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AMERICA’S NEW PARADIGM IN IRAQ

“Tell me how this ends.” ! For the last six years,
debates about America’s role in Iraq have focused
on answering this pointed request made by
then-Major General David Petraeus in 2003.
Yet the search for an “end game” emphasizes a
short-term objective — getting out of [raq — and
sidesteps the strategic imperative of establishing
an enduring relationship with a key country in a
region of vital importance to the United States.
It is time for America to take the long view.
Neither Iraq nor America’s stake in a stable,
peaceful, secure Middle East will vanish when
the last American combat brigade departs. U.S.
policymakers must advance long-term, low-
profile engagement that helps to resolve Iraq’s
internal challenges, strengthens its government
and economic institutions, and integrates it as a
constructive partner in the region.
Though Iragq still faces many significant challenges,
America’s willingness to try to impose solutions and
Iraq’s willingness to accept them has dwindled. This
reality demands a new consideration of American
objectives and a new approach to achieving them.

After investing heavily in Iraq for six years, the
United States needs to draw down its presence to
address other pressing challenges, most notably
the war in Afghanistan. Even though support for
Iraq and support for Afghanistan are not mutu-
ally exclusive, U.S. attention and resources are
shifting from the former to the latter. Admiral
Mike Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, unequivocally stated this shift at a May
2009 news conference: “The main effort in our
strategic focus from a military perspective must
now shift to Afghanistan.”* America lacks the
resources to sustain a permanent large-scale
presence to provide for Iraq’s internal security
while simultaneously increasing its commitment
to Afghanistan. American ground forces have been
greatly strained by repeated deployments to Iraq,
and the combination of maintaining that military

presence and trying to rebuild Iraq’s infrastructure
has been costly.

Additionally, the lack of U.S. public support
for resource-intensive nation-building proj-
ects imposes serious constraints on the U.S.
commitment to Iraq, particularly in a time
of economic distress. The American people
are much more concerned about the state of
America than the state of Iraq.’ For citizens
worried about providing for their own families,
appeals to reconstruct foreign countries in the
name of abstract strategic interests ring hollow.
President Barack Obama reflected the U.S.
political climate when he asserted:
We cannot police Iraqg’s streets until they are
completely safe, nor stay until Iraq’s union is
perfected. We cannot sustain indefinitely a
commitment that has put a strain on our mili-
tary, and will cost the American people nearly
a trillion dollars. America’s men and women in
uniform have fought block by block, province by
province, year after year, to give the Iraqis this
chance to choose a better future. Now, we must
ask the Iraqi people to seize it.*

The politics of Iraq reinforce America’s strategic
and political need to play a supporting, rather
than leading, role. The U.S. military’s free-
dom of action in Iraq is now proscribed under
the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), which
stipulates that all operations be carried out only
with the permission of and in coordination with
the Iraqi government; that American troops leave
Iraqi population centers for consolidated bases
by the end of June 2009; and that all U.S. forces
withdraw from Iraq by December 2011.°> The
Iraqi government takes these deadlines seriously
and shows no intent to modify them, despite
American proposals to remain longer in less-secure
cities like Mosul.® The agreement reflects the
clear Iraqi desire to reduce America’s role in their
country. Iraqis tellingly refer to the SOFA as the
“Withdrawal Agreement.”” A cross-country poll
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conducted in February 2009 by international news
services found that 81 percent of Iraqis want U.S.
forces to depart no later than 2011, with a plurality of
46 percent preferring that U.S. troops “leave sooner.” ®

These constraints demand a transformation of the
U.S.-Iraqi relationship. The United States must
continue to protect its interests in Iraq even as its

“America must seize the
opportunity to establish

a lasting partnership
with Iraq that enhances
security and stability in

the region.”

presence declines. Ongoing Iraqi power struggles,
fragile political institutions, and economic weak-
ness will present persistent challenges and can
undermine U.S. objectives if they are not managed
successfully. While shaping this new relationship
will be difficult, neglecting it will have serious con-
sequences for U.S. national security. America must
seize the opportunity to establish a lasting partner-
ship with Iraq that enhances security and stability
in the region.

American Interests in Iraq

The United States has enduring interests in preserv-
ing regional stability in the Middle East, countering
transnational terrorism, and advancing responsible
governance. These objectives are advanced by a
stable Iraq that can serve as a constructive partner.
An Iraq without the capacity to govern effectively
and mechanisms to resolve internal conflicts peace-
fully would be a destabilizing presence that would
harm U.S. interests in the Middle East.

Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq

PRESERVING REGIONAL STABILITY AND SECURITY

Conflict in the Persian Gulf, whether within

or between states, disrupts normal access to

the region’s energy resources and threatens the
functioning of the global economy, with poten-
tially devastating consequences for the economic
well-being of the United States and its allies.’
The Middle East contains an estimated 61 per-
cent of global oil reserves."” With an estimated
115 billion barrels, Iraq alone holds 9.3 percent
of global oil reserves — only Saudi Arabia and
Iran control more." Thus, the primary objective
and guiding principle of U.S. Middle East policy
must be to keep the region politically stable and
secure in order to protect American allies in the
region and avoid sudden disruptions in the supply
of energy resources.

To prevent major conflict and reduce insecurity,
the United States must preserve its long-standing
security partnerships with key states in the region,
including Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi
Arabia. These delicate partnerships require sub-
stantial U.S. attention, but provide critical points
of leverage for the United States to secure its
interests when they are challenged and forestall the
spread of conflict without direct intervention on
the ground.

The United States must also address attempts by
Iran to change the strategic balance in the Middle
East.'? Key U.S. allies repeatedly voice fears that
Iran now exercises undue influence over Iraqi
affairs, and express alarm over its presumed nuclear
weapons program and support for Arab Islamist
militant groups like Hezbollah and Hamas. King
Abdullah II of Jordan warned in 2004 of a “cres-
cent” of Iranian influence spreading through Iraq
to Lebanon, while Saudi Arabian Foreign Minister
Saud al-Faisal asserted in 2005 that U.S. policy was
“handing [Iraq] over to Iran without reason.” * The
toppling of Saddam Hussein and the emergence

of a Shiite-majority government in Iraq removed a
strategic check on Iran. Though religious affinity



and a shared border make substantial Iranian
influence in Iraq inevitable, the United States
should aim to limit Iran’s control of Iraqi political
affairs and its efforts to use Iraq as a platform to
extend its regional influence, dominate additional
oil resources, and threaten U.S. allies. While the
Shiite-majority Iraqi government may not offer
the same counterweight against Iran as Saddam
Hussein’s government, it need not be a puppet of
Tehran. Historic rivalries between Iraq and Iran
and Arabs and Persians suggest that Iraq will resist
Iranian control of its affairs. The United States can
help bolster that resistance by helping to develop
Iraq’s ties with other regional powers like Turkey
and Saudi Arabia to balance, but not replace, the
powerful influence of Iran.

Finally, the United States must mitigate the
consequences of violent internal conflict within
Middle Eastern states. Civil strife and commu-
nal violence have the potential to spill over into
neighboring states or provoke those states to inter-
vene, overtly or by proxy, in order to manipulate
internal political dynamics to their own advan-
tage. Both spillovers and interventions have the
potential to escalate one country’s internal strife
into a wider war that engages multiple countries
and destabilizes the entire region. A failed-state
scenario in Iraq, which nearly occurred in 2006,
would risk spillover and interventions involv-

ing Iraq’s neighbors, including key U.S. partners
like Saudi Arabia and Turkey, and threaten the
security of Irag’s strategic resources. In a renewed
Iraqi civil war, Iran would also be tempted to
assert its power more forcefully, either through its
militia proxies or perhaps directly, and attempt

to advance its objectives by attacking U.S. allies
in the region." Proactive U.S. coordination and
support for allies and international organizations
will be necessary to prevent or respond to regional
crises. The United States must also commit to
improving stability by helping Iraqis resolve their
internal disputes, supporting efforts to develop

governance and economic capacity, and engaging

diplomatically with key international development
organizations and potential regional adversaries.

COUNTERING TRANSNATIONAL TERRORISM
The primary American counterterrorism objec-
tive in Iraq is to prevent the reemergence of al
Qaeda or its affiliates and keep the country
from serving as a safe haven that could be used
to attack Americans or U.S. allies. The prin-
cipal front in the campaign against al Qaeda

is the Afghanistan-Pakistan theater, where

the Obama administration has substantially
increased attention and resources. However, it
is important to remember that until recently
Iraq was a focus of extremist attacks led by the
al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) organization, which
played a major role in provoking sectarian con-
flict. The resulting chaos prompted fears that
parts of the country would be controlled by AQI
and become safe havens for al Qaeda to launch
transnational attacks."”

Over the past two years, the likelihood of that
scenario has declined dramatically. AQ]I, rejected
by former insurgents and driven from nearly all
of its former strongholds, is near defeat.'* While
continuing terrorist bombing campaigns attempt
to reignite Sunni-Shiite violence, the strategic
significance of the attacks is negligible as long as
the lack of Shiite retaliation prevents AQI from
reasserting a claim to be the protector of the
Sunni community. Thus far, Sunnis and Shiites
have recognized AQU’s strategy and resisted falling
back into a cycle of sectarian reprisals.” However,
as long as the country’s internal conflicts, includ-
ing the disputes between Arabs and Kurds, remain
unresolved al Qaeda and other extremist groups
have an opportunity to foment disorder and
reestablish a base from which to launch destabiliz-
ing attacks on surrounding countries. The United
States should pursue its interest in defeating al
Qaeda by continuing direct actions against AQI
and efforts to promote political reconciliation
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among Iraq’s communities. U.S. policy should also
strengthen the counterterrorism capabilities of the
Iraqi government and security forces in order to
ensure that they can prevent transnational terrorist
groups from gaining a foothold in their territory.

PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE GOVERNANCE

The United States has an interest in supporting
governance structures that facilitate the peaceful
and consensual resolution of political conflicts.
Authoritarian leaders may protect regional stabil-
ity for the time being, but they do not necessarily
offer a sustainable basis for political stability

and peaceful long-term U.S. relationships with
countries of the Middle East. Restricted political
opportunities for millions of people throughout
the region result in the use of extremist politics
and violence as a means of expressing opposition
to government policy.” American interests in
regional stability and countering terrorism are

“Ultimately,
authoritarianism in Iraq
may seem to support
American interests in
the short term, but will
harm prospects for

long-term stability.”

better served if popular discontent over repres-
sion can be expressed democratically, rather than
bottled up until it explodes into revolutions or
violence that targets the United States as a sup-
porter of oppressive regimes.

Consolidating democratic governance in Iraq is
the best way to promote the country’s long-term
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stability. Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s
perceived efforts to centralize state power under
his command are a source of concern to some
groups within Iraq, particularly Kurds and former
Sunni insurgents, and could provoke resistance
and renewed conflict.”” The problem, however, is
not necessarily al-Maliki himself, but the fact that
Iraq’s troubled history and weak institutions make
the reemergence of authoritarianism a distinct
possibility, whether by a power-centralizing prime
minister or coup d’état.*® A dictatorship is likely to
be unstable in the long run, with few safeguards for
peaceful resolution of political disputes or orderly
transfers of power. If only one man holds the
country together, governing institutions are likely
to remain weak under personalized control and
battles over succession are as likely to be fought

in the streets as in elections. Ultimately, authori-
tarianism in Iraq may seem to support American
interests in the short term, but will harm prospects
for long-term stability.

While U.S. efforts alone will not be sufficient to
turn Iraq into a stable representative democracy;,
consigning the country to authoritarianism can
only be regarded as a poor outcome. In order to
avoid it, U.S. leaders should combine strong and
public rhetorical commitments to Iraqi democracy
with institutional capacity-building programs

in Iraqi ministries and local governments that
improve transparency and reduce corruption.



CHALLENGES TO IRAQI STABILITY

The United States must help ensure that Iraqi
factions cement the progress that has been made
and settle their outstanding internal disputes
through negotiated processes rather than violence.
The potential for unraveling is real: the February
2006 bombing of the Shiite al-Askariya shrine in
Samarra sparked a spiral of reprisals and counter-
reprisals by extremist Shiite and Sunni factions
that overwhelmed U.S. efforts to transition respon-
sibility to Iraqi forces.”! The lesson from that event
is not simply that more security is needed to stop
major attacks, but that steps must be taken to
defuse the competition and mutual distrust that
exists between Iraq’s sectarian and ethnic commu-
nities. As General David Petraeus pointed out in
his September 2007 testimony before Congress:
The fundamental source of the conflict in Iraq
is competition among ethnic and sectarian
communities for power and resources. This com-
petition will take place, and its resolution is key
to producing long-term stability in the new Iraq.
The question is whether the competition takes
place more — or less — violently.*?

These challenges to Iraqi stability will not be solved
immediately or by the United States alone. In some
respects they will never be “solved:” even devel-
oped democracies feature intense clashes between
competing identity groups over the balance of
power in government. What allows democracies to
function, and what the United States should help
the Iraqis develop, is a basic commitment to work
through peaceful processes rather than violence.
The United States will not necessarily lead these
processes, but should support Iraqi and interna-
tional organizations committed to propagating this
norm and building the requisite institutions.

The Kurdish-Arab Conflict in Northern Iraq
While the Shiite-Sunni sectarian split draws more
attention from U.S. observers, the conflict between
Arabs and Kurds in the north is now the more
dangerous and defining challenge for the new Iraqi

state. The conflict is driven by boundary dis-
putes between the Kurdish Regional Government
(KRG) and the primarily Sunni Arab provinces of

Nineveh, Ta'mim, and Diyala. Kurdish leadership
regards parts of these provinces, especially the city

“While the Shiite-Sunni
sectarian split draws
more attention from U.S.
observers, the conflict
between Arabs and Kurds
in the north is now the
more dangerous and
defining challenge for the

new Iraqi state.”

of Kirkuk in Ta’'mim, as territory that it has earned
after enduring Saddam Hussein’s brutal program
of ethnic cleansing and Arab settlement. Many
Arab leaders conversely contend that the Kurds have
exploited the post-invasion disorder to encroach on
Arab lands by sending their peshmerga militiamen
to occupy areas in the name of providing security.
Tensions are high, with standoffs between Iraqi
security forces and the Kurdish peshmerga coming
perilously close to violence.”

This conflict helps to sustain the remnants of AQI
and other insurgent factions. The predominantly
Sunni Arab population of northern Iraq gener-
ally supported the insurgency after the American
invasion. The fear of Kurdish expansion drives
the Sunni Arabs in these areas to continue sup-
porting militant groups as allies.** The most
recent elections have reasserted Arab political
strength in northern Iraq in the form of hard-line
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parties whose members have ties to extremist
elements in Nineveh and Diyala.?” Insurgent
violence may increase as extremists attempt to
spark a broader Arab-Kurdish conflict that they
could exploit to further reassert their own influ-
ence in Iraq.

The conflict has intensified over oil rights in

the KRG and the presence of oil in the disputed
territories — particularly around Kirkuk, the loca-
tion of a “super-giant” oil field that could hold up
to 13 percent (15 billion out of 115 billion barrels)
of Ira@’s oil reserves.” The KRG has aggressively
promoted its own economic development, signing
independent deals with foreign oil companies.”
Baghdad is uneasy about allowing the KRG to
exercise more control over oil, generally refusing
to recognize the KRG’s unilateral oil contracts.
Kurdish leaders have already committed to revenue
sharing under the constitution, but the Iraqi
government fears that the KRG will seek to use oil
development in disputed territories to “prejudge
their ultimate disposition.” *® Though the Iraqi
Oil Ministry has agreed to allow some Kurdish
exports, oil is likely to remain a key sticking point
in resolving the status of the disputed territories
and relations between Baghdad and the KRG.?

Striking bargains that address the disputed territo-
ries, fairly distribute oil revenue, and keep the KRG
enmeshed within the Iraqi state will be critical to
preventing violent conflict between the Kurds and
the Iraqi state. The United States must support
peaceful efforts to reconcile Arab-Kurdish differ-
ences and discourage both Baghdad and the KRG
from continuing to employ belligerent, absolutist
rhetoric that aggravates the situation and contrib-
utes to mutual distrust. It must also proactively
support and empower a UN-led consensus-based
negotiation process. The United Nations Mission
in Iraq (UNAMI) recently issued a report to the
Iraqi government and KRG to provide a neutral
history of Kurdish and Arab claims to the disputed
territories and list possible options for resolving
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competing claims, including semiautonomous
status for Kirkuk.*® American policymakers cannot
impose decisions on Baghdad or the Kurds, but
should ensure that the central government and
KRG are engaged in a negotiating process with
the UNAMI report’s findings as a starting point.
So long as there is a process underway, the likeli-
hood of violent incidents causing the situation to
spiral out of control is reduced. Additionally, the
recent Iraqi agreement to allow limited Kurdish oil
exports offers a possible starting point for nego-
tiating a federal hydrocarbons law that ultimately
removes control of oil as a point of conflict.

The Shiite-Sunni Divide

The danger posed by conflict between Shiites

and Sunnis has decreased relative to the dis-

putes between Arabs and Kurds. Encouragingly,
provocative actions like AQI bombings of Shiite
targets and the government’s arrest of “Awakening”
(Sahwa) and Sons of Iraq (SOI) leaders — former
insurgents whose decision to turn against AQI
marked an important turning point in the war —
have not reignited a cycle of retaliation. Yet the
possibility that destabilizing violence will resume
cannot be dismissed. Nouri al-Maliki’s govern-
ment still regards some elements of the Sahwa

and SOI as a potential threat, accusing them of
harboring members of the Baath Party and AQIL.”
For their part, many Sahwa and SOI leaders, along
with many Sunnis, distrust the Baghdad govern-
ment and the official security forces, believing
them to be sympathetic to radical sectarian Shiite
militias like Moqtada al-Sadr’s Mahdi Army or
under the control of Tran.*? For Iraq to put this sec-
tarian conflict firmly in the past, it must continue
to work towards national reconciliation.

The Iraqi government assumed responsibility

for the Sahwa and SO, a process that has gone
relatively smoothly. While the government has
arrested many Sahwa and SOI leaders on what
appear to be politically motivated charges, some
segments of the SOI reportedly have gone unpaid,



and relatively few (approximately 5,000 men) have
received government jobs.” However, this slow
progress is attributed increasingly to limited funds

and institutional capacity rather than a nefari-
ous sectarian agenda on the part of Baghdad. As
Multinational Force-Irag Commander General
Raymond Odierno recently reported, “the [Iraqi]
leadership has shown its determination to move
the SOI members into the Iraqi security forces and
other ministries” by ensuring that the SOI inte-
gration program remains fully funded despite the
country’s economic difficulties.** Moreover, even
if disgruntled Sahwa and SOI elements seek to
revive the insurgency, the dynamic in which they
once thrived has changed. As journalist Nir Rosen
points out:
As guerrillas and insurgents they were only
effective when they operated covertly, under-
ground, blending in among a Sunni population
that has now mostly been dispersed. Now the
former resistance fighters-turned-paid guards
are publicly known, and their names, addresses
and biometric data are in the hands of American
and Iraqi forces... The remaining Awakening
men have burnt their bridges with their more
radical former allies and are now hunted by
them; the Iraqi Security Forces have improved
their intelligence and strike capability and have
little problem tracking those men they want to
arrest. Sunni civilians have no interest in back-
ing a new insurgency after their own bitter
experience — and they no longer feel targeted by
Shiite militias.”

In this environment, even fighters backed by
foreign countries like Iran or Syria would not be
strategically significant. Foreign-supported insur-
gents and militias in Iraq must rely in some part
on popular acquiescence to support their presence.
Neither Sunni nor Shiite populations are likely to
provide it.

While the prospects for a return to the open
sectarian war of 2006 appear to be declining, the

potential for sectarian violence to destabilize Iraq
will persist unless further integration of Sunnis
into the political system takes root. Regular
elections conducted fairly and free of intimida-
tion will be critical to the reconciliation process.
The provincial elections of January 2009 were an
encouraging first step toward reversing the politi-
cal imbalances created by the Sunni boycott of
the 2005 elections, with previously disfranchised
groups playing a role in the provincial govern-
ment.*® As a key Sahwa leader told the Los Angeles
Times, “The Awakening is an economic and
political entity now, and our strategy is financial
and economic.” ¥ While elections alone are not a

“While the prospects for

a return to the open
sectarian war of 2006
appear to be declining,
the potential for sectarian
violence to destabilize
Iraq will persist unless
further integration of
Sunnis into the political

system takes root.”

panacea, they demonstrate that political gains can
be won through non-violent means. Facilitating
the next round of national elections scheduled for
early 2010 will be a crucial next step.

Substantial pitfalls remain. America’s efforts to
moderate Prime Minister al-Maliki’s opposition
to rehabilitating figures who served in Saddam’s
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Baath Party have met with little success, along with
its push for progress on top-down reconciliation
between Shiites and Sunnis.”® Distrust engendered
by still-fresh memories of repression and violence

“The current economic
crisis and the resulting
collapse of global oil

prices has impaired the
government’s ability to
fund essential services,
modernize security forces,
integrate the SOI, and reach
revenue-sharing agreements
crucial to cementing

political stability.”

will not vanish anytime soon. However, U.S.
diplomats should continue to support reconcili-
ation enshrined in Iraqi law in order to diminish
sectarian conflict until it no longer threatens the
country’s stability.

The Strongman Factor

With a fractious polity, weak institutions for
democratic governance, and a recent history of
totalitarian regimes, Iraq is at risk of a return to
authoritarianism. Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s
centralization of control over important state
functions, most notably the security forces, raises
concerns that he intends to be Iraq’s next strong-
man.”” He has employed a “divide and conquer”
strategy against his rivals, including leaders of the
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Sahwa and SOI, rewarding some who cooperate
with political patronage while arresting those who
would challenge him.*

Maliki’s actual desire and ability to accrue dicta-
torial power are less clear. Much of his power and
influence was achieved legitimately. The ongo-
ing centralization of power under his leadership
is largely a reassertion of national government
discipline that has been lacking since 2003.
Maliki’s power is at least partly checked by lead-
ers in the parliament, ministries, and military.
He faces substantial opposition in the Council of
Representatives, which recently appointed a critic
of al-Maliki as its speaker.*!

Yet even if al-Maliki’s consolidation of power is
less pervasive than some fear, the trend of creeping
authoritarianism may exacerbate more problems
than it solves, despite any benefits for security and
order. As al-Maliki builds his credentials as an
Iraqi Arab nationalist, the KRG increasingly fears a
strong central government in Baghdad. His appeals
to nationalism may attract Shiite and Sunni Arab
support, but they raise tensions in northern Iraq
and increase the likelihood that the Kurds will
resort to violence to resist perceived encroachment
on their territory and interests.

U.S. engagement with Iraq should aim to impede
and discourage the reestablishment of authoritar-
ian rule by helping the Iraqis develop stronger
institutions for responsible, representative gover-
nance. Even if the dangers of authoritarianism in
Iraq are overblown, any strong central government
in Baghdad is likely to face some resistance from
parties fearing a decline in their independence.
Engaging with Iraqi institutions and opposi-

tion parties rather than just the man in charge
will communicate a U.S. commitment to Iraqi
democracy and moderate the perception among
opposition factions that they must prepare to
defend their interests by force.



The Economic Factor
Iraq’s economy will affect its ability to meet many

current or future challenges. Unfortunately, the
current economic crisis and the resulting collapse
of global oil prices have impaired the government’s
ability to fund essential services, modernize security
forces, integrate the SOI, and reach revenue-
sharing agreements crucial to cementing political
stability. Over 90 percent of Iraqi revenue comes
from oil. The drop in oil prices reduced Iraq’s 2009
budget from a projected $80 billion to an actual
$59 billion. This year, Iraq is expected to run a
budget deficit of approximately $15 billion.*> The
Iraqi government has been forced to cut funding
for reconstruction projects by about $6 billion,
which decreases employment opportunities for
Iraqis, including former insurgents, and reduces
the resources available to incentivize power shar-
ing and cooperation among competing factions.*’

Though oil will remain the primary source of
revenue for the foreseeable future, the United
States should place a high priority on helping
Iraq develop alternative sources of wealth and
employment. Investing in Iraq’s human poten-
tial is imperative. Even in the best of times, oil
wealth and the public sector are insufficient to
address the country’s unemployment problems
and the attendant risk of jobless young men who
seek fulfillment in extremist religious or politi-
cal movements. Iraqis ultimately need more (and
more varied) economic opportunities, as well as
the education and skills training necessary to
participate in the global economy.
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SHAPING A FUTURE U.S.-IRAQI
PARTNERSHIP: THE REGIONAL
PERSPECTIVE

As the United States prepares to withdraw mili-
tary forces and decrease its involvement in Iragq,
American policymakers must consider how the
new Iraq fits into broader U.S. strategy for the
Middle East and the Persian Gulf. What hap-
pens in Iraq will influence key U.S. objectives

in the region, most notably the preservation of
security that enables continued global access to
Middle Eastern energy resources and the con-
tainment of revisionist influences from Iran. To
bolster regional security while balancing against
Iran’s increasing power, the United States should
cultivate Iraq as a long-term ally while develop-
ing strong bilateral and multilateral security and
economic ties between Iraq, Turkey, and the states
of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC).**

The United States cannot force this outcome. Iraq
is a sovereign country where direct American
influence is declining. Neighboring states, most
notably Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iran, have their
own interests in Iraq and have derived their own
lessons that will inform how they interact with
Iraq in the future. American policymakers cannot
expect full cooperation from any of these coun-
tries, but a commitment to sustained diplomacy
can help all parties bridge the “trust deficit” and
recognize the convergence of strategic interests.

Balancing Iran

Iran’s rise is one of the central strategic issues

in the Middle East, with direct implications

for America’s relationship with Iraq. As a
Congressional Research Service report acknowl-
edges, “the [Saddam Hussein] regime’s fall and
the subsequent dismantling of Iraq’s armed forces
removed a potential military threat to the Arab
Gulf states but also eliminated a key strategic
counterweight to Iran.” *® The empowerment of
Iraq’s Shiite majority is widely seen as tilting the
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regional balance of power towards Iran. Increased
arms purchases by the Gulf states reflect fears of
this shift and questions over America’s reliability
as a guarantor of regional security.*®

While Iran does exert new influence throughout
the Middle East, the prospects for Iranian hege-
mony over Iraq may be less significant than feared.
Iraq and Iran are neighbors with enduring politi-
cal, economic, and religious ties. Iraq’s annual
trade with Iran now reaches $4 billion, including
food and manufactured goods, making it Irag’s
second-largest trading partner after Turkey, and
millions of Iranian pilgrims travel to Iraq each
year to visit Shiite shrines.*” Many of the Shiite
Islamist parties that have been prominent in Iraqi
politics over the past several years, including Prime
Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s Islamic Dawa Party
and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI),
have strong historic links to Iran. Prime Minister
al-Maliki has visited Iran four times while in office
for political and economic negotiations.*®

Despite al-Maliki’s Dawa Party links to Iran, he
and other politicians have found increasing politi-
cal success by acting on a nationalist platform
emphasizing security and a strong central Iraqi
state.*” At the same time, the latest round of elec-
tions dealt a major blow to the political factions
most closely associated with Iran, particularly
ISCI.*® Iraqi Shiite Arabs and their political
representatives do not uncritically embrace Iran’s
influence; they have demonstrated dissatisfaction
with Iranian actions perceived to undermine Iraqi
stability.”! A February 2009 poll found that 68 per-
cent of Iraqis, including 49 percent of Shiites, view
Iran’s role in Iraq negatively.”® Iran will continue
to exert a strong pull on Iraq, but Iraq is unlikely
to become a full-fledged Iranian proxy.

Nevertheless, addressing the negative aspects of
Iran’s influence in the region, particularly its covert
actions and use of militant groups as proxies, is a
primary concern of pivotal U.S. partners such as



Saudi Arabia, Jordan, the Gulf states, Egypt, and
Israel. Traq should be part of this equation for the
United States and its allies. American diplomatic
efforts in the region should coordinate improved
strategic ties between Iraq and the rest of the Arab
world. Strengthening these bonds will ensure that
Iran is never the only regional player with the ear
of Iraq’s leaders.

The extent of Iranian influence in Iraq stems partly
from the failure of some of Iraq’s Arab neighbors,
particularly Saudi Arabia, to engage with Iraq.
Driven by mistrust of the Shiite-majority govern-
ment in Baghdad, Saudi Arabia has neither opened
an embassy in Iraq nor sought to engage Iraq
on serious strategic issues, such as a relationship
with the GCC. As Iraqi Foreign Minister Hoshyar
Zebari remarked to the New York Times, “We are
saying to them [the Saudis] ... ‘Why do you
complain about expanding [Iranian] influence?
They are here and you are not.”” ** The United
States has already tried to encourage such a
rapprochement. Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates told a Gulf audience in December 2008:
By welcoming the new Iraq into the Arab fold,
your [interests] and Iraq’s interests are aligned
on a number of levels: in the fight against al
Qaeda and terrorism, in the desire to develop
a vibrant and resilient economy, in efforts to
bridge the sectarian divides in this part of the
world, and in the necessity to limit Iranian
influence and meddling, nationally and region-
ally, meddling that has already cost far too many
lives. For other Arabs to withhold support and
friendship because of the composition of Iraq’s
government or because of past aggressions by
a defunct government would be to increase the
risk of the very outcome many in the region fear,
just when Iraq is determining its future path at
home and with its neighbors. Iraq wants to be
your partner and, given the challenges in the
Gulf and the reality of Iran, you should wish to
be theirs.”

Given historic concerns about Iraqi and Iranian
aggression, gaining broader Arab — especially
Saudi — recognition of Iraq necessitates a

gradual approach facilitated by low-level coordi-
nating dialogues and the promotion of Track Two
contacts between economic and cultural leaders.

“Given historic concerns
about Iraqi and Iranian
aggression, gaining
broader Arab—especially
Saudi—recognition
of Iraq necessitates
a gradual approach
facilitated by low-level
coordinating dialogues
and the promotion of
Track Two contacts
between economic and

cultural leaders.”

The United States can also facilitate military-to-
military ties between Iraqi and other regional
armed forces by organizing joint exercises and
conferences. The goal is to thicken Iraq’s links to
the rest of the region, developing broader constit-
uencies both inside and outside of the country for
restoring full diplomatic relations. This approach
requires patience, but over time it may pay off

in the form of tighter coordination and strategic
reconciliation between Iraq and America’s other
Middle East allies.
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Toward Regional Security and Stability
Iraq holds the potential to be a valuable ally for
the broader U.S. agenda of preserving security
and stability in the Middle East and Persian Gulf.
Though Iraq is a sovereign state, the United States
has an opportunity to help shape its foreign pol-
icy and the manner in which it is implemented.

International counterterrorism, for example,

can be a key issue of convergence between the
United States and Iraq, and allow Baghdad to
demonstrate that it can be a responsible regional
stakeholder. Terrorism threatens Iraqi security

in two key ways: in the form of attacks within
Iraq and the “blowback” caused when terrorists
use it as a base to launch attacks elsewhere. The
latter issue is particularly significant in determin-
ing Iraq’s relations with its northern neighbor,
Turkey. The Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), a
militant group that targets Turkey, has sought
haven in the remote regions of northern Iraq and
provoked limited Turkish military responses into
Iraq. Turkish economic cooperation with Iraq

is already strong, but a 2007 Memorandum of
Understanding on combating cross-border ter-
rorism between the two countries has never been
implemented due to opposition from some Iraqi
Kurdish leaders.’® Additionally, the Mojahedin-e
Khalq Organization (MKO) threatens Iranian
security, while Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and other
states worry about the “bleed out” of militants
who traveled to Iraq to wage jihad and are now
moving on to target them. The United States can
play an important role in mediating between Iraqi
factions to reach a common position on identify-
ing terrorist groups and by helping Iraq develop
the necessary mechanisms for routine counterter-
rorism cooperation with other states, including
law enforcement liaisons and intelligence sharing.

Iraq can foster similar links with its other neigh-
bors. Negotiations to address salient issues with
different countries, such as refugee relief with
Jordan or border security with Saudi Arabia and
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Kuwait, can develop into broader cooperation and
relationships that support regional stability.

These links will not necessarily result in formal-
ized agreements or treaties, let alone a new security
architecture for the Middle East and Persian Gulf,
as some have suggested.”” Helping Iraq integrate
into the region politically, economically, and stra-
tegically will require a series of diplomatic “baby
steps,” and there will be frustrating setbacks along
the way. But, as Richard Haass noted, “There is

a fundamental difference between a Middle East
lacking formal peace agreements and one defined
by terrorism, interstate conflict, and civil war.” >
Short- and intermediate-term patience can pay off
substantially in developing a long-term relation-
ship with Iraq, thereby shaping a regional order
that reduces insecurity in the Middle East.



BEYOND THE TRANSITION: A LONG
VIEW OF U.S. ASSISTANCE TO IRAQ

American interests in regional stability and
security, counterterrorism, and the advancement
of democratic governance require Iraq to stand

on its own as an effective partner without relying
on costly American intervention. Achieving this
objective will require a concerted effort to sup-
port Irag’s developing institutions and economy.
The United States and Iraq have signed a Strategic
Framework Agreement that recognizes Baghdad’s
continued need for assistance, particularly in the
fields of security, democratic governance, and eco-
nomic development.” Yet effectively providing the
necessary support that strengthens Iraq will be a
challenge, particularly in the context of the declin-
ing U.S. presence and the lack of American public
support for committing more resources to Iraq.
These conditions mandate a long-term, low-profile
engagement with Iraq, supported by well-targeted
and persistent aid. The best way to ensure that Iraq
can secure itself, govern itself in a reasonably fair
manner, and support a viable economy is to pro-
mote effective, transparent institutional processes
and professional cultures that reward merit.

Rethinking the Emphasis on

Security Force Assistance

Preserving security and stability in Iraq and the
broader region requires capable Iraqi security
forces. Assisting Iraqi security forces has been a
point of emphasis for years. Yet for much of that
time, the U.S. military largely focused on a transi-
tion strategy that required getting as many men
under arms as quickly as possible, an approach
that deemphasized the need for quality leadership
in the forces and the importance of developing the
Iraqi military and police as viable institutions.*
While continued technical assistance — including
the development of logistical infrastructure and
air and naval capabilities — for the Iraqi security
forces is important, long-term U.S. security force
assistance should prioritize professionalizing the

Iraqi military and police through institutional and

leader development programs.

Much of the discussion on Iraqi security force
assistance has centered on the structure of the U.S.
military advisory mission in the field.®’ American
military advisors, in addition to training and
serving as professional role models, enhance the
capabilities of the Iraqi forces in critical ways, by
providing links to American intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance assets and air power for
combat or medical evacuation. They also pro-

vide crucial technical assistance in key areas like
logistics. The economic downturn has hindered
the Iraqis’ current efforts to fully modernize their
forces and develop supporting capabilities, making
continued U.S. assistance even more crucial.® This
is particularly true in more technical arenas such
as the development of the air and naval forces nec-
essary to defend Iraq’s territory and Persian Gulf
oil infrastructure. Developing such capabilities
always required some level of American support
beyond the SOFA deadline, but now the United
States may need to provide continued air and naval
protection for an extended period beyond 2011.

Existing transition teams embedded within Iraqi
units rely on the larger American combat units for
security and support. As U.S. forces redeploy, the
advisory effort must become more capable of inde-
pendent action. The emerging solution appears

to be Advisory and Assistance Brigades (AABs),
which will consist of a smaller brigade with
attached transition teams and additional advisor
personnel.”” The AABs will enable a unit-partnering
capability, while housing advisory teams to
embed with Iraqi forces. Currently, the transi-
tional force is intended to bridge the gap between
President Obama’s combat mission end date of
August 2010 and the SOFA withdrawal deadline
at the end of 2011. American policymakers should
also prepare for the contingency that the Iraqis
request longer-term advisory support. A smaller
assistance force that remains beyond 2011 could



JUNE

After the Fire:
20009

be necessary to help the Iraqis develop the skills
and capabilities their security forces require.

Inevitably, Americans will be able to monitor fewer
Iraqi units in the field as overall U.S. troop strength
declines, raising concerns that Iraqi forces will lapse
into corruption, sectarianism, and heavy-handed
methods.® The overall weakness of the Iraqi secu-
rity forces and their lack of uniform commitment

“Stabilizing Iraq over

the long run requires
developing Iraqi military
and police leaders,

from field grade to general
officer rank, who see the
mission of their respective
services as protecting all
Iraqis rather than one

party, sect, or tribe.”

to their mission exacerbate problems like absentee-
ism and neglect of key tasks, as well as infiltration
by militiamen and insurgents. Additionally, insti-
tutional weakness enables corruption and personal
control of elements of the force by political leaders.
A recent Congressional Research Service study cited
observations that the Prime Minister’s “Office of
the Commander in Chief” has “steered” appoint-
ments of military officers based on political and
sectarian affiliations.®®

How Iraqi units in the field behave will be guided
largely by the quality of their senior leaders and
the culture of their institutions. To mitigate the
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problems associated with a declining U.S. presence,
American advisors should pay special attention to
cultivating rising Iraqi senior officers and encour-
age them to institutionalize responsible professional
processes in the Iragi military and police forces.
Stabilizing Iraq over the long run requires devel-
oping Iraqi military and police leaders, from field
grade to general officer rank, who see the mission
of their respective services as protecting all Iraqis
rather than one party, sect, or tribe. For example,
working with the Iraqi military leadership to
develop and enforce clear guidelines for promo-
tion based on merit can help allay the detrimental
effects of cronyism and undue political influence
on the force.

Developing responsible leadership and professional
organizational cultures within the Iraqi security
forces will be aided if the United States selects
more experienced and culturally aware American
officers to serve as advisors.*® Even after the transi-
tion period of August 2010 — December 2011, a
robust Military Assistance and Advisory Group
tailored to include Foreign Area Officers as well as
personnel with relevant organizational and techni-
cal skills will be a critical component of the U.S.
Embassy staff in Baghdad.®

In concert with its allies, the United States should
establish more robust officer education and
exchange programs and bring more Iraqis to

train and study at U.S. military or police facilities
and schools. According to a March 2009 Defense
Department report to Congress, the United

States and NATO currently support Iraqgi “Basic
Officer Leader Courses, Captain Career Courses,
War Colleges, periodic seminars at the National
Defense University, and the Marshall Center
General Officer Development Courses, and the
Civil Emergency Response Courses,” but such pro-
grams have been relatively limited.®® By expanding
support for officer exchanges, the United States
will be able to expose the next generation of Iraqi
leaders to democratic cultures and institutions.



Rather than seeing the advisory mission as a tem-
porary task that will be phased out over time, the
United States should recognize the long-term bene-

fits of sustained engagement with the Iraqi security
forces. While these efforts will not necessarily yield
immediate results, establishing a long-term tradi-
tion of partnership between American and Iraqi
military and police services will build bonds of
trust and promote responsible Iraqi forces able to
contribute to the preservation of stability.

Developing Capacity for Good Governance
Developing effective political institutions is just as
important as building Iraqi security forces. This
objective is best accomplished through a combina-
tion of short-term capacity building, focused on
helping Iraqi ministries and local governments
provide required services, and long-term institu-
tional development, focused on fostering effective
and transparent organizational processes and
professional cultures.

To date, the improved security situation in Iraq
has not evenly translated into better governance
or access to essential services. As of March 2009,
only 18 percent of Iraqis were satisfied with their
access to electricity, only 32 percent were satis-
fied with the availability of safe drinking water,
and only 26 percent were satisfied with available
health services — all reductions from the levels of
satisfaction in November 2007.° Iraq’s local gov-
ernments struggle to provide these services amid
considerable political and economic dysfunction.”
The Government Accountability Office reported:
Iraq’s government faces several challenges in
building its capacity to govern. Its ministries
have significant shortages of personnel who can
formulate budgets, procure goods and services,
and perform other vital ministry tasks. U.S.
mission assessments have noted the Iraqi govern-
ment’s limited capacity to provide services to
the Iraqi people due to weak technical expertise,
limitations in managers’ skills, and an inability

to identify and articulate strategic priorities,
among other factors. Also, despite measures to
strengthen the Inspectors General and other
Iraqi anti-corruption entities, corruption is per-
vasive in the ministries.”

Even within the security apparatus, a “lack of
capacity to train civilian management, a shortage
of training staff, deterioration of some facilities,
and an inability to fill many positions with trained
personnel” hinder the development of the Ministry
of Defense and Ministry of Interior.”

Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) in Iraq
have long since shifted from “the ‘bricks and
mortar’ business” to focus on provincial and local
capacity building. They work with provincial
governments and provincial branches of central
government ministries to help execute budgets,
coordinate service and infrastructure proj-

ects according to a “Provincial Development
Strategy,” and liaise between the provincial and
central governments.”” The United States oper-
ates 11 PRTs aiding provincial governments,

13 embedded PRTs operating with U.S. combat
brigades and supporting local governments,
and four smaller Provincial Support Teams.
The teams range from 10 — 45 members each,
consisting mostly of State Department, Defense
Department (including military), and USAID
personnel, with the Departments of Agriculture,
Justice, and Commerce adding a handful of civil-
ian experts.”* Additionally, American advisors
from the State Department, Defense Department,
and USAID work to develop similar capacities
within the Iraqi central government ministries,
improving the ability to plan and execute pro-
grams and budgets to deliver required services.”

Yet these current efforts neglect important
aspects of long-term institutional development.
For example, U.S. efforts must also emphasize
the development of personnel policies to try

to promote competent managers within the
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ministries and provincial governments while
containing corruption. Existing U.S. governance
programs rely too much on developing personal
relationships with specific officials, an approach
that generally does not produce results that

last beyond an American advisor’s rotation.”
Empowering professional civil servants rather
than political appointees within Iraqi bureaucra-
cies would help preserve and protect institutional
practices based on a merit system, as well as
enable best practices to be developed and passed
on. Advisors on PRTs or ministerial support
teams should make sure that their efforts do not
neglect the important mission of shaping the
future sustainability, effectiveness, and transpar-
ency of ministries and local governments.

Capacity-building efforts are likely to wane as
U.S. forces draw down, since civilian personnel
rely on the U.S. military for protection, trans-
portation, and supplies. Thus, the transition
force that remains in Iraq after August 2010
should focus on supporting civilian institutional
development efforts. AABs can provide a base
of support and protection for civilian agen-
cies in the field. Some PRTs could work under
the protection of Iraqi units with embedded
American advisory teams. More critically, even
as the U.S. Embassy in Iraq begins to “normal-
ize” its number of personnel, it must maintain
support for PRTs and ministerial support teams.
Undoubtedly, safety concerns and budgetary
constraints will create pressure to consoli-

date non-military personnel at the embassy

in Baghdad. The U.S. Ambassador in Iraq and
Secretary of State must resist this temptation,
arguing that the risks and costs of capacity-
building efforts in the field are outweighed by
their value in advancing U.S. interests.

America can also promote good governance
and effective institutions in Iraq through tar-
geted programs to train and educate promising
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Iraqi students and civil servants. In the near
term, the U.S. government can facilitate short-
term programs that send small teams of U.S.
departmental and state administrators to

Iraq to conduct specific training in particular
functions like strategic planning and budget
implementation. Over the long term, the United
States should set a much higher target for the
number of Iraqi students educated in public
administration programs in America, as well as
in cooperative programs with other countries.
Existing student exchange programs are woefully
inadequate: only 190 Iraqis studied in America in
2006.”7 The United States should invest in training
Iraq’s future leaders in the techniques of effec-

tive governance while helping these Iraqis better
understand America, providing a foundation for
mutually beneficial relations for years to come.

Diversifying the Iraqi Economy

Oil was supposed to fund Iraq’s postwar recon-
struction, but antiquated and ill-maintained
infrastructure, mismanagement, and the
global recession have combined to prevent oil
production and revenues from meeting lofty
expectations. The revenue shortfall has con-
strained the Iraqi government’s ability to pay
employees and provide services.”® Iraq’s public
sector accounts for 43 percent of the country’s
jobs and 60 percent of all full-time employ-
ment, with the higher salaries and better job
security offered by government employment
drawing the most skilled workers away from
the private sector.”” Government reliance on
oil revenues makes further expansion of the
public sector an unsustainable solution to the
country’s shortage of job opportunities: unem-
ployment in Iraq is estimated at 18 percent with
an additional 10 percent underemployed, and
another 200,000 to 450,000 new entrants join
the labor pool each year.*



While recognizing oil’s primacy in the Iraqi
economy, the United States should help Iraq
diversify its economy to reduce vulnerability to

price fluctuations, unemployment, and incen-
tives for communal competition to control oil
fields. Agriculture, which currently accounts

for 10 percent of Iraqi gross domestic product
and 25 percent of employment, presents one
possible opportunity for diversification.®! The
U.S. Embassy’s Office of Agricultural Affairs,
manned by the Department of Agriculture’s
Foreign Agricultural Service, and the Defense
Department’s Task Force to Improve Business and
Stability Operations, which brings American land
grant university professors to partner with Iraqi
farmers, lead efforts to help rebuild Iraqi agricul-
ture and agribusiness.®” Agricultural expansion

is particularly important because it provides jobs
and economic opportunity around Baghdad and
in western and northern Iraq, covering Sunni areas
that were strongholds of the insurgency and benefit
less from the oil industry jobs available in southern
Iraq and around Kirkuk.

The United States should also help to rebuild Iraq’s
human capital, which was decimated over decades
of totalitarianism, isolation, and war. This will
entail living up to commitments America made

in the Strategic Framework Agreement with Iraq,
which specifies exchange programs for education
and job training and bilateral business dialogues.*
Developing Iraqi bankers should be a special point
of emphasis, as the country’s current banking

and trading system is weak and overly reliant on
physical transfers of funds; fuller integration of
Iraq into the global economy will depend in part
on reform of its banking sector.** America can
sponsor enhanced exchange programs to pro-
vide training and education in entrepreneurship,
business, and management. Programs akin to the
Fulbright scholarship should be designed to bring
Iraqis to U.S. schools and companies to learn and
gain hands-on experience. The U.S. government

can also help facilitate partnering arrangements
between American and Iraqi companies that will
open new opportunities to U.S. business while
simultaneously encouraging Iraqi economic devel-
opment and training future Iraqi business leaders.

“While recognizing oil’s
primacy in the Iraqi
economy, the United
States should help Iraq
diversify its economy
to reduce vulnerability
to price fluctuations,
unemployment, and
incentives for communal

competition to control

oil fields.”
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THE CHALLENGE AND THE
OPPORTUNITY

America’s involvement with Iraq has been painful
and controversial. The United States and Iraq have
both suffered great human, financial, and moral
costs. Americans will debate whether the war was
justified or wise for years to come, and the desire to
curtail U.S. involvement is strong.

Yet neither the debate over how America

came to this point nor a new strategic focus

on Afghanistan and Pakistan changes the fact
that America has a vital stake in Iraq’s success.
American strategy should facilitate resolution of
key internal impediments to Iraq’s stability and
strengthen its development as a capable state that
can defend itself, govern itself effectively and
responsibly, and establish the foundations of a
more resilient economy. These outcomes will not
be achieved through force. Rather, they require
persistent, long-term engagement that leverages
diplomatic, economic, and cultural elements of
national power effectively and affordably to assist
Iraqis in rebuilding their country.

This is a daunting challenge, but it is also an
opportunity to cultivate Iraq as a strategic part-
ner. By facilitating Iraq’s reintegration into the
region, the United States can help ensure that
the country reemerges as a constructive player in
the Middle East, a development that would help
advance long-term American national security
goals of preserving stability, countering trans-
national terrorism, and promoting responsible
governance. The trauma and controversy sur-
rounding the war, and the understandable desire
of Americans to put Iraq behind them, should
not distract from this opportunity.







After the Fire:

JUNE 20009

Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq

22 |

ENDNOTES

! Quoted in Rick Atkinson, “The Long, Blinding Road to War,” The Washington Post
(7 March 2004).

2Quoted in Ann Scott Tyson, “Afghan Effortis Mullen's Top Priority,” The Washington
Post (5 May 2009). See also Ann Scott Tyson, “Pentagon Budget Devotes More to
Afghanistan War than to Irag,” The Washington Post (8 May 2009).

3 Polling by Gallup found that as of March 2009, 51 percent of Americans regarded
the “economy in general” as the most important problem facing the United States,
compared to 6 percent who said the situation in Iraq was the most important
problem. By comparison, Iraq was the top issue for 29 percent of Americans in
December 2007, while 13 percent said the economy was the top issue. See “For
Americans, Economy Persists as Most Important Problem,” Gallup (27 March
2009), http://www.gallup.com/video/117145/Americans-Economy-Persists-
Important-Problem.aspx; and Lydia Saad, “Economy Entrenched as Nation's
Most Important Problem,” Gallup (10 December 2008), http://www.gallup.com/
poll/113041/Economy-Entrenched-Nations-Most-Important-Problem.aspx.

“4The White House, “Remarks of President Barack Obama — Responsibly Ending the
Warin Irag,” (27 February 2009, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/
Remarks-of-President-Barack-Obama-Responsibly-Ending-the-War-in-Iraq/.

>Ryan C. Crocker and Hoshyar Zebari (signers), Agreement Between the United
States of America and the Republic of Iraq on the Withdrawal of United States Forces
from Iraq and the Organization of their Activities during their Temporary Presence
in Irag (17 November 2008): 4, 19—20, http://www.mnf-irag.com/images/
(Gs_Messages/security_agreement.pdf.

©Hamid Ahmed, “Iraq Committed to June 30 Withdrawal for American Troops,”
The Washington Post (5 May 2009); Rod Norland, “Exceptions to Iraq Deadline are
Proposed,” The New York Times (27 April 2009).

7 Marc Lynch, “Briefing Book: How to Get Out of Iraq,” Foreign Policy (online only)
(January 2009), http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=4625.

8 Gary Langer, “Iraq: Where Things Stand,” presentation at the Center for Strategic
and International Studies (4 May 2009): 60, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/
events/090504_langer_irag-csis.pdf. See also ABC/BBC/NHK Poll, “Iraq:
Where Things Stand,” http://abcnews.go.com/images/PollingUnit/
1087allraqWhereThingsStand.pdf.

2 For a thorough analysis of the U.S. security interest in Middle Eastern oil, see
Kenneth M. Pollack, A Path Qut of the Desert: A Grand Strateqy for America in the
Middle East (New York: Random House, 2008): 5—23.

10BP, “BP Statistical Review of World Energy,” (June 2008): 6,
http://www.bp.com/liveassets/bp_internet/globalbp/globalbp_uk_english/
reports_and_publications/statistical_energy_review_2008/STAGING/
local_assets/downloads/pdf/statistical_review_of_world_energy_full _
review_2008.pdf.

bid.

12 Greq Jaffe, “Gates Assures Mideast Allies on U.S. Overtures to Iran,” The
Washington Post (6 May 2009).

13 Jamal Hallaby, “Jordan King Wams Against Destabilization,” Associated Press
(7 June 2006); Robert Gibbons, “Saudi Says U.S. Policy Handing Iraq Over to Iran,”
Reuters (20 September 2005).

14 Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack, “Things Fall Apart: Containing the
Spillover from an Iraqi Civil War,” Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings
Institution, Analysis Paper Number 11 (January 2007), http://www.brookings.
edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2007/01iraq_byman.pdf.

15 James N. Miller and Shawn W. Brimley, Phased Transition: A Responsible Way
Forward and Out of Iraq (Washington, D.C.: Center for a New American Security,
June 2007): 18-19, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/
MillerBrimley_PhasedTransition__June07.pdf.

16 Marie Colvin, “Al-Qaeda is Driven from Mosul Bastion After Bloody Last Stand,”
The Sunday Times (UK) (6 July 2008).

17 Ernesto Londofio and Aziz Alwan, “Two Blasts in Iraq Aimed at Shiites,” The
Washington Post (25 April 2009); Ernesto Londofio and Aziz Alwan, “Two Car
Bombings Kill at Least 12 in Baghdad,” The Washington Post (7 May 2009).

18 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, The 9/17
Commission Report: Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks
Upon the United States (New York: WW. Norton & Co., 2004): 361—-365; Tamara
Cofman Wittes, Freedom’s Unsteady March: America’s Role in Building Arab
Democracy (Washington, D.C.. Brookings Institution Press, 2008): 8—9, 56—>58.

19 Stephen Biddle, “Reversal in Irag,” Council on Foreign Relations, Contingency
Planning Memorandum No. 2 (May 2009): 2-3.

20Thomas E. Ricks, “The War in Iraq isn't Over. The Main Events May Not Even Have
Happened Yet," The Washington Post (15 February 2009).

21 Thomas E. Ricks, “Shrine Bombing Debated as War's Turning Point,” The
Washington Post (13 March 2007).

22 General David H. Petraeus, Report to Congress on the Situation in rag (10—11
September 2007): 2, http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/
Petraeus-Testimony20070910.pdf.

23Sam Dagher, “Tensions Stoked Between Iraqi Kurds and Sunnis,” The New York
Times (18 May 2009); Ernesto Londofio, “Kurds, Arabs Maneuver Ahead of U.N.
Reporton N. Irag,” The Washington Post (17 April 2009); International Crisis Group,
Qil for Soil: Toward a Grand Bargain on Iraq and the Kurds, Middle East Report No.
80 (28 October 2008): 1—2; Biddle, “Reversal in Iraq”: 3.

24 Department of Defense, Measuring Stability and Security in Irag: Report to
Congress (March 2009): 26— 27, http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/
Measuring_Stability_and_Security_in_Iraq_March_2009.pdf. See
also the New York Times interactive online map, “Iraq’s Fault Line,” (17
April 2009), at http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/04/17/world/
middleeast/20090417-faultline.html.

25 Campbell Robertson and Stephen Farrell, “Sunnis Turn to Politics and Renew
Strength,” The New York Times (17 April 2009).

26|nternational Crisis Group: 1, 19.

271bid.: 15-19. See also Richard A. Oppel, Jr., “Kurds Reach New Oil Deals, Straining
Ties with Baghdad,” The New York Times (4 October 2007).

28International Crisis Group, Oil for Soil, 19—22.



29 Joost Hiltermann, “Kurdish Crude Bails Out Baghdad,” Foreign Policy (online only)
(13 May 2009), http://experts.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/13/kurdish_
crude_bails_out_baghdad; Hassan Hafidh and Spencer Schwartz, “Iraq Ends Ban,
Allows Kurds to Export Oil," The Wall Street Journal (11 May 2009).

30 ondofio, “Kurds, Arabs Maneuver Ahead of U.N. Report on N. Iraq.”

31 Alissa J. Rubin, “Arrests Deepen Iraqi Sunnis’ Bitterness,” The New York Times
(12 April 2009); “Al Maliki: Al Qaeda Infiltrated Sahwas,” Alsumaria (Iraq)
(4 April 2009); Arthur MacMillan, “PM Says Saddam Loyalists Infiltrated Iraq’s
Sahwa Militia,” AFP, (3 April 2009).

32 Sudarsan Raghavan, “An Iragi City Divided by Walls, by Sect, by Bitterness,”
The Washington Post (13 April 2009); Nir Rosen, “The Gathering Storm,” The
National (UAE) (10 April 2009), http://www.thenational.ae/article/20090410/
REVIEW/910535938/1008.

33 Alissa J. Rubin and Rob Norland, “U.S. Military Expresses Concern About Perception
of an Iraqi Crackdown on Sunnis,” The New York Times (16 April 2009). Prime
Minister Nouri al-Maliki pledged that 20 percent of the SO would be integrated
into the security forces, with the remaining 80 percent receiving government jobs.
U.S. Army Major General Mike Ferriter told The New York Times that so far “3,000
jobs had been promised by the Health Ministry, 10,000 by the Education Ministry
and 500 by the Oil Ministry.” See Rob Nordland and Alissa J. Rubin, “Sunni Fighters
Say Iraq Didn’t Keep Job Promises,” The New York Times (23 March 2009).

34 General Raymond Odierno, “DoD News Briefing,” (8 May 2009),
http://www.defenselink.mil /transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=4420.

35 Nir Rosen, “The Big Sleep,” The National (UAE) (24 April 2009),
http://www.thenational.ae/article/20090424/REVIEW/704239996/1008.

36 Sudarsan Raghavan and Ernesto Londofio, “Iraqi Elections Deliver a Victory for U.S.
Goals,” The Washington Post (6 February 2009).

37 Quoted in Liz Sly, “In Iraq’s Anbar Province, the Awakening Grapples with a New
Role,” Los Angeles Times (4 May 2009).

385am Dagher, “Iraq Resists Pleas by U.S. to Placate Baath Party,” The New York Times
(26 April 2009).

39 Ghaith Abdul-Ahad, “Six Years After Saddam Hussein, Nouri al-Maliki Tightens
his Grip on Iraq,” The Guardian (UK) (30 April 2009), http://www.quardian.co.uk/
world/2009/apr/30/iraqi-prime-minister-maliki.

40Ned Parker, “Machiavelli in Mesopotamia,” World Policy Journal (Spring 2009):
17-25; Rosen, “The Big Sleep.”

41 Jeremy Domerque, “Selection of Speaker Reveals Shifting Coalitions in Iraq
Parliamentary Politics,” Institute for the Study of War, Backgrounder No. 40 (28
April 2009), http://www.understandingwar.org/files/Backgrounder40_0_8.pdf.

42 Curt Tarnoff, “Iraq: Reconstruction Assistance,” Congressional Research Service
Report for Congress (12 March 2009): 8, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/
RL31833.pdf.

43 iz Sly, “Economic Downturn Finally Hits Irag,” Los Angeles Times (11 May 2009).

44The GCC member states are Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar,
Bahrain, and Oman.

45 Christopher M. Blanchard et al., “Iraq; Regional Perspectives and U.S. Policy,”
Congressional Research Service Report for Congress (1 December 2008): 1—2.

46 Ahmed Janabi, “UAE Guns for Advanced Weaponry,” Al Jazeera (28 April 2009).

47Kenneth Katzman, “Iran’s Activities and Influence in Irag,” Congressional Research
Service Report for Congress (7 April 2009): 7; Alissa J. Rubin, “Iraq Tries to Prove
Autonomy, and Makes Inroads,” The New York Times (15 April 2009).

48Katzman, “Iran’s Activities and Influence in Iraq”: 7.
4 Ibid.; Blanchard etal.: 11.
50Raghavan and Londofio, “Iraqi Elections Deliver a Victory for U.S. Goals.”

51 Joseph Felter and Brian Fishman, lranian Strategy in Iraq: Politics and “Other
Means,” (West Point: Combating Terrorism Center, 13 October 2008): 47, 83, 86,
http://ctc.usma.edu/Iran_Iraq/CTC_Iran_Iraq_Final.pdf.

52 ABC/BBC/NHK Poll: 14, 46, http://abcnews.go.com/images/PollingUnit/1087allra
qWhereThingsStand.pdf. By comparison, 64 percent of Iragis view the U.S. role in
Iraq negatively.

53 Blanchard etal.: 28.
>4 Quoted in Rubin, “Iraq Tries to Prove Autonomy, and Makes Inroads.”

55 Robert Gates, “Remarks at First Plenary Session, 5th I1SS Regional Security Summit:
The Manama Dialogue,” (13 December 2008), http://wwuw.iiss.org/conferences/
the-iiss-regional-security-summit/manama-dialogue-2008/plenary-sessions-
and-speeches/first-plenary-session/first-plenary-session-dr-robert-gates/.

56Blanchard etal.: 12—-15.

57Kenneth M. Pollack, “Securing the Gulf,” Foreign Affairs (July/August 2003),
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58993/kenneth-m-pollack/securing-
the-qulf; Vali Nasr and Ray Takeyh, “The Costs of Containing Iran,” Foreign Affairs
(January/February 2008), http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/63048/
vali-nasr-and-ray-takeyh/the-costs-of-containing-iran?page=show.

58Richard N. Haas, “The New Middle East,” Foreign Affairs (November/December
2000), http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62083/richard-n-haass/
the-new-middle-east?page=show.

9 Ryan C. Crocker and Hoshyar Zebari (signers), Strategic Framework Agreement for
a Relationship of Friendship and Cooperation Between the United States of America
and the Republic of Irag (17 November 2008), http://www.mnf-irag.com/images/
(Gs_Messages/strategic_framework_agreement.pdf.

©0 James L. Jones (Chairman), The Report of the Independent Commission on the
Security Forces of Iraq (6 September 2007).

23



JUNE

24 |

After the Fire:
20009

ENDNOTES

61 See, for example, John Nagl and Adam Scher, “How to Smooth the Transition in
Iraq,” Christian Science Monitor (6 October 2008); and Brian Drohan and John Nagl,
“New Answers to Hard Questions,” Armed Forces Journal (April 2008),
http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2008/04/3392447.

20l Price Drop Squeezes Iraqi Military,” Associated Press (14 May 2009); Eresto
Londofio, “Lower Qil Prices Put Iraq’s Security Forces in Bind at a Crucial Time,”
The Washington Post (20 May 2009).

93 Spencer Ackerman, “Key Iraq Training Units Still Being Developed,” Washington
Independent (2 March 2009).

64| arry Kaplow, “The Last Day of the Iraq War,” Newsweek (2 January 2009); Thomas
E. Ricks, The Gamble: General David Petraeus and the American Military Adventure in
Irag, 2006—2008 (New York: The Penguin Press, 2009): 322—324.

95 Kenneth Katzman, “Iraq: Post-Saddam Governance and Security,” Congressional
Research Service Report for Congress (2 April 2009): 38—39, http://www.fas.org/
sgp/crs/mideast/RL31339.pdf.

66 Michael J. Metrinko, The American Military Advisor: Dealing with Senior Foreign
Officials in the Islamic World (Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability
Operations Institute and Strategic Studies Institute, August 2008),
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?publD=869.

67 Bob Killebrew, The Left-Hand Side of the Spectrum: Ambassadors and Advisors
in Future U.S. Strategy (Washington, D.C.: Center for a New American Security,
June 2007): 11, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/Killebrew_
AdvisorsinUSStrategy_ June07.pdf.

68 Department of Defense: 34.
1bid.; 16-17.

70Steven Lee Myers, “Iraq Provinces Try to Overcome Political Disarray,” The New York
Times (16 April 2009).

71 Government Accountability Office, Irag and Afghanistan: Security, Economic, and
Governance Challenges to Rebuilding Efforts Should Be Addressed in U.S. Strategies
(25 March 2009): 10, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09476t.pdf.

72 Department of Defense: 33.

73 Rusty Barber and Sam Parker, Evaluating lraq’s Provincial Reconstruction Teams
while Drawdown Looms: A USIP Trip Report (Washington, D.C.: United States
Institute of Peace, December 2008): 2—4, http://www.usip.org/pubs/usipeace_
briefings/2008/1208 _iraq_prt.html.

74 Government Accountability Office, Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan
and Iraq (1 October 2008): 2, 13—14, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0986r.pdf.

75 Government Accountability Office, Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: U.S. Ministry
Capacity Development Efforts Need an Overall Integrated Strateqy to Guide Efforts
and Manage Risk (October 2007), http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08117.pdf.

76 Barber and Parker: 6.

Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq

77 Nikhil Sachdev and John Paul Schnapper-Casteras, “Students and Statecraft,”
Harvard Kennedy School Review (2007/2008): 117.

78Tarnoff: 8.

72 United Nations Inter-Agency Information and Analysis Unit, Iraq Labour Force
Analysis 2003—2008 (January 2009): 3—4, https://www.iauirag.org/reports/
Iraq_Labour_Force_ Analysis.pdf.

801bid.: 5; Department of Defense: 11.
81 |bid.; 14.

821bid.: 14—15; Embassy of the United States Baghdad, “Embassy Offices: Office
of Agricultural Affairs,” (accessed 2 May 2009), http://irag.usembassy.gov/iraq/
foreign_ag_service.html.

83 (rocker and Zebari, Strategic Framework Agreement: 3—4.

84 Department of Defense: 9.



Desstnby € R A B T REE + CO

About the Center for a
New American Security

The mission of the Center for a New American
Security (CNAS) is to develop strong, pragmatic,
and principled national security and defense
policies that promote and protect American
interests and values. Building on the expertise
and experience of its staff and advisors, CNAS
aims to engage policymakers, experts and the
public with innovative fact-based research, ideas,
and analysis to shape and elevate the national
security debate. A key part of our mission is to help
inform and prepare the national security leaders
of today and tomorrow.

CNAS is located in Washington, DC, and was
established in February 2007 by Co-founders
Kurt M. Campbell and Michele A. Flournoy. CNAS
is a 501c3 tax-exempt nonprofit organization.

Its research is nonpartisan; CNAS does not take
specific policy positions. Accordingly, all views,
positions, and conclusions expressed in this
publication should be understood to be solely
those of the authors.

© 2009 Center for a New American Security.
All rights reserved.

Center for a New American Security
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Suite 403

Washington, DC 20004

TEL 2024579400
FAX 202.4579401
EMAIL info@cnas.org
WWW.CNas.org

Production Notes

Paper recycling is reprocessing waste paper fibers back into
a usable paper product.

Soy ink is a helpful component in paper recycling. It helps in this
process because the soy ink can be removed more easily than
regular ink and can be taken out of paper during the de-inking
process of recycling. This allows the recycled paper to have less
damage to its paper fibers and have a brighter appearance.

The waste that is left from the soy ink during the de-inking
process is not hazardous and it can be treated easily through

the development of modern processes.

PRINTED WITH

SOY INK|_

[ 4 )

L

3



http://www.crabtreecompany.com

Center fora STRONG, PRAGMATIC AND PRINCIPLED

New American
Security NATIONAL SECURITY AND DEFENSE POLICIES
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW TEL  202.457.9400 WWW.chas.org
Suite 403 FAX  202.457.9401
Washington, DC 20004 EMAIL info@cnas.org
$29.99
ISBN 978-193508716-8
52999>

Vo) s RINTED WITH
9 "781935"'087168 <o QJ‘-)/ SOV INK], Printed on Post-Consumer Recycled paper with Soy Inks


http://www.cnas.org

	Acknowledgements
	America’s New Paradigm in Iraq
	Challenges to Iraqi Stability
	Shaping A Future U.S.-Iraqi Partnership:The Regional Perspective
	Beyond the Transition:A Long View of U.S. Assistance to Iraq
	The Challenge and the Opportunity
	Endnotes

