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Preface

This report documents research and analysis conducted as part of a project entitled
Lessons Learned from 13 Years of Conflict: The Battle for Baghdad, 2003—2008, spon-
sored by the Office of Quadrennial Defense Review, U.S. Army. The project was
intended to capture key lessons to help the U.S. Army and U.S. Department of Defense
(DoD) retain institutional knowledge and capabilities, as well as to serve as a history of
the U.S. Army’s efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan from 2001 to 2016.

The Project Unique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project that produced
this document is HQD146863.

This research was conducted within RAND Arroyo Center’s Strategy, Doc-
trine, and Resources Program. RAND Arroyo Center, part of the RAND Corpora-
tion, is a federally funded research and development center sponsored by the United
States Army.

RAND operates under a “Federal-Wide Assurance” (FWA00003425) and com-
plies with the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection of Human Subjects Under
United States Law (45 CFR 46), also known as “the Common Rule,” as well as with
the implementation guidance set forth in DoD Instruction 3216.02. As applicable, this
compliance includes reviews and approvals by RAND’s Institutional Review Board
(the Human Subjects Protection Committee) and by the U.S. Army. The views of
sources utilized in this study are solely their own and do not represent the official
policy or position of DoD or the U.S. Government.
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Summary

This report tells the history of the Battle for Baghdad. But unlike most historical
examples of combat in a large city, the Battle for Baghdad was not one but several
sequential battles, each with its own focus and approach. Within the framework of the
battle for that fabled city, this report describes U.S. adaptation to each new phase. As
the enemy’s tactics and techniques evolved, so too did those of the U.S. military. In
doing so, U.S. soldiers and commanders learned many lessons, some specific to a given
phase of the battle, others with a more universal application. It is important to chron-
icle those lessons because, as George Santayana noted, “Those who cannot remember
the past are condemned to repeat it.”! The goal of this report is to catalogue those hard-
won lessons that are derived from action (and inaction) by both civilian and military
leaders so that U.S. soldiers are better prepared in future conflicts and are less likely to
repeat mistakes made in Iraq.

The story told here begins with the planning that went on during the run-up
to combat operations in Iraq, because that planning dictated how the war, at least
initially, was fought and how that shaped subsequent phases. The assumptions under-
pinning the prewar planning profoundly affected subsequent events. We then turn to
major combat operations and recount the challenges that arose and how the United
States and its coalition partners reacted when they unexpectedly found themselves in
charge of Iraq. The report then transitions to what we call “the Casey period,” named
after the senior general in Iraq. The story next moves to the period dubbed “the
Surge,” during which the United States committed substantial additional forces to the
fight, which GEN David Petracus famously described to President George W. Bush
as being “all in.” The story then turns to the withdrawal from Iraq, which occurred
under terms that surprised many and which many argue accounts for conditions that
persist today. Each period has different lessons to teach, and we recount those lessons
for each phase in this summary.

We also distill several overarching lessons in the hope that they will be shared
widely both within the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) and across the U.S. gov-

ernment and the nation. However, the lessons in this report focus primarily on the

' George Santayana, The Life of Reason, Vol. 1, New York: Chatles Scribner’s Sons, 1905, p. 284.



x The U.S. Army and the Battle for Baghdad: Lessons Learned—And Still to Be Learned

U.S. Army. In the Battle for Baghdad, the U.S. Army was the indispensable force. This
is not to minimize the very important contributions of the other services and govern-
ment agencies. But it is to acknowledge that the battle had to be won on the ground.
And as this report stresses, winning on the ground entails far more than direct combat
operations; it extends to stabilizing the city and the country after the initial direct
combat phase. In this regard, the U.S. military failed.

The assumption of senior U.S. civilian policymakers and their military advisers
was that once the Iraqi army was defeated and Saddam Hussein fled or was captured,
the Iraqi national, provincial, and local governments would continue to function under
new civilian leaders chosen and backed by the United States. The institutional failure
was in not planning for potential contingencies should this fundamental assumption
prove invalid, as it quickly did. There was a relatively narrow window of time follow-
ing the capture of Baghdad when the country stood at a crossroads from which things
could go in very different directions. One direction led to a defeated but functioning
state that could still maintain order and carry out the basic functions of government.
The other was a precipitous slide into chaos.

Because few political or military leaders envisioned the chaos and civil war that
would soon follow the defeat of the Iragi army and the collapse of the Saddam regime,
the military was not instructed to plan for such a contingency. It also was not charged
with rebuilding a defeated nation, especially because civilian and military policymak-
ers did not envision the collapse of the entire Iraqi government at all levels. However,
the U.S. Army was charged to provide forces to the combatant commanders to “occupy
territories abroad and provide for the initial establishment of a military government
pending transfer of this responsibility to other authority.”> This report documents
some of the challenges the U.S. Army faced in carrying out this mission.

Overarching Lessons from the Iraq War and Recommendations for the
Army

The lessons described in this report fall into three broad categories: lessons the U.S.
Army can institutionalize through its own internal processes, lessons the Army does
not have the authority to institutionalize, and lessons the Army must institutionalize
through a combined effort with other actors (for example, developing joint doctrine).
The recommendations that follow all fall within the Army’s authority to institutional-
ize. In some cases, and to its credit, the Army is already acting on the recommendations.

2 DoD, Functions of the Department of Defense and Its Major Components, DoD Directive 5100.01, Washington,
D.C., December 21, 2010b, p. 30.
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Lesson 1: DoD War Plans Need to Include Actions to Ensure Long-Term Stability

The United States had to spend years countering an insurgency in Iraq. A key lesson
from the Iraq War is that the combatant command, as the agent of DoD, is respon-
sible for ensuring that chaos does not follow in the wake of initial combat success. The
Army’s role is central in this because one of its primary functions is to provide forces to
the combatant commander that are trained, organized, and equipped to occupy and pro-
vide transitional military governance in the aftermath of major combat operations. This
was—and remains—a primary function of the Army as specified in the August 1, 2002,
DoD Directive 5100.1 and its superceding DoD Directive 5100.01, released in 2010.3

Recommendation: Resource and Prepare the Army to Provide Forces to the
Combatant Commanders to Ensure Long-Term Stability

The U.S. Army needs to prepare forces to provide to combatant commanders follow-
ing major combat operations. Regardless of whether the United States will ever want to
pursue operations like those in Iraq or Afghanistan again, the Army must be resourced
and prepared to provide the capabilities and capacity to execute such operations, if
directed. Thus, an understanding of what happened in Iraq is central to preparing the
U.S. Army for dealing with post—regime change operations. Particularly important is
understanding that it will be the Army’s responsibility to provide the majority of the
capacity and capabilities in the aftermath of a regime change to prevent the slide into
chaos that happened in Iraq in 2003.

As 2014’s The U.S. Army Operating Concept: Win in a Complex World recognizes,
“Compelling sustainable outcomes in war require land forces to defeat enemy organi-
zations, establish security, and consolidate gains.™ It also notes, “Wide area security
includes the essential stability tasks including: establish civil security; [establish] secu-
rity force assistance; establish civil control; restore essential services; support gover-
nance; and support economic and infrastructure development.” These are key tasks
for which U.S. Army forces were neither resourced nor prepared to conduct in the after-
math of regime change in Iraq in 2003. Nevertheless, the operating concept recognizes
the difficult challenges facing the Army in a time of constrained resources “to strike
the right balance between current readiness and investment of future capabilities.”

Thus, it is essential that the U.S. Army retain and continue to develop the capa-
bilities it will need to provide postconflict security and initial governance. This is in
keeping with DoD guidance that while U.S. “forces will no longer be sized to con-

3 DoD, Functions of the Department of Defense and Its Major Components, DoD Directive 5100.1, Washington,
D.C., August 1, 2002; and DoD, 2010b.

4 Department of the Army, The U.S. Army Operating Concept: Win in a Complex World, TRADOC Pam-
phlet 525-3-1, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army, October 31, 2014b, p. 16.

> Department of the Army, 2014b, p. 23.
¢ Department of the Army, 2014b, p. 24.
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duct large-scale prolonged stability operations,” the services will “preserve the exper-
tise gained during the past ten years of counterinsurgency and stability operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan” and “protect the ability to regenerate capabilities that might be
needed to meet future demands.”” Congress and DoD have the responsibility to ensure
that the Army is adequately resourced to preserve these capabilities and to provide the
necessary capacity when so directed.

Lesson 2: Capacity and Capability Matter, and the “Whole of Government” Beyond
the Military Could Not Provide Them in Iraq

The U.S. military did not have the capacity to secure Iraq at the end of major combat
operations. The debate surrounding the number of forces that went into Iraq had been
contentious even before the war. It came to a head when then—Army Chief of Staff
GEN Eric Shinseki testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee about the
sizeable number of forces that would be required to stabilize Iraq. What soon became
clear during the early years of the war was that demands for capacity would fall largely
on the U.S. military. Thus, a key lesson from Iraq is that the “whole of government”
cannot compensate for insufficient boots on the ground, nor does it have the capabili-
ties to provide what the military can.

Some stability operations and counterinsurgencies may be beyond the capacity
of the U.S. military to execute once disorder breaks out. Again, the imperative is to
ensure that, when the United States brings down a regime, the affected country does
not erupt into chaos that quickly outstrips the military’s capacity to establish order.

The U.S. military lacked key capabilities needed to occupy and secure Iraq and pro-
vide transitional military government. A complete plan for the postconflict period was
not the only piece that was missing; the U.S. government and military did not have the
capabilities and capacity to arrest the descent of Iraq into chaos or to adapt rapidly to the
security environment following major combat operations. Planning alone could not have
made up for this inherent capability deficit. Eventually, in 2007, President Bush surged
five additional Army brigades to Irag, which were essentially all of the forces available
in an Army already heavily committed. Even this step required increasing Army deploy-
ments from 12 months to 15, a move that significantly increased stress on the force. It
was not until the Surge that there were sufficient forces in Baghdad to do the job.

Recommendation: Build More Capacity for the Challenges the Army Will Likely Face
in the Future

In the future, the U.S. Army will likely provide the majority of U.S. security forces
to maintain order following conflict and natural disasters. It must provide security, as
well as the bulk of the civil affairs and military government capabilities, until the tran-
sition to civil authority occurs. And that transition cannot occur until there is at least
a modicum of order.

7 DoD, Quadrennial Defense Review 2014, Washington, D.C., March 2014, p. viii.
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The U.S. Army lacked key capabilities and the capacity needed to occupy, secure,
and provide transitional military government in Iraq. A lack of capability and capacity
across the U.S. government, coupled with short tour lengths for civilians, exacerbated
the shortages of capacity in the military.

Recommendation: Continue Efforts to Provide Sufficient Military Government
Capabilities

Historically, the U.S. Army has had to provide sufficient military government capa-
bilities after almost every war it has fought, often with mixed results. World War II
was the exception. Under the direction of the Civil Affairs Division in the War
Department, the U.S. Army, learning from its experiences in World War I, manned,
organized, trained, and equipped units for military government and civil affairs
functions. Following the war, those capabilities withered. The United States and its
coalition were unprepared for the responsibilities of administering Iraq and support-
ing the government of Afghanistan. Ad hoc efforts to deal with these problems were
typically inadequate.

However, since then, some efforts are under way in the Army to deal with this
issue. In August 2013, the commanding general of the U.S. Army Special Operations
Command and the Chief of the Army Reserve partnered to establish the Institute for
Military Support to Governance (IMSG) at the U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special
Warfare Center and School and plug the functional specialty capability gap in U.S.
Army Reserve—Civil Affairs units. The mission statement of the institute shows that
the civil affairs and military government lessons from Iraq and Afghanistan are being
institutionalized by the Army: “The IMSG organizes, trains, and coordinates Gover-
nance Advisory Teams, integrates with U.S. Government and community of interest
partners, and provides ongoing research and analysis to meet theater requirements
across all operational phases in support of Unified Action.” The IMSG is a worthwhile
investment to ensure that the capability gaps that the U.S. Army encountered in Iraq
and Afghanistan are understood and ameliorated in the future.

Lesson 3: Robust and High-Quality Headquarters Are Critical

U.S. Central Command did not have a resourced plan to take charge in the early days
following the collapse of the Iraqi regime, and U.S. policy suffered significantly as a
result. The Joint Task Force organized around the V Corps Headquarters in Iraq was
not capable of executing the mission it was assigned. Neither the V Corps Headquar-
ters of LT'G Ricardo Sanchez nor Ambassador L. Paul Bremer III’s Coalition Provi-
sional Authority were up to the challenges they faced. Their headquarters were not
provided with the necessary capabilities for the problems at hand. Not until the cre-
ation of the Multi-National Force—Iraq, combined with the creation of Multi-National
Corps—Iraq, did the headquarters on the ground have the talent and the horsepower to

8 Hugh C. Van Roosen, Military Support to Governance, Version 7-Draft, white paper, January 12, 2015, p. 2.
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link tactics and operations to strategy and policy. That said, these headquarters were
not established until more than a year after the U.S.-led coalition intervened in Iraq,
and much time had been lost.

In the aftermath of the war in Iraq, DoD directed end-strength reductions in the
Army and other services as a result of the 2011 Budget Control Act. Facing these sig-
nificant directed budget cuts, particularly under sequestration, the Army saw its autho-
rized end strength drop from 563,600 Regular Army, 358,200 National Guard, and
205,000 Reserve soldiers in 2010 to a potential end strength in 2019 of 420,000 Regu-
lar Army, 315,200 National Guard, and 185,000 Reserve soldiers.” Headquarters at
the two-star-general level and higher echelons, both institutional and operational, were
targeted for a 25-percent aggregate reduction.’® For division headquarters, the cuts
amount to some 225 soldiers, and for corps-sized headquarters, around 222 soldiers."

Recommendation: Provide Robust Division, Corps, and Theater Army Headquarters
As the U.S. Army has moved to a modular, brigade-centric force, it has spent consider-
able effort ensuring that its brigade-level headquarters are robustly staffed to accom-
plish their assigned missions. It should do the same for its higher operational headquar-
ters. Rather than seeing headquarters as sources for manpower reductions, the Army
should assess the need for more-robust division and corps headquarters—particularly
for these large-scale stabilization missions that can operate simultaneously as deployed
headquarters and as the parent organization for subordinate units that did not deploy.

Lesson 4: As the U.S. Military Continues to Perform the Training and Advising
Mission, Developing Competent Advisers and Understanding Sustainable
Outcomes Are Key

The initial intervention plan for Iraq did not envision a long-term occupation, includ-
ing building a new Iraqi army from scratch. Without such direction from the President
or Secretary of Defense, DoD did not resource the required forces, U.S. Central Com-
mand did not plan for the long term, and the Army was not tasked to provide the nec-
essary forces. As in Afghanistan, this mission grew to include training and advising the
new Iraqi Army, as well as training and reforming host-nation police.’> DoD should
address the train, advise, and assist mission in its defense strategy and provide the

9 National Commission on the Future of the U.S. Army, Report to the President and the Congress of the United
Startes, January 28, 2016, Arlington, Va., 2016, p. 122.

10 Department of the Army, “2013 Focus Areas,” memorandum, August 14, 2015.
11 C. Todd Lopez, “Army to Realign Brigades, Cut 40,000 Soldiers, 17,000 Civilians,” U.S. Army, July 9, 2015.

12 Section 660 of the Foreign Assistance Act enacted in 1974 prohibited the United States from training foreign
police forces, although in practice the United States often found work-arounds during stability operations. See
Dennis E. Keller, U.S. Military Forces and Police Assistance in Stability Operations: The Least-Worst Option to Fill
the U.S. Capacity Gap, Carlisle, Pa.: Army Strategic Studies Institute, Peacekeeping and Stability Operations
Institute Paper, August 2010, p. 20.
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direction and resources necessary to develop and sustain the skills and forces required
for this mission. The DoD plan should also address requirements associated with all
security forces, including police. The U.S. Army military police community would
appear to be ideally postured to develop the plans and capabilities necessary to reform
foreign police forces in the aftermath of military conflicts. Given recent force structure
trends, the Army is deciding what is absolutely necessary and what is not. The trend,
understandably, leans toward preparing for the most-consequential missions with a
renewed focus on conventional war against advanced threats. Proposals about how
to prepare the Army for conventional combat, stability operations, and advising have
come and gone. The collapse of the Iragi military when confronted by the Islamic State
provides lessons for the future in several areas,'® including determining what kind of
military and police forces the host nation requires, and providing trainers and advisers
for efforts that create sustainable outcomes.

Recommendation: Continue to Institutionalize Efforts to Prepare Trainers and
Advisers
Proposals for how to train, advise, and assist foreign military and police forces frequently
advance solutions for a specific problem within a larger problem set. They do not consider
the totality of the demands on the U.S. Army in the current conflicts or the conflicts in
which it may find itself in the future. Nevertheless, the Army needs to understand the
problems that spawned the call for such solutions and how to learn from these experi-
ences, and then it should institutionalize the relevant capabilities that were created for
Iraq. The Army should ensure that it has adequate capacity to prepare trainers and advis-
ers, particularly for advising on combined arms operations at battalion and higher ech-
elons. It should also look to foreign examples, such as France, for different approaches.
In February 2017, the Army announced that it is establishing six security force
assistance brigades and the Military Advisor Training Academy, beginning in October
2017. These initiatives have the potential to institutionalize the train, advise, and assist
lessons from the Iraq War and ongoing efforts to bolster the Iragi Security Forces (ISF)
in the war against the Islamic State.

Lesson 5: The Goal of Building and Advising Foreign Military and Police Forces
Should Be to Make Them Self-Sufficient

The ISF could not operate effectively without the continued support of U.S. enablers.
On the eve of the U.S. departure from Iraq, DoD’s view of Iragi military capabili-
ties was relatively optimistic. In reality, the ISF that broke and ran in the face of the

13 The organization’s name transliterates from Arabic as al-Dawlah al-Islamiyah fi al-'Iraq wa al-Sham (abbrevi-
ated as Da’ish or DAESH). In the West, it is commonly referred to as the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant
(ISIL), the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria, the Islamic State of Iraq and the Sham (both abbreviated as ISIS), or
simply as the Islamic State. Arguments abound as to which is the most accurate translation, but here we refer to
the group as the Islamic State.
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Islamic State’s offensive in 2014 did so because it was designed largely as an internal
security force. The ISF could operate effectively only with significant U.S. assistance
when facing anything other than moderate-scale internal threats. It was incapable of
the combined arms maneuver required to defeat the Islamic State.

Causes for the failure of Irag’s army against the Islamic State were numerous. Per-
haps most significant was rampant corruption within the ISF, which worsened after
the U.S. departure. This occurred as Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki used officers
personally loyal to him to staff the ISF, which were dominated by Shia and mistrusted
by Sunnis. Under these conditions, the Iraqi institutions created over several years by
the U.S.-led coalition proved inadequate and fragile.

Thus, the ultimate lesson from this experience should be to design and develop
foreign military and police forces and institutions that are appropriate to the challenges
at hand and that are self-sustainable once U.S. forces are withdrawn. This may require
U.S. trainers and advisers to support organizations and approaches that are signifi-
cantly different from the U.S. model. Success lies in finding a solution that works for
the indigenous forces, not imposing a U.S. solution that may be unsustainable.

Recommendation: When Designing Efforts to Build Indigenous Security Forces,
Account for Their Ability to Operate Absent Large-Scale U.S. Support

U.S. military objectives and approaches for building institutions and security forces
must work within the culture and situation at hand and not necessarily be designed
to emulate U.S. approaches. Proposed solutions must be politically and economically
feasible to the indigenous state. Achieving this objective requires a deep understanding
of the capabilities of the host nation, which should help shape the type of adviser and
foreign military sales strategies employed. Again, adviser and trainer preparation is a
key ingredient for success.

Lesson 6: Military Transition Teams and Advisers Are Key to Developing Forces That
Provide Sustainable Security
Training and advising the ISF was a key mission in Irag—but one that the U.S. mili-
tary was not initially prepared to execute. The U.S. military did not initially provide
or adequately prepare advisers to create sustainable security forces in Iraq. In particu-
lar, U.S. civilian and military leaders did not anticipate having to train and advise the
Iraqi military, and therefore the train and advise mission was slower to start and was
superseded by the need to stabilize the country. The adviser mission did improve from
2004 through 2007 but still faced challenges, including the less-than-satisfactory per-
formance of contractors who were hired to train the adviser team members prior to
deployment. In addition, the Army did not institutionalize the skills acquired by advis-
ers. The collapse of the Iragi military when confronted by the Islamic State provides
lessons for the future.

U.S. efforts to prepare advisers for what was the number one priority in Iraq for
much of the war—build and train a competent Iraqi security force—were slow to get
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started and reminiscent of efforts in Vietnam, when advisory duty was not seen as
career enhancing.' The new security force assistance brigades have the potential to
address these issues.

Recommendation: Consider Institutionalizing Advisory Capabilities in Army
Training, Culture, and Leader Development
A first step in ensuring that advisory capabilities survive within the U.S. Army as it
continues to downsize is to incorporate and institutionalize those advisory capabilities
into Army training, culture, and leader development.’> This could include prioritizing
advisory capabilities in leader development criteria and training. Currently, the U.S.
Army selects brigade and battalion commanders through boards, rightly picking its
best to lead soldiers. Prioritizing and recognizing advising as a skill that can enhance
success in command has the potential to change a culture that views advising as a
second-tier position. Directives, like those by GEN George W. Casey, Jr., in 2010
equating service in transition and provisional reconstruction teams with traditional
Army key-development assignments for major theater wars, appear to have made little
difference, because the philosophy runs counter to Army culture and the accepted
model to advance in one’s career.!¢

The U.S. Army, as already noted, is fielding six new security force assistance bri-
gades. The competitiveness of those who serve in these units for promotion and key
assignments will demonstrate how much the institution values this mission and could
reshape Army culture.

Lesson 7: The Battle for Baghdad Offers Insights About How to Prepare for Future
Urban Combat

The Battle for Baghdad offers many lessons for how the Army can prepare for poten-
tial future urban combat operations. There is increased awareness that future military
operations will almost certainly have to contend with the challenges presented by large
urban areas, including megacities with populations greater than 10 million people.

14 On perceptions of advisory duty during the Vietnam War, see Andrew J. Birtle, U.S. Army Counterinsurgency
and Contingency Operations Doctrine, 1942—1975, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History,
2006, p. 451. Birtle writes,

Many soldiers were also convinced, rightly or otherwise, that advisory duty was detrimental to their careers.
Sincere and repeated efforts by the Army to dispel this belief, as well as to improve the quality of the advisory
effort through career incentives and increased education, never succeeded in overcoming the officer corps’

innate aversion for this key component of American policy.

15 See Remi Hajjar, “What Lessons Did We Learn (or Re-Learn) About Military Advising after 9/112” Mili-
tary Review, November—December 2014. As Hajjar recommends, “Institutionalizing a concentration on military
advising, including an effectual advisor training center, while preserving relevant soft-skill programs (such as
culture centers, culture education and training, and other helpful culture-based initiatives) will help the military
to remain balanced and well prepared for multifaceted future contingencies” (p. 74).

16 Gina Cavallaro, “War Zone Training Will Garner Command Credit,” Army Times, June 19, 2008.
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Though not a megacity, Baghdad did have some 5-7 million residents. The final part
of that battle—the battle of Sadr City—centered on a dense urban area containing
about 2 million residents. Army forces gradually “shrank the problem” in Baghdad by
using presence, walls to segregate neighborhoods and direct the flow of traffic in and
out, integrated operations with conventional and special operations forces, highly inte-
grated cross-agency intelligence, and a host of other innovative methods to secure the
city and protect its population. In Sadr City, a brigade commander had resources at his
disposal never imagined at that level before the Battle for Baghdad. This battle offers
many insights and potential lessons for how the Army might fight in dense urban areas
in the future.

Recommendation: Understand and Institutionalize Lessons from the U.S. Army’s
Recent Urban Warfare Experiences

The U.S. Army has undertaken a range of studies, both internally and in conjunction
with external groups, on the broader question of urban operations and megacities.
The Army should continue this work but understand that each city is an independent
entity. Thus, the doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and education,
personnel, and facilities process should focus on specific cases of where the Army might
be engaged in urban combat and of what types of adversaries it will likely face. Addi-
tionally, many of the solutions employed in Baghdad relied on infrastructure estab-
lished over years that would not be available immediately during expeditionary opera-
tions and perhaps would make U.S. forces vulnerable if they were to face adversaries
with greater capabilities than the insurgents had in Baghdad.

Lesson 8: Army Professional Military Education Is Critical in Preparing Army Leaders
for the Future

The U.S. professional military education (PME) system, while extensive, did not pre-
pare officers for the civil war and insurgency in which they found themselves following
major combat operations in Iraq in 2003. This was most apparent at the senior levels,
where operations had to be designed to achieve policy and strategic goals. Indeed, a
U.S. Army study on Army training and leader development noted in 2003 that “offi-
cers are concerned that the officer education system does not provide them with the
skills for success in full spectrum operations.”” The report also noted that the officer
education system has been “largely untouched since the end of the Cold War” and that
it “is out of synch with Army needs.”®

17 Department of the Army, The Army Training and Leader Development Panel Officer Study Report to The Army,
Arlington, Va., 2003, p. 6.

18 Department of the Army, 2003, p. 22. See also Henry A. Leonard, ]J. Michael Polich, Jeffrey D. Peterson,
Ronald E. Sortor, and S. Craig Moore, Something Old, Something New: Army Leader Development in a Dynamic
Environment, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-281-A, 2006.
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Similarly, a 2002 RAND report prepared for the U.S. Army confirmed the Army
report’s finding, noting, “What appears to be missing from both the CGSOC [Com-
mand and General Staff Officer Course] and Army War College core curricula are any
in-depth examinations of actual post—Cold War other-than-MTW [major theater war]
experiences to provide students an understanding of the nondoctrinal realities these
operations imposed on Army senior leaders.” In that same report, the perspectives of
several general officers (Kevin Byrnes, William C. Crouch, Montgomery Meigs, Eric
Shinseki) on their readiness for command in ongoing operations in Bosnia were both
candid and concerning.

As they were in Bosnia, senior U.S. commanders were in a state of unprepared-
ness in the aftermath of major combat operations in Iraq, but operating in a much
more lethal and complex environment. Their PME experiences had focused on prepar-
ing for operations against the same adversary encountered during Operation Desert
Storm—the conventional military of Saddam—that had been so handily defeated by
AirLand Battle doctrine. Neither the Army nor the other services and joint PME sys-
tems had done much to prepare leaders for military governance and rebuilding the
institutions of a collapsed nation.

Another pattern emerged similar to what had happened in Bosnia. General
Crouch started a program to pass on lessons learned from Bosnia, but it was not an
Army-wide initiative, and the learning was local.?® This is not dissimilar to General
Casey starting the Phoenix Academy to “train the trainers” to work with the Iragi army
and the counterinsurgency academy to prepare incoming leaders for the fight in Iraq.
Both of these initiatives were needed because the U.S. Army education and doctrine
systems had not caught up to the problem Casey was facing.?’ In December 20006,
the U.S. Army and Marine Corps published doctrine and adopted institution-wide
approaches to the challenges of Iraq and Afghanistan.?

The institution at which the U.S. Army prepares the majority of its senior lead-
ers is the U.S. Army War College, whose students are selected for attendance based on
their potential for future service at the colonel and general officer levels.?> A review of
Army War College course directives shows that the institution eventually caught up to

19 David E. Johnson, “Preparing Potential Senior Army Leaders for the Future: An Assessment of Leader Devel-
opment Efforts in the Post—Cold War Era,” Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, IP-224-A, 2002, p. 19.

20 Johnson, 2002, pp. 12-13.

21 George W. Casey, Jr., Strategic Reflections: Operation Iraqi Freedom—July 2004—February 2007, Washington,
D.C.: National Defense University Press, October 2012, pp. 61, 73-74.

22 Field Manual 3-24, Counterinsurgency, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Decem-
ber 2006.

23 The majority of Army officers attend the Army War College, although many attend joint PME at the National
Defense University, attend other service war colleges, or participate in a variety of fellowship opportunities. The
Army War College, however, is the institution where the Army largely shapes the curriculum.
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what was happening in the wars. It shifted from a focus on major theater war and mili-
tary operations other than war in 2002 to a curriculum in 2005 that included counter-
insurgency and counterterrorism.>* The key question that still remains is: What needs
to happen to Army PME to ensure that senior leaders are prepared for an environment
like the one in Iraq following major combat operations?

Recommendation: Prepare Senior Leaders for the Full Range of Operations in
Which They Will Operate

Studies on the need for PME and how it should be reformed are exhaustive. Thus, it is
difficult to make a recommendation on what to do in PME, given that it has long been
recognized and advertised that one of its central missions is to improve critical think-
ing. Then—Brigadier General David A. Fastabend commented on this in 2004: “Most
Army schools open with the standard bromide: We are not going to teach you what
to think . . . we are going to teach you how to think. They rarely do.”> It is beyond
the scope of this report to do much more than echo the observations made by James
Carafano of the Heritage Foundation in his May 2009 testimony before the House
Armed Services Committee’s Sub-Committee on Oversight and Investigations:

Military schools had changed only modestly since the end of the Cold War. Pre-
paring to fight a known enemy required certain skills and knowledge, and profes-
sional education focused on those narrow areas. As a result, officer schools and
development programs continued to train and promote leaders with skills and
attributes to meet the needs of the 20th century, not future challenges.?¢

PME should use case studies and war games to teach officers vicariously about
the U.S. Army’s role across the range of operations. Since 2003, the focus has neces-
sarily been on the irregular wars in which the Army was deeply engaged. Broadening
the curricula is particularly important as the Army broadens its focus to preparing for
high-end adversaries (for instance, Russia and China) while retaining the hard-won
lessons of the past 15 years. For many officers, major combat operations against com-
petent, well-armed adversaries are as unfamiliar as irregular warfare was in 2003. PME
can provide future senior Army leaders with the intellectual underpinnings to be able

24 Gee U.S. Army War College, “Directive Academic Year 2002: Core Curriculum Course 4: Implementing
National Military Strategy,” Catlisle Barracks, Pa., 2001; and U.S. Army War College, “Directive Academic Year
2002: Core Curriculum Course 4: Implementing National Military Strategy, Catlisle Barracks, Pa., 2005.

25 David A. Fastabend and Robert H. Simpson, ““Adapt or Die”: The Imperative for a Culture of Innovation in
the United States Army,” Army Magazine, February 2004, p. 20.

26 James Jay Carafano, “20 Years Later: Professional Military Education,” testimony before the Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations, House Armed Services Committee, Washington, D.C., May 20, 2009.
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to understand the tactical, operational, and strategic implications of a range of opera-
tional environments.?’

This broader approach to PME should also improve the ability of senior Army
leaders to advise civilian appointees and senior officers about whether a strategy will
achieve policy objectives. Again, this is a perennial question and has been given
exhaustive treatment in the literature on civil-military relations ever since Samuel
Huntington’s 1959 classic The Soldier and the State: The Theory and the Politics of
Civil-Military Relations.?®

PME should teach officers to understand the dynamics of what has happened in
the past as a way to think about the future. Furthermore, PME should prepare officers
to provide better military advice and plans to civilian policymakers based on empirical
analysis, which enables policymakers to make better decisions or to at least understand
the potential consequences of those decisions.

Final Thoughts

Over the past 14 years, the U.S. Army—Ilargely trained, organized, and equipped in
2003 to “dominate land warfare,” with the expectation that an army so prepared “also
provides the ability to dominate any situation in military operations other than war’—
has adapted in combat to meet the demands it faced on the ground after the collapse
of the Saddam regime.? Tactical units generally adapted quickly, but they did not have
a strategic or doctrinal framework to give that adaptation coherence and any linkage
to policy objectives, which were initially unrealistic. Eventually, the U.S. Army as an
institution caught up to practice in theater and provided the forces and capabilities
needed to win the Battle for Baghdad.

These adaptations were extraordinarily broad-ranging: building and advising the
ISF, advising Iraqi ministries, staffing provisional reconstruction teams, and accom-
plishing a host of other missions that DoD and other U.S. government agencies had
not sufficiently prepared for before Operation Iraqi Freedom. The challenge now is to
shape the U.S. Army for the future detailed in the Army Operating Concept, while
institutionalizing the hard-learned lessons of the past 15 years. Instability and insur-
gency are almost certainly part of that future, and if history is any guide, the United
States will look to the Army to deal with these challenges. More than the other ser-

27 For a discussion of the implications of operating against a range of adversaries, see David E. Johnson, Hard
Fighting: Lrael in Lebanon and Gaza, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-1085-A/AF, 2011a,
pp- 148-181.

28 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations, Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1957.

29 Field Manual 3-0, Operations, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army, 2001, p. vii.
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vices, the Army is charged with providing security and transitional military gover-
nance in the aftermath of successful major combat operations. Thus, the ultimate goal
of this report is to help the U.S. Army continue to institutionalize the lessons from the
Iraq War and the Battle for Baghdad as it prepares for an uncertain future.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Major combat operations in Iraq culminated for the U.S. Army with the now famous
“Thunder Run,” during which the 2nd Brigade of the 3rd Infantry Division dashed
from the Baghdad airport into the heart of the city to secure the Republican Palace and
other key government buildings. This dramatic exploitation in April 2003 ended the
first phase of the Battle for Baghdad and ushered in a multiyear effort to secure Bagh-
dad, install a functioning government, and repair infrastructure. During this period,
the Multi-National Force—Iraqg (MNEF-I) and the newly created Iraqgi Security Forces
(ISF) tried many approaches to securing Baghdad and kept a record of attempts, most
of which did not succeed, but all of which yielded important insights into urban war-
fare. Finally, in late 2006 and 2007, an approach was developed that succeeded, and
over the following year or more, the city was brought under control for some time.
However, Baghdad and Iraq as a whole later descended into chaos.

This report focuses on identifying lessons for the U.S. Army from the Battle for
Baghdad. It is also the first effort in a research stream designed both to capture key
lessons for helping the U.S. Army and the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) retain
institutional knowledge and capabilities (as addressed by the Quadrennial Defense
Review) and to serve as an institutional history of the Army’s efforts in Iraq and
Afghanistan from 2001 to 2016.

Study Approach

The study on which this report is based consisted of the following four tasks:

1. Build the evidentiary base for a history of the battle and analysis of urban
combat using primary and secondary sources.

2. Develop an initial historical outline and analytical framework for subsequent
analysis.

3. Interview key players from all phases of the battle.

4. Finalize the history of the battle, draw key lessons for urban combat, and exam-
ine the strategic lessons learned from the conflict.
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To complete these tasks, we drew on a wide variety of sources. The literature
review included both primary sources (specifically, memoirs of the key participants)
and secondary sources (consisting of previous RAND studies and journalists’ accounts
and histories). In addition, we consulted records from more than 100 interviews con-
ducted by other researchers.! We also held discussions with 51 key military and civilian
leaders, representing a cross-section of perspectives. Ultimately, the information from
our literature review, our interviews, and transcripts from outside interviews helped us
identify both lessons that the U.S. Army has already institutionalized and lessons that
it has not institutionalized but should.

Two important caveats, however, should be noted. First, to this day, the Iraq War
remains an emotional, highly polarizing event with widely divergent accounts among
the central actors. When there is controversy among the key actors, we attempt to pres-
ent the various sides of the debate.

Second, this report does not draw extensively on archival data for the simple
reason that much of the documentation remains either classified or unavailable for
research. Unfortunately, we could not overcome this constraint within the time frame
and resources allocated to this study. Although we carried out extensive interviews, we
acknowledge that there are still untapped data sources.

Organization of This Report

The Battle for Baghdad is not one homogeneous event, but rather a series of distinct
phases. For the soldiers and civilians who directly participated in the war, the water-
shed moments of their experiences differ depending on where and when they were
involved in the conflict. The soldiers who fought in the first stages of the Iraq War
fought a vastly different battle from the one fought by soldiers deployed during the
later Surge. Civilians involved in prewar planning in Washington, D.C., experienced
a different war from the one of those who staffed the embassy as it was shelled from
Sadr City.

The Iraq War had several major turning points—the formation of the Coali-
tion Provisional Authority (CPA), the Samarra Mosque bombing, the appointment of
GEN David Petraeus, and the 2008 Battle of Sadr City, to list only a few. Just as cru-
cial to understanding this war are the minor events that occurred between landmark
moments. This report captures both, and in doing so, it endeavors to create a full pic-
ture of this multiyear conflict.

1" We thank the Operation Iragi Freedom Study Group, Office of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army (OIF Study
Group) for providing transcripts of these interviews and giving us permission to cite them in our work. Many of
those interviews were conducted by the OIF Study Group, and many were collected as part of its research efforts
but conducted by others.
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This report is divided into chapters based on the war’s major phases: the prewar
period and major combat operations; the occupation; GEN George W. Casey, Jr.s,
command; the Surge; and the withdrawal. The chapters not only present the war’s
major phases but also discuss the seemingly minor events without which the complete
story of the Iraq War cannot be told.

The analysis is framed, therefore, by five distinct periods, and each is mined
for lessons. Discussion ranges widely, describing events and actions from the national
command level down to tactics and techniques employed by combat brigades. It also
includes decisions and actions by both military and civilian leaders, because both had
an effect on ground operations. However, the lessons focus on actions and events that
the U.S. Army needs to anticipate and prepare for, even if the actions required might
normally be considered within the purview of civilian authorities.

Our analysis begins in Chapter Two, with prewar planning. That period is impor-
tant not only for what it focused on but also for what it did not include, which might
be more significant. Several problems encountered after the intervention arose or were
worsened because they were not anticipated and, as a result, got no attention in the
planning phase. Many of the planning gaps occurred because of faulty assumptions
made by both military and civilian leaders, sometimes over the objections of knowl-
edgeable and experienced people. But when the unanticipated problems presented
themselves, the U.S. military lacked the wherewithal to deal with them. The chapter
discusses the planning that went on in both the U.S. government and U.S. Army.

The second period of interest was the occupation of Baghdad.? Chapter Three
begins by describing the military situation after U.S. forces had taken control of
key segments of the city. It chronicles the initial efforts to establish order and begin
the reconstruction of damaged critical facilities. It also describes the civilian agen-
cies established to assist in restoring the Iraqi government and some of the measures
those offices implemented.

In addition to these topics, Chapter Three describes the early attempts to stabilize
Baghdad. It focuses on the first year, from the occupation of the city until April 2004.
It covers the shift from conventional operations to an urban counterinsurgency effort.
It describes the two organizations set up sequentially to oversee the pacification and
reconstruction operations and the effort to rebuild the Iraqi security forces.

Chapter Four describes events in Baghdad from the summer of 2004 until
early 2007. It lays out key issues confronting both U.S. civilian and military leaders,
describes the military situation in the city, and chronicles the key challenges facing

2 We use the term occupation to describe the second phase of the Iraq War, for two reasons. First, the U.S. Army
is specifically tasked with “occupation” by DoD Directive 5100.01 (DoD, Functions of the Department of Defense
and Its Major Components, DoD Directive 5100.01, Washington, D.C., December 21, 2010b). Second, the United
States was labeled as the “occupying power” in United Nations (U.N.) Security Council Resolution 1483, which
authorized the CPA (United Nations Security Council, Resolution 1483 (2003) [on the Situation Between Iraq
and Kuwait], New York, May 22, 2003a).
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the embassy in Baghdad. It also discusses the differences in civilian policy views that
existed in Washington and Baghdad. It describes the continued efforts to re-create
the Iraqi security forces and security institutions during this period. It concludes with
the lessons learned.

Chapter Five describes the oft-discussed “Surge,” which sent an additional five
combat brigades to Iraq. It describes the situation that prompted the Surge, the use of
counterinsurgency techniques, and the battle for Sadr City, which crushed the forces
of the young cleric Moqtada al-Sadr’s Jaysh al-Mahdi militia (also known as the Mahdi
Army). The chapter also describes the effort to create the new ISF and the issues that
complicated that process. The chapter then provides the differing perspectives on the
success of the Surge. It concludes with lessons drawn from this period.

The fifth period, addressed in Chapter Six, is the withdrawal of U.S. forces from
Iraq. This chapter describes the aftermath of the Surge, how MNEF-I transitioned
into the United States Forces—Iraq (USF-I), and how the United States withdrew
forces from Iraq. It provides an account of the negotiations conducted by civilians to
try to keep an American presence in Iraq and describes the effect of the U.S. with-
drawal on the ISF and its increased politicization. The chapter concludes by describ-
ing Iraq’s collapse in 2014 and explaining why the Islamic State managed to capture
large swathes of the northern half of the country a mere two years after American
forces withdrew.’

Chapter Seven presents overarching lessons derived from the Battle for Baghdad.
These are the most important ones for the Army—and DoD as a whole—to digest.
The chapter categorizes the lessons from the previous chapters and then presents a
series of cross-cutting lessons. These deal with the need to ensure long-term stability;
the importance of capacity and capability; the need for high-quality headquarters; the
importance of training and advising missions, including the importance of tailoring
those efforts so that the force being advised can operate in the absence of U.S. capabili-
ties; the contribution of transition teams and advisers to providing sustainable security;
and the future of urban combat. For each lesson, the chapter offers both observations
and recommendations.

In the appendix, we provide an overview of the timeline of events during the
Battle for Baghdad. This timeline captures the varied experiences of military and civil-
ian leaders involved in the battle’s major events and creates an overarching view of a
heterogeneous conflict. The timeline juxtaposes key U.S. political and military events
and decisions to show the relationship between the two. In some ways, the timeline is
a condensed version of the narrative contained within these chapters; it illustrates how

3 The organization’s name transliterates from Arabic as al-Dawlah al-Islamiyah fi al-Traq wa al-Sham (abbrevi-
ated as Da’ish or DAESH). In the West, it is commonly referred to as the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant
(ISIL), the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria, the Islamic State of Iraq and the Sham (both abbreviated as ISIS), or
simply as the Islamic State. Arguments abound as to which is the most accurate translation, but here we refer to
the group as the Islamic State.
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each period of the war gave way to the succeeding phase. The timeline begins in June
2001, when Iraq first came up on the agenda of the U.S. National Security Council
(NSQ). It finishes in June 2009, when U.S. troops withdrew from Iraqi cities to for-
ward operating bases.






CHAPTER TWO
Prewar Planning

On March 20, 2003, U.S. and coalition forces crossed the Iragi-Kuwait border and
forever changed the course of history, not just for Iraq, but potentially for the United
States and the Middle East. The war was a culmination of a long series of events
that started with Saddam Hussein’s invasion of neighboring Kuwait in 1990 and the
1991 American-led intervention to expel Iraqi forces from the country. In 1991, during
Operation Desert Storm, the United States responded by forcibly pushing the Iraqi
military back across the border. Although Operation Desert Storm was successful,
coalition partners opted not to continue the conflict. After Iraq’s Shia and Kurdish
population revolted, Saddam violently repressed the mass uprisings that followed. The
U.N. intervened and imposed “no-fly” zones over northern and southern Iraq to pro-
tect both communities and instituted a series of weapon inspections to ensure that Iraq
was dismantling its program for weapons of mass destruction (WMDs).

Throughout the Bill Clinton administration (1993-2001), tensions with Iraq
remained high. Iraqi forces repeatedly fired at American pilots patrolling the no-fly
zones, obstructed weapon inspections,! hid arsenals of WMDs from inspectors,? and
blocked access to suspected WMD sites.> Meanwhile, Saddam provided financial sup-
port to families of Palestinian suicide bombers, as well as to families of Palestinians
killed in attacks conducted by Hamas, by Islamic Jihad, or in military operations
against Israel. His government backed the Kurdistan Worker’s Party, a separatist
group in Turkey that the United States labeled a terrorist organization, as well as Pal-
estinian splinter groups.” In April 1993, Iraq unsuccessfully attempted to assassinate

! Wright Bryan and Douglas Hopper, “Iraq WMD Timeline: How the Mystery Unraveled,” NPR, Novem-
ber 15, 2005.

2 Frontline, “Saddam Hussein’s Weapons of Mass Destruction,” Public Broadcasting Service, undated.
3 CNN, “Journalists Given Tour of Huge Iragi Palaces,” December 19, 1997.

4 Jarrett Murphy, “Palestinians Get Saddam Charity Checks,” CBS News, March 14, 2003.

> Council on Foreign Relations, “Terrorist Havens: Iraq,” CFR Backgrounder, December 1, 2005.
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former President George H. W. Bush.¢ In late 1998, Congress passed and President
Clinton signed the Iraq Liberation Act, making regime change in Iraq the official
policy of the United States.”

Suspicions about Iraq’s WMD program and frustration over Iraq’s continued bel-
ligerence spilled over into the administration of President George W. Bush. His initial
strategy for dealing with Saddam was to tighten economic sanctions, or, as Secretary
of State Colin Powell phrased it, “keeping Saddam in his box.”® Some Bush advisers
pushed for an even more forceful policy. Paul Wolfowitz, who served as Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense in the Bush administration, argued in 1998 that toppling Saddam was
necessary to protect U.S. interests in the Gulf region and advocated a more aggressive
approach to regime change in Iraq, including the presence of U.S. forces to create a safe
haven where Saddam’s opposition could organize.? Wolfowitz’s voice, however, was a
minority one until September 11, 2001 (9/11).

The terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington, D.C., fundamentally
changed how the Bush administration viewed threats to national security. Accord-
ing to Bush’s memoirs, before 9/11, he believed that the United States could manage
Saddam.!® After the attack, his view changed:

I had just witnessed the damage inflicted by nineteen fanatics armed with box
cutters. I could only imagine the destruction possible if an enemy dictator passed
his WMD to terrorists. With threats flowing into the Oval Office daily—many of
them about chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons—that seemed like a frighten-
ingly real possibility.!!

The prospect of another terrorist attack drove Bush to action:

The stakes were too high to trust a dictator’s word against the weight of evidence
and the consensus of the world. The lesson of 9/11 was that if we waited for a

6 David Von Drehle and R. Jeffrey Smith, “U.S. Strikes Iraq for Plot to Kill Bush,” Washington Post, June 27,
1993.

7 Douglas J. Feith, War and Decision: Inside the Pentagon at the Dawn of the War on Terrorism, New York:
HarperCollins, 2008, p. 182. For a detailed history of this period, see Jefferson P. Marquis, Walter L. Perry,
Andrea Mejia, Jerry M. Sollinger, and Vipin Narang, “Genesis of the War,” in Walter L. Perry, Richard E.
Darilek, Laurinda L. Rohn, and Jerry M. Sollinger, eds., Operation IRAQI FREEDOM: Decisive War, Elusive
Peace, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-1214-A, 2015.

8  George W. Bush, Decision Points, New York: Crown Publishers, 2010, p. 228.

9 Paul Wolfowitz, “Rising Up,” New Republic, Vol. 219, No. 23, December 7, 1998.
10 Bush, 2010, p. 229.

1 Bush, 2010, p. 229.
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danger to fully materialize, we would have waited too long. I reached a decision:
We would confront the threat from Iraq, one way or another.!?

That decision sent the United States down the road to war in Iraq.

In this chapter, we describe the planning for what would eventually be called
Operation Iraqi Freedom. We begin by discussing the civilian planning that went on—
and, in some cases, did not go on—inside DoD, NSC, the U.S. Department of State,
and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). We then turn to the
military planning, which was a contentious process marked by disagreements between
the civilian and military leadership over the size of the force to be committed. This
discussion covers the guidance given and the various stages of the planning process for
what would come to be called Cobra I, the name given to the war plan. We then dis-
cuss the planning effort that focused on activities required once Saddam’s regime had
been deposed. This discussion is followed by an account of Eclipse II, which subsumed
much of the postcombat planning effort. As is the case with other chapters, this one
ends with the lessons learned from this phase of the operation.

Civilian Prewar Planning

The ruins of the World Trade Center were still smoldering on September 26, 2001,
when President Bush asked Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld to examine the
military’s plans for war with Iraq.' With this request, the Bush administration ini-
tiated a planning process for a war that now defines his presidency. The planning
process from 2001 until the March 2003 intervention involved multiple government
agencies and became a complicated, somewhat ad hoc process. Faulty assumptions
and insufficient prewar planning for postcombat operations, known as Phase IV, are
often blamed for many of the problems that cropped up in the war’s early years, and
while the merit of this accusation is subject to interpretation, much can and should be
learned from how the U.S. government planned for postwar operations prior to the
major combat operations.

Central Command and DoD Take the Lead
Under the direction and close supervision of Rumsfeld, GEN Tommy Franks, the com-
mander of U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), led the planning for the American

intervention in Iraq. Developing this plan consumed significant time and manpower,

and CENTCOM found itself unable to allocate the personnel required for sufficient

12 Bush, 2010, p. 229.
13 Donald Rumsfeld, Known and Unknown: A Memoir, New York: Sentinel, 2011, p. 425.
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Phase IV planning.' For this reason, GEN Richard B. Myers, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), directed Franks to create a special task force devoted to postwar
planning. Joint Task Force—4 was stood up. Although plans were being made, civilians
at the Pentagon and the State Department had limited access to information about
postconflict military plans. One former senior DoD official we spoke with reported
that the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) was unable to obtain Phase I'V plans
from CENTCOM." A former senior State Department official we spoke with found
that CENTCOM was mostly focused on securing WMDs and oil fields and captur-
ing Baghdad as quickly as possible, but it did not appear to be planning for certain
postconflict scenarios. When this former official asked how the military intended to
handle such issues as reprisal killings or sectarian violence, Admiral James Robb, who
was CENTCOM’s Director of Plans and Policy, frequently responded, “The war plan
does not envision this eventuality.”¢ Ultimately, Joint Task Force—4’s work received
little attention within the military.

While Joint Task Force—4 handled postwar planning for CENTCOM, civilians
in the Pentagon also initiated a planning process. Around the time President Bush
delivered his September 2002 speech to the U.N., in which Bush urged action if Iraqi
President Saddam Hussein failed to comply with U.N. Security Council Resolutions,
the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy formed a new office focused
entirely on Iraq.”” Located within the Office of Near East and South Asian Affairs, the
Office of Special Plans was the civilian effort in the Pentagon for Phase IV planning.
The office developed policy on issues ranging from building a coalition and support-
ing Iraq’s oil sector to achieving de-Ba‘athification and organizing a new Iraqi govern-
ment.'® The office’s vague name was intended to disguise its true focus so as not to
compromise the diplomatic efforts to encourage Iraq to surrender its WMDs."?

Much of the criticism of the postwar planning process centers on the DoD’s
Office of Special Plans. DoD claimed that the office was part of the interagency pro-
cess, which will be discussed in detail later in this chapter, and that the office lacked
the authority to dictate policy to other agencies. Feith noted, “The idea that my office

14 Rumsfeld, 2011, p. 485.

15 Former senior DoD official, interview with the authors, July 7, 2015.

16 Former senior State Department and CPA official, interview with the authors, June 3, 2015.

17" George W. Bush, speech delivered to the United Nations General Assembly, New York, September 12, 2002.

18 Nora Bensahel, Olga Oliker, Keith Crane, Richard R. Brennan, Jr., Heather S. Gregg, Thomas Sullivan, and
Andrew Rathmell, After Saddam: Prewar Planning and the Occupation of Iraq, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Cor-
poration, MG-642-A, 2008, p. 24.

19 Douglas J. Feith, interview with Gordon Rudd and Ginger Cruz, December 17, 2004, transcript provided to
RAND by the OIF Study Group.
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did all the postwar planning for Iraq is just a ridiculous over-simplification.”?® Outside
DoD, however, many suggest that the office’s opaque purpose, if not its very existence,
confused normal government processes.?!

On January 20, 2003, Bush signed National Security Presidential Directive
(NSPD)-24, which officially charged DoD with responsibility for postwar Iraq.?
This led to the creation of the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance
(ORHA), which would lead postwar stability operations after the capture of Baghdad.
In the years since NSPD-24 was issued, questions have arisen about why responsibility
for post-Saddam Iraq was concentrated in the Defense Department.?> The prominent
explanation is that the State Department seemed opposed to the war and some in the
Bush administration worried that the department would undermine government plans
or policies.?* For example, there were concerns that the State Department would allow
the U.N. to assume control of post-Saddam Iraq.? Although the United States wanted
U.N. involvement in reconstruction and humanitarian assistance, American officials
did not want the U.N. hindering military efforts to hunt terrorists.26 Given the objec-
tions that France and Russia, both Security Council members, raised about interven-
tion, U.N. influence in postwar Iraq beyond reconstruction and humanitarian assis-
tance could have significantly affected the strategy of the United States.

Other accounts suggest that President Bush always intended the Defense Depart-
ment to lead postwar Iraq. According to Condoleezza Rice, who was the National
Security Adviser at the time,

There was never a question in anyone’s mind that the President wanted a single
chain of command, and that meant that Defense had to have authority over both
the civilian and military side. . . . This became a very post hoc point of contention.
. . . But that operations on the ground, both civilian and military, would be under
the Defense Department was clear from day one.?”

20 Douglas J. Feith, interview with Gordon Rudd and Ginger Cruz, December 17, 2004, transcript provided to
RAND by the OIF Study Group.

21 Bensahel et al., 2008, p- 28.

22 L. Elaine Halchin, The Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA): Origin, Characteristics, and Institutional Author-
ities, Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, RL32370, June 6, 2005.

23 Charles H. Ferguson, No End in Sight: Iraq’s Descent into Chaos, New York: Public Affairs, 2008, pp. 71-72.
For a comprehensive examination of ORHA, see Gordon W. Rudd, Reconstructing Iraq: Regime Change, Jay
Garner, and the ORHA Story, Lawrence, Kan.: University of Kansas Press, 2011.

24 Bensahel et al., 2008, p. 30.
25 Former senior national security official, interview with the authors, May 21, 2015.
26 Rumsfeld, 2011, p- 482.

27 Condoleezza Rice, interview with Jason Awadi and Jeanne Godfroy, U.S. Department of State, Office of the
Historian, July 12, 2014, p. 4, transcript provided to RAND by the OIF Study Group.



12 The U.S. Army and the Battle for Baghdad: Lessons Learned—And Still to Be Learned

While the performance of ORHA and its successor, CPA, is often used to discredit
DoD’s handling of postwar Iraq and to claim that the Department of State should have
been in charge, according to Rice, at the time, the interagency did not dispute DoD
receiving this responsibility.

After NSPD-24 was issued, Phase IV planning in the Pentagon stalled.?® Accord-
ing to one source, “Rumsfeld did not seem anxious about the lack of momentum.
His assumption was that he an