with the problem that

our population doesn't believe that we can secure them…However, they haven't performed in the

past. And so the president is absolutely right, and we have all been saying to them, "You have to

perform."
I do think now Prime Minister Maliki needs to work with his government, get his Baghdad

commander in place, get his forces in place, get his reconstruction coordinator appointed. And

then I fully expect at that time, probably in not very long, to go to Baghdad and to work with

them. But I do think it's important to give them a little time to organize.
Q And when you say breathing space or a little time, do you have a certain sense -- a timetable?

Is that months or –
SEC. RICE: No. No. They have to get organized right away, and they are. He announced a

Baghdad commander. They're going to put this in place. I think their forces start to flow in on

February 1st. So this is coming in very quick order.
But again, the question was, are you going to go immediately to Baghdad? And my point was that

I think the -- we've made very clear what the expectations are of the Maliki government -- very

clear both in public and in private what those expectations are. And now I expect the Maliki

government is going to organize itself to carry out those obligations.
Establishing Iraqi Government Authority

To establish its authority, the Iraqi government plans to take responsibility for security in

all of Iraq’s provinces by November. To give every Iraqi citizen a stake in the country’s

economy, Iraq will pass legislation to share oil revenues among all Iraqis. To show that

it is committed to delivering a better life, the Iraqi government will spend 10 billion

dollars of its own money on reconstruction and infrastructure projects that will create

new jobs. To empower local leaders, Iraqis plan to hold provincial elections later this

year. And to allow more Iraqis to re-enter their nation’s political life, the government

will reform de-Baathification laws – and establish a fair process for considering

amendments to Iraq’s constitution.
Good solid goals, but the question is whether the Iraqi government can and will meet

them. Assigning Iraqis responsibility for security in Iraq’s provinces has so far proved to

be a cosmetic gesture, not a reality. Past pledges on oil revenues, local elections, and de-

Baathification have not been met.
The fact is that Iraqis already planned to spend such money on reconstruction, and it is

the US that actually will have fund most new job creation efforts and the use of dollars to

supplement bullets. There are no benchmarks or stated plans for the eventual

demobilization of the militias.
Moreover, the new NIE on Iraq scarcely presents the President’s view of the Iraqi

government as a reliable ally committed to supporting the US and seeking conciliation.

All the above warnings reflect a fragmented government, dominated by Shi’ite interests

with uncertain stability in working with the Kurds.
In fact, the NIE says that three major changes would have to take place in the current

political situation and leadership:

A number of identifiable developments could help to reverse the negative trends driving Iraq’s

current trajectory. They include:

• Broader Sunni acceptance of the current political structure and federalism to begin to reduce

one of the major sources of Iraq’s instability.

• Significant concessions by Shia and Kurds to create space for Sunni acceptance of federalism.

• A bottom-up approach—deputizing, resourcing, and working more directly with neighborhood

watch groups and establishing grievance committees—to help mend frayed relationships between

tribal and religious groups, which have been mobilized into communal warfare over the past three

years.

A key enabler for all of these steps would be stronger Iraqi leadership, which could enhance the

positive impact of all the above developments.
Short Victory as a Prelude to a Long War

This new strategy will not yield an immediate end to suicide bombings, assassinations, or

IED attacks. Our enemies in Iraq will make every effort to ensure that our television

screens are filled with images of death and suffering. Yet over time, we can expect to see

Iraqi troops chasing down murderers, fewer brazen acts of terror, and growing trust and

cooperation from Baghdad’s residents. When this happens, daily life will improve, Iraqis

will gain confidence in their leaders, and the government will have the breathing space it

needs to make progress in other critical areas. Most of Iraq’s Sunni and Shia want to

live together in peace – and reducing the violence in Baghdad will help make

reconciliation possible.
This may well prove true in practice. The very real risks in the President’s new strategy

do not mean it cannot succeed over time. They simply mean the odds of success are

probably somewhat short of even.
America will hold the Iraqi government to the benchmarks it has announced.

Benchmarks are important, but there is no clear picture of what the US will do and no

schedule. The President was vague at best. Secretary Rice and Secretary Gates were,

however, somewhat more specific at a press conference the next day,

SEC. GATES: Well, as I indicated, we're going to know pretty early on whether the Iraqis are

meeting their military commitments in terms of being able to go into all neighborhoods, in terms

of the Iraqis being in the lead in carrying out the leadership in the fighting, and for there not to be

political interference in the military operations that are going forward. As I say, this is going to

unfold over a period of time, and so I think that, as I indicated in my remarks, before very many

American soldiers have been sent to Iraq, we'll have a pretty good early indications of their

performance.
We'll have to see in terms of the length of time. It's really hard to say at this point. It's viewed as

a temporary surge. But I think no one has a really clear idea of how long that might be.

Q Can you define what success will be then, sir? I mean, if you don't know how long it will be

-- I know one of the things over the last few months, the president was saying, "We're winning in

Iraq, we're winning in Iraq." Suddenly, he didn't think we were. So how do you define success,

how do you know if it's not working? Certainly there will be a period where it's bloodier, more

violent. But at what point do you really know it's working?
SEC. GATES: Well, let me take a crack at it and then invite Condi to comment. I think that what

we will see over time is a lessening of violence in Baghdad. If the strategy is successful, over time

we will see a lessening of violence in Baghdad. We're going to be, to a certain extent, the

prisoners of anyone who wants to strap on a bomb and blow themselves up. But if -- but if the

environment in Baghdad improves to the point where the political process can go forward, where

the reconciliation process can go forward, where an oil law can be passed for the distribution of

the revenues from the oil sales, where provincial elections can go forward, and where the

government is actually beginning to make its writ felt outside Baghdad, and we see the

government of Iraq beginning to operate more effectively, I think all of these things -- as the

president said last night, and as I suggested this morning, it isn't going to be like anything we've

experienced before in terms of when we'll know whether or not we're being successful, it's going

to take a little time. And we will probably have a better view a couple of months from now in

terms of whether we are making headway in terms of getting better control of Baghdad, with the

Iraqis in the lead and with the Iraqis beginning to make better progress on the reconciliation

process.
But let me ask Secretary Rice –
SEC. RICE: Well, I would underscore the point about political reconciliation. I do think the

Iraqis obviously have to pass an oil law. They have to follow through on the promises that they've

made to their own people about the inclusiveness of the political process.

I think as to -- I'd make one point about Baghdad and one point about the rest of the country.

What has really happened in Baghdad -- and Prime Minister Maliki said this to the president -- is

that the Iraqi people have lost confidence in the ability of their government to defend them in their

capital, to protect them in their capital. And in fact, there are some, because of the sectarian

overtones, who wonder if in fact their government is willing to protect them if they come from

one sect or another. And I think what the Iraqi government is trying to do, and needs to do, is to

reestablish civil order in the sense that they are, in fact, willing to and capable of protecting all

Iraqis who live in Baghdad. That means the kinds of activities that take place in these

neighborhoods wouldn't be tolerated, and they would, in fact, go after some of the violent people

on either side that are causing the problems. And I think that will be a measure of how well they

are doing.
In the provinces -- it's also important to recognize that not everything -- as important as Baghdad

is, not everything rests on Baghdad. One reason that we're diversifying and decentralizing into the

provinces and the localities is that you want to strengthen the governance from the bottom up as

well. And we've learned that it is somewhat more effective to be able to deliver governance and

economic development and reconstruction at a more local level. And I think it's starting to have

an effect. We've seen it work in Mosul, we've seen it work in Tall Afar. And as the secretary said

-- Bob said, in Anbar, we're beginning to get some signs that the tribal sheikhs there want to fight

the violent extremists. And we've been in Anbar for a while now working politically.

So, I think you should think of what the government needs to show in Baghdad, but also the

building of governance structures outside of the country.
General George Casey, the commander of US forces in Iraq, was more explicit about

timing in a briefing to reporters on January 19th, He said that it should be possible within

the next 60 days to 90 days to evaluate the effect of putting additional Iraqi and U.S.

forces into Iraq's capital. He said that three Iraqi brigades were then moving into Baghdad

as planned, Iraq was moving forward to meet a range of security commitments. "So far

so good, but there is a long way to go before we're done."
Casey predicted that it would be possible to assess the outcome of the effort to make

Baghdad more secure, and whether the surge of additional U.S. forces to Iraq that is

under way could be reversed, by late summer. "I think it's probably going to be late

summer before...the people in Baghdad feel safe in their neighborhoods."i
US Strategy in Iraq: "Losing" While "Winning?"

There is no more dangerous way to approach asymmetric warfare than to assume that

changing your own strategy to fit current conditions will not provoke a similar response

by your opponents. The US cannot afford to repeat this mistake in Iraq, particularly

because there are so many ways that a partial US "win" in Baghdad can lead to some

form of US defeat in Iraq.
The Problem of Time

Time is as much an enemy of the US in Iraq as any insurgent group or militia. The US

can talk about "long wars," but it does not yet have a political structure willing to fight

them, and the Bush Administration’s past mistakes have vastly compounded this

problem.
The US is involved in a war of attrition where these past mistakes have created a political

climate where it appears to be steadily more vulnerable to pressures that either will make

it leave, or sharply limit how long it can play a major role. One year increasingly seems

"long" by American domestic political standards, but the actors in Iraq and the region can

play for years. In fact, they have to play for years. They live there and they know the

chances of true stability are negligible for years to come.
Fighting a short war against opponents that can fight a long war is a dangerous option at

best.
Confusing Baghdad with the Center of Gravity

The Bush Administration may well have compounded these problems by confusing

Baghdad with the center of gravity in a national struggle for the control of political and

economic space that affects every part of the country. The Iraq Study Group report had

many weaknesses, but it was all to correct in nothing that official US reporting on the

patterns of violence in Iraq may reflect less than a 10th of the actual struggle, and much

of this violence is outside Baghdad.
Winning security control of the city and losing Iraq’s 11 other major cities and

countryside to Iraq’s sectarian and ethnic factions is not victory, it is defeat. The minimal

definition of victory is a relatively stable and secure Iraq, not temporary US military

control of Baghdad.
So far, however, the US has not shown that it has a clear plan for taking control of

Baghdad with the US and Iraqi resources it has available, or described a credible

operational plan for moving from "win" to "hold" and "build." It has completely failed to

set forth a strategy and meaningful operational plan for dealing with Iraq as a country

even if it succeeds in Baghdad.
Options for Responding to the New Bush Strategy

As a result, the US does appear to be treating its opponents as if they did not have

options that can defeat the new US approach. It is quite clear, however, that these

opponents do have such options, and that they may well reduce the odds of US success to

less than one in four:

• The insurgents and/or militias stretch US and ISF forces to their limit to cover all of the greater

Baghdad area. Forcing them to cover more and more area, and either to drain other areas of US

and Iraqi forces or force the US and ISF be too thin on the ground to cover the entire city. They

strike where US and Iraqi forces are weakest. The US can win in 7 out of 10 districts in Baghdad

and still lose.

• The insurgents and/or militias appear to stand down or disperse, but carry out high profile attacks

that avoid military and security targets and focus on aid efforts, key civilians, and religious shrines

and figures.

• The insurgents and militias strike at US and ISF forces during the initial phase of US advances,

keep up the pace of combat for a while, and then disperse to other areas or go underground. They

outwait the US,

• Alternatively, they carry out high profile and well-planned bloody attacks on US forces, and/or use

bombings and atrocities in the areas that are "secure." Time and a focus on influencing US support

for the war become the key weapons.

• The insurgents keep up just enough pressure to lock down US and ISF forces in Baghdad, while

shifting their main areas of attack to targets outside the city. They then focus on a few, wellplanned

attacks with high visibility, designed to have maximum political impact in the US and/or

do most to provoke Shi’ite vs. Sunni and Arab vs. Kurd tensions.

• The insurgents and/or militias focus on winning control of space in the rest of Iraq, while the US

focuses on Baghdad, shifting the center of gravity further away from Baghdad. They do so through

intimidation, low-level acts of violence, and other lower profile forms of struggle that win control

of political and economic space while avoiding open tactical conflict.

• The Shi’ite militias stand down, inevitably shifting the battle to the Sunni insurgents that are too

ideological and exposed to adopt a similar strategy. The net result could be to make the US and

ISF fight for the Shi’ite side in Baghdad.
"Defeat" (or "Victory") by the Iraqi Government

This latter option is particularly important because it may already be in progress, and

because the Bush Administration -- at least publicly -- seems to treat the Iraqi

government as if it had the same interests in creating a unified, democratic, secular Iraq

as the US.
The Iraqi government clearly does not have interests identical to those of the US. In

fact, the power structure in the Iraqi government has every reason to try to use US

offensive to consolidate Shi’ite power, and deflect the battle to strike at the Sunni

insurgents and hostile factions with minimal or no operations against the major Shi’ite

militias.
The Iraqi government is dominated by a fractured Shi’ite coalition with strong religious

motivation, a long history of distrust of the US, and whose main parties (SCIRI and Al

Dawa) see their Shi’ite militias and efforts to dominate the country as legitimate. If the

Shi’ites in the government can spin the new Bush strategy to take control of Baghdad by

having Shi’ite militias stand down, by having the central government take control of all

of the city’s districts, and by having US and ISF troops defeat the Sunni forces in the

city, this gives them a major victory.
This is particularly true if the US helps build a Shi’ite-Kurdish dominated ISF in the

process, and a "victory" in Baghdad leads to continued US support in defeating the

Sunni core resistance in mixed areas and most Sunni-dominated towns and cities. The

end result will still be Shi’ite dominance, and the US will eventually leave – probably

sooner than later even if the US appears to win.
The Sadr Question
Sadr is the odd man out, but he is so far standing down his militia and he is scarcely

isolated or dependent on the use of force. All of the Shi’ite leadership are rivals to some

degree. Al Dawa is much weaker than SCIRI, and Al Dawa ties to Sadr balance out the

other main faction’s strength. Sadr also clearly has more to win in a relatively peaceful

power struggle for a political and economic role in a Shi’ite coalition than having his

militia fight a combination of the US and ISF in Baghdad.

He faces a future in which outside powers are going to largely leave, Sistani may well be

becoming yesterday’s man, and figures like Hakim and Maliki may fade. Backing other

Shi’ite leaders in using the US also means that various rivals or rogue operations in the

Mahdi militia that are not directly loyal to him will either lose power or be defeated in

clashes with US and ISF forces. He benefits from their defeat and can exploit that defeat

to attack the US politically at the same time.
The Sunni and Kurdish Questions

The Iraq government has weak Sunni participation with tenuous Sunni following. It is

unclear that any Sunni leader is emerging who can speak for the Sunnis with enough

support to make conciliation or coexistence negotiations work. The reality is that even if

the Shi’ite leaders wanted to share power, they may only have the option of defeating

the insurgents, acquiring dominant force, and effectively imposing some form of

compromise that most Sunnis are willing to live with.
The Kurdish faction in the government serves Kurdish interests, demands at least de facto

autonomy, and would like independence if it could find some way to deal with the Turks

and other threats. The Kurds care about Kirkuk, what they see as other Kurdish territory,

and oil. If they can work out a compromise on the oil law, Kirkuk referendum, and

autonomy, they win what they want. If this is done at the expense of minorities in the

Kurdish region, that is fully acceptable.
"Losing"While "Winning?" or "WinningWhile Losing?"

From a grimly realpolitik, perspective, such a Shi’ite dominated Iraq scenario might not

be "losing" for the Bush Administration, the US and its allies. A divided Iraq under the

control of religious Shi’ite parties might not be stable or truly democratic in the sense the

US sought in 2003, but from a "realist" perspective, it would be better than a bloodbath

or open civil war.
As long as the Sunnis got enough power and benefits to live with the situation, the

governments of Iraq’s Sunni neighbors might be willing to live with the result. As long as

the Kurds and Shi’ites could get enough compromises over money and territory, they

might reluctantly accept the result. The US would not have to worry about a Kurdish

enclave that is a major strategic liability or serious problems with the Turks.
The end result could be a form of defeat where the US could claim victory, withdraw, and

leave an Iraq that Iran could not easily exploit and which might get better over time.

But, such a Shi’ite twist to the declared US strategy could also fail in a number of critical

ways:

• The Sunnis might keep resisting, and do so at a steadily more popular level, seeing both the Iraqi

government and the US as open enemies. The ISF could divide and/or be far too weak to secure

hostile areas, and they US could not afford to fight a civil war on the Shi’ite side, given the

importance of its Sunni allies.

• Sadr may be far from a rational bargainer, as may many Shi’ite militia elements and Shi’ites

within the government. The US might have to fight a much broader struggle than it can win,

particularly since such Shi’ite factions may well be able to outwait the US presence even if they

are defeated tactically.

• The Kurds may be too ambitious to compromise, or self-destruct in dealing with the Turks. There

is an old Kurdish saying that, "The Kurds have no friends." The full statement should be: "The

Kurds have no friends, including the Kurds."

• Iran may be able to exploit the situation even if the Iraqi government and US do cooperate in a de

facto defeat the Sunni insurgent strategy. Iran must now feel it can outwait the US, exploit US

unpopularity in many Shi’ite areas, and has every reason to be opportunistic.

• Iran wins to some degree even if it does not exploit the situation. A Shi’ite dominated Iraq is going

to need Iranian help and support for years to come.

• Sunni governments may be willing to live with a Shi’ite dominated Iraq, rather than face years of

regional instability and war. Sunni peoples may not, particularly if – is as certain -- extremist

movements like Al Qa’ida exploit the struggle as an ideological and political issue.
One of the grim realities in the search for the "least bad" option, is that even if the US

can actually find the "least bad" option and make it work, it will still be "bad."
Another key reality is that the US really is no longer in control even of "Plan A;" the

Iraqi government is. Moreover, if the Bush Administration strategy does fail, virtually all

of the plans to come will be shaped by fighting and power struggles between Iraqis where

the US will have to respond to events shaped by both enemies and "allies."
One of the lessons that both the Bush Administration and its various US opponents and

critics may still have to learn is that at a given level of defeat, other actors control events.

US discussions of alternative plans and strategies may well be becoming largely

irrelevant.
The Campaign in Baghdad

The most urgent priority for success in Iraq is security, especially in Baghdad.

Eighty percent of Iraq’s sectarian violence occurs within 30 miles of the capital. This

violence is splitting Baghdad into sectarian enclaves, and shaking the confidence of all

Iraqis.
President Bush’s statement does track with Department of Defense reporting. The latest

quarterly report stated that,

In the past three months, the total number of Attacks increased 22%. Some of this increase is

attributable to a seasonal spike in violence during Ramadan. Coalition forces remained the target

of the majority of attacks (68%), but Iraqis suffered the overwhelming majority of casualties.

Total civilian casualties increased by 2% over the previous reporting period. Fifty-four percent of

all attacks occurred in only 2 of Iraq’s 18 provinces (Baghdad and Anbar). Violence in Iraq was

divided along ethnic, religious, and tribal lines, and political factions within these groups, and was

often localized to specific communities.

Outside of the Sunni Triangle, more than 90% of Iraqis reported feeling very safe in their

neighborhoods. Still, concern regarding civil war ran high among the Iraqi populace.

The number of infrastructure attacks continued to decrease, but the lack of recovery from the

cumulative effects of these attacks, combined with ineffective infrastructure repair and

maintenance, impeded the delivery of essential services to Iraqis and undermined the legitimacy of

the government among the Iraqi people. The U.S. Congress provided supplemental funds that the

Departments of State and Defense plan to use to improve infrastructure security.
As the Iraq Study Group points out in its report, however, such Bush Administration and

Department of Defense counts of violence in Iraq can underestimate the true level of

violence by a factor of 10. The new NIE on Iraq also makes it clear that the civil war in

Iraq is both serious and nation-wide, a point the President and his strategy largely seem to

ignore:

The Intelligence Community judges that the term "civil war" does not adequately capture

the complexity of the conflict in Iraq, which includes extensive Shia-on-Shia violence, al-

Qa’ida and Sunni insurgent attacks on Coalition forces, and widespread criminally

motivated violence. Nonetheless, the term "civil war" accurately describes key elements of

the Iraqi conflict, including the hardening of ethno-sectarian identities, a sea change in the

character of the violence, ethno-sectarian mobilization, and population displacements.

…The challenges confronting Iraqis are daunting, and multiple factors are driving the

current trajectory of the country’s security and political evolution.

• Decades of subordination to Sunni political, social, and economic domination have made the

Shia deeply insecure about their hold on power. This insecurity leads the Shia to mistrust US

efforts to reconcile Iraqi sects and reinforces their unwillingness to engage with the Sunnis on

a variety of issues, including adjusting the structure of Iraq’s federal system, reining in Shia

militias, and easing de-Baathification.

• Many Sunni Arabs remain unwilling to accept their minority status, believe the central

government is illegitimate and incompetent, and are convinced that Shia dominance will

increase Iranian influence over Iraq, in ways that erode the state’s Arab character and increase

Sunni repression.

• The absence of unifying leaders among the Arab Sunni or Shia with the capacity to speak

for or exert control over their confessional groups limits prospects for reconciliation. The

Kurds remain willing to participate in Iraqi state building but reluctant to surrender any of the

gains in autonomy they have achieved.

• The Kurds are moving systematically to increase their control of Kirkuk to guarantee

annexation of all or most of the city and province into the Kurdistan Regional Government

(KRG) after the constitutionally mandated referendum scheduled to occur no later than 31

December 2007. Arab groups in Kirkuk continue to resist violently what they see as Kurdish

encroachment.

…Extremists—most notably the Sunni jihadist group al-Qa’ida in Iraq (AQI) and Shia

oppositionist Jaysh al-Mahdi (JAM)—continue to act as very effective accelerators for what

has become a self-sustaining inter-sectarian struggle between Shia and Sunnis.

• Significant population displacement, both within Iraq and the movement of Iraqis into

neighboring countries, indicates the hardening of ethno-sectarian divisions, diminishes Iraq’s

professional and entrepreneurial classes, and strains the capacities of the countries to which

they have relocated. The UN estimates over a million Iraqis are now in Syria and Jordan.
It is sometimes difficult to know whether the MNF-I and US reporting on the overall

level of civil violence in Iraq is stupid, dishonest, or both. It is certain that it is grossly

inaccurate and understates the level of ethnic and sectarian conflict outside Baghdad for

all the reasons cited earlier. The inability to count or categories many killings and violent

incidents in other areas, the impact of threats and intimidation, the steady relocation of

Iraqis on sectarian and ethnic lines are all critical realities.
Iraq has 12 major cities, and problems in Basra, Mosul, and Kirkuk. It is far easier

measure the violence in Baghdad in terms of killed. The kind of intimidation, threats, and

softer forms of ethnic cleanings dividing much of the rest of the country are equally

important in dividing it along sectarian and ethnic lines. Baghdad is only one center of

gravity in this war.
Accordingly, a Baghdad-centric strategy not only is based on false premises, it

understates the task at hand. Winning in Baghdad while civil violence occurs in the rest

of the country may see the rest of the country fracture and divide. Driving hard-liners out

of the city leaves them many areas in which to operate, as well as sanctuaries to return

from. As was the case with Saigon, stability and security require more than a secure "ink

spot," they require an effective nation-wide strategy and approach – something even

more difficult to achieve than securing Baghdad.
Moreover, as is discussed in more detail shortly, it is far from clear that securing

Baghdad is possible with the number of US troops, the limits on Iraqi willingness and

capability to fight, and the ability to actually deploy aid and government services to

secure liberated areas.
The Broader Dimensions of the Bush Strategy

Secretary Rice did, however, provide a broader picture of US strategy in her testimony to

Congress on September 11th, and one that described a nation-wide political, economic,

and military strategy:

Success in Iraq…relies on more than military efforts alone; it also requires robust political and

economic progress. Our military operations must be fully integrated with our civilian and

diplomatic efforts, across the entire U.S. government, to advance the strategy that I laid out before

you last year: "clear, hold, and build." All of us in the State Department fully understand our role

in this mission, and we are prepared to play it. We are ready to strengthen, indeed to "surge", our

civilian efforts.

Our political and economic strategy mirrors our military plan: Iraqis are in the lead; we are

supporting them. Improvement in the security situation, especially in Baghdad, will open a

window of opportunity for the Iraqi government to accelerate the process of national

reconciliation. We can and will measure whether this work is being done. We recognize that the

trend of political progress in Iraq is just as important as the end result. On the hydrocarbon law,

for example, Iraqis are transcending sectarian differences and achieving a national purpose. The is

a positive trend, and the process is moving in the right direction.

Iraqis must also take steps that accelerate economic development and growth. The government of

Iraq has taken many important steps already on key economic issues, including policies to open

Iraq’s economy more fully and responsibly to foreign investment. The Iraqi government must now

move urgently, especially in the most troubled areas, to deliver essential services to its people –

programs that improve lives in meaningful ways that restore confidence in national and local

governance, and provide a stake in the country’s future for all Iraqis who wish to see an expansion

of hope rather than a continuation of violence. The Iraqi government is committing $10 billion of

its own resources to help create jobs, to break the logjams to growth in their economy, and to

further national reconciliation.

To better disperse these new resources throughout the country, Iraqis are building new

governmental structures. One innovation they have proposed is the creation of a new National

Reconstruction Development Council, which would enable the Prime Minister to deliver resources

faster and more effectively for major infrastructure projects. This Council will also help take the

place of our own Relief and Reconstruction Fund. Another Iraqi innovation is the development of

Project Management Units, to help Iraqis use their own resources more effectively to implement

programs.

For these efforts to succeed, our support will be crucial. Since 2004, we have used money from the

Iraq Relief and Reconstruction Fund and other programs to build infrastructure and help the

central government move toward self-reliance. As we enter 2007, despite many problems, we have

substantially and successfully completed this phase. As Iraqis take charge, we will narrow our

focus in how we help their central government. Using FY 2006 Supplemental funding, we have

worked with the Iraqis to improve their capacity to govern. Now, our advisory efforts will

concentrate on the most vital ministries. We will advise and invest our resources where we judge

that our efforts will be most effective.

As Iraqis intensify efforts to improve lives, the main focus of our support will continue to shift

toward helping the Iraqi government expand its reach, its relevance, and its resources beyond the

Green Zone. We will help local leaders improve their capacity to govern and deliver public

services. Our economic efforts will be more targeted on specific local needs with proven records

of success, like micro-credit programs. And we will engage with leading private sector enterprises

and other local businesses, including the more promising state-owned firms, to break the obstacles

to growth.
Past Failures in Baghdad and Iraq

Our past efforts to secure Baghdad failed for two principal reasons: There were not

enough Iraqi and American troops to secure neighborhoods that had been cleared of

terrorists and insurgents. And there were too many restrictions on the troops we did

have.
Simply untrue, and more than that, a dangerous over-simplification and major

misstatement of the political and military risks inherent in making the new strategy

work.. Other factors that could destroy the President’s new plan were always more

important. The operation could not succeed without Iraqi political conciliation, the

government would not confront the militias, and Iraqi forces would not deploy or were

largely ineffective if they did.
The Political Dimension is the Key Dimension

The key dimension has always been more political than military, although both are

deeply interactive. If the Maliki government continues to be more Shi’ite than national,

if the Kurds are constantly force to look at a future of potential isolation and insecurity,

and if the Sunnis continue to fail to develop a viable political leadership interested in

national compromise, then Baghdad will continue to split as will the country.

Worse, military action in Baghdad, without a balanced and successful political effort to

both unite moderate Sunnis and Shi’ites and military effort to equally attack the

extremists on both sides, will inevitably mean defeat. The US and Iraqi forces that fight

in the greater Baghdad area will be seen as taking the side of the Shi’ites or have to fight

the Mahdi militia and other Shi’ite extremist groups without full Iraqi government

support.
Here again, the new NIE on Iraq provides a grimmer and more realistic perspective on

both the political situation and the risks events will spiral out of control regardless of

American strategy and intervention,

…A number of identifiable internal security and political triggering events, including sustained

mass sectarian killings, assassination of major religious and political leaders, and a complete

Sunni defection from the government have the potential to convulse severely Iraq’s security

environment. Should these events take place, they could spark an abrupt increase in communal

and insurgent violence and shift Iraq’s trajectory from gradual decline to rapid deterioration

with grave humanitarian, political, and security consequences. Three prospective security paths

might then emerge:

• Chaos Leading to Partition. With a rapid deterioration in the capacity of Iraq’s central

government to function, security services and other aspects of sovereignty would collapse.

Resulting widespread fighting could produce de facto partition,

dividing Iraq into three mutually antagonistic parts. Collapse of this magnitude would generate

fierce violence for at least several years, ranging well beyond the time frame of this Estimate,

before settling into a partially stable end-state.

• Emergence of a Shia Strongman. Instead of a disintegrating central government producing

partition, a security implosion could lead Iraq’s potentially most powerful group, the Shia, to

assert its latent strength.

• Anarchic Fragmentation of Power. The emergence of a checkered pattern of local control

would present the greatest potential for instability, mixing extreme ethno-sectarian violence with

debilitating intra-group clashes.
"Win": How Much is Enough?

Troop strength will be a critical issue, but so will the ability to sustain a military effort for

months and possibly a significant security effort for well over a year. Much depends on

the extent to which US planned and led military efforts will actually have Iraqi military

support, and such support will operate without sectarian ties. Bringing in Kurdish

dominated Iraqi units is seen as a possible way to avoid sectarian ties, but this could build

hostility to the Kurds, make a US-Kurdish force seem "foreign," and still present

problems because the Kurds have been notably more hostile to Sunnis than Shi’ites.

Further problems will occur because, as is described later, the phased rise in US

deployments will involve substantial elements of forces with little knowledge of Iraqi

society, culture, and language skills other than limited formal instruction, and – more

importantly -- of the complex patterns of violence, sectarian splits, local security forces,

ethnic relocation, and social-economic interaction in Baghdad.
Winning and security districts and neighborhoods is a political battle at the local level,

not just a military one. At present, the US does not even have anything like an adequate

pool of translators, much less troops with ties to local figures and leaders and the personal

relationships that are a key to victory. These relationships take time to build – more time

than the US may have – and they then need to be preserved and renewed, which requires

more continuity at a personal level than US forces have maintained to date. Smashing

through streets and houses is a major tactical problem in itself, but choosing violence

over politics and personal relationships can make troop density irrelevant.
This makes the fact that US forces must lead, rather than support, Iraqi forces a critical

problem, as doe the ISF ties to the Shi’ites and various Shi’ite militias. The US is

conducting a massive experiment in terms of its ability to substitute military

professionalism; advanced weapons; and protection, precision rotary and fixed wing

airpower, and high technology intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (IS&R)

assets like UAVs for anything approaching past levels of force density relative to the

space to be covered and estimated size of the enemy.
It is depending on the actual ability to implement a complex counterinsurgency strategy

that requires simultaneous military, economic, political warfare, and information warfare

activity at the local level – rather than defeating the enemy at the tactical level.
US forces alone cannot conceivably succeed in implementing this strategy. Is requires

Iraqi government action, Iraqi forces not only to provide military support but HUMINT

and cultural and information warfare support and to defuse the image of the US as a

"crusader" and/or "occupier." Iraqis need to provide HUMINT to support IS&R

technology, help with every aspect of civil-military action, and be present to provide

government services in the aftermath of combat.
This does not mean that the new strategy will fail. It does mean it will fail if it does not

have considerable Iraqi support, and that it is a military experiment on the part of the US

where no one knows what troop ratios are needed or how long they need to be there.
"Win," But Not "Hold" or "Build"?

US and Iraqi regular military forces can only "win." They cannot "hold" or "build." Even

if the US-Iraqi military effort is successful in systematically securing each of the nine

major districts of Baghdad and maintaining a security cordon around the area it secures –

the so-called "gated community strategy," there still has to be an effective police and

lower level security presence to "hold" given areas as troops phase out.
The Iraqi police so far has been far too ineffective and pro-Shi’ite to do this. As is

discussed later, this is a critical issue because senior Bush Administration officials have

essentially written the police off and talk about relying on the Iraqi Army, but have not

explained how limited US and Iraqi army forces can possibly deploy enough numbers to

both "win" and "hold." The creation of economic security and jobs also requires Iraqi

government and aid personnel to be present on the ground to "build," and constantly

proactive in the field.
"Build" will present critical risks for the new strategy as well as "hold." The US lacks

civilian personnel numbers and personnel with language skills and field expertise; the

Iraqi government is corrupt, understaffed, ineffective, constantly makes promises it does

not keep, and divided along sectarian lines. Moreover, the ability to reinfiltrate with

snipers, car bombs, and IEDs will present problems for both police and aid/government

efforts.
The problems with the police and justice system may be as critical as any problems with

the Iraqi Army. The latest Department of Defense report provides the following

warnings that, if anything, understate the problems at the local level:

More than 45,000 additional Iraqi soldiers and police have completed initial training and

equipping since August 2006, bringing the total number of ISF that have been trained and

equipped to 322,600. By the end of December 2006, the United States and its Coalition partners

will have met the force generation targets while continuing the efforts to improve the IAF’s

capability to meet emergent requirements. However, the trained-and-equipped number should not

be confused with present-for-duty strength. The number of present-for-duty soldiers and police is

much lower, due to scheduled leave, absence without leave, and attrition.

… The most significant remaining challenges are the reformation of the Ministry of Interior police

force and the development of ISF logistics and sustainment capabilities. The Government of Iraq,

with U.S. assistance, is working to eliminate militia infiltration of the Ministry of Interior and the

extensive reliance of Iraqi forces on U.S. support and sustainment.

Systemic inefficiencies in or among any of the four requirements create serious problems.

Although progress continues, development and implementation of rule of law initiatives has been

slow, contributing to crime, corruption, and the proliferation of illegal armed groups. Mistrust

between the police forces and the judiciary further hampers progress in the development of the

rule of law.

and freedoms, but additional legislation is needed to implement these guarantees.

• Police. The Ministry of Interior (MOI) currently views its primary role as that of

providing security. An emphasis on tactical skills is understandable, considering the

nature of the violence in Iraq, but little time is left for training on or conducting criminal

investigations. As a result, corruption and smuggling are becoming more organized and

entrenched. The Coalition Police Assistance Transition Team is working to rectify this by

strengthening the Iraqi Major Crimes Task Force and the Major Crimes Unit. In addition,

proposals are being discussed by the MOI and MNSTC-I that would improve Iraq’s

forensic investigative capabilities by adding several thousand forensic specialists to the

police forces.

• Courts. Suspects rarely see an investigative judge within the constitutionally prescribed

24-hour timeframe. The failure to secure timely trials is largely due to an acute shortage

of investigative judges, prosecutors, judicial investigators, and trial judges, and systemic

inefficiencies, including the lack of cooperation and communication between the police

and the judiciary.

Corruption in the judiciary is less pronounced than in other branches of the justice

system. A far more significant problem is judicial intimidation and lack of security.

Judges are frequently threatened and attacked, and, thus, occasionally fail to report to

work, resign from their positions, fear reaching verdicts against powerful defendants,

and, in the provinces (as opposed to in the Central Criminal Court of Iraq [CCCI] in

Baghdad), decline to investigate and try insurgent- and terrorism-related cases. The vast

majority of these cases are transferred to the CCCI in Baghdad for prosecution.

In the future, it will be necessary to build a dedicated judicial security force and secure

judicial criminal justice complexes that include a courthouse, detention facilities, forensic

labs, and judicial housing located within the same secured perimeter. Securing these

criminal justice components in the same location will provide enhanced courthouse

security and personal protection for judges and their families; create much-needed

synergy among the judiciary, police, and detention officials; and resolve the crushing

logistical burden involved in transporting

detainees.

• Prisons. Pre-trial detention facilities in Iraq are administered by the MOI. They are

overcrowded, with substandard facilities and poor accountability for persons detained.

Post-conviction prisons that are administered by the Ministry of Justice, by comparison,

generally meet international standards and function fairly well, although increased

capacity is required.
Equally important reservations emerge regarding the Department of Defense’s reporting

on key aspects of the Iraqi government’s ability to build,

The violence in Iraq poses a grave threat to political progress. Illegal armed groups—with longstanding

grievances, extremist beliefs, tribal affiliations, and/or personal vendettas—often reject

the political process. Other criminally motivated violence (for example, the hijacking of food

ration trucks) also hampers progress.

Personal loyalties to various sub-national groups, such as tribe, sect, or political party, are often

stronger than loyalty to Iraq as a nation-state. In addition, Iraq’s political parties are often

unwilling or unable to resolve conflicts through compromise. Further, some Iraqis have joined the

political process but condone or maintain support for violent means as a source of political

leverage. This makes effective national reconciliation and disarmament, demobilization, and

reintegration programs difficult to design and implement.

There are other significant inhibitors to political progress in Iraq.

• An inability to design, institutionalize, and enforce effective operating procedures and

internal controls within the Iraqi ministries has proved challenging.

• Corruption in the ministries has hampered their capabilities. Many of Iraq’s political

factions tend to view government ministries and their associated budgets as sources of

power, patronage, and funding for their parties. Ministers without strong party ties face

significant pressure from political factions and sometimes have little control over the

politically appointed and connected people serving under them. This corruption erodes

public confidence in the elected government.
The Lack of a Plan for Dealing with the Militias

The President never touched upon another critical dimension of an effective strategy:

What happens to the militias. Various talking point papers issued since the speech refer

loosely to disbanding the militias and creating incentives to coopt them into the civil

economy. Some talk about giving them a limited security role, particularly the local

Sunni security forces in Anbar.
In general, however, this is a key missing element in the new Bush strategy. This is

particularly true given problems that the Department of Defense report describes as

follows,

Death squads are armed groups that conduct extra-judicial killings; they are formed from

terrorists, militias, illegal armed groups, and—in some cases—elements of the ISF. Both Shi’a

and Sunni death squads are active in Iraq and are responsible for the significant increase in

sectarian violence. Death squads predominantly target civilians, and the increase in civilian

casualties is directly correlated to an increase in death squad activities.

...A number of militias and illegal armed groups operated in Iraq before 2003. However, the Iraqi

Constitution prohibits "the formation of military militias outside the framework of the armed

forces." Similarly, the Transitional Administrative Law and Coalition Provisional Authority Order

91 specified that the only legal armed groups in Iraq were Coalition forces, the ISF, and private

security companies operating in accordance with Iraqi law.

Coalition Provisional Authority Order 91 established a framework that recognized seven militias

that had fought against the Saddam regime and provided incentives for them to disband. In early

October 2006, Prime Minister Maliki stated that political parties should eliminate their militias or

leave the government. However, personnel with sectarian agendas remain within key ministries,

especially the Ministry of Interior. In addition, rivalries for control of key resources and the central

government’s limited influence outside Baghdad undermine the Government of Iraq’s ability to

disband the militias.

Despite these legal and political prohibitions, militias and other small armed groups operate

openly, often with popular support, but outside formal public security structures. These militias

provide an element of protection for the populace, generally on a sectarian or political basis. This

is especially true in areas where there is a perception that the Government of Iraq is unwilling or

unable to provide effective security for the population. Some militias also act as the security arm

of organizations devoted to social relief and welfare, lending these armed groups further

legitimacy.

Their continued existence challenges the legitimacy of the constitutional government and provides

a conduit for foreign interference. Controlling and eventually eliminating militias is essential to

meeting Iraq’s near- and long-term security requirements.

The group that is currently having the greatest negative affect on the security situation in Iraq is

Jaysh al-Mahdi (JAM), which has replaced al-Qaeda in Iraq as the most dangerous accelerant of

potentially self-sustaining sectarian violence in Iraq. JAM exerts significant influence in Baghdad

and the southern provinces of Iraq and on the Government of Iraq. JAM receives logistical support

from abroad, and most, but not all, elements of the organization take direction from Muqtada al-

Sadr. JAM and Badr Organization (see below) members periodically attack one another and are

political rivals.

The Badr Organization was one of the recognized militia under the Coalition Provisional

Authority Order 91. Although it participates in the Government of Iraq, Badr’s members attack

Sunni targets and compete with JAM for power and influence among the Shi’a. Badr receives

financial and materiel support from abroad.

The Peshmerga is a security organization that operates as the regional guard force described in

Article 121 of the Iraqi Constitution. It maintains security independently within and along Iraq’s

borders for the Kurdistan Regional Government. Private security companies have hired individual

Peshmerga members for work outside the Kurdish area. Some members of the Peshmerga have

been integrated into the Iraqi Army; there are allegations that these former Peshmerga members

remain loyal to Kurdish authorities rather than to their proper Iraqi chain of command. Although

the Peshmerga does not attack Coalition or Iraqi forces, and in some cases provides security for

reconstruction efforts, the perceived dual allegiance of the Peshmerga undermines effective

national security and governance.

Sunni Arabs do not have a formally organized, national-level militia. Sunnis, especially in heavily

mixed areas like Baghdad, rely on neighborhood watches and other local armed elements to

provide security in neighborhoods and areas where they perceive Iraqi institutions and forces are

unwilling or unable to meet security requirements. Attacks on the Sunni population by JAM, and

the presence of Badr Organization and JAM members in the Iraqi Police Service and the National

Police, contribute to Sunni concerns about persecution. High levels of sectarian violence are

driving some Sunni neighborhood watch organizations in Baghdad to transform into militias with

limited offensive capabilities.
Senior Bush Administration officials said later on background that the President had been

deliberately silent about the scale and nature of Iraqi efforts to deal with the Shi’ite

militias, and they repeatedly stressed that the Maliki government had agreed to deal

equally with Sunni insurgents and Shi’ite militias, allow decisive military action against

the hostile militias, and adopt rules of engagement for US and Iraqi forces that permitted

this. A senior US official did state later that the government had agreed to disband the

SCIRI militias, and was already acting against elements of the Sadr Mahdi Militia, with

some 400 already in custody.
The plan was to proceed with the kind of efforts integrate, coopt, and disband militia

forces proposed under the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), but never

implemented. What was not clear was whether such Iraqi government promises would be

kept, and what would happen if leader like Sadr simply stood down his militia, avoided

confrontation with US and Iraqi forces, and effectively made them concentrate on

attacking the Sunni insurgents.
The Opinion of US Military Commanders

Our military commanders reviewed the new Iraqi plan to ensure that it addressed these

mistakes. They report that it does. They also report that this plan can work.
The President’s statement ignores the fact that a significant number of commanders

feared the US would end up without effective Iraqi support, and being perceived as the

enemy by one or more sides. Nevertheless, any divisions between US generals have been

badly exaggerated in media reporting and the press. The fact every senior officer at least

privately expresses deep concerns and highlights risks is inevitable in a situation where

there are no several bullets, and the US has no choice other than to search for "least bad"

options. This does not mean they oppose the President’s strategy or feel it is not worth

the risk of trying, given the equal or greater risks in all the alternatives.
Key officers like General George Casey -- the present commander of the MNF-I and

future Chief of Staff of the Army -- have gone on record as supporting the effort,

although with some qualifications, and explanations that are more political in character

than real,

President George Bush recently announced his strategy for Iraq, a holistic approach that focuses

on assisting the Government of Iraq in its efforts to establish strong security, governance, and

economic systems. As part of the military component of the plan, the President announced the

deployment of additional brigades to support the Iraqi Security Force as it enhances security in

Baghdad and Al Anbar Province.

A key element of our overall plan is the security of Baghdad and we are committed to providing

additional troops to support the Iraqi Security Forces. I have consistently said that I will ask for

the troops I need to accomplish the mission and that I would do what it takes to help the Iraqis

win. That’s what we are doing with this plan. I have asked for and received the forces to increase

capability and adjust as the situation changes.

The current plan to enhance security in the capital has several advantages over previous plans.

Most importantly is the strong political commitment of Government of Iraq to the plan,

specifically, the will to act and not impose constraints upon the security forces. The Prime

Minister identified this commitment recently:

• All who break the law will be targeted

• There will be no sanctuary for criminals or murderers

• Any killer, no matter who he is, will be pursued

• No militia will be a replacement for the state, or control local security

• The military commanders will have freedom of action and the ability to do what is needed

without political interference or micromanaging. They won’t be told…don’t go into this or that

neighborhood. Therefore, it will be fair.

I want to stress that the overall plan has Iraqi buy-in: it’s Iraqi-conceived and Iraqi-led not only on

the security side, but on the political, economic and public affairs side. Together we have

committed sufficient reliable security forces to ensure success.

I will make no guarantees, however, and success won’t happen overnight, but, with sectarian

political support, and the concentrated efforts on all sides, the plan can work.

This plan also allows us to sustain our commitment to the Amman agreement between Prime

Minister Maliki and President Bush to accelerate the transition of security responsibility to the

Iraqis, and to accelerate the development of the Iraqi security forces. Today, the fifth of 10 Iraqi

divisions pass to Iraqi governmental control. We’re half way there. The rest are expected to

complete that transition by the Spring. We, the government of Iraq and us, expect all the

provinces to be under Iraqi control by November. So we should not lose sight of the fact that it is

ultimately Iraqi security forces that will secure Iraq. And as the President said, training of Iraqi

security forces remains the essential U.S. security mission in Iraq.

So in support of that mission we will also be enhancing our military transition teams. We started

out about ten people to a team. We’re now going to probably double or triple the size of those, to

ensure that we help the Iraqis as they move forward from being in a position to lead with our

support to an independent capability.

The timetable for the introduction of these additional forces allows us to sustain momentum,

reinforce success and evaluate progress as we go. And I believe this plan gives us great flexibility,

and it’s a strong statement to the Iraqi government and the Iraqi people of our commitment not

only to ensuring success in Baghdad, but to the overall success of this entire mission.

The problem with these statements is that the insurgents and militias have a number of

potential counters to the US strategy, particularly given the relative small size of US and

Iraqi forces relative to space. A full or partial "win" in Baghdad can lead to a US defeat

in a number of ways:

• The insurgents and/or militias stretch US and ISF forces to their limit to cover all of the greater

Baghdad area. Forcing them to cover more and more area and either drain other areas of US and

Iraqi forces or be too thin on the ground to cover the entire city. They strike where US and Iraqi

forces are weakest. The US can win in 7 out of 10 districts in Baghdad and still lose.

• Attacks avoid military and security targets and focus on aid efforts, key civilians, and religious

figures.

• The insurgents and militias strike at US and ISF forces during the initial phase of US advances,

keep up the pace of combat for a while, and then disperse to other areas or go underground.

• The Shi’ite militias stand down, inevitably shifting the battle to the Sunni insurgents that are too

ideological and exposed to adopt a similar strategy. The net result could be to make the US and

ISF fight for the Shi’ite side in Baghdad.

• The insurgents keep up just enough pressure to lock down US and ISF forces in Baghdad, while

shifting their main areas of attack to targets outside the city. They focus on a few, well-planned

attacks with high visibility, designed to have maximum political impact in the US and/or do most

to provoke Shi’ite vs. Sunni and Arab vs. Kurd tensions.

• The insurgents and/or militias focus on winning control of space in the rest of Iraq, while the US

focuses on Baghdad, shifting the center of gravity further away from Baghdad.
The Role of Iraqi Forces

Some of the most dubious aspects of the new strategy come from claims that the Iraqi

government is ready to plan a large scale military effort, and Iraqi forces are willing to

take the lead.
Exaggerating the Actual Role and Capability of Iraqi Forces

Let me explain the main elements of this effort: The Iraqi government will appoint a

military commander and two deputy commanders for their capital. The Iraqi government

will deploy Iraqi Army and National Police brigades across Baghdad’s nine districts.

When these forces are fully deployed, there will be 18 Iraqi Army and National Police

brigades committed to this effort – along with local police. These Iraqi forces will

operate from local police stations – conducting patrols, setting up checkpoints, and going

door-to-door to gain the trust of Baghdad residents.
As has already been mentioned, the President’s statement ignored key political and

military risks. President Bush was scarcely realistic in saying that US troops would

support or "help" Iraqi forces, rather than lead them and bear the brunt of combat. Iraqi

army forces previously only deployed two of six promised battalions at the start of

Operation Together Forward and took months to build up to around 7,000 troops.
This was true even though the Iraqi Army had had 132,700 men trained and equipped by

January 22, 2007m plus another 24,400 men trained and equipped for the National Police.

While Iraqi security forces (ISF) had some 323,000 men trained and equipped by this

date, average actual manning on duty in units was only 60% or less of this total on any

given day. The Air Force had around 900 trained and equipped, and the Navy 1,100.
The largest single element of the ISF, was the police, with some 135,000 men trained and

equipped, but a probable on duty total closer to 50% -- once phantom or "ghost" enrollees

and those on leave were eliminated. A total of some 28,900 other men trained and

equipped for Ministry of Interior forces played only a limited role in active security

operations. The roughly 115,000-135,000 men that are paid to serve in the various Iraqi

Protection Services (actual manning levels are low, but unknown) do play a limited

security role, but were as corrupt as the police, and had similar ties to local ethnic and

sectarian factions.
The statement also ignored key limits to the capability of the ISF to implement such a

strategy. The reality is that Iraqi Army units still have major effectiveness problems. The

National Police still have ties to Shi’ite militias, and the police as whole are ineffective,

corrupt, and not properly trained or equipped for the mission. The President sharply

overstates the capability and loyalty of Iraqi forces, as do most US reports on the

development of Iraqi security forces (ISF).
Here, the NIE on Iraq issued on February 2, 2007, issues warnings about ISF capabilities

that raise severe doubts about the present strategy, particularly if the ISF is force to

confront the Shi’ite and Kurdish militias:

Despite real improvements, the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF)—particularly the Iraqi police—will be hard

pressed in the next 12-18 months to execute significantly increased security responsibilities, and

particularly to operate independently against Shia militias with success. Sectarian divisions erode the

dependability of many units, many are hampered by personnel and equipment shortfalls, and a number

of Iraqi units have refused to serve outside of the areas where they were recruited.
The Uncertain Role of the Iraqi Army

The fact the President’s plan calls on Iraqi army forces to plan and lead the effort may not

be critical. The fact they cannot yet do this can be offset by having US forces can take

over de facto responsibility if they are allowed to. What is even more questionable is that

President Bush and Prime Minister Maliki are committed to a rapid further major

expansion of Iraqi forces.
The President’s speech calls for a total of 18 Iraqi Army and National Police brigades,

but many of these units can’t or won’t really fight, and many are at only a fraction of

their authorized manning. There are currently 42,000 men authorized for the Iraqi forces

in Baghdad. Adding two brigades will add 8,000 men, bringing the total to 50,000.
However, shortfalls of 30% of authorized (or reported actual) manning are common even

in better units and many approach 50% or less. Corruption and pay problem are endemic,

particularly phantom or "ghost" soldiers that get paid but are not actually present.
This is a very limited number of Iraqi forces, given the population and size of the greater

Baghdad area, and it is clear that virtually the entire force has to be effective for the plan

to work. The problems are compounded by the uncertain loyalty of the National police

and many even numbers ISF units that have ties to Shi’ite militias or attacks on Sunnis.
Plans to put a US battalion of 400-600 men as embeds in each of the nine Military

Districts in Baghdad may help, but it is still US forces that will do almost all of the hard

fighting. This is likely to sharply increase US casualties, at least initially. It also means

that Iraqi forces cannot be trusted to deal with the problems the US forces will have in

providing the necessary area expertise, language, culture, etc. discussed earlier.
The US seems to be seeking to ensure that the resulting mix of ISF units will have more

effectiveness and lack of sectarian bias by bringing in two Kurdish dominated forces, but

this may not work for the reasons discussed earlier. It also does not solve the critical

problems in the effectiveness of the forces already there, key elements of which

continued to perform badly in the fighting in the Haifa Road area in early January.
The Uncertain Role of the Iraqi National Police and Regular Police

The plan also does not address how the US and Iraqi government will use the 30,000 men

in the Baghdad police forces. The practical problem is that US and Iraqi Army efforts

cannot be decoupled from the fact that the National Police still have ties to Shi’ite

militias and death squads, and the regular police are ineffective, corrupt, and not properly

trained or equipped for the mission.
One senior Bush Administration official said in explaining the new strategy that the socalled "year of the police" in 2006 made no real progress and making the police effective

will take at least several more years. As a result, both governments are relying on the

Iraqi Army and vetting and cleaning up the National Police to provide effective forces

and will make very limited use of the police. This, however, would mean giving up a

large amount of the total manpower in Iraqi Security Forces both in Baghdad and

nationally.
It also may simply not be practical. The police cannot be ignored if they remain in the

area even if they are not used proactively to "hold." Moreover, Iraqi forces are to operate

from local police stations and a total of nearly 40 facilities – conducting patrols, setting

up checkpoints, and going door-to-door to gain the trust of Baghdad residents. They will

be supported by embedding a battalion of US troops in each of the nine Military Districts

in Baghdad, as well as by other major increases in the number of US embeds down to the

battalion level.
Finally, even if all the planned US forces, and Iraqi Army, National Police, and regular

police forces do show up, however, the total mix of forces may still be inadequate to

bring lasting security to a greater urban area with 5-6 million inhabitants.
Iraqi Force Expansion and the Role of US Advisors

…we will increase the embedding of American advisers in Iraqi Army units – and partner

a Coalition brigade with every Iraqi Army division. We will help the Iraqis build a

larger and better-equipped Army – and we will accelerate the training of Iraqi forces,

which remains the essential U.S. security mission in Iraq. We will give our commanders

and civilians greater flexibility to spend funds for economic assistance.
As has been discussed earlier, it is far from clear that the US can rapidly succeed in

raising Iraqi army strength. What is more striking, however, is that the President did not

discuss the problems in reforming the police, or reforming the Ministry of the Interior to

increase transparency and accountability and transform the National Police. These are all

"high risk" measures.
The 24,400 man National Police will present a major force development problem because

of its ties to Shi’ite militias and extremists. No one knows how many of the 135,000 men

trained and equipped for the police remain in service but absentee and desertion rates

often ranged from 25% to 50%, and the same is true of the 28,900 men trained for other

MOI forces. Further problems exist in dealing with the 135,000 armed security personnel

in the various facilities protection forces, many of which are loyal to Sunni, Shi’ite, or

Kurdish factions rather than the central government.
The Need for More US Forces

Another critical issue is whether the surge in US forces can be adequate to do the job and

whether the mission is valid.
The Increase in US Force Levels

This will require increasing American force levels. So I have committed more than

20,000 additional American troops to Iraq. The vast majority of them – five brigades –

will be deployed to Baghdad. These troops will work alongside Iraqi units and be

embedded in their formations. Our troops will have a well-defined mission: to help

Iraqis clear and secure neighborhoods, to help them protect the local population, and to

help ensure that the Iraqi forces left behind are capable of providing the security that

Baghdad needs.
The President’s speech may have left the impression that there would be a sudden,

dramatic build up and commitment of US forces to battle. Secretary of Defense Gates

provide important further clarification in a press conference the next day:

The term "surge" has been used in relation to increasing U.S. troop levels, and an increase

certainly will take place. But what is really going on and what is going to take place is a surge

across all lines of operations: military and nonmilitary, Iraqi and coalition. The president's plan

has Iraqis in the lead and seeks a better balance of U.S. military and nonmilitary efforts than was

the case in the past. We cannot succeed in Iraq without the important nonmilitary elements

Secretary Rice just mentioned.

The increase in military forces will be phased in. It will not unfold overnight. There will be no DDay.

It won't look like the Gulf War. The timetable for the introduction of additional U.S. forces

will provide ample opportunity early on and before many of the additional U.S. troops actually

arrive in Iraq to evaluate the progress of this endeavor and whether the Iraqis are fulfilling their

commitments to us.

This updated plan builds on the lessons and experiences of the past. It places new emphasis on

and adds new resources to the holding and building part of the clear, hold and build strategy.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Peter Pace, added the following points at the same press

conference, although some of his statements were clearly more political than frank,

First of all, this is not a reinvasion of Iraq. This is looking at the problem areas, specifically

Baghdad and Al Anbar, to determine what we can do to help the Iraqi government to protect their

own people. In doing the military analysis of that, let's take Baghdad, for example, we looked at

the Iraqi plan, which is a commander -- two divisions commanders, nine districts, each of which

would have an Iraqi brigade at his lead, and then our ability to reinforce each of those brigades

with a battalion of our own and also provide additional advisers inside those battalions.

When you then take a look at the activities that they must conduct -- the patrolling, the

checkpoints, the quick reaction forces, the going door to door to see the people and let them know

that there is a security presence -- when you look at those kinds of activities and you do what we

call troop-to-task analysis, you end up needing more forces in Baghdad than are currently there,

preferably Iraqi forces. And the Iraqis are going to provide additional forces. But when you look

at capacity, there are still unique capabilities that the U.S. armed forces have that are useful to

assisting the Iraqi government, and that's how our commanders on the ground did the analysis.

And that's why General Casey and his commanders came forward and asked for additional forces.

They asked for additional forces for Baghdad and they asked for additional forces for Al Anbar.

In fact, we have put into the pipeline to go more forces than their analysis on the ground indicated

they would need initially to ensure that, as the enemy makes decisions and decides and what

they're going to do, that we have the capacity available to our commanders on the ground to get

the job done.

…Being stretched is part of the equation, but it does not impact the recommendation about how

many troops are needed. We have sufficient capacity inside the U.S. armed forces to be able to do

this plus-up. But we should not -- we must be mindful of the fact that our active forces have been

rotating in and out at about one year in, one year out, and our Guard and Reserve forces have been

going in at about one year and coming out as -- for about five.

The total force mix of the United States that the secretary talked about is available to solve this

problem in Iraq and also to handle any other problems. So it very much is on our mind as far as

how we resource this plus-up, but it had nothing to do with the division -- with the decision the

commanders on the ground as far as how many troops were needed.

They tell us here in Washington how many they need. And once that is accepted as the

requirement, then we have the responsibility to find the proper mix of forces to go do that, and

that's what General Schoomaker and the Army and that's what General Conway and the Marine

Corps will be doing.
The Nature and Timing of the US Build-Up

The overall changes in US deployment plans are complicated, since they involve

retaining and moving forces already in theater as well as adding new forces, but involve

some very high capability Army and USMC combat units. The Department of Defense

has announced the following deployments:

• 2nd Brigade, 82nd Airborne Division, based at Fort Bragg, N.C., and currently assigned as the call

forward force in Kuwait, will move into Iraq and assume a security mission there.

• 1st Brigade, 34th Infantry Division, Minnesota Army National Guard, will be extended in its

current mission for up to 125 days and will redeploy not later than August 2007.

• The 4th Brigade, 1st Infantry Division, based at Ft. Riley, Kan., will deploy in February 2007.

Three other Army combat brigades will deploy as follows:

• 3rd Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, based at Ft. Benning, Ga., deploys in March 2007.

• 4th Stryker Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division, based at Ft. Lewis, Wash., deploys in April 2007.

• 2nd Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, based at Ft. Stewart, Ga., deploys in May 2007.
The Marine Corps will extend two reinforced infantry battalions for approximately 60

days. Additionally, the 15th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable)

will remain in Iraq for approximately 45 additional days. Other combat-support and

combat-service-support units may also be deployed as necessary once new requirements

are assessed.
An analysis by the CBO notes, however, that such deployment seem to require a major

additional deployment of support forces and that the net cost of such efforts might well

be far higher than the figures announced by the Bush Administration would indicate:ii

…the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has estimated the cost of the President’s plan to

increase the number of military personnel deployed to Iraq under different scenarios related to the

duration of that increase. In summary, CBO estimates that costs would range from $9 billion to

$13 billion for a four-month deployment and from $20 billion to $27 billion for a 12-month

deployment, depending upon the total number of troops deployed and including additional costs

that would be incurred during the build-up and ramp-down periods.

The analysis depends critically on three key factors:

• How many additional troops will be deployed?

• How long will the deployments last?

• What are the additional costs associated with incremental troop deployments?

…The President has announced an increase in Army and Marine Corps forces to be deployed to

the Iraq theater of operations. Over the next several months, that increase will be accomplished

largely by deploying troops sooner than was previously planned and by lengthening the

deployment of forces already in the Iraq theater. The increase in force levels has already begun

and is expected to reach its peak of about 20,000 additional combat personnel in May.

Thus far, the Department of Defense (DoD) has identified only combat units for deployment.

However, U.S. military operations also require substantial support forces, including personnel to

staff headquarters, serve as military police, and provide communications, contracting, engineering,

intelligence, medical, and other services. Over the past few years , DoD’s practice has been to

deploy a total of about 9,500 personnel per combat brigade to the Iraq theater, including about

4,000 combat troops and about 5,500 supporting troops.

DoD has not yet indicated which support units will be deployed along with the added combat

forces, or how many additional troops will be involved. Army and DoD officials have indicated

that it will be both possible and desirable to deploy fewer additional support units than historical

practice would indicate.

CBO expects that, even if the additional brigades required fewer support units than historical

practice suggests, those units would still represent a significant additional number of military

personnel.

To reflect some of the uncertainty about the number of support troops, CBO developed its

estimates on the basis of two alternative assumptions. In one scenario, CBO assumed that

additional support troops would be deployed in the same proportion to combat troops that

currently exists in Iraq. That approach would require about 28,000 support troops in addition to

the 20,000 combat troops—a total of 48,000.

CBO also presents an alternative scenario that would include a smaller number of support

personnel—about 3,000 per combat brigade—totaling about 15,000 support personnel and

bringing the total additional forces to about 35,000.

As requested, CBO estimated costs for a number of different deployment periods, ranging from

four months to two years. In each case, the period identified is the length of time that the peak

force levels would be sustained. In each case, there is also a three-month period during which

forces would be gradually ramped up, and a similar period following the peak during which the

force levels would gradually decline.

…Estimating the cost of deploying additional troops to Iraq is difficult. DoD prepares monthly

reports on obligations incurred in support of the war, but those reports do not contain sufficient

detail on many cost elements, nor do they include information on key factors such as personnel

levels or the pace of operations. As a result, they are not very useful in developing cost estimating

relationships.

In the absence of sufficient information from the monthly obligation reports or other sources, CBO

based its estimate on appropriations provided in 2006 for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, and

for the war on terrorism—a total of $116 billion—and subtracted from that amount the costs of

activities not related to the conflict in Iraq or not likely to vary significantly as a result of changes

in the number of deployed troops.

In total, CBO estimates that $89 billion of the funding provided in 2006 for personnel and

personnel support, equipment repair and replacement, operating support, and transportation was

related to the size of the deployed forces. CBO then projected costs for operations in Iraq in future

years based on changes to those forces that would occur under the scenarios specified above. Most

costs would be incurred during the deployment, but some of the costs to restore or replace

damaged equipment could lag the end of the deployment by a year or more.

…If DoD deployed a total of 48,000 troops, and sustained that level for four months, costs would

be about $13 billion higher than for the current force levels, CBO estimates (see the table below).

The 20,000 combat forces account for $5 billion of that cost. If the higher level was maintained for

12 months, costs would be $27 billion higher than the current level—$11 billion of which would

fund the combat forces alone. Costs would increase by lesser amounts if the combat forces were

accompanied by fewer support personnel. If additional forces totaled 35,000 troops, CBO

estimates that sustaining such a deployment would cost $9 billion for four months and $20 billion

for 12 months.

A substantially longer deployment would cost much more. A 48,000-person increase in deployed

forces sustained for 24 months would cost an estimated $49 billion; a corresponding 35,000-

person increase would cost about $26 billion, CBO estimates.
US Mission Capability in Baghdad

The stated mission for US forces is to, "help Iraqis clear and secure neighborhoods while

protecting the local population. These actions will build the capacity available to

commanders to 20 brigade or regimental combat teams to assist in achieving stability and

security and accelerate Iraqi Security Force development."

These plans will add two brigades and some 7,000 more combat troops to the force in

Baghdad relatively quickly. This will raise the 24,000 US troops now in Baghdad to a

total of 31,000. There are some three additional brigade equivalents in the pipeline, with

around 10,500 more troops. These may deploy to Baghdad, to Anbar, or not at all

depending on the pace of events.
As has been discussed earlier, this may be inadequate even if all the forces actually

deploy and the build-up is not treated as a "surge" driven by US Army and Marine Corps

deployment cycles butt by the actual course of events. Adding 17,500 more US troops

into Baghdad may succeed, but also simply may not be enough.
There were close to 50,000 US troops in Baghdad during the peak of the fighting in

2004-2005, plus more than two brigades, covering an area about half the size of the one

that the US now plans to clear. At most, the President’s plan would provide 41,500.

By historical standards, such force levels are almost certainly grossly inadequate. As has

again been touched upon earlier, however, this time could be different. The US has

gradually built-up forces with excellent armor and fire power. It can use precision

airpower like the new 250-lb bomb and attack helicopters in ways not used in previous

conflicts. Its intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance assets like Unmanned Aerial

Vehicles change its situational awareness. If the Iraqis provide full support, and a critical

amount of HUMINT, past troop ratios may not be relevant.
It is also important to note that US technical and SOF-based intelligence on the insurgent

and radical militia cells operating in Baghdad is far better than many realize. Without

going into the technical reasons, US coverage of the "bad guys" – and particularly the

"worst guys" – is an important factor.
The Rest of Iraq

Our military forces in Anbar are killing and capturing al Qaeda leaders – and protecting

the local population. Recently, local tribal leaders have begun to show their willingness

to take on al Qaeda. As a result, our commanders believe we have an opportunity to deal

a serious blow to the terrorists. So I have given orders to increase American forces in

Anbar Province by 4,000 troops. These troops will work with Iraqi and tribal forces to

step up the pressure on the terrorists. America’s men and women in uniform took away

al Qaeda’s safe haven in Afghanistan – and we will not allow them to re-establish it in

Iraq.
The US has been saying for two years that local leaders in Anbar were turning against the

Islamist extremist with little more than token results. It is far from clear that 4,000 more

US troops will be enough to make a decisive difference. The President’s comment also

ignores the massive growth of Taliban forces in Afghanistan and Pakistan since 2005,

and the fact that al Qaeda now has other areas of operation.
General Pace did say to the HASC on September 11th, however, that "The Sunni sheikhs

in that region have led the way in fighting al Qaeda…They have recruited their own sons

in the thousands to join their local police forces; in fact, about 1,000 Sunni youngsters

right now are in Jordan at the police academy." He claimed that the additional U.S. forces

in Anbar would give such sheikhs and Iraqi armed forces the support necessary to go on

the offensive against al Qaeda and help impose order in the province.
The Real Center of Gravity: Mission Capability in the Rest of Iraq

In spite of such reinforcements, problems with force density will be similar to those in

Baghdad, or be worse, in the rest of Iraq. The new Bush strategy focuses on Baghdad

with a limited increase in US forces in Anbar, and calls for Iraqi forces to take formal

control of the security mission in November. It is not clear that increasing US military

strength from 132,000 to 153,000 will be enough to win even in Baghdad.
The combined total of US and Iraqi strength does not seem sufficient to guarantee similar

victory in the rest of Iraq, and particularly in Basra (where the British will soon start

making major cuts in their forces), Kirkuk, Mosul, and Iraq’s other major urban areas.
Given the poor performance of Iraqi forces in Baghdad even over the last 10 days, and

the failure of Iraqi forces to effectively take control of the security mission in other

provinces, it seems very doubtful that the Iraqi forces can make the required progress by

November.
Here, it is also important to note that almost regardless of what happens where US and

Iraqi forces fight definable enemies, Sunni, Shi’ite, and Kurd will struggle for control or

the cleanings of political and economic space in every mixed area of the country. The war

in Iraq is not simply a counterinsurgency campaign or one to halt Sunni-Shi’ite fighting.

It is a mix of political pressure, threats, blackmail, targeted killings, kidnappings, force

expulsion, and a host of "softer" forms of methods designed to given one faction political

and security control of a given town, village, or area.
One area where both the Bush Administration and the US military fundamentally seem to

misread the situation in Iraq is that Baghdad and the four most violent governorates are

only the most open symptoms of a national civil war that does not have to rely on open

violence in many areas. Baghdad simply is not the center of gravity in Iraq. The center of

gravity is the entire map of the country, and efforts to use a wide range of means to seize

as much of it as possible, focusing on key cities and resources like oil. Even the

advocates of the new US Army approach to counterinsurgency seem to fundamentally

misread the true nature of the struggle, confusing major incidents of violence and killings

with a much more modern and complex form of civil war.
Other US Military Moves

We are also taking other steps to bolster the security of Iraq and protect American

interests in the Middle East. I recently ordered the deployment of an additional carrier

strike group to the region. We will expand intelligence sharing – and deploy Patriot air

defense systems to reassure our friends and allies. We will work with the governments of

Turkey and Iraq to help them resolve problems along their border. And we will work

with others to prevent Iran from gaining nuclear weapons and dominating the region.

Provides some key hints as to a regional strategy, and also to US priorities if the US is

forced to withdraw from Iraq, but no details.
One great problem with the Bush Administration’s approach to communication is that it

tends to describe concepts, rather than provide enough detail to indicate whether there is

a strategy, well-defined option to execute it, a clear and well defined operational plan,

and a set of valid metrics for judging performance and success.
Coping with the Strains on the US Military

The President conspicuously avoided dealing with the strains his plan would impose on

the US military, and its possible impact on retention and recruiting. He called for

sacrifice, but avoided key questions about what his plan meant in terms of the overall

impact of Iraq on military manpower and future defense budgets.
Secretary Gates did, however, announce important steps day after President Bush’s

speech that will ease the strain on the US Army and Marine Corps if the war continues

for several more years, or if similar wars are fought in the future. The overall size of the

Army and Marine Corps will increase significantly over the next 5 years. The

"permanent" end strength of the two services will grow by 92,000 forces, making

permanent a 30,000 increase to the Army that has already been taking place the past 3

years.
The Army will grow to 547,000 total soldiers from 507,000 soldiers, rising to 512,000 by

the end of the year as part of the ongoing 30,000 increase that's been taking place the past

3 years. The Army will then rise by an additional 35,000 soldiers. These 35,000 soldiers

will be recruited over the next 5 years. The goal is to recruit 80,000 new recruits per year,

which means the Army will raise its goals to 87,000 per year for the next 5 years to meet

the new needs.
The Marines are currently at 180,000, and will grow to 202,000 by adding 22,000 new

marines and making permanent 5,000 increase over the past 3 years. The Marines have an

annual recruiting goal of 39,000, and these numbers will rise over the next 5 years. This

plus up will add significantly more combat battalions and make Marine deployments

easier. It will provide the Marines with 1 year of overseas duty and 2 years at home.
The Department of Defense also took critical new steps to ease the strain on reserves and

National Guard, and the potential American domestic political backlash from

implementing the new strategy. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Pace,

announced the following steps at a press conference on September 11th,

Can you explain the practical effect of the mobilization changes you announced today? Does this

wipe the slate clean for Guards members who have already gone to Iraq? And do you anticipate

having to mobilize units that have already done stints there again?

GEN. PACE: There will be remobilization of forces, and that remobilization has been

contemplated before the announcement of these additional forces, because we have a rotation base

of active forces that we try to maintain one year overseas, two years home. And that rotation has

gone to one year overseas, one year home.

On the Guard and Reserve side, we try to get one year mobilized and five years demobilized. It's

really been more like a year-and-a- half to almost two years mobilized, and then -- so the

secretary's comments not only allow us to remobilize forces that we need to assist in the total force

effort that we've got going on in Iraq, but also significantly ensure that when we do remobilize --

or, for those who have not yet been mobilized, when we mobilize them -- that their time will be

one year. From the time we've called them to active duty, they train up; they deploy, do their

mission, come home, and demobilize -- all inside of one year, which is a significant planning

factor for the folks who have been enormously effective and critical to the success of our overall

mission. The Guard and Reserve have been wonderful in the way that they've performed their

assignments.

Q But if the 24-month cumulative requirement that many Guard members have come close to

meeting were met already, is that wiped clean now, and are we starting from ground zero in terms

of eligibility of Guard members to be mobilized and deployed?

GEN. PACE: Inside the policy of one year mobilized and five years demobilized, that one year

would have been part of the cumulative process. When you have your -- what we call "dwell

time" at home, you're not mobilized. When you start again, you're starting again. We're not

adding that to the previous.

So, I'm not sure I'm answering your question exactly accurately. But for any one mobilization, we

are constrained not to keep anybody more than 24 months. For subsequent mobilization, we're

constrained not to keep anybody more than 24 months. What we're committing to is that we will

not keep anybody more than one year on a subsequent mobilization.

Q So, if you've already been mobilized for 18 months, and you've gone to Iraq for a tour and

your unit gets mobilized, and you still have -- and you went to Iraq -- I'm sorry, this gets very

complicated -- and you want to Iraq fewer than four years ago, you could be mobilized and have to

go. Is that correct?

GEN. PACE: That's correct. But your time, as the secretary has indicated, will be no more than

12 months when you go the second time. Or, if you happen to be a new recruit and you go the first

time, it will still be for 12 months.
Is this Use of US Forces Really different From Previous Uses? Can It Bring Success?

Here are the differences: In earlier operations, Iraqi and American forces cleared many

neighborhoods of terrorists and insurgents – but when our forces moved on to other

targets, the killers returned. This time, we will have the force levels we need to hold the

areas that have been cleared.
In earlier operations, political and sectarian interference prevented Iraqi and American

forces from going into neighborhoods that are home to those fueling the sectarian

violence. This time, Iraqi and American forces will have a green light to enter these

neighborhoods – and Prime Minister Maliki has pledged that political or sectarian

interference will not be tolerated.
It is far from clear that the Iraqi government has been willing to provide this support

except under intense US pressure, and will act consistently in the way the US desires.

The President and US officials also seem to exaggerate the nature of Iraqi cooperation,

although some testimony has been franker than that of the President.
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates testified to the House armed Service Committee on

September 11th that these plans were the result of, "prolonged and extremely candid

conversations" between U.S. and Iraqi leaders that left Bush, Ambassador Zalmay

Khalilizad and Gen. George Casey Jr., Multinational Force Iraq commander. He stated

that they were, "persuaded (the Iraqis) have the will and capacity to act against all

instigators of violence in Baghdad….This is, I think, the pivot point in Iraq as the Iraqi

government insists on assuming the mantle of leadership in the effort to regain control of

its own capital," he told the committee.
Gates also stressed that that the phased increase in the U.S. troop presence in Iraq will be

linked directly to whether the Iraqis’ actually meet their commitment, "I want you to

know that the timetable for the introduction of additional U.S. forces will provide ample

opportunity early on – and before many of the additional U.S. troops arrive in Iraq – to

evaluate the progress of this endeavor and whether the Iraqis are fulfilling their

commitments to us…Overcoming the challenges in Iraq cannot be achieved simply by

military means – no matter how large or sustained – without progress by the Iraqis in

addressing the underlying issues dividing the country."
He stated at a press conference the same day that,

I think a source of frustration for both Iraqi and American forces in the past has been political

interference during clearing operations. And there are a number of instances that we've heard

about of someone being detained and then a call being placed from some office in the government

and all of a sudden that person is released because of political influence.

I think one of the most important commitments that the prime minister has made is that in this

offensive, the military will have the authority to go after all law breakers. There are no

exceptions. I'm not going to hang specific targets on specific people, but all law breakers are

susceptible to being detained in this -- or taken care of in this campaign.

…all parts of Baghdad are going to be involved in this campaign, including Sadr City.
General Pace, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs struck similar themes, and provided more

detail, in his testimony to the House Armed Service Committee. General Pace testified

that Iraqi officials had agreed to the plan and had added came important parts on their

own: "The No. 1 difference between this plan and others is the political environment in

which it will be implemented." He stated that the Iraqi government had already appointed

a military commander for Baghdad. Two deputy commanders – one for east of the Tigris

River and one for the area west of the river – will command nine districts in the city.
He stated that Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al Maliki had promised to move three extra

Iraqi army brigades to Baghdad, and agreed that an American battalion would work with

them in each of these nine districts, "In each sector, there will be three or four police

stations that will serve as a hub of operations…Iraqi and coalition forces will launch daily

patrols and raids, plan strategies and maintain a presence in the sectors. They will gain

the trust of the people of Baghdad."
Pace testified that a major aspect of the increase in manpower would be to increase the

number of American trainers embedded, and that this was based on a troop-to-task-ratio

analysis showed more American troops were needed in Baghdad.
General Pace claimed that commanders would now, "have freedom of operations to do

what he must do to enforce the rule of law for all." He also reiterated that Iraq’s political

leaders had promised there would be no political interference with troops on the ground

or interference in operations against Shi’ite targets: "The rule of law and the rules of

engagement will refer to all criminals, no matter which community they come from…The

communities will all be treated the same."
There clearly, however, is a high element of risk in spite of such statements. Maliki has

been quietly put under intense pressure, but for all the reasons discussed earlier, he may

or may not continue to comply. Moreover, he may try to coopt the US strategy to use it to

concentrate the fight on the Sunnis. Equally important, Maliki simply does not have the

political power to give a personal "green light." This has to come from the full range of

Shi’ite and Kurdish leaders, Iraqi forces, and Iraqi people in the neighborhoods involved.
These reactions will be complicated by the fact that US forces will not "support" the

Iraqis; it is US forces that will do almost all of the hard fighting. As a result, regardless of

how the fighting start, much will depend on whether Iraqis continue to see supporting the

Bush strategy this as being clearly in their interest, or come to perceive US troops as

attacking them or their faction.
The Economic and Aid Dimensions of the Strategy

The President also grossly exaggerated the level of economic success in Iraq in other

parts of his speech, and did not address the major failures of most of the US and Iraqi

reconstruction effort to date. The facts on the ground are that floods of aid and wartime

spending have raised the GDP and national per capita income. So have massive increases

in oil prices and export revenues. Economic security has improved in Kurdish areas and

in the most stable Shi’ite areas, and some Iraqis have benefited from the war.

Many, however, have lost their homes and businesses, massive unemployment exists in

every troubled area, basic services and security are not available in such areas, and Iraqi

young men often have no choice other than to either join security forces they do not

believe in or accept money from insurgents and militias.
Trying to Build on a Failed Aid Effort

Once again, the latest Department of Defense quarterly status report provides important

warnings, as do the reports of the Special Inspector General for Iraqi Reconstruction

(SIGIR at www.sigir.mil),

…the Government of Iraq faces serious challenges in the economic sector and has made only

incremental progress in economic reform and execution of its own budget and programs.

The UN Compensation Commission approved awards of US$52.5 billion for the compensation

fund established to pay victims of Iraq’s 1991 invasion of Kuwait. As of September 2006, Iraq had

paid more than US$20 billion. Every year, 5% of Iraq’s oil revenue goes to the compensation

fund. This payment is placing a significant strain on Iraq’s resources and Prime Minister Maliki

has proposed that this obligation be ended.
The fact that government ministries are having difficulty executing their budgets is undercutting

the capital expenditure needed for medium-term growth. Part of the Ministerial Capacity

Development program is targeted toward helping Government of Iraq ministries improve the

development and execution of their budgets.
Inflation
Iraq’s high rate of inflation is a serious obstacle to progress under the IMF’s Stand-By

Arrangement (SBA). Sustained progress under the SBA is necessary to secure donor support for

the International Compact, and failure to meet the terms of the SBA would complicate

negotiations for a new IMF program in 2007. Satisfactory progress under an IMF program for

three years is required for the final 20% of Paris Club debt relief.

High inflation—a result of disruptions in the supply of food and fuel, price deregulation, spending

by the Government of Iraq and donors, and growth of the money supply—is threatening progress

toward economic stability in Iraq. Unlike in previous years, when inflation was confined mainly to

rents, fuel, and transport, prices are now increasing rapidly in all sectors.

According to Iraq’s Central Organization for Statistics and Information Technology, the annual

inflation rate from October 2005 to October 2006 was 53%. It is widely believed that the official

inflation rate underestimates the actual inflation rate.

Runaway inflation exacerbates the government’s decline in purchasing power and increases wage

and pension demands, placing added pressure on the budget.
Unemployment

There have been no new unemployment data since the August 2006 report. At that point, official

unemployment estimates ranged from 13.4% to 18%. Other reporting indicates unemployment is

significantly higher. Private sector-led economic growth and investment are essential for any longterm,

sustained reduction in unemployment.

Unemployment and underemployment may make financial incentives for participating in insurgent

or sectarian violence more appealing to military age males. There is a correlation between

dissatisfaction over jobs and levels of violence. A decrease in unemployment may well have a

significant impact on the level of sectarian violence and insurgent attacks based on analysis by the

Joint Warfare Analysis Center.
Efforts to address unemployment and underemployment must be viewed as a top United States

and Iraqi priority and be appropriately funded.
Oil Production, Distribution, and Export

Over the course of Saddam Hussein’s reign, Iraq’s oil infrastructure deteriorated badly due to lack

of replacement of critical parts and equipment from the original suppliers.

The Coalition has worked to help the Government of Iraq restore oil facilities, increase production,

improve refining, boost natural gas production, and maintain pipeline facilities. However, poor

operational and maintenance practices, insurgent attacks, slow repair, and flawed procurement and

contracting procedures have hampered progress and have precluded the Ministry of Oil from

providing sufficient funds for operations and maintenance, needed rehabilitation projects, and new

field development.
The flow of crude oil has been periodically halted by corrosion, fires, maintenance, and attacks, all

of which hamper production of refined products and crude oil for export.

Oil exports fell short of the Government of Iraq’s revised goal (1.7 mbpd). However, due to

higher market prices for crude oil, revenues improved and exceeded annual targets by US$1.7

billion through the end of October.

During the last reporting period, Iraq briefly resumed exports from northern oilfields for the first

time since the autumn of 2005, though on a very small scale. Sabotage and equipment failures

continued to prevent significant northern exports.

The regulated price of regular gasoline (87 octane) in Iraq is currently about 170 dinars

(~US$0.45) per gallon, while premium gasoline (92 octane) is about 350 dinars (~US$0.90) per

gallon. Fuel subsidies and a limited supply lead to gray market5 activities and corruption. Gray

market prices for refined products in Iraq are considerably higher than the regulated prices and are

comparable to those of its neighbors, with the exception of Turkey, which heavily taxes refined oil

products.

Electricity Production and Distribution

The Government of Iraq’s goal for daily average peak generating output by the end of December

2006 is 6,000 MW, but it is unlikely that this goal will be met. During the current reporting

period, the actual average daily peak generating output was 4,650 MW, an increase of 2% over the

period covered in the previous quarterly report and 78% of the goal.

Almost half of Iraqis report supplementing government supplied electricity with private generators

to fill the supply gap.

The shortfall between government-supplied electricity and demand is aggravated by the absence

of a rational fee for-service tariff system that would encourage conservation and reduce the effects

of corruption. Many experts agree that such a system is a crucial step toward solving the supply

gap problem.

Government-produced electricity averaged 11 hours per day over the previous quarter and 12.2

hours per day for the month of October, the last full month for which data are available. The

October data are slightly higher than the programmed end state of 12 hours per day nationwide.

Baghdad, however, averaged only 6 hours of power per day in the previous quarter, rising to 6.7

hours in October, 5.3 hours short of the programmed end state.

Iraqis in some neighborhoods in other regions of the country also did not receive the national

average hours of power due largely to interdiction of high-voltage transmission lines, lack of a

rapid repair capability in the Ministry of Electricity, and limited local electrical generation

capacity. Residents of other neighborhoods received continuous power.
Water and Sanitation

Direct measurement of water actually delivered to Iraqis is not available. Iraq must closely

examine and improve its domestic water usage within the different sectors.

The agricultural sector uses approximately 90% of the water consumed, but there is tremendous

potential to improve the efficiency of water use in this sector.
Nutrition and Social Safety Net
The most recent estimates of hunger and nutrition were reported in the August 2006 report.

Malnutrition was reported as varying between 14.2% and 26.5%, depending on the province.

A social safety net program, being developed by the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs, was

described in the last report. The social safety net program is an essential step in reforming national

subsidies, as required by the IMF SBA. Legislation required for this initiative has not yet been

introduced.
Expanding the Provincial Reconstruction Teams; Transition to Iraqi Self-Reliance

We will double the number of Provincial Reconstruction Teams. These teams bring

together military and civilian experts to help local Iraqi communities pursue

reconciliation, strengthen moderates, and speed the transition to Iraqi self-reliance. And

Secretary Rice will soon appoint a reconstruction coordinator in Baghdad to ensure

better results for economic assistance being spent in Iraq.
The President failed to provide any detailed US plan for requesting and using new aid

funds, and showing how they can actually be spent on a useful basis. His reference to

$10 billion in Iraqi funds seems to refer to money already in the budget, which is not

linked directly to new military and security operations, and which the Iraqi government

has so far proved unable to administer and provide in the field.
Secretary Rice did, however, follow up the President’s speech the next day by indicating

the US would have a strong new aid effort as part of its new strategy. She did not

announce the fiscal details of what the US aid effort would be. Some sources reported

economic aid figures of $1.2 billion to $1.4 billion, with additional security assistance of

$3.5 to $5 billion. It was not clear how incremental such aid would be to the $750 million

in economic aid already appropriated for FY2007, and existing plans for security

assistance aid to Iraqi Security Forces. Other sources indicated that roughly $5 billion of

new US aid money plus some $10 billion of Iraqi funds, would be involved.
She also announced the immediate appointment of a highly experienced aid coordinator

and stated that,

To oversee our economic support for the Iraqi people, and to ensure that it is closely integrated

with our security strategy, I have appointed Tim Carney to the new position of coordinator for Iraq

Transitional Assistance. He will be based in Baghdad and will work with Iraqi counterparts to

facilitate a maximum degree of coordination in our economic and development efforts.

Our decentralization of effort in Iraq will require a more decentralized presence. We must

continue to get civilians and diplomats out of our embassy, out of the capital, and into the field, all

across the country. The mechanism to do this is the Provincial Reconstruction Team, or PRT. We

currently have ten PRTs deployed across Iraq, seven American and three coalition. Building on

this existing presence, we plan to expand from 10 to at least 18 teams. For example, we will have

six PRTs in Baghdad, not just one. We will go from one team in Anbar province to three – in

Fallujah, Ramadi, and al Qaim. These PRTs will closely share responsibilities and reflect an

unprecedented unity of civilian and military effort.

Expanding our PRT presence will also enable us to diversify our assistance across all of Iraq. Iraq

has a federal government. Much of the street-level authority, and much of the opportunity for

positive change in Iraq, lies outside the Green Zone, in local and provincial governments, with

party leaders and tribal chiefs. By actively supporting these provincial groups and structures, we

diversify our chances of success in Iraq. Our PRTs have had success working at the local level in

towns like Mosul, Tikrit, and Tal Afar. Now we will invest in other parts of Iraq, like Anbar

province, where local leaders are showing their desire and building their capacity to confront

violent extremists and build new sources of hope for their people.

All total, we seek to deploy hundreds of additional civilians across Iraq to help Iraqis build their

nation. And we will ask Congress to provide funding to support and secure our expanded civilian

presence. We want to give our civilians, deployed in PRTs, the flexibility to devote extra resources

where they can do the most good at the local level. Our expanded PRT presence will be a powerful

tool to empower Iraq’s reformers and responsible leaders in their struggle against violent

extremism. We therefore plan to request, as part of our FY 2007 Supplemental, significant new

operating funds for our PRTs, as well as hundreds of million of dollars to fund their programs.

When we add in relevant USAID projects, we hope to approximately double our resource

commitment to help local Iraqi communities through PRTs.

These commitments will not be indefinite. As I said earlier, one of our main objectives in this

phase is to help the Iraqis use their own money to rebuild their country. The Iraqis have budgeted

billions of dollars for this mission in 2007, and as their efforts become more effective, we have

kept our FY 2008 requests limited. We want Iraqis to rely more and more on their own resources,

their own people, and their own efforts. Therefore, by 2008 and 2009, the burden of local

assistance should be assumed more effectively by the Iraqi government. In the meantime, though,

our efforts will be vital.
The key features of the new US and Iraqi aid plan – if it can be executed with qualified

personnel on a timely basis – call for the State Department to deploy several hundred

additional civilian advisers in parallel with the increase in U.S. troops. It also calls for

moving more civilian advisers into provincial reconstruction teams (PRTs) working with

local officials outside Baghdad, and collocating them with US brigades to provide

mobility and security. It would create 8 more PRTs in addition to the 10 now operating.
Rice has also emphasized in her testimony to Congress that the U.S. commitment is not

open-ended. "We want Iraqis to rely more...on their own resources... people,

and...efforts…Therefore, by 2008 and 2009, the burden of local assistance should be

assumed more effectively by the Iraqi government."
Speaking in Kuwait on January 18th, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice said that

success in Iraq had to be built "bottom-up as well as top-down" and that Iraq's decision to

have a federal-style government made it "very, very important to build local leadership."

She also claimed that it was easier "in many ways" it is easier to work at the local level

through PRTs to arrange the delivery of funds, goods and services from the central

government, as well as to improve the structure and effectiveness of government through

training, and that the PRTs were designed to make local and provincial governments

"capable of dealing with the day-to-day problems of the people where the people

live…We think it's actually a pretty effective way of going about it."iii
The truth, however, is a great deal more complex and uncertain. The US must deal with

the legacy of major failures in past and existing aid programs. These almost all have

consequences the US will need to deal with in the current year to correct for its past

failures and sustain its limited successes. The US has also had massive problems in

recruiting qualified civilians even for its present PRTs, and in effectively administering

aid in the field.
Even US efforts to show success illustrate the problems and challenges involved.

Speaking on January 17 from Baghdad through a State Department digital video

conference, Joseph Gregoire, the team leader of the Baghdad PRT, said his staff of 80

civilian and military personnel focused on developing an Iraqi capacity to use aid: "By

capacity building I mean engaging local Iraqi officials and representatives of

nongovernmental organizations, civil society organizations ... so that we can share with

them our knowledge of policies, practices, procedures that can meet, support and sustain

good governance…(So that,) "in time, especially when we're no longer there,

His Lieutenant Colonel Robert Ruch, stated that the very team "provincial reconstruction

team" is "a bit of a misnomer…We are not a reconstruction agency. We're reconstructing

a government." He added that even that as recently as one year ago, "we didn't have

provincial governments…It's not so much about building schools. It's about getting the

steps in the process so they have a bureaucracy that can do this kind of work…those midlevel people who do the work in a government…The leaders will come and go, but we've established a bureaucracy. They are the people who keep the government moving

through time…"
Ruch gave the example that his PRT had recently brought together local Baghdad district

leaders who wanted to build more schools together with their provincial council and

Iraq's Ministry of Education to discuss how to go about school construction. None of the

three levels of government previously make their own linkages, he said. As a result of

this coordination, all three levels came up with a list of 10 schools to be built throughout

the city, prioritized by need, to be voted on later in January. The PRT is now setting up a

conference among the levels of government to establish future procedures for building

schools in Baghdad.
Perhaps somewhat unrealistically, Gregoire claimed, his team had "not seen instances of

sectarian criteria determining" the priority or placement of projects. "You would be hardpressed
to look at where these projects are occurring, if you were to plot them on a map

of Baghdad, and find any type of sectarian divider where things are actually being

built…You can't make one part of the city great and leave another part of the city alone."

There is an understanding that "everyone has got to get something out of this government

or they're not going to succeed….it will take a very long time to get to the point where

the Iraqis will be able to meet the needs of the population independent of donor action."
The new US plans are not without promise, but they understate or ignore the massive

problems the US has had in recruiting the existing PRTs. These delayed the operation of

many PRTs until later 2006 and still left some either inactive or staffed largely with

inexperienced personnel and military personnel assigned to duties that required civilian

expertise. Only 13 teams were authorized. Only 10 teams were fully operational, with

some 170 non-Department of Defense civilians and 180 soldiers, when 18 were needed to

have even one per governorate.iv Auditors found in October 2006 that only four of the

13 teams could actually be effective in their satellite offices, and that massive security

and transportation problems severely limited the work of the PRT effort. There were less

than 120 non-DoD civilians in place, including support personnel.v
The Role of Regional Diplomacy

The new strategy is long on rhetoric, but lacking in specifics. It also singles out Iran in

ways that could create more problems that they solve.
Regional Allies and the International Compact

We will use America’s full diplomatic resources to rally support for Iraq from nations

throughout the Middle East. Countries like Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, and the Gulf

States need to understand that an American defeat in Iraq would create a new sanctuary

for extremists – and a strategic threat to their survival. These nations have a stake in a

successful Iraq that is at peace with its neighbors – and they must step up their support

for Iraq’s unity government. We endorse the Iraqi government’s call to finalize an

International Compact that will bring new economic assistance in exchange for greater

economic reform.
Again, good goals. The question whether major additional aid and support will be

forthcoming, and what detailed plan, if any, exists for action. Secretary Rice did say in

her testimony to the Congress on January 11th that the Bush administration has a

"regional approach" to dealing with the challenges in Iraq -- "to work with those

governments that share our view of where the Middle East should be going." She

included in that group what she called the "reformers and responsible leaders" of the

region.

The final piece of our effort is the development of a regional diplomatic strategy, which was a key

recommendation of the Iraq Study Group. Iraq is central to the future of the Middle East. The

security of this region is an enduring vital interest for the United States. America’s presence in this

part of the world contributes significantly to its stability and success. So as we recommit ourselves

in Iraq, we are also enhancing our efforts to support reformers and responsible leaders in the

region – and to deter and counter aggression to our friends and allies.

Our regional diplomacy is based on the substantially changed realities of the Middle East. Historic

change is now unfolding in the region, and it is unleashing a great deal of tension, anxiety, and

violence. But it is also revealing a new strategic alignment in the Middle East. This is the same

alignment we see in Iraq. On one side are the many reformers and responsible leaders, who seek to

advance their interests peacefully, politically, and diplomatically. On the other side are extremists,

of every sect and ethnicity, who use violence to spread chaos, to undermine democratic

governments, and to impose agendas of hate and intolerance.

This is why the proper partners in our regional diplomacy are those who share our goals. In this

group, I would count, of course, our democratic allies, Turkey and Israel. I would also count the

governments of the Gulf states plus Egypt and Jordan, or the "GCC + 2." We have established

unprecedented consultation with this group of countries. In fact, I will be returning to the region,

and to this process, later this week. I would also count among our key partners the democratic

reformers and leaders in places like Lebanon, the Palestinian territories, and of course, Iraq. Our

most important goal now is to use our diplomacy to empower democratic and other responsible

leaders across the region. We must help them show their fellow citizens that it is they, not violent

extremists, who can best protect their lives, promote their interests, and advance a future of hope.

On Iraq, in particular, our regional diplomacy has several components. One concerns Iraq’s

neighbor to the north: Turkey. President Bush and I have engaged retired General Joe Ralston to

work with Iraq and Turkey on concerns about terrorism from the Kurdish Worker’s Party. Those

efforts have helped to ease tensions, but we will do more to protect our ally, Turkey, from terrorist

attacks.

Over the last six months, we have also supported significant progress in crafting an International

Compact between the Iraqi government and the international community. Working with more than

forty countries, Iraq has developed a set of written commitments to action on political, security,

and economic targets. The creation of the Compact has been guided by a diplomatic process that

has already met at the level of foreign ministers. This group involves all of Iraq’s neighbors –

including Iran – and other states that have invested significantly in Iraq’s future. Iraq has led the

Compact process. The United Nations has served as co-chair. And the World Bank has assisted.

This diplomatic process also provides a structure that can easily accommodate flexible, informal

meetings of smaller groups of countries about other topics of common concern.

Secretary Rice provided further details in a press conference that same day,

Well, as for the future shape in coalition, there continue to be coalition forces operating in Iraq.

The South Koreans, the Japanese, others have re-upped their forces again to continue operating in

Iraq. And there is a NATO training mission for officers in Iraq. And so I think you'll continue to

see that kind of international support.

Now, the International Compact for Iraq is a framework in which there can be real support for Iraq

that is, in fact, a kind of conditional support. The Iraqis undertake to do certain obligations. We

undertake, as an international community, to match those obligations with resources. Many of the

states that, for instance, the Iraqis owed debt to have agreed to very favorable terms: 80 percent of

debt reduction. We've agreed to 100 percent of debt reduction, and I think you'll see more of that.

… I'm going to the Middle East with the GCC because I feel very strongly that those states that

are part of an alignment that understands that there are extremist forces that need to be resisted,

need to be mobilized and rallied in support of this Iraqi government. The states, like Saudi Arabia

and Jordan and others, have been helping with Sunni outreach. I'd hope that they will help with

more.

But I think the International Compact is the right framework for now, because it is an international

effort that is actually led by the Iraqis and the United Nations, which is really the proper way for

Iraq to engage its neighbor.
Dealing with Iran and Syria

Succeeding in Iraq also requires defending its territorial integrity – and stabilizing the

region in the face of the extremist challenge. This begins with addressing Iran and Syria.

These two regimes are allowing terrorists and insurgents to use their territory to move in

and out of Iraq. Iran is providing material support for attacks on American troops. We

will disrupt the attacks on our forces. We will interrupt the flow of support from Iran and

Syria. And we will seek out and destroy the networks providing advanced weaponry and

training to our enemies in Iraq.
President Bush rejected the option of dialog and seeking accommodation and tie Syria

and Iran into a common threat. A hard-line position that may be justified by the actions of

these governments, but one certain to be provocative and drive them closer together.
The US made this point clearer by attacking Iranian targets in Iraq the same day.

Secretary Rice also said in testimony to the Congress on January 11th that the Bush

Administrated excluded Iran and Syria from its regional approach,

While many of us are working to strengthen peace in the region, two governments have

unfortunately chosen to align themselves with the forces of violent extremism – both in Iraq and

across the Middle East. One is Syria. Despite many appeals, including from Syria’s fellow Arab

states, the leaders in Damascus continue to destabilize Iraq and their neighbors and support

terrorism. The problem here is not a lack of talk with Syria but a lack of action by Syria.

Iran is the other. If the government in Tehran wants to help stabilize the region, as it now claims, it

should end its support for violent extremists who destroy the aspirations of innocent Lebanese,

Palestinians, and Iraqis. And it should end its pursuit of a nuclear weapons capability. I repeat my

offer today: If Iran suspends its enrichment of uranium – which is, after all, an international

demand, not just an American one – then the United States is prepared to reverse 27 years of

policy, and I will meet with my Iranian counterpart – anytime, anywhere – to discuss every facet

of our countries’ relationship. Until then, we will continue to work with the Iraqis and use all of

our power to limit and counter the activities of Iranian agents who are attacking our people and

innocent civilians in Iraq.
General Pace did, however, provide important caveats as to the nature of the threat and

the limits to US military action in a press conference on September 11th,

GEN. PACE: What we've been doing and we'll continue to do is to track the networks of

individuals regardless of their nationality inside of Iraq that are providing weapons that are

designed to kill our troops. I think it's instructive that in the last couple of weeks two of those

raids that we conduct to go after these folks that are providing these kinds of weapons, two of

those raids had policed Iranians. So it is clear that the Iranians are complicit in providing

weapons, and it's also clear that we will all we need to do to defend our troops in Iraq by going

after the entire network regardless of where those people come from.

Q Are you going after them in Iran? Why not go to the source?

GEN. PACE: We can take care of the security for our troops by doing the business we need to do

inside of Iraq, and there are other methods, especially the kind that Secretary Rice has outlined, to

deal with government-to-government relationships with Iran. But with regard to those who are

physically present trying to do harm to our troops, regardless of nationality, we will go after them

and defend ourselves.

Q One last attempt at this, let me take one last different way. Has anyone in the military

recommended operations inside Iran?

GEN. PACE: No.
The new NIE on Iraq does warn about Iran and Syria, but provides a notably more

balanced picture of this threat, and the role of other neighbors,

Iraq’s neighbors influence, and are influenced by, events within Iraq, but the involvement of

these outside actors is not likely to be a major driver of violence or the prospects for stability

because of the self-sustaining character of Iraq’s internal sectarian dynamics. Nonetheless,

Iranian lethal support for select groups of Iraqi Shia militants clearly intensifies the conflict in Iraq.

Syria continues to provide safe haven for expatriate Iraqi Bathists and to take less than adequate

measures to stop the flow of foreign jihadists into Iraq.

• For key Sunni regimes, intense communal warfare, Shia gains in Iraq, and Iran’s assertive role

have heightened fears of regional instability and unrest and contributed to a growing polarization

between Iran and Syria on the one hand and other Middle East governments on the other. But

traditional regional rivalries, deepening ethnic and sectarian violence in Iraq over the past year,

persistent anti-Americanism in the region, anti-Shia prejudice among Arab states, and fears of

being perceived by their publics as abandoning their Sunni co-religionists in Iraq have constrained

Arab states’ willingness to engage politically and economically with the Shia-dominated

government in Baghdad and led them to consider unilateral support to Sunni groups.

• Turkey does not want Iraq to disintegrate and is determined to eliminate the safe haven in

northern Iraq of the Kurdistan People’s Congress (KGK, formerly PKK)—a Turkish Kurdish

terrorist group.
The Arab-Israeli Peace Process: A Cosmetic or Real Effort?

And on Friday, Secretary Rice will leave for the region – to build support for Iraq, and

continue the urgent diplomacy required to help bring peace to the Middle East.
Secretary Rice has embarked on such an effort, but the President conspicuously avoided

discussing any link to Iraq and the war on terrorism, and it is far from clear such meetings

can produce more than cosmetic activity and token success.
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