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JOHN HAMRE:  Okay, folks.  Good morning, everyone, thank you for joining us.  We’re 
delighted to have you here.  Ambassador, I will tell you, there were people here at 7:30 waiting 
to come in to hear you this morning.  Now, I question their judgment, too, but they’re good 
friends – (laughter) – they are very close personal friends, so I can say that. 

 
Welcome to all of you.  We’re delighted you’re here.  This is going to be really an 

interesting discussion.  I’ve had a chance to – I first met Ambassador Crocker, gosh, back in 
2003, when you were in the very early days of the Provisional Authority.  And then of course, 
his career – the last part of his exceptional career was interwoven with the trajectory that we 
have taken as a nation in Iraq. 

 
We were very anxious to have him come because this is a topic that has seriously 

dropped off the pages of the newspaper – you’re going to fix that, Bob.  Here in Washington, we 
don’t talk about Iraq anymore.  Here we are seven months into this political trauma in Iraq, and 
we’re just not talking about it.  We’ve made an astounding investment as a nation in the political 
future of Iraq, and it just does not enjoy the discussion and debate it should have in our policy 
consciousness. 

 
So this is a modest effort to try to fix that.  We’re very lucky to have Ambassador Ryan 

Crocker with us today.  He is probably one of the most gifted ambassadors we’ve had, and you 
know this because every time you’ve got an impossible situation, we send him in.  Okay, this is 
the mark of one of the really gifted career ambassadors, and we’re very fortunate that he serves 
so ably for the United States.  And of course, he’s now down at the Bush school in Texas, where 
he is going to do equally wonderful things.  And we’re very pleased that he was here. 

 
Nate is going to be the guy that’s going to lead us and do the real introduction, but I 

wanted to say welcome to all of you, and a special thank-you to you, Ambassador, for your 
remarkable service to America and now your willingness to help all of us today.  Thank you.  
Nate, why don’t you get us started for real? 

 
NATHAN FREIR:  Thank you, Dr. Hamre.  Welcome to all.  As you all may know, the 

Military Strategy Forum, this type of event, is graciously sponsored by Rolls-Royce North 
America.  Through the forum, CSIS invites a variety of senior defense, military and diplomatic 
leaders to offer their views on key defense-relevant issues impacting the country.  These events 
always generate lively discussion and drawing together very diverse communities of interest and 
practice. 

 
Today’s topic, Iraq and America’s future in Iraq, is no exception.  As you are well aware, 

on the first of September this year, the United States officially ended its combat mission in Iraq 
and is now focused on the more narrow mission of advising and assisting Iraqi security forces, 
prosecuting partner counterterrorism operations with the Iraqis, and protecting the United States 



government’s ongoing civilian-led capacity-building mission.  A great many security challenges 
remain in Iraq, and by December 31st next year, the U.S. military presence will end there. 

 
While much has been accomplished in Iraq, those of us who watch it are well aware that 

the post-election government-formation process appears headed for an eighth month of 
somewhat deadlock.  Violence continues there as well.  Iraq’s political process may be producing 
– also may be producing dangerous zero-sum outcomes, leaving both our commitment there and 
Iraq’s future on uncertain ground. 

 
Today, we are pleased and honored to have a keynote speaker, Ambassador Ryan 

Crocker, who is well positioned to provide us all with key insights on Iraq’s future stability and 
security.  Take an opportunity to make yourself familiar with Ambassador Crocker’s bio.  I 
won’t review it all, but let me highlight a few of the highlights for you here. 

 
Ambassador Crocker is now dean and executive professor at the George Bush School of 

Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University.  He is a five-time ambassador and 
chief of mission serving in Lebanon, Kuwait, Syria, Pakistan and, most recently, Iraq.  
Ambassador Crocker was also dispatched to Afghanistan in January, 2002 to reopen the 
American diplomatic mission there after the fall of the Taliban. 

 
In Iraq, Ambassador Crocker is credited with forging, alongside senior American military 

leaders, the kind of civil-military design that was needed to help the Iraqis reverse their spiral 
into civil war.  Ambassador Crocker’s many awards and accolades include the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom, the Presidential Distinguished Service Award, the Secretary of State’s Award 
for Distinguished Service, the Distinguished Honor Award and Award for Valor as well as 
DOD’s Medal for Distinguished Civilian Service. 

 
As a credit to Ambassador Crocker’s superb public service, Secretary Hilary Clinton 

established the Ryan C. Crocker Award for Outstanding Achievement in Expeditionary 
Diplomacy in 2009.  Ambassador Crocker is a superb public servant who has served with great 
distinction through, as Dr. Hamre said, one of our most difficult periods in our history, and we 
are very grateful to have him with us today. 

 
So please, join me in welcoming Ambassador Crocker to the podium.  Thank you.  

(Applause.) 
 
RYAN CROCKER:  Thank you, Nate, Dr. Hamre.  It’s great to be back at CSIS.  All I 

can say is that if people were here at 7:30 in the morning, it was because rumor had spread that 
once again, CSIS was handing out Bloody Marys.  I thank both John and Nate for a generous 
introduction.  The truth is, what I actually represent is what I call the doctrine of expendability.  
If there is a dicey situation out there where it might work or it might not, or more to the point, the 
people you send out might come back or might not – this started back in Lebanon in 1990. 

 
The embassy had been closed for 18 months when I was asked to go reopen it, and 

basically what President Bush 41, for whom I am now working again, what he was saying was, 
go give it a shot.  If it works, great, and if it doesn’t we won’t have lost much – (laughter). 



Well, in Iraq, if it doesn’t work, we will have lost a very great deal.  I will be, I hope, 
brief in my remarks, make this a dialogue, not a monologue.  There is a lot of talent and expertise 
in this room.  In addition, of course, to Tony Cordesman and others on the panel, we have some 
other Iraq vets that I was privileged to serve with – Ambassador Charlie Reis, Betsy Phillips.  
You can contribute at least as much as I can to an assessment of where we are, and more 
importantly, a look at where we might be going. 

 
I like the title for this forum, “Stability, Security and U.S. Policy” because it’s all 

interconnected.  And there is a certain amount of good news.  There is a fair bit of security and 
stability, and that has been connected to, I think, the direction and weight of U.S. policy over the 
last several years, with some important continuity between administrations from Bush to Obama. 

 
But, as I have said in other fora, we need to understand that seven-and-a-half years after 

the initiation of Operation Iraqi Freedom, we are still very much at the beginning of the story – 
or, more to the point, the Iraqis are at the beginning of their new narrative in their history.  And 
for all of the extraordinary achievements that we’ve seen, the list of challenges is even greater. 

Now, I know Tony Cordesman was there.  Who else suffered through my remarks 
yesterday at lunch at the National Council on U.S.-Arab Relations?  Oh, thank god – (laughter).   
So Tony can go have a cup of coffee, and I’ll just give the same remarks again – (chuckles).  It is 
relevant because what I tried to do at the council was kind of go through the challenges that are 
out in front of Iraq.   
 

Kurdish-Arab tensions, which overlay or underlay unresolved institutional issues.  How 
does a regional government relate to a government relate to provincial governments on profound 
questions?  We’ve seen it with hydrocarbons among the Kurds, but also the right of a regional 
government to raise and command forces.  How do regional forces relate to the role of federal 
forces, command and control?  Can regional forces operate outside their region, with what 
mandate? 

 
These are fundamental state’s rights issues.  Just as they were unresolved in our society 

for a very long time and precipitated our most catastrophic war from 1861 to 1865, so, too, they 
are fundamental challenges to the development of, again, a stable, secure Iraq going forward. 

 
Huge issues of economic and social development; problems with the integration of the 

sons of Iraq, in many cases former insurgents – may they not be once and future insurgents, as 
the New York Times asserted last week; problems of refugees internally displaced; problems of a 
significant imbalance between civilian and military capacity.   

 
I noted yesterday the extreme criticism that the Bush administration received for the 

disbanding of the Iraqi security forces in 2003, and I won’t go through the revisionism on that 
except to point out that with Iraq’s new security forces, you are already seeing a significant 
imbalance between their abilities, their cohesion, their organization and those on the civilian 
side, not in favor of the civilians. 

 
So again, you have Iraqi military officers saying, why are we fighting and dying for our 

country just to let the civilians mess it up?  Sentiments that have been heard a time or two in this 



country, but the principle of civil control over the military in America is beyond question.  It is 
not beyond question in Iraq, and given Iraq’s own history with the military and politics, this, too, 
I think is going to be a challenge of some significance going forward. 

 
And as one looks at what Prime Minister Maliki has done over the last few years, I think 

it puts a somewhat different light on some of his actions.  He has been criticized for being overly 
dictatorial, and in particular, for establishing operational commands that report directly to him 
and not through the – excuse me – the chief of military staff or the minister of defense. 

 
Maliki’s argument is that if civil control over the military is to have a chance in the new 

Iraq, the prime minister has got to find every way he can to ensure that he is, in fact, 
commanding Iraq’s military forces, because the weight of Iraqi history is in the other direction.   

 
How, the reason I give you this laundry list of challenges out there – and these are just 

the internal challenges, these are just some of the internal challenges.  Another, for example, is 
the issue of disputed internal borders, the gerrymandering of Iraq that Saddam practiced to 
redraw provincial lines to reward allies and punish enemies.  Kirkuk, of course, is the one that’s 
best known, but it’s not the only one.   

 
There is an issue, for example, between Anbar and Karbala.  Saddam removed, basically, 

two-thirds of the province of Karbala and handed it to Anbar so that those rebellious Shia would 
no longer be sitting astride the primary land-pilgrimage route to Mecca.  That’s the district of 
Nukhayb in what is now eastern Anbar.  The Karbalawis want it back.  For Anbaris, them would 
be fighting words.  I tell audiences in Texas that it would be kind of like somebody saying that 
north Texas is now going to revert to Oklahoma – which actually in some quarters would be 
taken as a good idea. 

 
But these are existential issues in an Iraqi context, and they are unresolved.  And 

overlaying all of this is a profound trust deficit.  You see it in the negotiations for a new 
government.  I have said on many occasions that if I were compelled to resort to only one word 
to describe Iraq, that word would be fear, as in Kanan Makiya’s great book, written before 2003, 
“The Republic of Fear”.  Saddam used fear to dominate society at every level, down to within 
families, where family members would fear being informed on by other family members. 

 
Iraq wrestles with that legacy today, compounded, of course, by the events and actions of 

2003 and on.  So they are wrestling with profoundly existential issues and doing so in a climate 
that does not easily engender compromise or brokered solutions.  It’s all or nothing, it’s you or 
me.  There is a pithy little phrase out in that region:  “two men, one grave”, you or me, where 
compromise can not only have negative political consequences, they can cause somebody to 
collect early on your insurance policy. 

 
So my mantra has been for quite a while, Iraq is hard.  It’s hard all the time; it’s going to 

go on being hard.  Well, that’s kind of why.  And you see this play out in the negotiations for the 
formation of a government.  When the elections took place, I was asked in a TV interview the 
day after when I thought a government would be formed.  This was the second week of March.  I 
said, maybe by the beginning of Ramadan.  The reviewer was horrified it would take five 



months.  I was horrified, too because I knew I had been guilty of irrational exuberance.  
(Laughter.)   

 
And so it plays out.  The 91-89 Allawi-Maliki outcome virtually guaranteed the intense 

deadlock we’ve seen.  I do think they will get there.  My prediction is, the next prime minister of 
Iraq is going to be the last prime minister of Iraq, Nouri al-Maliki.  The question will be, with 
what breadth of coalition, against which set of concessions and political arrangements?  
Something we can talk about if you’re interested. 

 
We should also talk about the region.  I won’t go around the horn on this except to say 

that while Iraq’s problems are profound in and of themselves, they are not left to be worked out 
of and by themselves.  Iraq exists in a very tough region, a region that it did its best to make 
tough for so many years.  Some of its neighbors see it as payback time.   

 
Iran is particularly problematic, and we can talk about that.  Turkey has played a 

significant and, broadly speaking, positive role, but there are questions in Ankara and questions 
around Ankara about what Turkey’s strategic orientation should be going forward.  Is this the 
time, Turks ask themselves, to question Atatürk’s strategic reorientation of Turkey, when the 
state was created in the 1920s, toward the west.  I don’t know how that will be answered, but it 
could have the most profound implications for NATO, for the United States, for Iraq and for the 
region. 

 
Syria, again, a very interesting relationship with Iraq, almost to the point of hostility a 

year ago.  They have walked back a bit, but the implications of the Iraq-Syrian relationship going 
forward also carry great weight. 

 
But let me turn to, I think, what the heart of our consideration is today: the U.S. and Iraq.  

I never spent a lot of time debating about or even thinking about, should we or shouldn’t we in 
2003.  We did.  And Ph.D. theses will be written for generations on the “should we or shouldn’t 
we”.  That’s why you have Ph.D. theses.  I am a newcomer to academia and I am groping for 
some logical reason to have Ph.Ds. at all, so – (laughter).  So maybe that’s one. 

 
But in my work in Iraq and my consideration of Iraq subsequently, that isn’t the question 

vis-à-vis Iraq.  It’s, “where do we go from here”.  And the “from here”, of course, is a constantly 
moving point.  As you know, we negotiated two agreements on my watch, the security 
agreement and the Strategic Framework Agreement.  What that did was put in place an 
architecture for U.S.-Iraqi relations and also for transition from the Bush to the Obama 
administrations. 

 
Both agreements were publicly embraced by the Obama administration in its first 

months, and the Obama administration has followed those two roadmaps.  The drawdown to 
50,000 troops, of course, was not part of the security agreement.  That was an Obama unilateral 
initiative reached by the end of August, at which point the president said, we are turning the page 
in Iraq.  Well, I think most Americans saw that as closing the book on Iraq.  We noted at the 
outset, Iraq has kind of dropped off the screen, but it’s still very much there. 

 



There were two polls conducted at the end of August:  a CBS poll in the U.S. that found 
that 70 percent of Americans didn’t want to hear about Iraq anymore, wanted to pull forces out, 
just wanted to be done.  A poll conducted in Iraq came up with the same percentage, but 70 
percent of Iraqis felt it would be a cataclysmic mistake for the U.S. to withdraw from Iraq. 

 
So where are we today?  We’re in a period of transition from a military lead to a civilian 

lead.  I worry a great deal about that transition.  I worry that what we’re seeing is a transition 
from a military lead to no lead, or military engagement to a tiny fraction of that engagement.  
Simply put, the capacity does not exist on the civilian side to take on the vast array of roles and 
missions that the military has so ably performed in Iraq.   

 
Iraq was re-missioned at the end of August from a combat to an advise-and-assist 

mission.  In effect, there was nothing magic about August 31st, as you all know.  That transition 
had been underway for a long time.  It was underway before I ever left Iraq, as combat dropped 
to marginal levels.  What our military was doing was very much on the advise-and-assist, and not 
just in a technical military sense.  U.S. Division-North has been profoundly engaged in managing 
Arab-Kurdish federal-regional disputes.  The whole notion of joint patrols was, of course, a U.S. 
initiative.   

 
And I worry enormously about our capacity to carry on with these kinds of critical roles 

at a time when the Iraqis simply are not in a position to work these things out for themselves.  
They are moving in that direction, but once again, I think we see Washington clocks and Iraq 
clocks diverging.  

 
What do I think is likely to happen?  When there is an Iraqi government formed, I think 

that government is going to come to us and say, you know that agreement on the withdrawal of 
U.S. forces by the end of 2011 that that idiot Crocker negotiated back in 2008?  Let’s relook that.  
Let’s look at a longer horizon.   

 
And we’ll have to figure out how to style it, but basically, we, Iraq, will need U.S. forces 

in-country for a significant period of time, not in a combat role, but to give us two sets of 
assurances: assurances among ourselves that you stand there as a guarantee that it isn’t going to 
be one grave for two men, that no community, no party can be oppressed or worse for political 
reasons.  You’re our psychological guarantee that will allow us to go forward and develop the 
means and abilities to work out these profound political and social problems. 

 
The other is the guarantee in the neighborhood.  Again, a rough neighborhood, and a 

neighborhood in which, by the end of 2011, Iraq will not have combat airpower, will not have 
working air-defense systems, will not have main battle tanks, will not have significant artillery.  
Not a good situation to be in.  We’re moving ahead now with the procurement process, but these 
are huge systems, and as we all know, you’re talking about, what, 2013, 2014 before they are 
fielded. 

 
So this is what I would anticipate, that the Iraqis will come to us and ask for an extended 

U.S. deployed presence.  I hope very much that when and if they do, we will respond positively.  
Again, Washington clocks and regional clocks.  When you look at the Iraqi region, particularly 



two of its more problematic neighbors, Syria and Iran, what you see is a situation in which both 
countries have not had a great couple of years in Iraq, particularly the Iranians.   

 
The decision of the Maliki government to stand up against the Iranian-backed Jaish al-

Mahdi in 2008 was a game changer.  The conclusion of our two agreements was done in the face 
of bitter Iranian opposition.  The Iraqis, Shia as well as Sunni, said, you know, the more they 
don’t like it, the more we do.   I mean, it is a reminder that Iraq and Iran fought a bitter eight-
year ground war and that Shia, in this context, manifestly does not equal Persian.  So those fault 
lines of empire, of civilizations, of ethnicity, of history and language remain very profound.   

 
But the Iranians play a long game, and part of the discourse now between Baghdad and 

Tehran is along the lines of the Iranians saying, well, looks like the Americans are leaving.  You 
know, guess what – flash news – we’re staying.  We’ve always been here.  We’re always going 
to be here.  So you’d better, kind of, redo your calculations, figure out how badly you really want 
to piss us off because they’re going to be gone, and we’ll be back.   

 
And it is that long game.  Our adversaries count on our strategic impatience, count on us 

closing books while the story still goes on, and that’s what we see in Iraq.  To do so again, I 
would suggest, would be profoundly to our disadvantage, as well as to the disadvantage of the 
Iraqis themselves.  So I hope we will muster that patience.   

 
The administration has to set the course in a direction; Congress has to back it with 

necessary resources.  And frankly, I’m not sure I see either of those things happening.  So on that 
optimistic note, we’ll now turn this into a dialogue.  I’d like to have the Bloody Marys circulated 
and we’ll get on with the day. 

 
MR. FREIER:  Great.  What I’d like – I’d just like to make a couple of points.  Thank 

you very much, Ambassador Crocker, for your up-front remarks.  There will be microphones 
back there.  If you could, please raise your hand, if you want – Ambassador, if it’s okay with you 
– you can identify the questioner.  And we’ll get a microphone up to you.  And if you could, 
clearly identify yourself up front and keep your question very brief.  Thank you. 

 
Q:  Michael Gordon, New York Times.  Ambassador Crocker, one of the – probably the 

primary sectarian fault line in Iraq today is the Kurdish-Arab set of issues that you alluded to.  
I’d like to get your views on what you really think how involved the United States ought to be in 
trying to broker a solution to these set of issues. 

 
There’s an argument that the issues are not ripe for a solution, that nothing can be done 

until there’s a new government, that there has to be some will on those two sides.  On the other 
hand, we’re providing weapons to the Iraqi army which could be instruments of intimidation vis-
à-vis the Kurds – main battle tanks and the like – and it doesn’t seem like American influence to 
address this conflict will be greater in the future, as American forces leave and the checkpoints 
that have been set up to deconflict conflicts are removed.   

 



So we have ambassadors for the Middle East, roving ambassadors for AfPak.  There’s no 
real equivalent for this set of issues, even though there’s a special representative.  What should 
the American policy be, and how proactive should we be? 

 
AMB. CROCKER:  I think, again, that’s why I led with it.  It’s a clear example as to why 

our ongoing engagement is essential.  You know, I think increasingly we have to shift our 
engagement to the backroom, and we have; that happened while I was there.  That doesn’t mean 
we’re less engaged, it means we’re less-visibly engaged and we’re not holding press conferences 
about our engagement.   

 
But I have lost track long ago of how many discussions I had, over the two-year period I 

was there, aimed at trying to find ways forward between Arabs and Kurds, between, again, 
regional and federal issues, or at least trying to prevent things from getting worse.  And we had, 
kind of, mini-crisis after mini-crisis and were engaged in a huge majority of them.   

 
I think we are an indispensible player on the Iraqi stage at this point.  Iraqis must take 

responsibility for their own actions and their own future – yeah, we all know that.  I’ve got it, but 
for some period of years, that really isn’t likely to happen without our engagement.   

 
And sometimes it can be as simple as conversations I would have with Kurdish leaders, 

particularly in the KDP, when tempers were running high.  I’d say something like, you know, 
I’m trying to figure it out:  What were the very worst of times in modern Kurdish history in Iraq?  
And you’d get a lively debate because there are lots of bad times to choose from.  Generally, 
there’d be a consensus around the Anfal campaign, Halabja.   

 
Then I’d ask, what are the best of times?  And no debate there:  right now, baby, today – 

never had it so good.  You know, security is excellent; the economy is booming; everybody’s 
making money, some of it legit.  (Laughter.)  But today is as good as it’s ever been.  And then 
I’d say, yeah, you’re right.  Now don’t blow it.  Take a deep breath, go sit under a tree.  Look at 
the sweep of your history and figure out a way to make this nascent federal process work for 
you.  And we’re going to have to keep on doing that. 

 
You know, we’re not the only actor.  Obviously, the U.N. has played a very prominent 

role in the last couple of years, trying to come up, for example, with some initiatives on disputed 
internal boundaries.  Stefan Dimister (sp) and I both knew that it wasn’t going to work, but it 
almost doesn’t matter.  It’s a process.  Some problems just have to be managed until you can get 
to the point where solutions are possible.   

 
But to keep problems from becoming crisis, management isn’t just possible; it’s essential.  

And I see us as, again, the indispensible crisis managers in this whole panoply of Kurdish-Arab 
tensions, and hope very much that we will continue to be both engaged and resourced for that 
engagement on down the line.  Yes? 

 
Q:  My name is Said Erikad (sp).  I’m with – (inaudible) – daily newspaper, but until last 

May and for five years, I was the United Nations spokesman in Iraq.  Good to see you again, sir, 
and I remember we worked very hard on that 500-page report on the disputed territories.  You 



know, I’m really quite distressed in this town ever since I came back because Iraq is really off 
the radar screen.  There is absolutely no serious discussion.  And if it wasn’t for the diligence of 
someone like Tony Cordesman, there would be absolutely nothing going on around town.   

 
I think with Iraq, there is a great deal of disconnect between the current government and 

the Iraqi people.  There has been a great deal of failure by the United Nations, in terms of getting 
programs out and affecting them and really implementing these programs.  It’s a lengthy topic.   

 
My question to you, sir:  You said that the new Iraqi government would come to you and 

say, we want to renegotiate the SOFA agreement.  How do you revamp the presence?  How 
intrusive should this presence be?  How influence ought it to be to bring back some semblance of 
order to Iraq?  Thank you very much, and great to see you again. 

 
AMB. CROCKER:  Good to see you, and thank you for your service out there in some 

challenging times.  Well, again, I mean – how do you bring order to Iraq?  You buy time.  I 
mean, seven and a half years, for America, is an infinity.  In the development of a complex 
political order under conditions of great strain and violence, it isn’t very much at all.  So again, 
we got agreements that gave structure to our relationship.   

 
I’d like to see much more done on the strategic framework agreement, for example.  You 

know, that sets out the determination of both countries to develop relationships in the security 
and the nonsecurity fields.  I’d like to see us both bear down with more diligence, after formation 
of an Iraqi government, to make that meaningful.   

 
Trade and commerce, education – this is a tremendous opportunity to – Adel al-Jubeir 

said yesterday that there are 30,000 Saudi students in U.S. universities.  Boy would I like to see 
30,000 Iraqi students in U.S. universities.   

 
One thing that has hurt both countries over the years is that there are relatively few, very 

few Iraqi graduates of U.S. universities in Iraq.  I think that hurts both – the ability of both 
nations to understand each other.  It also has dampened Iraq’s ability to pursue its own 
development.  So there are lots more things we can do to strengthen and deepen U.S.-Iraqi ties 
outside of security. 

 
But security will remain profoundly important for them and for us.  And you know, the 

reason I expect they’re going to come and ask us for an extension of the agreement is because 
when we negotiated the damn thing in 2008, and I was pressing for conditionality – full 
withdrawal, subject to conditions, subject to review by both parties, subject to a six-month 
assessment, yada, yada, yada – Maliki’s position was, this has to be absolute and unconditioned 
because that is the only way you take the “occupation” assertion out of Iraqi politics.   

 
You know, Americans have never heard of the Treaty of Portsmouth 1948 between the 

U.K. and Iraq.  Iraqis know all about the Treaty of Portsmouth.  Certainly, Nouri al-Maliki did 
because popular protests over the perception of Iraqi capitulations to the British in the security 
realm led to the downfall of Iraq’s first Shia prime minister.  Nouri al-Maliki didn’t want to be 



the second Shia prime minister to be brought down over controversy over a security agreement 
with a Western power. 

 
And he was right.  The security agreement passed with overwhelming support in the Iraqi 

parliament, only the Sadrists opposed.  And even the Sadrists stopped talking about occupation.  
But what Maliki said at the time was we’re going to need you here for 10 or 20 more years.  And 
what we’re going to do is come back to you about a year out, and in a very different climate – a 
very different political climate – say, let’s re-look at this.   

 
That’s why I think that’s going to happen.  And as I said, I think it is profoundly 

important that it does happen because that’s what buys you, I think, the fundamental sense of 
internal and regional security that allows this difficult process of political compromise to move 
forward. 

 
Q:  Hi, Jon Alterman from CSIS.  It’s good to see you again.  I want to draw on your 

experience, both directly and indirectly, with the Iranians.  It seems to me that one of the game-
changers for Iran is Iraqi oil production getting to really substantial levels that affect global oil 
markets and draws down the amount of money the government of Iran has at its disposal, with its 
quite weak economy. 

 
That gives the Iranians a tremendous incentive to disrupt Iraqi oil production before it 

really gets going to 6 million barrels a day, 7 million barrels a day.  And on the one hand, we and 
the Iraqis are trying to build something, and the Iranians have a tremendous incentive to destroy 
something.  It’s hard for us to cooperate with the Iranians because we’re trying to do all sorts of 
things to punish the Iranians from all directions. 

 
So as you think through how we game dealing with the Iranian incentive to make trouble 

in Iraq, in the context that it’s hard for us to cut a deal with the Iranians because we’re trying to 
pressure them on all sorts of non-Iraq-related issues, how do we approach that diplomacy? 

 
AMB. CROCKER:  Yeah, that’s a great question, and very thoughtfully put.  It 

underscores just how complex this particular dynamic is.  You know, Maliki had part of the 
answer for that.  When we were doing the first round of negotiations on the PSAs, the production 
sharing agreements, his comment to me was, we really want you guys over on our eastern border 
because if it’s a U.S. major, the Iranians aren’t going to mess with you.   

 
You know, kind of an interesting observation.  And of course, Exxon Mobil is out there 

doing just that.  We’ll see whether the Iranians mess with them or not. 
 
You know, the Iraqi philosophy for dealing with Iran, by and large, is kind of like the 

Iraqi philosophy for dealing with everything:  show strength first, and then mop up the survivors.  
So I think that would be their answer:  be very assertive, very direct in asserting the Iraqi interest 
in the full development of its oil sector.  You know, there are highly ambitious goals to be up 
over 10 million barrels.   

 



And show that you’ve got the backbone, the strength and the friends to get that done.  
And then, once you’ve established that fact, look for other ways and avenues you can signal that 
this isn’t full-jacket confrontation.  And you know, Maliki does, I think, a pretty fair job on that.  
He has asserted himself against the Iranians, but then, as part of his regional swing, he’s in 
Tehran, sees the leadership, talks to Muqtada al-Sadr.   

 
And I don’t know if anybody wants to take bets on what the half-life of the endurance of 

that political alliance will be – you move ahead because it is a complex relationship.  You know, 
I think for Iraq, the development of its oil sector has to be a nonnegotiable imperative, and I 
think they will look to us to help back that up.  But then to signal there are other things that are 
negotiable.  There are other good subjects for dialogue, and let’s have them. 

 
In terms of our own relationship with Iran, I think Iraq is not that subject – at least not 

now.  I think Afghanistan is.  So it was encouraging, for me, to see the Iranians join the talks at 
the level of an MFA director-general.   

 
And I think as we take on the huge agenda we’ve got with the Iranians, much of which is 

highly confrontational, we also want to continue to look for areas where we may be able to have 
a discussion that’s conducted in lower decibels.  That subject, in my view, would be, as it has 
been in the past, Afghanistan.  Yeah? 

 
Q:  Ambassador, Viola Gienger from Bloomberg News.  What do you think it takes – 

would take, in terms of U.S. political leadership either on the administration’s side, or in terms of 
Congress, to sell the idea of a more long-term, robust U.S. presence in Iraq?  And how feasible 
do you think that is under the current – in the current political climate? 

 
AMB. CROCKER:  I think the administration, primarily through the vice president, has 

sent that signal.  You know, the vice president’s personal engagement, his multiple trips, his 
regular phone calls, the stream of Iraqi visitors through his office, I think, have all sent a very 
visible signal of high-level U.S. engagement.  And it’s going to be important to sustain that 
moving forward. 

 
To me, it was quite interesting.  There were two major administration speeches in two 

days on Iraq:  the president’s Oval Office speech and then Vice President Biden’s change-of-
command speech the following day in Baghdad.  Obviously, carefully calibrated, but strikingly 
different thrusts because the vice president’s speech was all about engagement going forward.  I 
think that speech needs to be given again and again and again. 

 
That’s the administration’s responsibility.  The congressional responsibility is, again, to 

provide some focus – I would like to see more committee hearings on Iraq – but fundamentally, 
resources for well-articulated, well-defended administration requests.  And I really worry about 
the congressional will to do just that. 

 
I worry a little bit about the way the administration structures its requests.  I mercifully 

am not in that business anymore.  It’s so nice to be in Washington as a visitor with no 
responsibilities.  But as we look at this transition, there are elements of it that really concern me.   



 
You know, as you move to totally civilian security, for example – well, masses of 

American contractors, a truly stunning security budget.  I would rather have seen the State 
Department do what it has done so well and so deftly almost everywhere else in the world, which 
is present a proposal for the gradual Iraqization of security.   

 
Look, I spent six years in Lebanon during a pretty tough time, like, a civil war.  Our 

security, both in movements and perimeter, was always all Lebanese.  We never had incidents of 
guards turning on us – absolutely loyal, carefully vetted, well-trained.  And the benefit we got 
was situational awareness.  I mean, these guys lived in that city.  They could tell you what was 
going on in a neighborhood. 

 
And when you got to checkpoints, how valuable is it to have people in your lead vehicle 

speaking the same language as the guys with the guns at the checkpoints.  So I think, again – it’s 
just a small example, except it’s a small example that’s got about $175-million price tag attached 
to it for the first year.   

 
We need some, again, creative, imaginative, well-focused thinking on the part of the 

administration, combined with a solid, sustained, public message, close engagement with 
Congress, and for Congress, I think, to take, again, a responsible attitude to support our long-
term interests in Iraq, which I would suggest are profound. 

 
MR. FREIER:  I think we have time for one more question. 
 
AMB. CROCKER:  Okay. 
 
Q:  Hi, Jennifer Suh from CNN.  The Pentagon’s bracing for WikiLeaks to release 

hundreds of thousands of documents pertaining to the Iraq war.  What do you think we’ll see out 
of those documents, and are you concerned? 

 
AMB. CROCKER:  Well, yeah, I’m concerned about the whole WikiLeaks phenomenon.  

You know, I don’t know what this stuff is going to say.  Could I make the point for the record?  I 
was never there; it wasn’t me.  (Laughter.)  What I’d really be worried about, in this context – 
we’re not fighting a hot war.  It’s not the same set of issues in Afghanistan, although there may 
be some carryover.   

 
I’d really be worried if, as looks to be the case, you have Iraqi political figures named in a 

context or a connection that can make them politically and physically vulnerable to their 
adversaries.  You know, that just has an utterly chilling effect on the willingness of political 
figures to talk to us – not just in Iraq; anywhere in the world.  And I think a hugely irresponsible 
step on the part of WikiLeaks, just in a different sense than we saw in Afghanistan.  This too is 
going to put lives at risk, needlessly and irresponsibly.  Okay? 

 
MR. FREIER:  Sir, on behalf of all of us here at CSIS, as well as Rolls-Royce North 

America, thank you very much for your thoughtful remarks today.  (Applause.)  There’ll be 
about a five-minute break as we go ahead and set up for our panel discussion. 



 
(END)  
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STEPHANIE SANOK:  Ladies and gentlemen, as Nate Freier mentioned earlier, this is 
our Military Strategy Forum on Iraq “Stability, Security and U.S. Policy”, and I’d like to thank 
you for joining us here.  My name is Stephanie Sanok, I’m a senior fellow here at CSIS, and it’s 
my pleasure and privilege to introduce you to your panelists today. 

 
But before we get started, one of the remarks from Ambassador Crocker that I found 

particularly interesting was he identified the fundamental challenges facing Iraq as it transitions 
not only politically but economically, socially; looking at issues ranging from hydrocarbons 
legislation to disputed internal boundaries. 

 
One of the things in Washington that I’ve noticed in the last year or so as Iraq has fallen 

off the radar screen in terms of public, congressional, political and, it appears to be, executive 
branch attention, has been that the focus has been on the Iraq election and its transition.  And 
lately, we’ve been seeing more and more attention, such as it is, on the U.S. transition in Iraq.   

 
And today, the panelists will focus not only on the topic, which is stability, security and 

U.S. policy, but also looking at how do we get greater attention paid to this very important topic, 
the investment that we’ve already put into Iraq and making sure that the U.S. policy is developed 
responsibly and in coordination with our Iraqi partners? 

 
Our first speaker today to lay the ground work for the discussion almost needs no 

introduction.  He is renowned, he is prolific and he is Anthony H. Cordesman, the Arleigh A. 
Burke chair in strategy here at CSIS.  Dr. Cordesman has really been one of the most vocal, 
outspoken people, policy experts here in Washington on the subject of Iraq, which for many of 
us is our favorite four-letter word. 

 
Dr. Cordesman publishes quite a bit and is engaged not only in Iraq on the ground with 

military commanders calling him to come visit, come tell him what they see and where they 
should go with their policy, but here in town, he has remained actively engaged and he is what 
we would like to consider a national security professional.  He has held senior positions not only 
in the Department of Defense but he has worked for the State Department on the NATO 
international staff and he has worked in several countries, including in the Middle East. 

 
So Dr. Cordesman will lay the groundwork for our panel discussion.  He will then be 

followed by Mr. Nazar Janabi, who is an Iraqi living here in the States right now.  He is an 
independent consultant and associate fellow with the Washington Institute for Near East Policy.  
Prior to this, he was within the ministry of defense in Iraq.   

 
He was an Iraqi army officer and an engineer by training, but he also helped determine 

what the ministry of defense chain of command would look like, and then participated in that 
chain of command by focusing on policy and requirements, everything from force structure to 
strategy to manning levels, procurement, force transformation.  And I think Mr. Janabi will offer 



a valuable perspective on where the Iraqi security forces have come from and where they are 
going. 

 
And now Ambassador Crocker also mentioned repeatedly congressional support, and in 

trying to highlight both public and political awareness of this issue, we have got two 
congressional staffers here today.  We’ll try to treat them kindly.   

 
The first one is Michael Casey, who is a professional staff member on the House Armed 

Services Committee staff, and I am pleased to say he was one of my counterparts when I was 
also on that staff.  He is a great travel mate, but he is also probably one of the most focused 
staffers on the Middle East from an armed services perspective.  He asks scary questions, or, at 
least, questions that the administration finds scary.  And I think he can offer a great perspective 
on where the national security committees on the Hill are seeing Iraq go in the future. 

 
And he will be followed by Daniel Silverberg.  Daniel will talk a little bit about the role 

of the Foreign Affairs Committee on the House side in conducting oversight over what’s going 
on in the U.S. transition in Iraq.  So without further ado, I would like to turn the floor over to the 
legendary Dr. Cordesman. 

 
ANTHONY CORDESMAN:  I think I have been oversold to the point where I cannot 

possibly meet expectations, but Stephanie asked me to both give a brief overview of what we 
need to focus on, and then I will look at the specifics of how the U.S. effort to deal with Iraqi 
forces has moved forward. 

 
But let me say that often when we talk about the lack of information on Iraq, it is 

sometimes a lack of attention.  The Congress has mandated the Department of Defense provide a 
quarterly report on Iraq.  That report covers not only the security situation but the economic and 
political situation and the impact of USAID.  I can’t say it is always a timely response to the 
congressional request but it is the most detailed official picture.  

 
The Special Inspector General for Iraqi Reconstruction provides a great deal of detail and 

overview information.  A lot of that is a warning of the need for U.S. continuity and continuing 
effort.  You have within the Energy Information agency three documents which receive far too 
little attention, I suspect because they are not terribly politically correct.   

 
One is the EIA report on Iraq, which I would encourage anyone to read who believes 

there will be a sudden, quick or even midterm increase in Iraqi oil production.  Oil companies 
can promise 12 million barrels a day by tomorrow.  The estimate of the Energy Information 
agency is something like 7.5 (million) by 2030.  That could change with a much more stable Iraq 
and a much more effective Iraq.  We need to be very realistic because that underpins everything 
that happens in Iraq in the near and midterm.  That is the economy.  That is the funding of the 
government.  That is how stability will flow in terms of currency. 
 

Another report is the International Energy Outlook.  And why is that important?  Because 
if you look at it, what it says is that the United States will basically remain dependent on energy 
imports through 2035 in all of the cases that it runs, and that’s as far as it projects.  And it makes 



very optimistic assumptions about U.S. energy policy, about alternative fuels and about 
conservation.   

 
And when you talk about the strategic importance of Iraq in the Gulf, it is time to be 

perhaps realistic, because we have been talking about energy independence and depleting 
America first since the Nixon administration.  And if some of you are old enough to remember, 
the first date for the promise of energy independence was 1980 – a promise that one ought to 
keep in perspective.   

 
The last of those reports is the Annual Energy Outlook, which talks about the structure of 

how the United States can vary its energy supplies.  Ambassador Crocker talked in broad terms 
about the challenges, but we are coming out of a period in which some $38 billion worth of 
outside aid did not make meaningful structural changes in any aspect of the problems Iraq 
inherited from some 30 years of crisis and from a time that it went virtually bankrupt in 1982.   

 
Because of conflict, because we did not have the ability to manage these programs, we 

not only have an oil sector which still needs basic laws and legal reforms to begin effective 
security and where one of the critical problems has been the inability to restructure the oil police 
and the security structures that would give oil companies the ability to operate, but because of 
the Sadrist role in the education and medical ministries you have basically a breakdown in basic 
capability in education and medicine. 

 
And while people talk of Iraq as being an educated country, it is not.  First, you have 

something like a 46-percent functional illiteracy rate in the intake to the police and the army.  
That’s one of the reasons it has been so difficult to absorb the Sons.  Basic literacy is not the 
issue; functional, competitive literacy is. 

 
Medical services are a problem throughout the country.  If we ignore infrastructure, there 

is a critical problem in agriculture and in water.  Water is going to be a growing problem because 
of Syria and Turkey, but it’s also a critical problem because the structure of an agriculture based 
on inundation and flooding, which is incredibly wasteful in water.  And for the first time in 
Iraq’s history, the Tigris-Euphrates system filled to levels last year below the intake to the water 
purification plants in some of the river cities. 

 
You have a state sector in industry which consumes the budget in terms of simply 

funding employment.  If you look at the Iraqi budget out of what is actually funded, without 
structural reform, which is a matter of four to five years at a minimum, that budget is being 
consumed in personnel costs.   

 
And we talk about forming a new government, but running ministries and having 

governance is not something that comes on the day you form a new government.  Even if you 
appoint the right people, it takes you three, six, eight months to develop a functioning ministry 
under a new leader and to find a solution to what is another enduring problem, which is a budget 
crisis. 

 



One of the things I’ll show you in a moment is a presentation of what has actually 
happened to Iraqi security forces, and essentially, Iraqi security forces are about two years 
behind the goals that we had hoped to have when we signed the agreements and planned for U.S. 
withdrawal.  Part of that has been a matter of expectations which couldn’t be met.  Part of it has 
been waiting for a government to form.  And when one of your critical ministers is running 
against the prime minister, the minister of interior, you do not always have effective leadership 
and coordination. 

 
But more than that, the budget crisis that began in April 2009 led to a freeze on 

personnel, to a cutback in capital spending and to major cuts in operating spending.  And the end 
result is, you have had some improvements in the training base, but you have had a significant 
drop in manning and readiness, and you are behind your goals in every aspect of Iraqi force 
development by at least a year, and often two years, over what we had planned to have when we 
withdraw at the end of next year. 
 

Now, these are realities that you do not quickly deal with, but let me show you a few 
other realities.  This briefing is on the website, and the sites are available.  I’m not going to take 
you through the agony of every aspect of PowerPoint, and at this point, I don’t even seem to be 
able to get it to move – thank you.  Okay.  But here is where we have one of the critical issues.  

 
I have mentioned our continuing energy independence.  Rightly or wrongly, we removed 

a critical containment from Iran in terms of military capability.  In 2003, Iraq was the leading 
military power.  In 2010, we have a handful of obsolete tanks in Iraqi forces, and Iran leads it by 
something like 11 to 1.  You had superior Iraqi air forces in 2003.  You have no meaningful 
combat Iraqi aircraft today.  And I think Ambassador Crocker quite frankly was grossly 
overoptimistic.  You will not complete the M1 delivery program for all of 144 tanks before 2013 
in a way where you can sustain and train for the tanks.   

 
The F-16 request that was announced in September of this year will not lead to the first 

cadre of meaningful combat aircraft until somewhere around 2013 to 2015.  Creating an effective 
national defense system of any kind is going to take until somewhere around 2017 to 2020, and it 
is not simply a matter of lead aircraft.   

 
Oddly enough, the situation in tanks in combat aircraft is better than any other capability.  

It is far worse in artillery, surface-to-air missiles, and all the other elements because of delays in 
the order structure, because of funding problems and because the Iraqi development plan for 
2009 and 2011 has effectively had to be put on suspension to the point where it is dead.  If it is to 
be revived, it will be revived by planners under the new government when that government 
appears and at the time that it can reach a decision. 

 
Now, let me just note – I won’t attempt to analyze the threat.  It’s on the brief for those of 

you who want to see it.  We have made truly major progress, but what these complex models 
show is that one chart which is very familiar does not tell the story.  There is still a very 
significant level of internal violence in Iraq.  It is about 60 percent of the total level of violence 
in the war in Afghanistan.  That puts it in a perspective that often gets lost when we look at the 
striking improvement over time. 



 
We have cleaned up and altered the ethnic and sectarian violence.  It is far, far lower than 

it has been, but the seeds of that violence still remain.  It is a potential, if we have the wrong 
government and it makes the wrong decisions over time.   

 
And the unity of the security services and the effectiveness of the security services is not 

a matter of what happens between now and the end of 2011.  It is what happens between now 
and the end of how long it takes, and to say that it will take less than 2015 is historically a 
remarkably optimistic and unrealistic picture of the history of events. 

 
I will not repeat what Ambassador Crocker said.  He did point out that we are 

maintaining a significant amount of military capability.  It is important to note that the four 
Advisory Assistance Brigades are regular combat brigades with an additional advisory presence, 
and Special Forces as sit the Iraqis.  It is not at this point a withdrawal that becomes critical until 
the end of 2011.  There is time if Iraq wants it. 

 
But that withdrawal is a great deal more serious than people may understand because 

often they see it in terms of personnel.  If you look at this briefing, you also see the pattern of 
base closings and facility closing.  But more than that, while we delayed the reductions in 
personnel to allow the election to take place, we removed the equipment.  And later in this 
briefing – and I will not take you all the way through it – you can find the numbers.   

 
The fact is, you simply do not have the core supplies, the core weapons or the core 

equipments in theater to sustain a high ground presence or even a high air presence of the kind 
you once had.  This has already happened, and it will go on steadily during the course of the next 
year.  Reintroduction is a difficult challenge because it means reprojecting the elements of power 
projection, sustainability and operations. 

 
The good news is we do have the air capacity in the region.  We do continue to fly a 

significant number of air sorties in support of the Iraqis, not in dropping munitions but in 
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance. 

 
Looking at the numbers, the Iraqis will need that capability through at least 2013.  There 

is no way they can find the substitute that would give them anything like the effective 
intelligence or surveillance data that they have with the support of U.S. assets, of which these are 
only a part.  This is a long briefing.   

 
Again, the numbers are not always critical, but when I say that there are serious problems 

in every element of Iraqi force development, you will find these laid out in detail throughout this 
briefing.  And every number comes from the Department of Defense and every number reflects a 
serious problem in counterinsurgency and counterterrorism capability. 

 
It isn’t just a matter of major forces.  It is a matter of serious problems in training and 

leadership.  You are far short of the NCOs and officers you need.  You do not have the logistic 
and sustainability you need.  You have not been able to put the intelligence and communications 
institutions in place you need.  You are building up one mechanized division out of a 14-division 



force that will have the ability to provide national defense at some level, and that division will 
not be ready before 2014 at the earliest as an organized, sustained, trained force. 

 
Creating numbers and equipment is only part of the story.  I do not find it meaningful for 

the administration to talk about 660,000 Iraqi security forces as a measure of our capability when 
that is not the real number, but the number authorized, and when more than half of them are 
policemen and in the ministry of interior. 

 
We could be a great deal more honest in communicating to the Congress and to the 

American people about what we have not done and still need to do.  We also have within the 
ministry of defense – let me just note, these are figures still current – in April, we had 68 percent 
of the officers needed in the Iraqi army for the existing force.  It’s actually dropped over the last 
few months.  Those are not numbers which lead to immediate cases for strong forces and 
security. 

 
The counterterrorism force is just at about half the level it should be.  The one element of 

the police which can really handle paramilitary operations, which is the federal police, is at this 
point at roughly a quarter of the level that is manned and the level that is said to be the minimum 
level to provide paramilitary security for the other police in Iraq. 

 
You have basically a failure to form the port police as an effective force.  You have 

serious problems within the border security police.  Even if the police you had were effective, 
and they aren’t, you have about 60 percent of the minimum required.  The oil police, the electric 
police, the facilities protection services are all facing a period of at least two to three years to 
form the levels necessary to provide some kind of lasting transition.  And again, these are not my 
figures. 

 
Let me just conclude with two other points.  I said that the Iraqi budget – and I know 

everybody’s budget but your own is a really dull subject – but the fact is, the budget figures are 
quite clear.  The budget is consumed by the need to pay for people, and often these people are 
not functional.  And without capital investment and without operations and maintenance, they 
cannot be functional.  It is at least several years before Iraq can bring this into balance without 
outside aid.   

 
We cannot basically go to Congress for more economic aid.  We are transitioning from 

major flows of economic aid to technical assistance not because this is the right thing to do but 
because we have no choice, and we will downsize our PRTs to five facilities in Iraq because that, 
again, is driven by cost and feasibility. 

 
We have not yet defined what the military-assistance mission will mean.  To make it 

work, we need not only a strong one but a very large amount of military assistance because Iraq 
cannot fund the basic purchases it needs to make out of its budget.  That request will come from 
the Department of Defense if OMB and the administration allow it to come, but it is something 
we have not yet begun to even present to Congress, and the figures are not necessarily small. 



And this problem, which has broken out here for the Ministry of Defense and the 
Ministry of Interior, affects every aspect of the Iraqi government and every aspect of Iraqi 
planning.   

 
One last point about this structure:  We also are planning to transition to the State 

Department’s management of a police-development effort in the course of the next year.  I wish 
us luck.  I have to honestly say that in every case where INL has ever been tested in forming a 
police force under difficult conditions, it has failed.  I am not a believer in the quality, 
effectiveness or integrity of the contracting effort in forming police.  This may not be a popular 
conclusion, but I have seen too much of it in the field. 

 
But beyond that, there is the fact that the police effort is completely out of phase with the 

rule-of-law effort.  We will create, if these police programs are successful, a police without 
creating a justice system.  And again, these are numbers coming from State and the Department 
of Defense.  More than that, we will not have bothered to create the protection capabilities to 
even allow judges to function at the numbers required.  What is the source for this?  It’s the latest 
quarterly report from the Department of Defense.  And the one that’s coming, in theory, will not 
change the conclusions. 

 
To make this work, we have to have dedication and willingness to stay and to say, we 

don’t just set this system up.  We ensure that it actually functions.  We have been waiting for the 
year of police since 2003.  We will have to wait until at least 2011, and probably 2012.  Now, 
these are underlying realities.  They are numbers which are part of what the U.S. government is 
actually saying, and behind them is a whole set of numbers which defines actually what we mean 
by technical assistance at the economic level and the level of governance as well. 
 

I don’t for a moment question the intention or the capability of the people who set this up.  
What I am simply going to say at this position, point in time:  If we have an Iraqi government we 
work with and can work with, the plans and structure we have are extraordinarily marginal, and 
if they are not fully funded by the Congress and if they are not made fully effective by the 
executive branch, this is a war we will lose having won it and lose within a few years.  Thank 
you. 

 
MS. SANOK:  Thanks, Tony.  Sir? 
 
NAZAR JANABI:  Good morning, everyone.  To talk about the future role of the United 

States after 2011 – of course, I’m an Iraqi citizen, so I am going to make the assumption that the 
United States will continue its commitment to Iraq’s sovereignty.  And with that, to understand 
the role of the United States, or the role of the U.S. forces in Iraq, we need to answer this 
question:  Will the Iraqi security forces be able to defend Iraq after 2011?  And the short answer 
is, absolutely not. 

 
With about 680,000 government-sanctioned armed personnel between the ministry of 

defense, ministry of interior, counterterrorism bureau and other organizations, what the country 
has right now is a kind of semi-functional counterinsurgency force with a chronic lack of 



strategic vision at the top and a centralized, top-down decision-making process.  Operations are 
hampered by growth and development problems. 

 
They are not yet adept at synchronized combined-arms operations or planning without the 

help of their U.S. counterparts, not maneuver-oriented and cannot deploy or control battle space 
outside of their traditional areas of operation for long periods of time.  Apart from the special 
operations forces, their current modus operandi is very much that of the past:  static checkpoints, 
fixed-base operations with short patrolling outside the wire. 

 
Engineering assets remain deficient and the rules of engagement are loose, particularly 

the rule of proportionality in the use of force.  Iraqi security forces have no control over the Iraqi 
airspace, nor any air-defense capability whatsoever.  The list goes on and on, but since I only 
have three to five minutes, I’m going to go to the upside. 

 
The upside is that the Iraqi navy is increasingly capable.  And they have several projects 

in the pipeline and in the process of being executed that will enhance their capability to protect 
the small shoreline that Iraq has, and the significant and extremely important offshore oil 
platforms.  The air force, as Tony has mentioned earlier, seems to be getting some fixed-wing 
capability.  However, this won’t be deployable until at least, or at the earliest, 2013 – if we’re 
lucky.   

 
The Iraqi defense ministry understands that its role is not to be the country’s policeman, 

and has the goal of reclaiming Iraq’s position as a regional power as an organizational goal.  And 
one of my personal favorites is that the Iraqi army is staying out of the political fray for the time 
being.  Overall, the picture in the longer term is cautiously positive if the Iraqi political stalemate 
resolves itself and the security services can get their collective act together. 

 
This will require a commitment from the United States well beyond 2011.  In conclusion, 

the case for strategic patience remains valid.  Maintaining a sizeable and robust contingent of 
advisors, trainers and capacity-builders with a hands-on approach, in coordination with an 
upcoming Iraqi government, will support Iraq’s continued development and provide a level of 
conventional deterrence against external threats, allowing Iraq’s democracy the breathing space 
it desperately needs.  That’s my three minutes. 

 
MS. SANOK:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Casey? 
 
MICHAEL CASEY:  Thank you.  First, the caveat:  as a congressional staff member, I’m 

not speaking for anybody actually in Congress; only for myself.  And secondly, in the interest of 
time, I’m going to curtail my remarks a little bit to discuss something Ambassador Crocker 
touched on when he suggested that the Iraqis might come back and ask for an extension of the 
security agreement.  I hope that happens, personally.   

 
I also think it’s going to be a much heavier lift than he thinks – for a couple of reasons.  

First off, it’s Iraq.  And as somebody who’s watched Iraq from Congress for about four years 
now, nothing is ever easy with Iraq.  Second of all, Congress really didn’t like the original 
security agreement as written, and largely accepted it because they didn’t have a choice.  The 



U.N. Security Council resolution was running out and it was a temporary agreement that got us 
out of Iraq.   

 
To suggest that you’re just going to extend the current version of it would be unpopular 

and challenging, and I’m not sure you can get there.  And given that that Congress would 
essentially ask for a renegotiation of it, and given the internal Iraqi political dynamics, I’m not 
sure you’d get an extension of the agreement that’s acceptable to all sides inside the amount of 
time we have remaining before the last U.S. forces leave.  And then it becomes very difficult to 
put them back. 

 
The second issue with the SOFA is, obviously, the number of troops you’re talking about 

depends on the list of missions you want, but I don’t think it’s unreasonable to think in numbers 
of, say, 10,000 – if you’re actually making a force that can protect itself and do some number of 
useful missions – 10,000 and up.   

 
Well, it’s currently costing us about $1 billion a year for every thousand people.  For 

Congress to suddenly be presented with a bill, an additional bill in the DOD budget, of 10, $15 
billion is not going to be a popular thing.  No one has seen it coming; no one sees it coming.  The 
supplementals are going away as far as Iraq is concerned and it will be a tough hill to climb. 

 
You can already see, sort of, those budget trends going – this ongoing fight, as Gen. 

Huntzinger knows, about Iraqi security forces spending.  The administration requested $2 billion.  
One house of Congress cut that in half.  That number remains to be worked out, but even in what 
is the last year of funding, Congress is highly resistant to going into large numbers.  Anything 
bigger than that, anything that suggests that we are changing the narrative of ending DOD’s role 
in Iraq – largely ending DOD’s role – is going to be a tough hill to climb.   

 
And it’s not impossible, but if the administration wanted to do it, they’re going to have to 

start making the case publicly, now, and put it up against the other priorities we’ve got.  Because 
the budget problems we face are not going away, and the belief in Congress is that we are done – 
largely done – with DOD’s role in Iraq.  And it’s going to take time to overcome that.  And with 
that, I will turn to my foreign affairs colleague. 

 
DANIEL SILVERBERG:  Thank you.  I feel dressed for the role as well, with a bow tie – 

(laughter).  First, like Mike, anything that I say is in my personal capacity.  I’m not representing 
the committee on foreign affairs or any member of Congress. 

 
I want to pick up on that point exactly.  When Ambassador Crocker mentioned that the 

administration needs to come to the Hill with well-articulated, well-defended requests, I think 
both of our ears perked up.  Because I would argue I’m not sure that’s happened yet.  There have 
certainly been tactical conversations.   

 
I would say that the State Department has come quite forcefully and laid out exactly what 

their plans are, particularly in the INL context, the numbers they’re going to need, what the 
construction costs are.  And I think it’s been couched in this context of, yes, this is going to be a 



difficult mission, but it’s going to be a diplomatic mission and it will be relatively normal, to the 
extent it can be. 

 
There’s no question this is far from a normal mission.  This is an unprecedented mission.  

And here is, I think, the key point, which is we are constructing consulates and fortifying an 
embassy in circumstances that, in any other part of the world, we would be closing embassies – 
or at a minimum, we would be evacuating them.  So there’s a real question here, from the foreign 
affairs perspective, of how do you even do this diplomatic mission? 

 
And second, speaking specifically to the budget point:  For years, the foreign affairs 

committee has been asking this existential question, what kind of State Department do we want?  
And what we really want are a hundred Ryan Crockers who are going to win the award for being 
expeditionary.  We need a more expeditionary, more operational State Department.  And we’re 
trying to do that through rewriting the foreign assistance act and other efforts, but it is really hard 
to do, particularly in this kind of budget climate. 

 
When the secretary of defense comes to the Hill, hand in hand with the secretary of state, 

and asks for the president’s budget – the 150 account – to be funded at his request level and it 
still gets cut, that’s problematic.  Now, when we have the Iraq mission in that context, I think we 
could have a real problem.   

 
This is a mission that, I think, is not naturally in the State Department’s DNA.  It’s one 

that, to some extent, is still military in nature.  Mike and I always – he knows better than anyone 
that my job is to protect the jurisdiction of our committee, and more important, the prerogative of 
the secretary of state.  But this is a context where I think that some of the tasks that the State 
Department is being asked to perform are inherently military and will be difficult for it to 
perform, and for which there is shrinking public support.   

 
And so I think that we need to see a much more – what I’d like to see, a more robust 

campaign on the part of the administration to not just present the tactical details, but to really 
come in and say, here’s why this policy is important and here’s how the State Department and 
our civilian agencies can make it happen.  And there’s more than a willing partner on our side, 
but those are a few of our concerns. 

 
MS. SANOK:  Thank you.  Before I open the floor to questions, I do want to pose a 

question both to Tony and to Daniel, building on something Daniel just said.  He talked about the 
need for an expeditionary ambassador corps, and I think more broadly, Foreign Service officers.  
And he also mentioned opening embassy branch offices where, in any other situation, we would 
be closing or evacuating them. 

 
I think this comes down to not only the capacity of the State Department to undertake the 

missions for which it has signed up, but also, it brings into question the role of contractors.  I 
know the INL request to conduct the police training program in Iraq will use – be heavily reliant 
on the use of contractors as well as program officers, who I’m not sure the State Department has, 
either.   

 



But if I could ask Tony and Daniel to both comment briefly on the role of contractors in 
the Iraq situation going forward, and perhaps what the political climate is when, right now, to be 
honest, the phrase “private security contractors” is not exactly well-received.  I won’t call it a 
dirty phrase, but it’s not well-received on the Hill.  So if you could both briefly comment on that. 

 
MR. CORDESMAN:  You have quite a number of problems.  You often have very good 

contractors.  It is not clear they are the people who are selected for the contract.  Often, the actual 
terms of the contract and the conditions under which the contractor is supposed to operate are not 
completely functional.   

 
You have not provided the guidance and the level of detail you needed, and you haven’t 

defined what the contractor’s tasks should be in meaningful terms.  You don’t always have 
people who are managing or running the contract that have the experience or the level of 
capability they really need.  This can lead to anything from failure to corruption to simply the 
wrong structure. 
 

We often separate the contracting effort for policing from the overall effort to create a 
functioning civil justice system and match it with government services.  We then call for a 
concept of civil policing which is not one that matches the culture that we are attempting to 
transform, and the end result is not something where you blame the contractor or you necessarily 
blame the contacting officer.  You wonder how anybody could ever have done this in the first 
place. 

 
And we are watching this being repeated in Afghanistan right now, in ways which are 

being run by the military and where it still is not working.  I think that we are at a point where 
we have to ask ourselves, is this the way to go?  Particularly, if you look at the number of police 
training points that you would actually have to put contract personnel and INL people into, 
which is very different from the idea of having five consulates, a military advisory mission and 
some kind of police mission. 

 
Now, I don’t say this is mission impossible, but the numbers and the data I have seen to 

date are a whole bunch of interesting arrows, flowcharts and concepts with no plan, no details 
and no measures of effectiveness that I would regard as workable.   

 
When it comes down to private security contractors, I think it is already clear from what’s 

happening in Afghanistan that this has to be put under either extremely tight controls, where I 
would say that U.S. contractors have to be made sufficiently subject to local law and criminal 
prosecution to straighten out an effort which has degenerated to the point where they are not 
trustworthy – and I have seen this in the field repeatedly – or you have to consider what the 
future role of the U.S. military is.  But changing the name of bad security contractors does not 
make them better. 

 
MR. SILVERBERG:  I’ll pass.  (Laughter.)  I’m a little more optimistic on the State 

Department’s – well, certainly its commitment to try to get this right, to improve the capacity of 
its contracting personnel to operate in what arguably is a nonpermissive environment in Iraq, to 
be more discerning about what kind of contractors they hire.   



 
But let me paint a very stark picture, which is the State Department came to us and said, 

well, to perform our mission we’re going to need 26 Blackhawks – something of that number – 
UAVs, possibly C-130s – 

 
MS. SANOK:  Fifty MRAPs. 
 
MR. SILVERBERG:  I think it’s 63 MRAPs.  And we heard that – so this, wait, you’re 

coming from the State Department?  I mean, you can’t – an assistant secretary doesn’t have his 
own aircraft to fly in his region, but we’re basically going to have an airfield in Baghdad to 
service the mission there.  There’s no question that presents very challenging oversight problems 
when it comes to contractors. 

 
But I’m somewhat heartened by the fact that I feel like the State Department is being 

realistic about those challenges.  And that it boils down to numbers.  We don’t have the numbers 
right now to conduct the kind of oversight on these contracts that I think we need.  If we get the 
budgeting for it, it might work.  If there’s not budgeting then I think we have a real problem. 

 
MS. SANOK:  This is just a happy day.  (Laughter.)  I’m going to go to the floor for 

questions.  If you could just introduce yourself and your affiliation and keep your questions brief 
– Mr. Freier? 

 
Q:  Hi, Nate Freier, CSIS.  I have a two-part question, very short.  Nazar, if you could, 

from an Iraqi perspective, what would an ideal U.S. military presence look like beyond 
December 31 next year?  And then from the Capitol Hill perspective, I mean, what do you think 
an acceptable military presence would look like, and how would it be sold?  Thanks. 

 
MR. JANABI:  Well, from an Iraqi perspective, an ideal military presence – assuming 

that the new Iraqi governing will ask for it – that would be, first, minimally visible; two, provide 
enough deterrence to our neighbors; and three, able to actually train and advise and mentor our 
security forces in order to bring them up to the level that our special operations forces are.  Our 
special operations forces worked with American forces for several years, and now they are 
considered one of the best in the region.   

 
Hopefully, in the long term, capacity-building in the air force, in the navy, in the 

mechanized services – in all kinds of services in the Iraqi military working in conjunction with 
the Americans, would be helpful to bring them up to par.  And also have – I know Americans are 
keen on having interoperability.  I think interoperability is key and has to be emphasized always 
with Iraqis, especially when they tend to go on shopping sprees in Eastern Europe.  I think that 
should be very much discouraged. 

 
MR. CASEY:  I’ll take a shot at the congressional perspective.  The numbers are 

probably a little – the numbers of troops that would be acceptable are probably a little less – I 
don’t know a real good answer to that.  Ten thousand is not undoable.   

 



The issue is going to be more that the administration has to make the case of why you 
need them there, and what priorities they’re willing to give up to do that.  You’re coming into, 
particularly from a budget perspective, a budget environment that everything’s a zero-sum game.  
There’s no additive now.  My lobbying friend is over here laughing.   

 
But yeah, I just don’t see it as a realistic possibility that they can say, hey, we need 

another $10, 12 billion to do 10,000 folks in Iraq, and just assume that that money will 
automatically be there.  It’s going to have to be a hard sell of this is why we need to do it; this is 
why it’s in the national interest.  And it’s more important than these three other things we’re 
giving up. 

 
MS. SANOK:  We have a question up here.  Just please wait for the microphone, thanks. 
 
Q:  Sure.  I’m Frank Oliveri from CQ.  The Congress has shown a real willingness to cut 

civilian-side funding of these efforts, Iraq and Afghanistan.  And I just wanted to kind of get 
your take on what Ambassador Crocker talked about, as far as the Iraqization of security, 
potentially.   

 
It doesn’t look like you’re going to get a lot of money, and so managing these kinds of 

security-contractor forces is going to become a significant problem over the years.  Have you 
guys talked about the idea of turning over security, and vetting those troops, and leaving it in the 
Iraqis’ hands to help support the diplomatic mission there? 

 
MR. CASEY:  I’ve never had that discussion, although I would point out that Congress is 

increasingly, also, happy to lean in the direction of cutting the military efforts to.  I tried to 
highlight the dispute ongoing about the Iraqi security forces funding right now.  So I don’t think 
it’s just civilian-side; I think it’s larger, and it’s Iraq. 

 
MR. SILVERBERG:  I don’t think we’ve had that conversation explicitly yet.  I think 

part of that is that we are – as the transition is ramping up, there’s going to be more dialogue on 
this, hopefully, with the administration.   

 
I think Iraq – however one pronounces it, Iraqization –that, in some ways, will take place 

inherently because the diplomatic mission is going to be almost entirely reliant on Iraqi security 
forces.  Whether the security forces are going to be able to perform that mission to the level 
necessary, for example, just to protect the outside perimeter of the embassy is something that 
we’re certainly concerned about. 

 
MR. CORDESMAN:  I won’t speak to the defense of embassies, but I think we need to 

be very careful about the pace of Iraqization.  As I pointed out, the federal police, which are the 
primary paramilitary force, are only authorized at 52 percent of the strength that we calculated 
was the minimum to provide the stiffening they would need over the next five years.  That’s not 
the number they have in place – and they’ve been a very effective force within the numbers they 
have had, but that’s only part of the story. 

 



The border police, which are not proving to be terribly effective but are better than no 
border police, are still at about 60 percent of the minimal level, if you use the authorized figure 
rather than actual strength.  The port police, which are critical to the functioning of the airports 
and the ports, are at numbers, but don’t have facilities, don’t have explosive-detection 
equipment.  Basically, in terms of staffing, they’re at about 40 to 50 percent of the required level 
as of September. 

 
The oil police is in formation.  This is critical to what happens not only in terms of 

pipelines, but any future for oil facilities.  On paper, they’re at about 29,000 out of 47,000 
required, but they’re probably about four to 5,000 short of that in practice.  And the quality could 
be politely described as not effective.   

 
The electric police are in the same story.  The facilities protection service, which would 

be the general protection force for industry, and the source of a lot of people who should be 
guards, are 17,000 – and I use the term liberally – police, plus 77,000 contractors, which are to 
be integrated into a 110,000-man force of government employees, which will not begin until the 
new government is in place and effective. 

 
Now, I realize these numbers to not make everybody swingingly optimistic.  And they 

can be changed over a two to three-year period.  But when we talk about the Iraqization, it isn’t 
defending five U.S. diplomatic presences, or even defending INL and contractor presence in 
some 27 police training facilities.  It is something that requires a lot of time and effort, and it’s 
going to require U.S. support.  And if you don’t get it, Iraqization of defending our diplomats is 
not going to solve any meaningful problems. 

 
MS. SANOK:  We have time for one more question.  Back, please? 
 
Q:  Thanks, Stephanie.  Rich Nuccio with CSIS.  My question is for Nazar.  I think we’ve 

clearly laid out a case that the military presence that is required in Iraq, in the near term, has kind 
of a dual function, of both a training mission, but also a deterrence mission, regionally, to 
counter Iran.  Is that possibly something that could be used to help bring the government together 
to some type of coalition?   

 
And how does this new Iraqi government convince our Congress that this deterrence 

force is going to be required until the Iraqi forces are capable of providing regional security for 
themselves? 

 
MR. JANABI:  Well, having a big stick is only as good as your willingness to use it.  

Having the presence in Iraq, having this deterrence in Iraq, is important to Iraq’s security from 
the perception point of the Iraqis, and the Iraqis will see this presence as a commitment from the 
United States to protect them, to protect the government.  Now, using this – I didn’t really 
understand what you mentioned about using this presence as a way to help form a government.  
Did I get this right? 

 



Q:  Is it a fact that that could, maybe, bring the government together?  And then, if so, 
how does your new government convince our Congress that they’re going to have to fund this 
interim deterrence force in addition to the training force? 

 
MR. JANABI:  Well, first of all, if the United States is going to use this presence as a 

means to help bring parties together, to help bring factions together and form a government – if 
that presence will be used, then the assumption is that the next government will be friendly and 
positive-looking towards the United States.   

 
And if we assume that – that’s also another leap – then the next government, the next 

Iraqi government, will have no other option but to come to the United States and ask for the 
extension of the presence.  Now, the way to sell it, or the way to promote it – if I was a member 
of the Iraqi government, I would assume that along the lines of having the military presence in 
Iraq, there must be some economical arrangement that will engage Iraq and the United States. 

 
The Department of Commerce had set a goal of tripling the exports to Iraq.  It has not 

happened yet.  And what’s happening now is Korea, France, and almost everyone else around the 
world is jumping onto the Iraqi market, and the United States is just pulling back and taking a 
hands-off approach rather than a hands-on approach.  So economic ties would be a good way of, 
kind of, trying to promote or maintain an extended American presence in Iraq. 

 
MS. SANOK:  Thank you.  I’d like to thank all of you for your participation today.  I’d 

like to also thank Rolls-Royce North America for sponsoring the Military Strategy Forum.  And 
also, if you could please join me in thanking our panelists, I’d appreciate it.  (Applause.) 

 
(END)  
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