THE IRAQ WAR AND THE POST VIETNAM NARRATIVE:

CULTURE AND CHANGE IN THE U.S. ARMY, 2005-2007

by

WILLIAM BRENT CHASTAIN

A THESIS

Presented to the Department of Political Science
and the Graduate School of the University of Oregon
in partial fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of
Master of Science

June 2012



THESIS APPROVAL PAGE
Student: William Brent Chastain

Title: The Iraq War and the Post Vietham Narrative: Culture and Chartige th.S.
Army, 2005-2007

This thesis has been accepted and approved in partial fulfillment of the requeéonent
the Master of Science degree in the Department of Political Sdmnce

Gerald Berk Chairman
Jane Cramer Member
Alexander Dracobly Member

and

Kimberly Andrews Espy Vice President for Research & InnovatioawlD¥ the
Graduate School

Original approval signatures are on file with the University of Oregonuatadschool.

Degree awarded June 2012



© 2012 William Brent Chastain



THESIS ABSTRACT

William Brent Chastain
Master of Science
Department of Political Science
June 2012
Title: The Iraq War and the Post Vietham Narrative: Culture and Chartige th.S.

Army, 2005-2007

The Irag War was an era of crisis and change within tBe Almy. The failure of

the army to adapt to the war revealed the obsolescencet dfipmeam army culture.
Innovation experiences in the war were directionless aravantellectual framework was
required to deal with warfare that the army had longkéid! counterinsurgency. Major
organizational change was accomplished by a coalitioeraérgls led by Generals David
Petraeus, Jack Keane, and Ray Odierno. These offstatdished a new intellectual
framework with FM 3-24Counterinsurgency They challenged institutional military
orthodoxy in Washington by proposing a renewed commitroerittory. Finally, they
demonstrated the efficacy of counterinsurgency théwough a military campaign that
“proved” FM 3-24. This major, yet limited, change in seevtulture fractured the
consensus of the post Vietham narrative and initiatezhgaoing reinterpretation of the

army’s philosophy of war.
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CHAPTER |

THE U.S. ARMY IN IRAQ, 2005-2007

It was like the debate of a group of savages as to how to extract a screw fema afpi
wood. Accustomed only to nails, they had made one effort to pull out the screw by main
force, and now that it had failed they were devising methods of obtaining morergffi
pincers, of using levers and fulcrums so that more men could bring their strength to bear
They could hardly be blamed for not guessing that by rotating the screw d eauk
out after the exertion of far less effort; it would be a notion so different frgthiag
they had ever encountered that they would have laughed at the man who sugfested it.

Essentially this is a narrative about change. The events in the Iraq \Maiagess
with the 2007 “Surge” of 30,000 additional U.S. troops and the adoption of a
comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy under the leadership of Genedal Davi
Petraeus was a major transformational event for the U.S. Army. Theeaalaccess in
2007 of this shift in tactics and stratégy rescue the overall U.S. war effort was an

accomplishment that was widely believed to be impossible. In fact, an undergtahdin

! C.S. ForrestefThe Genera{Charleston, South Carolina: The Nautical and AeiaPublishing Company
of America, 2005), 195-196. A description of Bfitig/WI generals trying to devise ever more rigid
command and control arrangements and using morenane firepower in larger assaults to break the
stalemate on the Western Front in 1918

2 Throughout this work | will use the terms “tactiesd “strategy” often. However, | will not be usjthe
strict U.S. military definition of the three leved$ war (strategic, operational, tactical) as lided that
these rigid and somewhat artificial definitions alrg® as much as they enlighten. The levels ofaraa
theoretical “levels of analysis” tool for undersiiamy the different aspects of war. This tool aidfly
divides war into three categories, simply descriagdl. the strategic level- fighting wars, 2. the
operational level- military campaigns (unified eaflions of battles), and 3. the tactical leveltlbator
engagements. However, this theoretical constsugften misunderstood as an objective reality aidan
analytical tool. Therefore, when | use the teractical” | will generally mean the lower level dfet army
that actually engages in combat: the brigade-lamdibelow. More specifically, when | refer to thetical
level of the army as an organization | mean altcef below general officer rank. When | use ‘tsigéc”
it will refer to higher level grouping of tacticerfmilitary or political goals as well as to geresHicers as
a group. | will infrequently use the term “opecatal” as a level of war, but | will refer to camgai
planning and execution. It is not my intent tonfioany restrictive definitions of strategy and tegs
these concepts overlap and interact in signifigaayts that limit the utility of strict definitionsFor more
on this see Michael Handel\dasters of War: Classical Strategic ThougB8-40, 353-360.
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the preferences and values of the army would have predicted the inability of the U.S

Army to prevail in this inherently political counterinsurgency war.

Particularly since the end of the Vietham War, the U.S. Army has been
uncomfortable with ambiguous, limited wars. Army leaders in the post Vietnam
sought to refocus the service on straight-forward forms of war that confoontiesl t
understood strength of American arms. The Second World War provided the
paradigmatic “good” war in this conception as it was fought for clear objective
entire country was mobilized for the war effort, and it operated on an unlimitedriatlust
scale of manpower, technology, and firepower. This idea became deeply idgnatine
army in the 1980s and was not even dislodged by the massive changes at the end of the
Cold War. This cultural dynamic was clearly at work during the firstsyefthe Iraq
War in which the army was ill-prepared for the complicated requirements of an

occupying army fighting multiple insurgencies.

In light of the cultural reluctance of the army to accept the requirerokats
counterinsurgency war, how and why did the shift in U.S. approach in 2007 occur?
Many different interpretations of the Irag War are available withaggilons for the
relative success of the surge that vary in the extremes from solelyngeocal Iraqi
factors to solely crediting U.S. military action. What all of these exptarsalack is an
understanding of the organizational dynamics of the U.S. Army in this conflict.
Innovation and “organizational learning” are often cited as explanations for the idprove
performance in the Iraq War. Conversely, arguments are made thaeRr&sidh or
General Petraeus simply imposed a new strategy on the army and subsequently

performance improved. Yet these explanations both ignore the facts that acticdl t
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level units engaged in uniform or progressive adaptation and that a majorar@rati
shift is not achieved in a large and ponderous organization like the army by a senior

leader simply throwing a switch.

In the Iraq War two distinct yet interrelated forms of organizationalggharere
playing themselves out within the army. The first form of change was anahtbate
about the specific requirements for tactical and strategic succesdhagiWar, while
the second was a fundamental reinterpretation of the army’s dominant philosopday of w
These changes were driven by a convergence and interaction of intgarakational
dynamics. From the bottom-level of the army varying examples of innovation,
adaptation, and retrenchment were exhibited by rank-and-file officere inaiq War.

These attempts at innovation, both successful and unsuccessful were directiahless a
dissonance was experienced by these officers between the realibhethtaded on the

ground in Irag and what the dominant military strategy required.

From the top level of the organization a coalition of like-minded generalsdorme
and offered a new intellectual framework for conceptualizing the war ptedioa
achieving military victory rather than withdrawal. This new framéwotentionally
addressed the dissonance experienced by junior officers and provided a concdptual pat
to success in the war. Hence, the specific changes achieved by the army ireg0@vew
result of an interaction between elements at the top and the bottom of the army and a
convergence of factors external to the organization. This new framewordngelthe
organizational consensus that had formed in the post Vietham era about the purpose of
the army. While these developments in the Irag War did not overturn the well-

established dominant cultural narrative, they opened this dominant philosophy up to
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reinterpretation. In a process that is much less decisive or clear-cut thaoréhe m
narrow changes concerned with the specifics of the Iraq War, a longserimghly
ambiguous reinterpretation of the dominant cultural narrative was set in motion by the

changes associated with the Surge.

It would have been an easy decision for the U.S. Army, in line with post-Vietnam
thinking about politics and war, to have simply continued the established strateayy in Ir
that would probably have led to the disintegration of the Iraqgi state or an ongoing civil
war. This strategic failure could have been easily blamed on the mamggaoif the
Bush Administration regarding Iraq and allowed the U.S. Army to reject
counterinsurgency missions in favor of more comfortable conventional ones. It is not
difficult to imagine how this failure could have reinforced the ideas of the pestavm
era and settled the question of the ability of the military to conduct messggialiars
once and for all. However, this version of organizational path dependency or doctrinal
stasis did not occur. In 2007 a strategic shift was made in the operations, and more
importantly, in the thinking of the U.S. Army. While the “Surge myth” of the unite
nature of U.S. success in Iraq in 2007 and 2008 is certainly overblown, so are the

counter-claims that the Surge was merely a confluence of events or just luck.

This work seeks to explore the specific and general dynamics of organizational
change in the U.S. Army during the Iraq War by understanding its organizatidteé
and how it changed during this crisis and over the longer-term. The first sedins be
with an analysis of the most prominent explanations of the Surge from the sizagble
War literature. The next section details the historical and cultural ¢aftthe U.S.

Army with an account of the formation of the dominant cultural narrative in thie yea
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after the Vietnam War. Following this is an analysis of the convergencetanaktion
of the experiences of rank-and-file officers in the Iraq War with theitaes of different
groups of senior officers. In conclusion, the similarities and differentesde the Iraq
War and Vietham War eras are discussed as well as the prospects fortong-ter

institutional change in the army.



CHAPTER Il

THE IRAQ WAR “SURGE"

“Iraq made fools out of just about everyohe”

A. The Surge Literature

The “Surge* of U.S. military forces in 2007 is commonly understood to have
“snatched victory from the jaws of defeat” in the Iraq WaFhis conventional wisdom
holds that success resulted from the combination of the political will of PreSiéenge
W. Bush, the military genius of General David Petraeus, and additional U.S. troops in
Baghdad armed with better counterinsurgency tat#dternate accounts of the dramatic
decrease in violence focus on individual causal factors. Journalists Patrick @oakbur
Nir Rosen argue that the completion of the Shia ethnic cleansing of Baghddedciraef
Shia victory in the sectarian civil war of 2006 and 2007, led to the decrease in violence.
U.S. Army colonel Gian Gentile argues that the U.S. had been conducting

counterinsurgency tactics well before 2007 and that the real cause of suéss wa

% Micheal J. Tottenln the Wake of the SurgPortland, Oregon: Belmont Estate Books, 2011), 13

* Henceforth, | will dispense with capitalizing, lit&zing, or placing quotation marks around therter
“surge.” Whenever this term appears it referqo2007 deployment of approximately 30,000 addition
troops to Irag and General David Petraeus’ assomti command of Multi National Forces Iraq and all
associated changes.

® Steven MetzDecisionmaking in Operation Iragi Freedom: The $ric Shift of 2007Carlisle Barracks
PA: U.S. Army War College, 2010), 5.

® David Howell Petraeus, “Getting the Big Ideas Ridte Strategic Concepts That Helped Achieve
Substantial Progress in Iraq” (Washington, DC: tégge Foundation, 2008).; Raymond T. Odierno, “The
Surge in Irag: One Year LatefWashington, DC: Heritage Foundation, 2008).; Meind Yochi J.
Dreazen, “Officer Questions Petraeus's Strategy War Veteran Says Focus on Counterinsurgency
Hinders Ability to Fight Conventional WarWall Street Journafpril 7, 2008
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120753402909694087%! (accessed November 17, 2011).
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hiring of hundreds of thousands of Sunni militiamen during the Sunni Awakéning.
Washington Posteporter Bob Woodward asserts that the casualties caused by relentless
targeting of mid and senior level Al Qaeda in Irag (AQI) leaders by U.8iaspe

operations forces exhausted the Sunni insurg&nggother explanation of the surge
focuses on the “confluence” of multiple factors that led to success. Stratedyst

Steven Metz argues this position by describing the surge as a “péofect sf “good

thinking, good luck, and good timing.” This explanation describes Iraqi civiliang of
sectarian strife, Iraqi Security Forces making limited improvemargsrformance, and

U.S. forces practicing better counterinsurgency tactics as the main oausesctions in

violence®

Other observers such as Bing Weand retired Australian army officer and
counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, emphasize the importance of tha “tri
revolt” in Anbar province against AQI as critical to the success of the.Sui@enerals
David Petraeus and Ray Odierno, the two officers most closely associttatersurge
in Irag, have not denied the confluence of factors, but highlight the importance of both

“forces and ideas.” They include the signal of commitment by the U.S., additioops$

" Dreazen.; and Gian Gentile, “Misreading the Sugeeatens U.S. Conventional Capabilitie/drld
Politics ReviewMarch 4, 200&ttp://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/1715knéading-the-surge-
threatens-u-s-armys-conventional-capabili{escessed November 13, 2011).

8 Bob Woodward, “Why Did Violence Plummet? It Washist the Surge Washington PosBeptember 8,
2008http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/aei2lD08/09/07/AR2008090701847.html
(accessed November 10, 2011).

 Metz, iv.

1% Francis J. WesfThe Strongest Tribe: War, Politics, and the Endgamrieaq (New York: Random
House, 2008).

M David Kilcullen, The Accidental Guerrilla: Fighting Small Wars iretiidst of a Big OnéOxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009), 115-185.
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to secure the Baghdad area, creation of additional Iraqi forces, the Sunni Awakenin
systematic counterinsurgency tactics, and the overall military conemitto secure the
civilian population as the critical factors in the tactical and strategmess of the

surge™ It is also significant to note that with the exception of the political memoirs of
senior Bush administration officiatd not a single commentator argues that the surge
achieved a strategic victory. Form&ashington Pognilitary affairs correspondent,
Thomas E. Ricks stated that, “The surge campaign was effective in manybwate
best grade it can be given is a solid incomplete. It succeeded tadtigalgll short
strategically.*® Kilcullen declared that, “The Surge worked: but in the final analysis, it
was an effort to save ourselves from the more desperate consequencésatiba sve

should never have gotten ourselves irito.”

While there are many different interpretations of the U.S. surge @sSamdhe
Irag War, a “dominant debate” has more or less coalesced around two sets df genera
narratives of the war. Historian and retired army colonel Andrew Bacevichotbiazed
the literature of the Irag War as being divided into two general cagsgtrhe first
category, dominated by journalistic observers, indicts. The second categooyedtiy

insider participants, acquit$®The literature on the surge has matured somewhat since

12 petraeus, “Getting the Big Ideas Righafid Odierno.

13 George W. BusHtDecision Pointg{New York: Crown Publishers, 2010).; Richard Be@ay and Liz
Cheney, In My Time: A Personal and Political MemdiXew York: Threshold Editions, 2011).; Donald
Rumsfeld Known and Unknown: A MemajNew York: Sentinel, 2011).; and Condoleezza R,
Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years in Washingtdew York: Crown Publishers, 2011).

4 Thomas E. RicksThe Gamble: General David Petraeus and the Ameriditary Adventure in Iraq,
2006-2008New York: Penguin Press, 2009), 296.

BKilcullen, 185



Bacevich made this critique in 2007, but his description is useful in understanding the
dominant debate on the surge and the reasons for its success. By broadening Bacevich’
conception to include the broad strands of arguments running through the writings on the
Iraq War a clearer picture of the surge begins to emerge. The firsbrgaté@rgument

is best captured by Tom RicksTie Gamble: General Petraeus and the American

Military Adventure in Iraq The second general category is captured by a combination of
works by journalist Nir Rosen, strategic analyst Steven Metz, and ColomeG8idile.

The discussion of the dominant debate in the literature will be followed by an
examination of the most unique and divergent explanations offered in other parts of the

literature, concluding with general and specific gaps in the literature

B. The Dominant Debate: “Confluence” vs. “Timing”

The dominant debate over the success of the surge in Iraq, 2007 is composed of a
“confluence” argument and a “timing” argument. The “confluence” positiomtaias
that U.S. political and military commitment to Iraq in manpower and resquittasges
in military strategy, and a tactical commitment to population secutitpaicided with
fortuitous events on the ground in Iraq leading to the drop in violence in Iraq in mid-
2007. The “timing” argument holds that primarily developments on the ground in Iraq
caused the decreased levels of violence associated with the surge. Theiaomiplet
ethnic cleansing of mixed-sect Baghdad neighborhoods, the disintegratiystotla
Mahdi and Mugqtada al-Sadr’s unilateral ceasefire with U.S. forces, andbtile t

backlash against Al Qaeda in Iraq in Anbar province, all allowed the shift in U.S

16 Andrew J. Bacevich, “Fault Lines: Inside Rumsfsl&@entagon,Boston Reviewuly 2008
http://bostonreview.net/BR33.4/bacevich.flapcessed November 19, 2011).

9



strategy and tactics to be effective. Simply stated, this is a debatecaheality: the
confluence advocates argue that the U.S. surge caused, or at least enablerkdbe ithec
violence while the timing advocates argue that developments on the ground allowed new

U.S. efforts to reinforce the preexisting downward trend in violence.

Confluence

The most influential work of the surge literature is Tom Ridkee Gamble
With his long experience observing and writing about the U.S. military for the
Washington Posind theWall Street JournalRicks had extensive access to senior
political and military leaders in Washington, D.C. and Iraq, as well as a web of
connections with junior army and marine officers in the field. This work best tythites
“confluence” argument: a combination of factors led to the success of the [sutr¢fee
most important factor was the introduction of additional U.S. troops, with new dynami
senior leadership and armed with comprehensive counterinsurgency tactics awdrard
combat experience. Since Ricks has essentially framed the conventionalanafrtne

surge, at least in the U.S., his argument deserves to be analyzed in detalil.

Ricks identified five reasons for the success of the surge:

1. The forward presence of U.S. troops secured Iragi population centers.

2. The completion of ethnic cleansing in Baghdad.

3. Mugtada al-Sadr’s declared aceasefire with U.S. forces.

4. The “unity of effort” achieved by General Petraeus and Ambassador
Crocker’s integrated political-military strategy with General
Odierno’s “coordinated and...synchronized” military campaign
plan with counterinsurgency tactics.

5. The turning of parts of the Sunni insurgency associated with the
Anbar Awakening movement.

10



The surge is described as a significant, yet narrow, military succhsssuige managed
to achieve a reduction in violence, but failed to settle the political situatioagrahd
guarantee a long term strategic victory for the United States. The softke surge is
generally credited to the U.S. military adopting population securitic$a¢taving

learned from four difficult years of war, the right leaders taking comnrairdg, and
sufficient desperation taking hold within the Bush Administration to allow this eam t
to accomplish its mission free of interfereriteThe recent memoirs of President Bush,
Vice President Cheney, and Secretary of State Rice all reinforce thralgeareative that
Ricks established, stressing the importance of General Petraeus and his new
counterinsurgency doctrine, the importance of the Anbar Awakening, and empdasizi

the space bought by the U.S. military for national political reconciliatidrag®

Linda Robinson’dell Me How This Endand David Cloud and Greg Jaff@ke
Fourth Starshare Ricks’ general “confluence” conception and put even more emphasis
on the skill and genius of General David Petraeus as the critical ingredibatsuccess
of the surge. Robinson stated that the combination of the efforts of 170,000 U.S. troops,
Ambassador Crocker and thousands of diplomats, and hundreds of thousands of Iraqis,
“pulled Iraq back from the brink of civil war,” but she stipulated that, “without a doubt,
Petraeus was the instrumental figure in obtaining the successes.” Bathhigilight
the intellectual, leadership, and personality traits of General Petraéusaita him the

ideal commander for the desperate straits the U.S. found itself in2007.

" Ricks, The Gamblg9, 156, 160, 165, 173, 201, 203 223, 296.

18 Bush, 365, 377, 385.; Cheney, 463.; and Rice, ®-598.
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A Brookings Institution report authored by Stephen Biddle, Michael O’Hanlon,
and Kenneth Pollack offered a slightly different explanation of the surge, but one that
was in general agreement with the Ricks narrative. Biddle et al., narrow tlaé caus
factors of the decreased violence to two: 1. the U.S. military’s adoption of populat
security tactics, and 2. the addition of the surge army and marine forces ihttaBamnd
Anbar Province. These forces and tactics allowed Petraeus to take adohniege
“Sunni Realignment” in Anbar, to continue pressuring Jaysh al-Mahdi and other Shia
extremist groups, and to “surge” Iragi Security Forces in concerttW@hforces® In
this conception, the U.S. surge of forces with new tactics, made all othecgd@lridl
military progress in Irag possible; enabling the survival and spread of the Anbar
Awakening to other parts of Irag and breaking the grip of Shia militias on the Shi

populace by removing their justification for existefte.

The primary U.S. military participants in the planning and execution of the,sur
retired General Jack Keane, General David Petraeus, General Ray Odiermp®caaid s
political advisor Emma Sk§# all supported the confluence narrative in various articles,

speeches, and interviews. Keane emphasized the combination of “classic

¥ Linda RobinsonTell Me How This Ends: General David Petraeus dml$earch for a Way Out of Iraq
(New York, NY: Public Affairs, 2008), 345-348.; aivid Cloud and Greg Jafféhe Fourth Star: Four
Generals and the Epic Struggle for the Future efltthnited States ArmfNew York: Crown Publishing,
2009), 257, 260, 278 .

% Stephen Biddle, Michael O’Hanlon, and Kenneth Mlld&k. “The Evolution of Iraq Strategy” in
Restoring the Balance: A Middle East Strategy lier Wext Presidened. Richard N. Haas (Washington,
DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2008), 33. Fowuadated version of this argument see Stephen &idd|
Jeffrey A. Friedman and Jacob N. Shapiro’s, “Tepthe Surge: Why did Violence Decline in 2007?”
http://www.princeton.edu/~jns/papers/BES_2012 Thestihe Surge.pdBccessed May 11, 2012).

21 Bjddle, O’Hanlon, and Pollack, 31-32, 39-42.

%2 Emma Sky, a British Foreign Office official witlxtensive experience in the Middle East, servettién
CPA in Kirkuk and later as General Odierno and @a&rieetraeus’ special political advisor for IragniBa
Sky, "lraq 2007 - Moving Beyond Counter-Insurgebmctrine”"RUSI Journal153, no. 2 (2008), 31.
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counterinsurgency tactics” to protect the population with Iraqi civilianstian from
the sectarian conflict as the key factors of success. Echoing Biddlehet atgued that
U.S. forces, tactics, and renewed commitment to Iraqgi security made thefS@up
movement and the Jaysh al-Mahdi ceasefire happen, and not the fév@eseeral
Petraeus emphasized that, “the most important surge in Iraq was not the sargespf f

rather it was the surge of ideas that guided the employment of our forces...”

General Odierno reinforced this concept with his explanation of the surge as a
coordinated, offensive military operation to provide real security to the peopledfyira
breaking the cycle of violence caused by inter-community sectarian violewcerdig

to Odierno this new mindset was demonstrated through:

1. A full-time commitment to population security through dispersed U.S.
combat outposts, checkpoints to stop death squads, and barriers to
block car bombers.

2. An Iragi government approved “balanced” targeting of both Sunni and
Shia extremists.

3. A renewed partnership with the Iragi Security Forces with more
advising teams and direct partnering between U.S. and Iraqi
tactical units.

4. A coordinated campaign to control the central districts of Baghdad and
clear extremist support zones on the outskirts of the city.

5. Integration of political and military goals in planning and execution
between U.S. military and civilian agencies with the government
of Irag®

Finally, Emma Sky highlighted the importance of the pragmatic |daiders
Generals Petraeus and Odierno. For the first time in the Iraq War the siitaoy m

commanders engaged in a comprehensive effort to truly understand the nature of the

% Matthew Kaminski,“Why the Surge WorkedWall Street JournaSeptember 20, 2008.
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122186492076758648I (accessed October 20, 2011).

% petraeus, “The Surge of Ideas,” 2.

% Odierno, 3.
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problem in Iraq, which by late 2006 had evolved from multiple insurgencies into large
scale ethno-sectarian strffe.With a clear understanding of the problem, the U.S. was
able to craft a coherent strategy, adopt appropriate tactics, and take aglwdritagi
developments such as the Anbar Awakening and the fracturing of Jaysh al-Mahdi to

foster political reconciliatiorf.”

While the various sources cited in this section may disagree on the spacsiésc
of the decrease in violence, or about the relative importance of certain factpia| the
agree that a variety of factors were at play. The confluence argwsy@nessentially
U.S. military-centric explanation that describes the surge as causibiingnand taking
advantage of fortuitous developments on the ground irffrathe core of this argument
is that none of the 2007 reductions in violence in Irag would have been possible without
the leadership of General Petraeus, new population-centric counterinsurgeicsy aad
the addition of approximately 30,000 U.S. troops. General Odierno summarized this
position by stating,
It's tempting for those of us personally connected to the events to exaggerate the
efforts of the surge. By the same token, it's a gross oversimplification to
say...that the positive trends we’re observing have come about because we paid
off the Sunni insurgents or because Muqtada al-Sadr simply decided to announce

a ceasefire. These assertions ignore the key variable in the equation- the
Coalition’s change in strategy and our employment of the surge fOrces.

% sky, “Iraq 2007-Moving Beyond Counter-insurgenoyciiine,” 31.
" bid., 31-32.

% For a critique of this argument see Douglas Aivaiit, "Countering the New Orthodoxy: Reinterprgtin
Counterinsurgency in Iraq" in National Security @&s Program Policy Paper (Washington DC: New
America Foundation, 201 hitp://newamerica.net/publications/policy/countgrithe_new_orthodoxy
(accessed April 29, 2012).

2 Odierno, 3-4.
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Timing

The opposing argument to the U.S. military-centric confluence school canebest
described as concerned with the “timir@f"developments on the ground in Iraq. In this
view, the U.S. surge succeeded because of conditions and trends in Iraq that predated the
early 2007 surge of U.S. forces. The three most prominent proponents of this position are
strategic analyst Steven Metz, journalist and long-time Middle Eastvaind¢ir Rosen,
and Irag War veteran and current director of West Point’s History Degatrt@olonel
Gian Gentile. Factors such as the Sunni tribal backlash against Al Qaedp thdra
splintering of the Shia militias, U.S. tactical improvements based on experiend the
hardening of sectarian boundaries as a result of civil war were all @ieeghtain the

2007 decrease in violence with U.S. forces playing only a minor role.

While Metz first used the term confluence to describe the array of falctdrs
contributed the success of the surge, his monodgbagision Making in Operation lraqi
Freedom: The Strategic Shift of 2Q0@Fearly argues that any “success” attributed to the
surge was based on developments in the Iragi political and security enviromahet a
primarily from U.S. action. He acknowledged that the U.S. lacked arc¢ianal
strategy for Iragq and didn’'t have a comprehensive counterinsurgencyigamizen until
2004. However, by 2005 a strategy emerged based on Generals Abizaid and Casey’s
understanding of the growing insurgency. This plan to increase the size anditesgpabi
of the Iraqgi Security Forces and rapidly transfer security respongtiilltagis was
based on the counterinsurgency principle that, “outsiders can influence” but onlg “local

can decide.” Metz contended that this strategy was appropriate to the envirofime
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2005, but was clearly failing in 2006 because of the ethno-sectarian civil waratha

occurring in concert with the anti-occupation insurgefity.

For Metz, “The popular perception...that the strategic shift of 2007...snatched
victory from imminent defeat.” is too simplistic to capture the complelityes the
situation in Irag. This “surge myth” ignored that U.S. strategy in 2005 wasywholl
appropriate, that the situation fundamentally changed in 2006 with the sectariavacivil
and that, “The strategic shift of 2007 succeeded through a combination of good thinking,
good luck, and good timing.” Metz differs most significantly from Gentile anc&Ros
his description of the role of key U.S. decision makers reacting to the sesitwdtyon in
Irag. While they all agree on the importance of Iraqi factors in explaining the 2007
decrease in violence, Metz clearly sees the critical factor of tge success as the key
decision maker, President George Bush, taking decisive action to: 1. removatthe r
cause of general dissonance in U.S. Iraq strategy - Secretary of ®Biemsfeld, 2.
remove the principal advocate of a failing strategy - General G&asgey, and 3. adopt
a strategy and leadership that was appropriate to the current situation-iGeagral

Petraeus and his “counterinsurgency support plus peacekeéping.”

Timing is the critically important factor in the tactical success®ftirge. The
shift of 2007 could not have succeeded even a year earlier; it was an appraptiegy st
for its time and place. Neither Sunni nor Shia communities would have tolerated the
persistent presence of U.S. forces in their communities without the “exitgus

experience of the 2006 sectarian conflict. This exhaustion was particulatdyfacthe

30 Metz, 3-4.

31bid., 5, 6,15-17, 41.
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Sunni communities as they suffered at the hands of the U.S. military, Shinatedi

Iraqi Security Forces, Shia militias, and, finally, from their own ersendefenders - Al
Qaeda in Irag. This dynamic was described by Metz as the “perfect sibtrahds and
conditions that enabled the U.S. to take advantage of: 1. changes in Sunni Arab attitudes,
2. experimental population security tactics pioneered by the U.S. Army andeMari

Corps, and 3. the splintering of the Jaysh al-Mahdi and Mugtada al-Sadr’s ceasstire. J
as the Sunni and Shia communities had to endure the crucible of the sectarian ¢ovil war
reach limited reconciliation, the U.S. military had to experience thesfiuje of

difficulties and failures of the Iraq War from 2004 until 2007 to become effective
counterinsurgents. By virtue of its structure, training, and preferendd,3hé&rmy of

2005 was incapable of conducting the counterinsurgency campaign of 2007. Metz
concluded that the current evidence of the Irag War does not support the assertion that
U.S. strategy was ineffective before 2007. The surge, “capitalized on a &ynanod

volatile combination of trends and conditions. It was the right approach at the right

time.”?

Nir Rosen and Gian Gentile offer reinforcing arguments for the decrease of
violence in 2007. Both reject the idea that the surge was a successful Uy milit
operation that “saved” Iraq; Rosen characterized it as “An Ugly PEar&! Gentile as a

“myth.”3* These authors come to similar conclusions from different perspectives and for

*bid., 39-42.

33 Nir Rosen, “An Ugly PeaceBoston Reviewovemeber 2008ttp://bostonreview.net/BR34.6/rosen.php
(accessed November 29, 2011).

3 Gian Gentile, “Mired in ‘Surge’ DogmaNew York Timeslovember 4, 2008
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04iht-eddile.1.18403949.htn{accessed November 29,
2011).
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vastly different reasons. Rosen, an Iranian-American and fluent Arablespea
witnessed the war in Irag and the wider Middle East first-hand through hiy &bilit
blend in with the populatioff. Gentile witnessed the war as a combatant during 2006 as

a tactical unit commander in the violent Baghdad neighborhood of Anfériya.

Gentile took issue with the, “misleading current narrative [that] contends...the
recent lowering of violence in Iraq is due to the American ‘surge’ and thecajpth of
so-called ‘new’ counterinsurgency methods.He disputes the “surge mythology” that
asserted: 1. that the U.S. fumbled around in Iraq for five years until it gt tsgether
under General Petraeus and conducted counterinsurgency “right,” 2. that U.S. units were
“hunkered down” on large bases far removed from the population, and 3. that small
combat outposts established in population centers reduced violence. Gentile argued that
U.S. tactical units were primarily conducting population security onssas early as
2004 and the real cause of the reduced violence in Iraq was the “buying off [of]
America’s former Sunni insurgent enemies” in the Sons of Iraq program andddwadta

Sadr’s ceasefire with the U.S. and the Government offraq.

Rosen expanded on Gentile’s basic point about the inherently Iragi causes of the
reduction in violence. He stated that the violence decreased because the e#niamsec
civil war ended with the Shia proving victorious. This condition enabled all of the

success associated with the surge. The Sunnis, as the war’s “loseesiotated to

% Nir Rosen Aftermath: Following the Bloodshed of America's ®arthe Muslim WorldNew York:
Nation Books, 2010).; and the Belly of the Green Bird: The Triumph of Martyrs in Irag(New York:
Free Press, 2006).

% RosenAftermath 329-334. And RicksThe Gamblg209, 217.

3" Gentile, “Misreading the Surge,” 2.

3 Gentile, “Mired in ‘Surge’ Dogma” 1.
18



seek the best alliance possible to ensure their continued survival by turning ordal Qae
in Irag and striking a short-term tactical bargain with the United Staiteeary. Without

a credible external communal threat, the Shia militias fell to in-fighdimong

themselves and preying on their own community through criminal activities. This
criminalization, fracturing, and loss of legitimacy led Muqgtada al-Sadedtace a
ceasefire and eventually depart Iraq in an attempt to disavow the meshexdiements

of the Jaysh al-Mahdi and recast himself as a social movement leader. Bdeting
Rosen stated that, “Had the surge occurred a year eatrlier, it would have gneafar

resistance.” The success of the surge is mainly attributable to the fgléaetors:

1. The civil war ended with Shias victorious and Baghdad largely
“cleansed” of mixed-sect neighborhoods.

2. Sunnis, as the weakest sect, were willing to cooperate with the U.S.

3. Shia militias began in-fighting and turned to organized crime.

4. Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki attempted to make his government less
sectarian.

5. The U.S. added 30,000 troops.

6. U.S. forces adopted effective counterinsurgency tattics.

Metz, Gentile, and Rosen all prioritized the timing of the surge as the most
important factor in decreasing violence in Irag. While they did not dispute the mresenc
of a confluence of factors, Iragi conditions and trends enabled any sucabssasilt to
the surge. Whether the surge was an appropriate strategy adopted for a chamigged sec
environment, as Metz contended, or a result of the end of the Sunni-Shia civil war, as

Gentile and Rosen argued, “timing” remained the critical factor.

% Rosen, “An Ugly Peace,” 2, 11.
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C. Specific Strands of Surge Arguments

The following paragraphs detail specific arguments that fall within thador
framework of the confluence versus timing debate, but represent areasialf spe
emphasis within the literature. These include three strands of thought that could be
categorized under the confluence heading: 1. tactical innovation, 2. operational art, and 3.
problem framing. The sole timing argument, the surge as false victory, haashal

common with the dominant debate and will serve as our starting point.
False Victory

Benjamin Friedman, Harvey M. Sapolsky, and Christopher Preble’s “Learning the
Right Lessons From Iraq” is an argument against the entire question ciqh&/ar
posed by anti-war activists, international relations “realist” schada libertarians,
among other§’ Friedman et al., argued against the conventional wisdom that the surge
succeeded because of more troops, better U.S. interagency cooperation, and bette
counterinsurgency doctrine. They regard the entire Irag War as aaatéasstrategic
failure for the United States which highlights the need for a new U.S. nasieaaiity
strategy, not a better tactical or technical approach. Friedman and hihoosagject
what they saw as the root assumption of the entire surge debate - that Iragwas e
“ours” to transform - as inherently flawed; maintaining that democrairzand nation

building cannot be imposed by force of arms by outsiders. Military power rhosy al

“0 For more in this vein see Barry R. Posen, “Exiaf&igy: How to Disengage from Iraq in 18 Months,
Boston Reviewanuary 2006.; Andrew J. Bacevidline Long War: A New History of U.S. National
Security Policy Since World War. (New York: Columbia University Press, 2007).; aagious other
authors —Chomsky, Johnson, Klare, Bacevich, ettiteaAmerican Empire Project website:
http://www.americanempireproject.com
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state to conquer another, but it does not give it the power to effectively adntimester

conquered’

The invasion of Irag exposed deep ethnic and sectarian cleavages within Iraqi
society that no amount of military firepower or organizational skill could dgmé&he
real problem with U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine in general, and the surge debate i
particular, is that it requires an outside military force to solve deepespatitical
problems. The counterinsurgent is required to master the nuances of the target culture,
avoid counterproductive violence, integrate government civilians and recormstrimtt
the military plan, train local forces well, pick local allies wisely, aratqat civilians
where they live. Failure in any one domain can mean failure for the entitee/ent
therefore, it is very hard for the counterinsurgent to win, and very hard for the insurgent
to lose. According to Friedman et al., the real lesson of Iraq is that there aeminhe
limits to American military power and that counterinsurgency tacticetggn militaries
are bound to fail because of their complexity and ambiguity. The authors offered a cor
set of factors that cause the U.S. to consistently fail at counterinsurdetiog U.S. is
not an empire; the Department of State is not a colonial service and none of the organs of
government are designed or intended to administer occupied, foreign territories, 2. the
U.S. military has an ingrained dislike of counterinsurgency; this type ofrfgyist too
political, low-tech, manpower intensive, and ambiguous for the U.S., 3. U.S.
parochialism; the U.S. government and society lack the deep reservoirs gif forei
language and cultural competencies required, and 4. small wars, like éragnply not

in the vital national interests of the United States.

“1 Benjamin H.Friedman, Harvey M. Sapolsky, and Gbpker A. Preblelearning the Right Lessons from
Iraq, (Washington, D.C.: Cato Institute, 2008), 2, 3,18
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Tactical Innovation

James Russell did not offer an argument about the success of the surge in Iraq but
provided a study of tactical level adaptation in combat. He took issue with an element of
the popular press assertions that General Petraeus imposed counteriggaxgsoon
U.S. combat units and that improved tactical performance resulted from the 2006
publishing of the U.S. Army and U.S. Marine Corps’ counterinsurgency manual. His
case studies of three U.S. Army brigades and three U.S.M.C. battalionsraperati
Anbar and Ninewa provinces between 2005 and 2007 painted a much more complicated
picture in which battlefield adaptation actually led larger level orgaairdtinnovation.

Russell contended that the tactical innovation and success of U.S. units in Anbaregprovinc
had a strategic impact on the course of the war. Tactical level momentum inweasbar

result of small unit experimentation in a process of bottom-up innov&tion.

Prior to the arrival of General Petraeus in 2007, no U.S. military or civilzete
had conducted a comprehensive examination of the U.S. approach to the war. Despite
this lack of understanding and the strategic confusion in Washington, D.C., army and
marine brigade and battalion commanders were able to engage in “an iteratess moc
organically generated tactical adaptation and innovation.” Simply statedthlamation
of desperation and a complete lack of higher headquarters restraints led & tactic
innovation in combat. By historical comparison the Irag War did not resemble the U.S
experience in Vietnam: there was no higher headquarters preferreddisbiatirag.

The army actually embraced counterinsurgency competencies as dlficiahe in 2006

2 James A. Russellnnovation, Transformation, and War: Counterinsurgg Operations in Anbar and
Ninewa, Iraq, 2005-200{Stanford, Calif: Stanford Security Studies, 20243.
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and its units “evolved” organically over time during multiple deployments. Russe
argued that tactical practice in the field “pulled” the institution along behinchi

process that was:

Dialectical in nature and drew upon a complex series of forces from both within
and outside the units that fused together in ways to produce organically generated
change-change that eventually ‘pulled’ tactical practice, institutionavation,

and (finally) authoritative doctrinal pronouncements along behffd it.

Conventional Operational Art

Kimberly Kagan’s work may be situated squarely in the conventional coniue
camp of Iraq War surge explanations, but her bdble, Surge: A Military Historytook a
unique look at the surge as a comprehensive, and surprisingly conventional, military
campaign. Her stated goal was to uncover an operational level of counterinsungency i
the Irag War. As Kagan observed, “there is no shortage of compelling individues st
but the glut of such stories often obfuscates more than it clarifies.” Kagasdattat
General Casey'’s attempts to secure Baghdad during 2006 actually serveddibyint
sectarian violence: 1. U.S. forces were pulled from other parts of Iragratepe
Baghdad, leaving those locations “uncovered” to insurgents, 2. U.S. units focused mainly
on Sunni districts, 3. too few U.S. forces were dedicated to holding neighborhoods once
they were cleared, and 4. the Iragi Security Forces were heavilsatefil by Shia
militias and sending Iraqgi units into Sunni neighborhoods inserted Shia miliehose

neighborhoods. The net result of this effort was the further alienation of the Sunni

bid., 3, 7, 10, 13.
23



population from the U.S. military and Iragi government and the spread sectalencei

into Sunni districtd?

According to Kagan, the real success of the surge was General Ragdxli
series of four military offensives in 2007 and 2008 to break the cycle of violence and
defeat the insurgencies. The “real” surge Kagan described, was the “firsnateuldi
offensive campaign against the insurgency in Iraq” which “took the initiative fthe
enemy at the operational, and strategic, le&This campaign plan was based upon
counterinsurgency principles, conventional campaign planning, and the first deep
understanding of the strategies of Jaysh al-Mahdi and Al Qaeda it Iv&gh the
enemy strategies in mind, General Odierno planned offensives to: 1. clear and hold
Baghdad, 2. clear the belts around Baghdad to protect the capital, and 3. pursue

dislocated insurgents throughout central Irag.

Kagan credited the new strategies of Generals Petraeus and Odierno and their
opportunistic use of combat and non-combat operations with decreasing the levels of
violence in 2007. In contrast to Rosen and Gentile, she saw the renewed offensives that
attacked the insurgents' strategies as causing the spread of the AnbamiAgvake

throughout Irag and the disintegration of Jaysh al-Mahdi. The real success ofjthe sur

* Kimberly Kagan;The Surge: A Military HistoryNew York: Encounter Books, 2009), xii, xv, 18-
21. The operational level of war is an intelletw@nstruct that describes the conduct of a war at

level below national strategy and above tacticahlcat. A conventional military understanding of

operational art is campaigns waged in a geograpbater or by a corps or army sized unit.

*bid., 116.

“6 General Odierno determined that the ethno-seataiidl war was far from over and that both groups
were planning to continue the fight against theupetion and each other. Al Qaeda was positioned to
attack Shia districts in Baghdad with car and sigidilombers from a Sunni support zone that ringed th
Baghdad suburbs known as the belts. Jaysh al-Meédslidetermined to control Baghdad from inside-out
by continuing to ethnically cleanse mixed areathefcity and push south to clear Sunni enclave&iast
the pilgrimage route to Najaf and Karbala in thatho
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was due to Petraeus and Odierno’s use of military power to serve cleaapolitic

objectives in breaking the cycle of communal violence in ifaq.
Problem Framing

David Kilcullen characterized the surge as a tactical success withategstr
failure. The U.S. saved itself from a disaster of its own making and asittizt it
should never have gotten itself into in Irag. Kilcullen highlighted the U.8anyik lack
of deep understanding of Iraqi societal dynamics until late 2006. Understanding the
nature of the problem on its own terms and in its own context, the most important
principle of counterinsurgency, was the single most important factor initicess of the
surge. By 2006 General George Casey’s strategy of transitioning seeaponsibilities
to the Iragi Security Forces was feeding the cycle of violence in Irast, s strategy
separated the U.S. troops from the population it was meant to secure and fuatizedli
the Iraqgi people from the American military. Second, by handing securityfor &reas
to the Iragi Security Forces infiltrated by Shia militia, the U.S. pgagbted the cycle of
sectarian violence. The turning point in Iraq occurred when U.S. forces loegan t

understand the true nature of the problem in ffaq.

Conceptually, Kilcullen described Iraq as a failing state with thrémclisyet
interrelated conflicts ongoing: a terror campaign, an insurgency, and a communal
conflict. U.S. action against the terror campaign - the most significamfga.S. action

until 2007 - had perverse and unintended consequences in the other domains. For

47 bid., 203.

8 David Kilcullen, The Accidental Guerrilla: Fighting Small Wars iretMidst of a Big Ong(Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009) 124, 126, 183, 185.
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example, killing a Sunni terrorist leader might be a prudent counterternoressure for
U.S. forces, but the terror leader’s tribe would now be an implacable foe of the
occupation and more likely to ally with foreign Al Qaeda elements to target Shia
population centers for attack. Understanding this dynamic and that Iragociatyswas
essentially tribal in nature, were the key factors in U.S. success inngdhe violence

in Iraq. Under General Petraeus, U.S. forces adopted population secuiby tact

opted reconcilable insurgents, expanded Iraqi politics to include Sunnis, marginalize
extremists, and eliminated irreconcilable terrorists and insurgentsoiYihis

fundamental understanding of Iraqgi society and the nature of the problem, the U&. woul
never have been able to take advantage of the Sunni Tribal Awakening that frdetured t
Sunni insurgent alliance with Al Qaeda. This fracture provided a tractabyepeintt for

the U.S. to end the cycle of violente.
D. Gaps in the Surge Literature
Dearth of Iragi Sources

In the U.S. there is a distinct lack of mainstream Iragi sources on thestaties
of the Irag War. Scholar, Saddam-era exile, and former Iraqgi Ministerfeh8s(2004)
and Minister of Finance (2005), Dr. Ali A. Allawi, wrote one of the most prominegt Ira
accounts of the war up to late 2006However, there is not a comparable work by an
Iragi on the latter stages of the Iraq War. There are also a considerabler mirnaqi

voices in blogs on the internet: two of the most famous are Salam Pax and Riverbend,

49 bid., 149-150, 152.

0 Ali A. Allawi, The Occupation of Irag: Winning the War, Losing BeaceNew Haven, Conn.: Yale
University Press, 2007).; For biographical detsdle:http://www.aliallawi.com/and
http://www.carnegiecouncil.org/people/data/ali_dlave.html .
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with many more Iraqi and Western bloggers archived at Iraq BloggersaCenthis
seems to be an untapped resource for western scholars without Arabic langlitsge abi
the wherewithal to travel to Iraq to conduct research. It does however, haveesioug s
limitations and drawbacks. The BBC reported that as of 2007 only 7.4 percent of Iraqi
households owned personal computér€ombine this statistic with the lack of reliable
electricity and the limited number of fluent English-speaking Iraqgis, gct@e begins
to develop that Iraqgi bloggers may be a highly educated, wealthy, and failgrsgroup

- perhaps also mainly Sunni - that does not necessarily represent mairisaaga
opinions or perspectives. Furthermore, with the sectarian violence of 2006, many
educated Iragis and prominent bloggers fled the country. That being said, Blogs sti
provide a unique, if limited, resource for balancing the U.S. military-cem@idsting in

the dominant literature on the surge.
Classification

Since the Irag War is an ongoing conflict, even with U.S. military withdlra
complete, there is a lack of archival data available for research. dgo&eynment and
military documents remain classified and inaccessible for study. Due tacthtedt U.S.
military and government agencies in Iraq utilized a classified computgomkefor
reports and day-to-day business, many mundane and non-sensitive documents remain
classified merely because they were stored on classified computeassnitted on a
classified network. Unfortunately for the researcher, WikiLeaks ishedtietnam War-

eraPentagon PapersWikiLeaks is mainly composed of raw, unit level reports. It lacks

*! Iraqi Bloggers Centrahttp:/jarrarsupariver.blogspot.cofaccessed May 11, 2012).

*?British Broadcasting Corporation, “Irag: Key Faatsl Figures,” BBC World News
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-11098%accessed May 11, 2012).
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the analysis and perspective provided byRbkatagon Papersvhich were an internal
Department of Defense review of the war, and not merely a collection of thousands of

tactical “contact” reports®

Finally, as alluded to by Bob Woodward and detailed by the BBC’s Mark Urban,
there is an entire element of the Iraq War that is shrouded in secrecyetbéspécial
operations force¥: Due to the highly secretive nature of U.S. and U.K. special missions
in the Irag War, the role of General Stanley McChrystal and the Joint Epeeisations
Command is poorly understood. Urban painted a picture of this aspect of the war that
may prove more critical to the full story than the dominant narrative has aeddant
The Joint Special Operations Command was responsible for the death of Al Qaada in |
leader Abu Musab al-Zargawi, the disruption of Al Qaeda’s middle leadership, the
disruption of Jaysh al-Mahdi “Special Groups,” the capture of Iranian agdras)jrand
perhaps, as indicated by Urban, played a central role in the Anbar Awakening and
reorienting the entire U.S. strategy of the surge. The prominence ofaG&naeme
Lamb - as the commander of U.K. special operations forces and then as thealeputy t
Generals Casey and Petraeus - as the Coalition point-man on reconciliati @umnit
insurgents, indicates that the role of special mission units and their lepderahipe

area for further study in the history of the Iraq \War.

> West, 377.; and WikiLeaks, “Baghdad War Diahytp://wikileaks.org/irg(accessed May 11, 2012).

4 Bob Woodward, “Why Did Violence Plummet? It Washist the Surge.”; and Mark Urbargsk Force
Black: The Explosive True Story of the SAS andGtwet War in IradLondon: Little, Brown, 2010).

%5 Urban, 3-4, 91, 153, 176, 185-187, 189, 213, 218-221, 267, 271.
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Sequencing of Events

A major point of contention within the surge literature revolves around the causal
relationship between trends in Iraq and the U.S. decision in late 2006 to shiflystiade
deploy additional troops to Irag. Did the surge cause the Sunni revolt against Al Qaeda,
the splintering of the Jaysh al-Mahdi, and the end of the ethno-sectarian c®ilQva
did it merely take advantage of, or coincide, with these trends that weadyalre
established? Understanding this dynamic is complicated and a definpiaaaton
might be impossible to achieve, but a clearer understanding of the sequencisdrevent

late 2006 and early 2007 is needed within the surge literature.

It is clear that the Sunni revolt against Al Qaeda preceded the surge by many
months, but there had been earlier indications of possible splits between Al Qaeda and
tribal elements in Anbar. From 2004 until early 2006, there were multiple latalize
attempts by tribes and tribal confederations to seek alliances with W:&s fond the
Iragi government against al Qaeda. However, these nascent tribalmesity were all
eventually fruitless because of a combination of Al Qaeda assassinationgismpa
against their leaders, U.S. reluctance to commit military force to helpghases, and
Iragi government paranoia about supporting Sunni tribal militias in Afibitultiple
local security initiatives failed in Anbar because U.S. forces maimtaéineeunreasonable
standard, for Sunni Anbaris, that they must be posted away from their home villages to
another area of Iraq if they were recruited into the ISF. It is obvious \Buyai from

Anbar would not be interested in serving in a Shia-dominated army or police force that

¢ william Doyle, A Soldier's Dream: Captain Travis Patriquin and theakening of IraqNew York:
New American Library, 2011) 109, 111, 112, 114d &iddle, Friedman and Shapiro, 11-14.
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was infiltrated by Shia extremists. Naturally, the Shia-dominatedatguvernment,
with its paranoia of a neo-Saddam counterrevolution by Sunnis, actively undermined

Sunni inclusion in local security services in their home districts.

While it is clear that the Anbar tribal awakening against Al Qaeddargaly a
local affair precipitated more by internal Sunni developments than U.S. adhtisns, t
movement was sustained by close coordination with U.S. forces throughout the
province®’ Furthermore, the Anbar Awakening and the Sons of Iraq program were
related, but distinct, movements; the former was an indigenous political aratymilit
movement, assisted by the U.S. and isolated to Anbar province, while thevksdtar
U.S.-inspired and funded program that was instituted at the local level througttput Ir

and eventually included Shia groups. It is unlikely that the Anbar Awakening could have

" Five unsuccessful Sunni tribal realigents preceded the Anbar Awakening:

1. Abu Nimr Tribe, 2004: This large Anbari tribe attempted to ally withSJagainst Al Qaeda, but there
was little U.S. interest or action taken to supploid initiative in the thinly held Anbar provinc&he U.S.
demands that the Abu Nimr fight in the second Fafiicampaign and an AQI reprisal campaign caused
this realignment to fall apart.

2. Hamza Brigade, Spring 2005:The Hamza Brigade was an anti-AQI alliance anmttegAbu Mahal
tribe from Al Qaim, Abu Nimr remnants in Hit and%J.Marine forces in the Euphrates River ValleySU.
operations in the Al Qaim are weren't well coordethwith the Hamza Brigade and little overt U.S.
military assistance was forthcoming to assist thdine brigade fell apart under the strain of an AQI
reprisal campaign.

3. Desert Protectors, Fall 2005Hamza Brigade remnants and other tribal groupimg® organized by
U.S. Special Forces to assist U.S. Marine Opera&ierl Curtain to clear the Euphrates River Vatley
AQI strongholds and seal the Syrian border. ThseteProtectors fought with U.S. units in limited
numbers but eventually provided 1000 recruits ®lthqgi Army. The organization fell apart and most
recruits resigned when the U.S. and the Iragi govent told the Desert Protectors that they would be
posted to other parts of Anbar or Iraq for senand that they would not be allowed to serve asmaeho
guard.

4. Anbar Peoples Council, Late 20059Ramadi-based uprising against Al Qaeda to allmall®amadi
residents to vote in the second national electibime corresponding drop in violence was not reirédr
and General Casey announced that he would dedaatedown by two brigade combat teams by leaving
the next two relief brigades in Kuwait as a reseAre Al Qaeda reprisal campaign assassinated many o
the leaders of the movement and a suicide bombkaditaa police recruiting drive killed 50 recrugisd one
American battalion commander. The U.S. unit in Bdinat the time the"2Brigade of the 28 Infantry
Division did not intervene against the Al Qaedarisgls and the council quickly collapsed.

5. Anbar Revolutionaries, Early 2006:An anti-Al Qaeda alliance of Sunni nationalistsl dormer
Ba’'athist intelligence officers engaged in limiteabperation and negotiations with U.S. and Irafjcias,
but negotiations collapsed because of refusaldavebunnis to serve in security services in theimi
areas. Biddle, Friedman and Shapiro, 11-14.; Mithd 01-102.; and Doyle, 112-114.
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survived, much less spread beyond the specific ethnic, political, military conterbaf A
province, without U.S. military assistance. It is also clear that the Sdrasjghovement
would never have been established by the government of Nouri al-Maliki without the
constant intercession of Generals Petraeus and Odierno and the efforts atti¢&. t

units to make the program a reality the government of Iraq had to grudgingly accept.
What is unclear is the relative importance of the initial Sunni revolt in Ramaeliation

to the surge of U.S. forces and the Sons of Iraq progtanas there a sequential
ordering required for these developments? Did they merely coincide, or did one lead t

another?

Nir Rosen asserted that Muqtada al-Sadr lost control of his militia, yeb ak
Mahdi, because of the Shia victory in the 2006 ethno-sectarian civil war. Without as
many Sunnis to kill, the militia fragmented and turned to criminal actividypaeyed
upon the Shia community it had previously protected. This loss of control led Mugtada
to declare a ceasefire and eventually travel to Iran to conduct religimlisss?
However, Patrick Cockburn argued that Mugtada feared the surge of U.S. forces and the
targeting of Jaysh al-Mahdi extremists by special forces and conventiutgl al-Sadr
believed that the U.S., Nouri al-Maliki’'s government, Sunni extremists, and other
factions within the Shia community were all out to get him and that these factors

combined with increased fragmentation and criminality within his organizaibal4

%8 For various discussions of the Anbar Awakening Sods of Iraq movement see David Kilcull@e
Accidental Guerrilla Bing West,The Strongest TrihéNir Rosen Aftermath William Doyle, A Soldier's
Dream Tom Ricks,The Gambleand Jim MichaelshA Chance in Hell

*¥ Rosen, “An Ugly Peace,” 2.
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Sadr to declare a ceasefire and eventually leavelrdgis issue relates directly to the
final question of sequencing detailed below: did the Jaysh al-Mahdi simply implode
because it “won” the civil war, or did the surge disrupt Jaysh al-Mahdi organizational
coherence by separating Sunni from Shia with checkpoints, barriers, combat gutposts

and targeting of mid and senior-level leadership?

The final issue of sequencing encompasses both of the previous questions within
the whole of the Irag War problem. Was the civil war simply over by late 2006 as,Rose
Gentile, and Friedman argue, or was the cycle of violence broken by the Ue&asurg
Kilcullen, Kagan and others argue? It is clear that Al Qaeda in Irag wasibie by late
2006 in Anbar province because of the tribal alliance with U.S. Army and Mariresforc
but, does this mean that it was on the defensive throughout Irag as well? Kagan
convincingly argues that it was not; Al Qaeda had a strategic strargy@h@&aghdad
from its ring of support zones that surrounded the capital in the Baghdad “belgas
the situation in Anbar sufficient to weaken Al Qaeda throughout Irag or was it more of a
severe tactical defeat rather than a strategic one? The high tempo iokslustiacks
that Al Qaeda was able to maintain in Baghdad after “losing” Anbar seemsdatendi
that the Anbar Awakening was a major, yet isolated, defeat that did notisatiyeg

cripple Al Qaeda’s operations throughout Iraq.

The case of Jaysh al-Mahdi also offers some interesting avenues ogatvesti
If the Shia had in fact won the civil war it seems curious that its charcsheater,

Mugtada al-Sadr, would declare a ceasefire at his moment of ascendagtaumctor

8 patrick CockburnMugtada: Mugtada Al-Sadr, the Shia Revival, andStreiggle for Irag (New York:
Scribner, 2008) 189-194.

¢l Kagan, 15-18, 79, 197.
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within months depart the country altogether. Even if al-Sadr’s organization was
fragmenting and criminalized, wouldn't it have been preferable for Mugtada torrem
and lead a powerful fraction of the organization in victory? And if he had won the civil

war, why leave the tottering government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maté&nding?

A brief examination of Baghdad sectarian demographics before and after the
surge may provide a possible answer to these questions. Graphical analysiBBGm a
report of Baghdad’s sectarian demographics shows the divisions in Baghdacdhbefore
after 2006°? It is apparent that the civil war achieved a distinct “hardening” o&sant
divisions within the capital, with many mixed neighborhoods becoming either majority
Shia or majority Sunni. The Sunni still held significant neighborhoods on the east side of
the Tigris River and the Shia made significant inroads in western Bagtttiad
traditional stronghold of Sunni Baghdadis. While it is clear that the Shia, with thei
numerical advantage and influence within the security forces, gainedcsgtlif in the
sectarian conflict, but it was not a decisive victory. Rosen charactehiseas the
“ethnic cleansing” of Baghdad, but this precarious distribution of sects within B&ighda
hardly indicates a strategic victory or a total loss for either side. &dilif both sects
succeeded in clearing mixed-sect communities, but neither belligeremdctha core of
the other side’s traditional stronghoffsFurthermore, Al Qaeda still maintained the
ability to mount devastating car and suicide bomb attacks from the “belts” Suimilei

militias still tenaciously held some eastern Baghdad neighborhoods. duabée that

%2 British Broadcasting Corporation, “Iraq: Four Ye&n — Baghdad: Mapping the Violence,” BBC World
Newshttp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/shared/spl/hi/in_depth/lokagh navigatofaccessed May 11, 2012).

% For Sunnis, east Baghdad’s Adhamiyah and west d&djs Mansour neighborhoods remained under
their control. For Shia, Sadr City in the eastn(leao fully 10 percent of Iraq’s national populali@nd
Kadhimiyah in the west were under JAM control.
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the civil war had simply reached a “tactical pause” in late 2006. This lalbwa
opportunity for each sect to regroup and rearm for even more devastating violence i
2007. This question seems to be at the heart of the debate between the two sides within

the dominant narrative and deserves additional study and analysis.

Organizational Change in the U.S. Army

Beyond the question of the factors that caused the decrease in the levels of
violence in 2007 Iraq, or the appropriateness of U.S. grand strategy, is the question ofte
missed in the discussions of the surge. Arguments about the surge seem to focus on
broad macro-level factors or deeply contextualized micro- factors.ingisem the
surge literature is an analysis of the U.S. Army as a “whole” orgamizdtiring the
surge era of the Irag War. While many authors do an outstanding job of capturing the
high politics of the war, such as Ricks, Cloud and Jaffe, and Metz, while others, like
Rosen, West, and Doyle provide contextualized individual narratives of small nmhits a
individuals, there is little written about how the army as an organization déakmd

adapted to the changes in the Iraq War.

James Russell makes significant progress in addressing this gap ierdiark.
His excellent work|nnovation, Transformation, and Wdbcused deeply on the bottom-
up aspects of tactical unit innovation in combat. While his work was comprehensive and
persuasive, by leaving out a clear narrative of how organizational changén&oop+t
down and the bottom-up interacted, it provided an incomplete understanding of change in
the army. Russell’'s case studies demonstrated that tactical unite@mgagmendous

learning processes that resulted in innovation and experimentation that eventually
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changed the army as an instituttinHowever, this is a limited and perhaps misleading
characterization of a virtuous cycle of innovation. Perhaps the units that Rusdelt

all had particularly enlightened leadership, or perhaps they were so fahgdngher
headquarters in Baghdad that their units were free to experiment withowdrgnes;
regardless, not all units in all parts of Irag experienced this same virtudeotyc
innovation. There are numerous examples of army units facing difficult combat
situations and failing to adapt as demonstrated by unit implosion, retrenchment in
conservative doctrines, or by exhibiting increasing levels of violencedasialians and

insurgents alik&

To address this gap in the literature, a study of the interaction of factorshe
top-down and the bottom-up within the U.S. Army is required. The dominant narrative is
not necessarily incorrect in its argument insofar as the surge, whatewvagiteim
historical impact on U.S. grand strategy and the future of Iraq, was a majonatic
event that required dramatic organizational change from the army as aniamstifthis
seems fertile ground for investigation as Russell and other observers haagehavith
their descriptions of the unprecedented “connectivity” that U.S. Army solainel sinits
had both formally and informally between deployed and garrison units. These
connections were forged through blog posts, private email correspondence, and use of

private internet forums like the Small Wars Jouffial his “horizontal integration”

54 Russell.

% For examples of units collapsing under pressuee 3m FrederickBlack Hearts: One Platoon's Descent
into Madness in Iraq's Triangle of DeatfiNew York: Broadway Paperbacks, 2010).;Kelley Kealy, They
Fought For Each Other: The Triumph and Tragedyhef Hardest Hit Unit in Irag(New York: ST

Martin’s Press, 2010).; and Linda Robinsdgll Me How This End<€85-216.

% Russell, 42.
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among individuals seems particularly interesting when contrasted witly nearplete

lack of “horizontal integration” between deployed and institutional army heedgsia

until 2007. As described by Ricks and others, the U.S. command in Iraq often operated
in a vacuum of guidance from Washington, D.C. as senior military and politicatdeade

acted as if there was not a major war going on in9faq.

Connecting the small unit and individual experience of the U.S. Army in Iraq with
the political, bureaucratic, and strategic struggles in Washington, D.C. and Baghda
seems critical to understanding how and why the U.S. military was ableiév@an
unlikely tactical success in a situation that was widely believed to be hepdies
interaction of the tactical and the strategic, and the bottom-up and top-dowt, are
essential to understanding the organizational dynamics of the army in IraqditHtve
experience of individuals drive major changes in the institution while stilpbei
constrained by older philosophies? How were organizational leaders able to malgilize a
deploy new interpretations of old events to deal with the challenge of Irage thése
changes in doctrine, structure, and practice merely instrumental or do theyendig-

term change for the army as an institution?

%7 Russell, 4-7, RicksThe Gamble88-104, WoodwardThe War Within129, 277.
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CHAPTER Ill

THE POST VIETNAM NARRATIVE

“I'll be damned if | permit the United States Army, its institutions, its doctrines,
and its traditions to be destroyed just to win this lousy War.”

To appreciate the context of the internal army struggle over the conduct of the
Irag War, an understanding of the culture of the U.S. Army is required. The conventional
definition of culture as “norms, values, and traditions...” is valid, but quite limited, in
understanding the wartime army in the era of Iraq, 2005 to 2007. Borrowing a concept
from sociology, it is useful to conceive of culture, not as a single variable or an
unchanging, primordial phenomenon, but as an indivisible part of the organfZation.
Thus, organizations do not have a culture as much as they are a culture. The “lessons of
history,” or dominant narratives about past events, are powerful forces within an
organizational culture, particularly the army’s. The dominant interpretafibrstory
informs the structure, doctrine, and operations of the service.

The immediate post Vietham era was a very difficult time for the U1/8yAlt
endured a bloody defeat in South Vietnam, it was buffeted by national stratdgic shi
under the Nixon Doctrine, and it found its very structure being dramaticaltgckath

the end of the draft. Military defeat in a war that the army as an institutven fudly

8 U.S. Army officer quoted in Vietham. Roger J.|8wj "In the Shadow of the Dragon: Doctrine and th
U.S. Army After Vietnam,'RUSI Journal 142, no. 6 (1997): 42.

% For culture as a variable see K@ulture and Military Doctrine and® Barry PosenThe Sources of
Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany lveten the World War@thaca: Cornell University
Press, 1984), 22For a discussion of culture as primordial see Awidgr."Culture in Action: Symbols
and StrategiesAmerican Sociological Reviewl, no. 273, (1986). For a discussion of culturthagoot
metaphor in organizational analysis see GeraldsKiriand Angela Laird BrentorDrganizational Culture
in Action: A Cultural Analysis Workboo{Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, California52029.
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embraced, weighed heavily on the officer corps. In contrast to the experighee of
Second World War, there was little post-war institutional evaluation of Vietiidm

army did not convene a board of high profile commanders to compile a set of
authoritative lessons learned as it had after World War Il. In fact, a compirehstudy
wasn’t undertaken until 1979 and then only by an external consulting aJevegdless
to say, the study was not influential when finally published. Of the major studies
conducted by the army during and in the immediate aftermath of the war, onlkalGene
Donn A. Starry'sArmored Combat in Vietnaenjoyed any longevity or popularity.

This is due to the fact that the “lessons” of this work had less to do with Vietnam and
more to do with the perceived efficacy of armored and mechanized combined arms
tactics for the European battlefield. This is indicative of the narrativelévaioped in
the post Vietham army: the main lesson of the Vietnam War was that the army ghouldn’

fight wars like Vietnam.

This lesson was institutionalized in a variety of doctrinal and structuse. wa
the mid 1970s the powerful commanding general of the U.S. Army Training andri@octri
Command (TRADOC), General William DePuy, developed a new formal dotirine
shape force structure and combat capabilities with a singular focus on ¢conakent
warfare. In the late 1970s, Army War College instructor, Colonel Harry Stsnme
captured the post Vietnam zeitgeist with his influential study of the \freivar using

“Clausewitzian” principles as his frame of analysis. Beyond influencirenéire

0 Brian McAllister Linn, The Echo of Battle: The Army’s Way of \@ambridge, Massachusetts, 2007),
192.

" For a list of U.S. Army studies developed durihg Vietham War and its immediate aftermath see:
U.S. Army Center of Military History, “Vietnam Stigs,” U.S. Army,
http://www.history.army.mil/html/bookshelves/coltém-studies.htm(accessed May 14, 2012).
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generation of officers with his argument that the U.S. lost in Vietham beitdnzsk

ignored the conventional nature of the war, he inspired the formulation of the Weinberg
Doctrine. Where DePuy used formal tactical and operational doctrine toaconghat

the army thought of as legitimate war, the Weinberger/Powell Dotiseeved as an

informal strategic vision that hardened the post Vietham narrative into a rilgatioky.

At the end of the Cold War, when the assumptions of this dominant narrative might have
come into question, the First Gulf War - Operation Desert Storm - seemed to “greve” t
validity of both the army’s focus on high-intensity mechanized war and its narrow
concept of the nature of war as defined by the Powell Doctrine. Both theti@ssrof

the Powell Doctrine on policy makers and the reluctance of senior mikizagrs to

embrace “Operations Other Than Wartontributed to an intellectual drift over the

purpose of the U.S. Army throughout the 1990’s. The army leadership focused on force-
restructuring and digitalization while still maintaining the assumptibrise post

Vietnam narrative and its narrow focus on conventional war. This rigid orthodoxy made
it almost impossible for the army leadership to effectively resist therpadvigecretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld, who had an even greater faith in technology, firepower, and
precision weapons than did the generals, but shared none of their reservations about using

that force’”

2 Henceforth, simply the Powell Doctrine.
3 OOTW in the army doctrinal lexicon or “small” wars

" Andrew Bacevich, “Gulliver at Bay: The Paradoxtué Imperial Presidency,” imaq and the Lessons of
Vietham Or, How Not to Learn from the Past. Lloyd C. Gardner and Marilyn B. Young (Newrko

The New Press, 2007), 131-134.; Conrad Crawmejding Vietnam: The U.S. Army's Response to Déafea
Southeast AsigCarlisle, Pennsylvania: Strategic Studies logitU.S. Army War College, 2002), 4-15.;
Richard Lock-Pullan, "An Inward Looking Time": Thénited States Army, 1973-1978burnal of

Military History. 67, no. 2 (2003): 491-494.; and Spiller, 41-54.
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The post Vietham narrative was established and maintained by a new conception
of doctrine as a central organizational statement of philosophy, structurejssnohm It
served as a rigid concept of what constituted legitimate missions for ikbeynil
Increasingly since the end of the First World War, but particularly in the pestavh
era, formal doctrin® had risen to a position of unrivalled power within the organization
and had largely determined procurement priorities, training standards, methods of
operation, and created a specific vision of war for many members of the sAftace.
Vietnam, army doctrine evolved into a concept that operated on three levels: 1. as a
written, formal, and authoritative institutional guidebook for “war or non-war sieii°
2. as the common operational practice of the army or its “fighting doctfirmeit] 3. as
an informal or “assumed” doctrine which was composed of widely held organizational

beliefs about the “essence” or purpose of the dffrés an organizational concept,

doctrine became the clearest statement of the philosophy of the army.

> Formal Doctrine is composed of three types: 1.s8ape- FM 1The Armyand the more important FM
3-0 Operations are the two highest class of doctrine which fomushe vision of the army and its mode of
operation in war; 2. Keystone- written on focusksireents of combat, such as Counterinsurgency, IByabi
Operations, Fire Support, etc; and 3. Supportingst numerous and specific type, details tactics,
techniques, and procedures for a variety of talean, 48-49.

S Walter E. KretchikU.S. Army Doctrine: From the American Revolutiontte War on Terrar
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2011), 5.

" Spiller, 41.

8 Morton H. Halperin, Priscilla Clapp, and Arnold ttar.Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 80@7. Examples of each aspect of doctrine: 1.&brm
1976 FM 101-%Operations widely known as “Active Defense,” 1983 FM 10Xperations known as
“AirLand Battle,” and 2001 FM 3-@perations “Full Spectrum Operations;” 2. common practice-
historical analysis of the Irag War from 2004-200ight show that despite the fact that Full Spectrum
Operations gave parity to offensive and defensomalzat and post combat stability and support oparati
most units exhibited a distinct enthusiasm for iéfge operations over stability operations; 3. iinfal-
the Powell Doctrine was a belief about the typekegitimate wars for the army to fight and the
assumptions of the Post Vietham narrative in wifécikless political leaders and a fickle public aithe
army to lose a war strategically that it was wingniactically.
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A. Formal Doctrine: Field Manual 100-50perations 1976

Using the 1973 October Waias an inspiration and justification, General DePuy,
the commanding general of the Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) elevate
written formal doctrine to the dominant position within the army regardingricg force
structure, officer education, and more subtly, with regard to the institupbiiasophy
of war® DePuy believed in the overriding importance of training in his reform plan for
the post Vietnam fighting arfiyand he initially concluded that the U.S. Army needed
better training methods and standards, but not necessarily better d&ctfime 1973
October War provided DePuy an unexpected opportunity to revolutionize the way in
which the army trained, organized, and thought about war by inspiring the formulation of

“Active Defense” doctrine in FM 100-®)perations

Using battlefield tours and after action reviews of Israeli commanbePuy

ordered TRADOC to update army tactical doctrine in light of this new realityooiern

" The Yom Kippur War to Israelis and the Ramadan Wakrabs.

8 |n previous generations, doctrine had servedsesandary and often ignored element of the U.SyAr
Common practice of the field forces had generadignohated the army’s inspiration for training and
thinking about waf® In the post World War Il era, with perhaps theeseyears of Vietnam as an
exception, the needs and practices of the U.S. Aty forces in Europe dominated training methadd
evaluation standards throughout the army. Thesaad practice of the U.S. Army in Europe were
understandably narrow as they faced an overwhelaingred conventional threat across the European
plain in the army of the Soviet Union. Kretchik; &nd Spiller, 41, 43.

81 DePuy based this opinion on his World War Il seevas a battalion commander in the U.S! Bfantry
Division. Over a period of six weeks during thetiaof Normandy, DePuy’s division lost 100% of its
soldiers and 150% of its officers as casualties.witnessed the relief for incompetence, cowardioe,
bad luck of two division commanders, multiple regittal commanders, and various other staff officers
and commanders. Spiller, 44.

8 DePuy’s experience in Vietnam, in which he pioeeeisearch and destroy” tactics as the commanding
general of the sLinfantry Division, did not move him from his conslons on training’s ultimate
importance. Lock-Pullan, 497.
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war® Just as the Russo-Japanese War provided a preview of the static trencdh afarfa
World War |, DePuy believed that the October War provided a model of conventional
conflict between NATO and the Soviet UnihDePuy drew several conclusions from

this war, based partly on analysis of the actual combat, but mostly on themels he ha
already been stressing about modern war. These conclusions informed his visaon of w
that, 1. combat would be short, violent, and destructive, 2. war would be “come-as-you-
are,” there would be no time for a mobilization phase, 3. war would be fought by
relatively small, outnumbered U.S. forces, and 4. combat would be defensive, firepower
centric, and technology-intensive. This type of combat adhered to DePuy’s own
personal vision of war, and perhaps most importantly, it was untainted with any
association with the war in Vietnam. The October War was a return to theftype o
conflict that DePuy and other conventional generals knew and understood welatota

in the model of the Second World W,

DePuy’s reorientation of the army back to conventional war was reagtidogr
his method of achieving that shift was revolutionary. Doctrine in the history &f. ghe
Army played a secondary or even tertiary role, in the life of the serviagriDowas
generally the codification of common practice. DePuy’s revolution was\ahby

creating a single manual that captured a very specific philosophy dfiatairove the

8 saul Bronfeld, "Fighting Outnumbered: The Impafthe Yom Kippur War on the U.S. ArmyJburnal
of Military History. 71, no. 2 (2007): 465.

8 Linn, 203.

% The October War served as a mental model of aAvietham: it was quick, politically unambiguous,
and decided by the clash of modern, mechanized foeie armies and air forces. Spiller, 46.
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development of all subordinate doctrinal publications, tactical training stanttancks

structure, and officer educatidfi.

DePuy also established detailed and prescriptive training standardsnfatced
the tenets of his Active Defense doctrine from the division to the squad level. ORAD
authors developed the Army Training Evaluation Program that provided a literklishec
for the evaluation of tactical units in accordance with FM 100-5. The ARTEP included
every collective task that both combat and support units needed to accomplish in
“modern war.” The ARTEP system was augmented and reinforced by the Skil
Qualification Test (SQT) which was an exhaustive list of individual tasganared by
military occupational specialty, which every soldier had to accomplish to support t
collective unit tasks of the ARTEP. These standards were then used by TRADOC's
newly created Combat Training Centers (CTC®) evaluate tactical unit performance in
large-scale maneuver training. The ARTEP and SQT system reinforcethizdttom-
up in small unit training what DePuy’s FM 100-5 manual enforced from the top-down

through “capstone” doctrin®.

Doctrine also became far more influential in officer education and career

advancement. Literal indoctrination became an overriding focus of armgessoliools

8 The guerrilla and ranger tactics of the revolutignwar, “Indian fighting” from the founding of the
republic to the end of the nineteenth century pheification of the Filipino Insurrection after tBganish-
American War, and the numerous interventions anthfswars” of the twentieth century all remained
undocumented within army doctrine. Until Vietnanddater in the Iraq War, no official doctrine wasee
written to capture the army’s experience in uncoie@al roles. Max Boot,The Savage Wars of Peace:
Small Wars and the Rise of American Poidew York: Basic Books, 2002) 283; and Kretchik.

8" The National Training Center for mechanized desarfare at Fort Irwin California, the Joint Reaetis
Training Center for infantry and special force&att Polk, Louisiana, and the Combined Maneuver
Training Center for NATO forces at Hoenfells, Genypa

8 | ock-Pullan, 503.; Kretchik, 201; and Linn, 215621
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like the Command and General Staff School and the War College. Additionally, training
rotations at the training centers began to take on significant importanceider offreer
progression. The evaluations of officers in career-making command and stadingosit
were increasingly based on performance during large unit maneuvers atidmaNat
Training Center. Successful performance at these maneuvers was based orcadhere
doctrinal tasks and missions as described in minute detail in ARTEPs and in moad gene
terms in FM 100-5. Thus, for promotion and demonstration of professional skill, officers
were incentivized to study and internalize the assumptions of army doctrinessuic
service schools was determined by studying doctrine and success in the $ield wa
determined by the application of that doctrine. DePuy’s formal doctrine wasoabl

shape common practice in field or the army’s “fighting doctrine” through training

maneuvers at the National Training Center and other G¥Cs.

Finally, DePuy’s formal doctrine broke new institutional ground by driving the
procurement of specific weapon systems and methods of tactical organization. Agai
using the October War as a model, DePuy’s Active Defense doctrine requisad ce
weapon capabilities that didn't exist in the army in 1¥7&urthermore, tactical
formations were also greatly impacted by FM 100-5. Armor and mechanizedynfant

organizations became much more powerful communities within the army afteaiviiet

8 Spiller, 41-47.; Kretchik, 202.; and Linn, 211.

 The army’s development of the M1 Main Battle Taifie M2 Infantry Fighting Vehicle, the UH-60
utility helicopter, the AH-64 attack helicopter,catine Patriot Missile system were all driven by tieed to
meet the tactical requirements of DePuy’s new Higdpower and high-technology vision of war. Once
these massive procurement projects were underttiendeveloped constituencies inside and outdide o
the army that further ingrained DePuy’s philosophwar. Spiller, 47.; Lock-Pullan, 496-500.; andhdd..
Romjue,The Army of Excellence: The Development of the 4986y (Fort Monroe, Va: Office of the
Command Historian, U.S. Army Training and Doctrdemmand, 1997) 3-4.
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because DePuy and his doctrine favored heavy mechanized forces overdigler f
conventional over Special Forcsand narrowly-focused specialists over general

purpose troop%

Active Defense was not universally accepted within the army uponetsseein
1976 because it clashed with traditional elements of army culture. General Royn St
made significant changes to the next version of FM 100-5 as the next commiander
TRADOC. General Starry’s new FM 100-5 became even more famous than BePuy’
Active Defense doctrine under the name of “AirLand Battle.” AirLandl8atjected
the most controversial aspects of Active Defense such as the focus on machines ove
individuals, defense over offense, and statistics over history. However,ladl aitical
assumptions of Active Defense remained in defining what was considea¢dwes.
While AirLand Battle might have focused more attention on leadership, morale, and
offensive action than Active Defense did, DePuy’s intellectual frameworknamnaw

focus on European land war survived int4ct.

General DePuy used FM 100-5 as capstone doctrine combined with other
elements of TRADOC's structural power to institutionalize a rigid, ¢atiy-focused
vision of modern war that ingrained powerful assumptions within army culturéveAc

Defense was essentially a rejection of the ambiguous, limited wars ofsh®tig¢tnam,

L Similar to the army shedding the vocal and trosiihee air arm in 1947 with the creation of the US.A
the 1987 Goldwater-Nichols creation of the indemam®Gpecial Operations Command essentially created
separate service for SF and freed the conventammay of another troublesome minority that did na&sim
well with the “big” war mindset. Kretchik, 186.nd Linn, 215.

92 This is clearly demonstrated by the near abandahofenelicopter-borne air mobility units and tasti
that were widely used in the previous conflict: d&strating another overt rejection of the expereoic
Vietham. RomjueThe Army of Excellence: The Development of the 4 88thy,135-202.

% Linn, 210.; CraneAvoiding Vietham12.; Kretchik, 195.; Spiller, 44.; Lock-Pullar4@t; and Bronfeld,
171.
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but of the entire post World War Il era. DePuy’s real revolution, not a specificala
formulation but the elevation of doctrine to a central position within the organization, was
never circumscribed, in fact it was enhanced with subsequent capstone manuals. By
narrowly defining legitimate or “real” war as high-intensity, statestate war, and

training and equipping solely for that definition of war, the army was getsialf up to

be ill-prepared, both intellectually and materially, for conflicts thidbigside the range

of that limited definition. The army became in effect, educated, organized, arded, a
trained to operate in one small domain of war. Anything falling outside of that Wlomai
was considered to be illegitimate, a distraction from the organizational purpssapbr

wrong.

B. Informal Doctrine: The Powell Doctrine

In 1981 Colonel Harry Summers, a veteran of Korea and Vietnam and an
instructor at the U.S. Army War College, captured and catalyzed the pasaiig¥ar
intellectual zeitgeist of the officer corps in his boGk Strategy: The Vietham War in
Context Colonel Summers used Clausewitzian principles of war to examine the U.S.
defeat in Southeast Asia. Summers argued that the conventional wisdom regarding th
Vietnam War was wrong: the U.S. did not in fact lose an irregular counterinsusrgancy
in South Vietnam over the hearts and minds of the people, it lost a conventional war
against the main force army of North Vietnam. The U.S. defeat was atiriouslure
to identify the true center of gravity of the Vietham War as not in the south, mihgesi
within the North Vietnamese state. The U.S. lost in Vietnam because it was not
conventional enough in prosecuting the war against the true enemy: North Vietnam.

While many have subsequently questioned Summers’ analysis, in particular his
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assumptions regarding likely North Vietnamese responses to the stegtpmach
outlined in his book, this work was widely heralded by senior army leaders, anddadopte

as the service’s authoritative account for the U.S. defeat in Vietham.

Summers’ conclusions were very appealing to many military offidesy; t
supported the emerging army consensus on the lessons of the war. In his 1987 PhD
dissertationThe American Military and the Lessons of Vietntman Major David
Petraeus outlined the institutional lessons learned in Vietnam as: 1. public support for
protracted war is very short-lived and unstable, 2. military force lacksy inilnon-
military - as in political - matters, 3. civilian political leaders anreliable in time of
war, and, 4.that an “all-or-nothing” approach to war is preferred. Petraeustehaesl
Summers’ argument as a conservative reaction to the trauma of Vietnasaubht to
shift blame for defeat from the military to, “timid politicians, civilian canrisurgency

experts, [and] the public®

General Colin Powell’'s personal lessons drawn from Vietnam, also framed in the
language of Clausewitz, corresponded closely with Summers’ narfatiee Powell

Doctrine began its existence as the Weinberger Doctrine in 1984 while Powall asrve

% Crane Avoiding Vietnam7-10.; Harry G. Summers, JOn Strategy: A Critical analysis of the Vietnam
War, (New York: The Presidio Press, 1995), xii, xdnd Wray R. Johnson, "War, Culture, and the
Interpretation of History: The Vietham War Recomsit,"Small Wars & Insurgencie8, no. 2 (1998):
102-106.

% David H. Petraeus, “The American Military and ttessons of Vietnam: A Study of Military influence
and the Use of Force in the Post-Vietnam Era,” (3., Princeton University, 1987),104, 128-1233,1
136.

% Implicit within Powell’s analysis of the U.S. defen Vietnam were three ideas that became the
foundation of the Weinberger/Powell Doctrine: Inise civilian leaders failed to set a strategicldgoathe
war, 2. the U.S. public failed to support the veard 3. the military performed well tactically btlig lack
of political will and popular support resulted iafdat. Colin L. Powell, My American Journey, (New
York: Ballantine Books, 1996), 207-208.
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Secretary of Defense Weinberger’'s military assistant. The Weinld2og#rine was
initially devised as a statement of the post Vietnam consensus within therDemutaot
Defense and as a reaction against ambiguous “presence” missions and ditgr mili
interventions favored by Secretary of State George Schultz and others witRieatan
Administration?” In his autobiography, Powell heartily approved of this doctrine by
stating, “Clausewitz would have applauded.” He stated that he used this agiadiprac
guide” in advising presidents and his only concern was that the list was etated t

explicitly in public and that enemies might attempt to find “loophof@s.”

The Powell Doctrine neatly captured the post Vietnam narrative and reinforced
the narrow definition of legitimate war as established by the formalideof General
DePuy’'s FM 100-50perations If all seven tests of the Powell Doctrine were applied,
the use of military force would be all but precluded except in the case of a conaénti
high-intensity war against another state. This was precisely theftyze that the U.S.
Army wanted to fight in the aftermath of the defeat in Vietham. With the comtmnati
DePuy’s new conception of formal doctrine and the informal doctrine of ColinIRowe
the post Vietham narrative within the U.S. Army hardened into a rigid inshalti
orthodoxy with long term consequences for how the army perceived its security
environment and prepared for war. The Powell Doctrine also implanted the army’s post

Vietnam narrative assumptions firmly within the national strategic counsicess,

9 Weinberger delivered his six tests for the comrmaittof the U.S. military at a speech before the
National Press Club on November 29, 1984: 1. “Cdromly if our or our allies’ vital interests artage.”;
2. "If we commit do so with all resources necegdarwin.”; 3. “Go in only with clear political &h
military objectives.”; 4. “Be ready to change temmitment if the objectives change.”; 5. “Onlikdaon
commitments that can gain the support of the Ana@rjgeople and Congress.”; 6. “Commit U.S. forces
only as a last resort.” PoweMy American Journe)303.

% Ibid.
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establishing a permissive political environment for the army’s vision of @sdlits

conception of “modern” war.
C. Common Practice: Operation Desert Storm and the Post Cold War Era

Despite the monumental changes in the international system duringlyhe ear
1990s, the lopsided U.S.-led victory over Saddam Hussein in the 1991 Gulf War
introduced a condition of doctrinal stasis in the U.S. Army. Without Operation Desert
Storm and its conventionally understood lessons, the U.S. Army might have been forced
to reexamine the core assumptions of the post Vietham narrative. However,ftiléaGul
provided a useful, and apparently conclusive, argument about the future of modern war.
Rather than relying on the proxy experience of the October War, the army now had it
own short, violent, firepower-intensive, high-technology, and politically unambiguous
“big” war. For the leadership of the U.S. Army, particularly Chairmahefbint Chiefs
of Staff General Colin Powell, the Gulf War validated the narrow prescripiorise
use of force prescribed by the Powell Doctrine. Challenging the redastédtional
wisdom of the Gulf War was viewed as tantamount to disloyalty within thesoff@ps

as this conflict was seen as redeeming the army from its defeat iraigt

After the Gulf War, Colin Powell added a seventh test, the use of overwhelming
force, to the doctrine that bore his name. In a 1992 arti¢terign AffairsColin
Powell outlined his vision for future U.S. military strategy. He summarizgosition in
which most of the core assumptions of the post Vietham era were confirmed. E@ shift

focus from global war to regional war, but the examples used were conventional, high-

% Spiller, 42.
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intensity conflicts such as Operation Desert Storm and a potential centtidilorth

Korea. New missions like peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance \waoneuk

but the main focus was still on major war. Powell's argumeRbneign Affairs

summarized the institutional army’s reaction to the end of the ColdW&respite the
dissolution of the Soviet threat, force reductions, and the expansion of “Operations Other
Than War” the army made only minor adjustments from the 1980s. Strategig realit
forced the army to at least acknowledge the end of the Cold War, but itrithelethe
interventions of the 1990s were viewed as a distraction from the army’s primssipn

of preparing for major, conventional war against another State.

The Powell Doctrine animated the entire conduct of the Gulf War and all of its
tests were satisfied in one way or another: overwhelming force was usdu: amal twas
terminated at the point where its most basic objectives had been met. There vehs no re
modification of the war aims during the campaign and significant levels of puigport
for the war were maintained throughout. It is ironic that the overwhelmiriguyil
victory that Powell had helped to engineer began a steady unraveling of hisejoct
particularly during the Clinton administration. The now famous exchange between

Powell and Madeline Albright clearly illustrates this process:

My constant, unwelcome message [to the Clinton administration] at all of the
meetings on Bosnia was simply that we should not commit military forgés
we had a clear political objective...Madeline Albright...asked me in friistra

190 Colin L. Powell,"U.S. Forces: Challenges Ahed@reign Affairs.71, no. 5 (1992), 33.

101 Kretchik, 224, 226.; Definition of small warssmall wars are campaigns undertaken under executive
authority, wherein military force is combined widiplomatic pressure in the internal or externahia$f of
another state whose government is unstable, inatieqor unsatisfactory for the preservation of difel

such interests as are determined by the foreigoypof our Nation...assistance rendered...may vary from
a peaceful act...to the establishment of a compldlitaryigovernment supported by an active combat
force. United States Marine Cor@nall Wars Manual(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1997), 1.; and Boot, xv.
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“What's the point of having this superb military that you're always talkipgut
if we can’t use it?” | thought | would have an aneury&m.

The restrictive nature of the Powell Doctrine did not long survive General Powel
retirement in 1995 as it was almost immediately followed by the deployménh§of

forces to long-term peacekeeping duties in the Balk¥ins.

Despite civilian leaders rejecting the Powell Doctrine in practicetiin public
statements, the senior leadership of the army still hewed closely to its visrealdf
war. Army leaders focused on relatively minor organizational changes duringtind
such as Force XXI, the Army after Next, transformation, and the Revolutioritaryi
Affairs.'®* These initiatives only dealt tangentially with the requirements of theansssi
of the post Cold War world and were focused primarily on high-intensit}atn an
effort to bring the military’s overwhelming conventional advantage to bear oy gype
of operation, the army treated the operations in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Iraq,
as conventional battles regardless of the specific mission or circunstahe&eneral
John Galvin commented in 1986, there is a, “propensity for the U.S. military to ‘irvent’
‘comfortable’ vision of war.” The post Vietnam narrative was only slightbdified in

the 1990s, with all of its critical assumptions intact, and a vision of war developed for

192 powell, My American Journey576.
193 Crane Avoiding Vietnam15.

194 Inspired by the Gulf War: the use of precision p@ss, and new digital communication, computers, and
geo-location technology to bring war into the imf@ation age, Linn, 221.

195 The development in the early 2000s of medium weligigades using Stryker vehicles and the shift
from the division to the brigade as the decisiwit¢al unit were also similar incremental organizaal
changes that did not address any deep reflectidgheopurpose of the army. The Stryker and the Bega
centric redesign could be argued as efforts to wéhlthe post Cold War world, but mainly in theeas of
rapid deployability to major regional conflicts,trem much to Operations Other Than War.
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very specific time and place —the post Vietham Cold War- became “the onlyofvay”

War.106

The result of the continued adherence to the post Vietham narrative during the
frequent use of U.S. military power abroad in the 1990s, was the development of a “Force
protection” mindséf’ among army officers. Force protection was a natural progression
from the logic of overwhelming force and the concern for support from the casualty
sensitive public in the Powell Doctrine. The Powell Doctrine recommended force
protection as an organizational defense mechanism against ambiguous politithbtvars
detracted from the army’s ability to prepare for major war. The foategiron
obsession of the 1990s and beyond was a result of the intellectual rigidity imposed on
army thinking about legitimate war and organizational purpose by the recesaoimvi

of the post Vietnam narrativé®

Entering the 2% century the post Vietham narrative provided the army with three
ambiguous results: 1. it provided a much-needed renewal of professional itterttiy
officer corps, 2. it unraveled the civil-military consensus of the 1980s, and 3. it
emphasized a general trend of risk aversion in the operational army. Through the
institutionalization of the DePuyian doctrine system, formal army doajrew to

paramount importance within the service. Rather than, as was historicallgéhe ca

1% |inn, 224.; Johnson, 98.; Dana Pri&te Mission: Waging War and Keeping Peace with rka's
Military, (New York: W.W. Norton & Co, 2003), 24.

197 A FORCEPRO mindset can best be described as aufeete rigid standards of personal protection,
limited or perhaps even circumscribed, objectivggpsrted by massive resources, use of airpower and
other standoff firepower to limit exposure to damggerational risk aversion and self-defense fiized
over all other missions.

198 Andrew, BacevichThe New American Millitarism: How Americans are Seetl by WafNew York:
Oxford University Press, 2006), 58-59.
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reflecting conventional practice on warfighting, doctrine was now eggéotpredict

future practice in war and prescribe in detail how wars were to be conductedvaghis
perhaps achievable under DePuy’s rigid and narrow definition of war which was
characterized as a short, violent, conventional ground war against the Soviet Union in
Europe® However, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War
removed the specificity that allowed this doctrinal system to function. Hist&mian
McAllister Linn defined this dynamic in the 1990s as the, “decade of doctrinal
floundering.™*° This conservative definition of war that hearkened back to the army’s
victory in Europe in 1945, narrowed the army’s vision and perhaps more importantly,
limited what missions were considered legitimate. Thus, doctrine became a ke
component of officer education, individual soldier identity, unit and soldier success, fo
structure, and weapons procurement. When combined with the strategic framework of
the Powell Doctrine, orthodoxy was introduced into army thought that limited oitelle
flexibility. The explicit rejection of the experience of small warshmmodel of

Vietnam, and the celebration of high intensity wars like World War 1l and Dggarh,
formed a dualistic conception of “good” and “bad” wars within the army’s philosophy

War.lll

The unraveling of the power of the Powell Doctrine culminated in the tenure of
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. Andrew Bacevich observed thatBgecret

Rumsfeld and his senior officials were, “Determined to have a decisive voiceidinde

199 Kretchik, 195, 201, 220.; Spiller, 41.; and Crafeoiding Vietnam4.
10 inn, 227.

11 Boot, 324.; Lock-Pullan 497.; and Linn, 228.
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when and where U.S. forces would go into battle, they also wanted to tiovatieose

forces would fight'? The military gained unprecedented influence in foreign policy in

the post Vietnam era, partially as a result of the 1987 Goldwater-Nichotsdefe
reorganization act which created independent regional military comlaatarfiinctional
commands. During the 1990s these commands played a powerful semi-independent role
in regional diplomacy and military policy® The power of combatant commanders
combined with Colin Powell’s significant personal influence over policy, condince

Rumsfeld that the power of the uniformed military needed to be reirféd in.

In many respects Secretary Rumsfeld simply overmatched the sedenslap of
the army, both intellectually and in ambition. The intellectual drift of the anntiyel
1990s led them to cling to a philosophy that was increasingly outmoded. While
Rumsfeld pursued a “Transformation” ageHdé#hat rejected most of the elements of the
post Vietnam narrative, the army was consumed with the “color of berets” and the
appropriate number of companies for a battaltSnRumsfeld shared the army
leadership’s faith in the Revolution in Military Affairs and firepower, but estiamone of

their reticence to use that force for political objectives. Rumsfeld'snvisd war as

12 Bacevich, “Gulliver at Bay,” 131.

13 priest, 24-28, 47, 396-398.

14 Bacevich, “Gulliver at Bay,” 132.

15 The use of “transformational” technology to m&ks&. forces lighter, more lethal, and easier to use
Demonstrated operationally by the combined Spé&mates, Northern Alliance and U.S. Air Force swift

destruction of the Taliban government in 2001.

111 inn, 238.
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short, lethal, and relatively easy -as demonstrated by the 2001 war in Atginanotally

undermined the U.S. Army’s seemingly ponderous adherence to a Cold War rhihdset.

The orthodoxy of the DePuy and Powell Doctrine system, as validated by
Operation Desert Storm, cost the army an opportunity to reexamine some ofthe cor
assumptions of its philosophy of war in the dramatically changed circurastahthe
post Cold War era. Ideological retrenchment, doctrinal stasis, and conservatism
characterized the intellectual drift of the army in the post Cold War era. s§amptions
of DePuy’s narrow vision of war had been rendered obsolete by the demise of the Soviet
Union and the restrictive power of the Powell Doctrine was unraveled by thesoéces
the Gulf War and changing civilian views on the utility of force. Rather tharessldny
of these contradictions within its philosophy, the army chose to tinker on thenmargi
with new technology and organizational structures while clinging to the visionuoé fut

war that had served it so well in the aftermath of Vietnam.

7 Bacevich, “Gulliver at Bay,” 132.; and Linn, 239.
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CHAPTER IV
DISSONANCE AND CHANGE IN THE IRAQ WAR
A. Why Did the U.S. Army Change in 2007?

Why did a critical mass of the army’s rank-and-file offi¢Etaccept the shift in
tactics and strategy recommended by Generals Petraeus, Keane and O¢bke the
established strategy of Generals Casey and Abizaid in 2006 and 2007? From an
organizational culture perspecti¥®e,it would have been easy for the army to simply have
accepted the well established assumptions of the Casey strategy: thatytiveaa

incapable of nation building and that the situation in Iraq was essentiallgdespair

18 1n the army, marines, and air force, company gfticers are lieutenants and captains while field
grade officers are majors, lieutenant colonels,@idnels.

119 This understanding of organizational culture andnge is a synthesis of organizational theoriesmira
from a diverse literature:

1. From history and political sciencePeter H. Wilson, "Defining Military CultureThe Journal of
Military History. 72, no. 1 (2008); Elizabeth Kier, "Culture and Réity Doctrine: France between the
Wars"International Securityl9, no. 4 (1995).; Isabel V. Hul\bsolute Destruction: Military Culture and
the Practices of War in Imperial Germa(ithaca: Cornell University Press: 2005).; Grahanillison
and Morton H. Halperin. "Bureaucratic Politics: ArBdigm and Some Policy ImplicationsVorld
Politics: A Quarterly Journal of International Reians24: (1972).; Graham T. Allisoessence of
Decision; Explaining the Cuban Missile Crigi8oston: Little, Brown, 1971).; Morton H. Halper
Priscilla Clapp, and Arnold KanteBureaucratic Politics and Foreign PolicjWashington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution Press, 2006).; and Jack Snybee Ideology of the Offensive: Military Decision
Making and the Disasters of 19{haca N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1984).

2. From sociology-Anselm Strauss, Leonard Schatzman, Danuta Ehfiak,Bucher, and Melvin
Sabshin. “The Hospital and its Negotiated Order.The Hospital in Modern Societgd. Eliot Friedson,
(New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), 148, 1&fd; Gerald Driskill and Angela Laird Brenton.
Organizational Culture in Action: A Cultural AnalgsWorkbook(Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks,
California, 2005), 29.

3. From public policy-**° David Braybrooke and Charles Edward LindbldxStrategy of Decision;
Policy Evaluation As a Social Procedéew York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963).; and IEbdt.

Lindblom. "The Science of Muddling ThroughPublic Administration Review9, no. 2, (1959).; Gerald
Berk and Dennis Galvan. "How People Experience@mange Institutions: a Field Guide to Creative
Syncretism".Theory and Societg8, no. 6, (2009).

4. And from organizational studiesH. Hwang, and W. Powell, “Institutions and Entepeurship,” In
Handbook of Entrepreneurshipd. H. Hwang and W. Powell, (Springer, 2005), 18&sley
W.Widmaier, Mark Blyth, and Leonard Seabrooke. dganous Shocks or Endogenous Constructions?
The Meanings of Wars and Crisebiternational Studies Quarterl$1, no. 4, (2007), 755.; Hayagreeva
Rao and Simona Giorgi. 2006. "Code Breaking: Howépreneurs Exploit Cultural Logics to Generate
Institutional Change'Research in Organizational Behavi@?, (2006), 272.; and Karl E.Weidkaking
Sense of the OrganizatiofOxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers, 2001), 9.
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and accept the inevitable failure of the Iraq mission. While difficult topacttas failure
could have been easily rationalized in the manner of the Vietham War by blamioig se
Bush Administration officials and the much-maligned Coalition Provisional Authiority
“losing” the war through poor planning and disastrous decision making. Thiswvearrat
would have found favor with the broader conventional wisdom of the time by virtue of
the many failures and questionable justifications for the initial invasios.vHniation of
the “stab-in-the-back” myt° could have absolved the army of responsibility for losing
the war and enabled the army to make a strong argument against engaging styl890s-

nation building and irregular warfare ever again.

Thus, organizational theory would predict that the army would have resisted any
significant change in 2007, blamed civilian political leaders for failuré ratrenched
into the post Vietnam narrative with a reinforcement of existing beliefs andsv/about
legitimate war?* Despite the cultural logic of this predicted outcome, the army changed
in significant and fundamental ways in the Iraq War. The Casey and Abizdebgtr
was clearly in line with powerful cultural values established by DePuy awd|Pafter
Vietnam: the preference for unambiguous, high intensity war and the discontifort w
limited, political contingency operations. However, the Casey strategyecgult
irreconcilable contradictions at the tactical level, creating dissenagteveen what the

strategy demanded and what tactical level commanders were compelled sudoded.

120 An unsophisticated interpretation of Colonel &ummersOn Strategyn which military success in
the field is betrayed by venal politicians and ekfess public at home.

121 1raq would join Vietnam as a paradigmatic “badirwhile World War Il and the Gulf War would
remain as the ideal of “real” war.
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At the tactical level the Casey strategy seemed designed not to aduesreed
success and Petraeus, Keane, and Odierno systematically addressed dasrigyam
intellectual framework for dealing with the complexities of Iraq through
counterinsurgency doctrine, by achieving unity and commitment from the sevets bf
government, and by finally creating a coherent and offensive campaign plameditsig
achieve success. Essentially, Generals Petraeus, Keane and Odiermobeihele
argument for their strategic vision than did Casey and Abizaid. The Petraatisrcoal
recast the doctrinal and strategic conception of the war as based on achieteiyg
rather than on Casey’s more abstract institutional conception of avoiding another

Vietnam War-style defeat.
B. The Casey/Abizaid Strategy

“Boring is good, General Casey, and | applaud you on that...
Clearly you are a master at it and it goes to the heart of your stitdess

General George Casey was an uncontroversial and “safe” choice to follow the
bombastic and prickly Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez as the senior U.S.
commander in Iradf> Casey was the son of Major General George Casey, Sr., the
highest ranking officer killed in the Vietnham War. The aftermath of the \iiele&t a

powerful imprint on Casey and many other officers of his generation; as a gfiiveg

122 genator Hillary Clinton to General George CagdyisSenate confirmation for top command in the
Irag War, 2004. Cloud and Jaffe, 168.

123 Casey was selected for command without beingyiieeed by Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld or
President Bush, nor was he asked by about his fdatsag. Chief of Staff of the Army, General
Schoomaker gave Casey a copy of Lieutenant Collmtel Nagl's book, earning to Eat Soup with a

Knife, a comparison of British and American counterigsmcy experiences in Southeast Asia that Casey
admitted that was the first book he had read omrijaewar. Casey’'s conformist career-path andliéipal
reputation as a steady manager insured his cortfiomby the U.S. Senate. From David Cloud and Greg
Jaffe, The Fourth Star: Four Generals and the Epic Streggr the Future of the United States Arfiew
York: Crown Publishing: 2009), 162, 168.
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he had to deal with the post Vietham morass of poor discipline, rampant drug use, and
racial tension within the ranks. During his career he was promoted rapidly and
experienced the difficulty of nation building first-hand in the 1996 U.S. mission in
Bosnia. Journalists David Cloud and Greg Jaffe characterized Caseyigerd ditd

intelligent officer, “the model Pentagon general: steady, apolitical, adevheking.”**

Upon assumption of command, Casey initially maintained General Sanchez’s
enemy-centric, capture/kill campaign against “Anti-Iragi For¢&stiut by the spring of
2004 Casey formulated his own approach, which had, “two priority efforts — training
Iraqi Security Forces and election¥® It was assumed that a legitimate elected Iraqi
government untainted by close association with U.S. forces would remove much of the
fire from the insurgent cause. Casey recalled later that while he wees thagthe
support of the people was required in counterinsurgency war, “lI came at it little
differently, | said, Yeah it's the people, but the way we're going to get to thegpsopl
through a legitimate governmertt® Casey’s emphasis on elections was a result of his
experience in the Balkans in the 1990s, where elections were seen daldssietU.S.

exit strategy. Casey'’s strategy, based upon shifting security resgipnBitin U.S.

124 Cloud and JaffeThe Fourth Stg 19, 81, 104, 162.
15 «pnti-Iragi Forces” was a U.S. military blankette for insurgents.

126 General Casey was never given a mission statefmetite war by any civilian or military superiosn

he and incoming U.S. ambassador to Iraq, John ldegte sketched one in his Washington D.C. office
before they left for Iraq. This mission statememiphasized representative government, respectifoah
rights, the rule of law, public order, border intggand peaceful relations with neighbors. It veady after
his confirmation that Secretary Rumsfeld met wids€y privately for a 20 minute discussion of ttaey Ir
War in which Rumsfeld emphasized two points: 1t tha U.S. was not remaking Irag and that he wanted
troops out as soon as possible, and 2. that Caseyds “resist the temptation to do too much.” §'hi
meeting was followed by a private dinner with thhedtdent at which both men’s wives attended and the
business of the Iraq War was not discussed.

From Cloud and Jaffe, 169.

127 Cloud and Jaffe, 170.
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forces to Iragi government forces came to be known as the “Transition” gteatedg

would define U.S. operations in Iraq from 2004 until early 2007.

In 2004 Casey planned for immediate troop reductions after the first national
elections in early 20052 After national elections failed to quell the insurgency in March
of 2005, Casey, with Abizaid’s consent, defined his Transition strategy as focusing
primarily on the rapid transfer of security responsibility to the Iraqi ®gdtorces (ISF)
with a corresponding U.S. withdrawal from Iraq. Casey acceleratecathmgy of Iraqi
security units and shifted much of the burden on supplying trainers from the chronically
understaffed Multinational Security Transition Command (MNSTC-I) to thed“la

owning” brigade combat teams responsible for area security.

In June 2006, despite the rising tide of sectarian violence in the wake of the
February bombing of the Al Askari Mosque in Samarra, General Casey briefed the
President and Secretary of Defense his “Securing Strategimryigtian that claimed
Multinational Forces- Iraq (MNF-I) was on track to reduce troop strength from 134,000
to 110,000 in the fall. Despite concern from the White House that Casey “wasn’t going
for the win,” Casey’s plan was approvEd. To counter growing calls for an escalation in
Irag from certain quarters in Washington after the failure of his attemptsuces
Baghdad in 2008 Casey developed a “Transition Bridging Strategy” to use a limited

increase in troop strength to man joint outposts in Baghdad with Iraqi Seeonttys,

128 Cloud and Jaffe, 174.

129 Boh WoodwardThe War Within: A Secret White House History 20088 (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 2008) 10-13.

1301n late 2006 there were parallel administrationd@r the National Security Council), military (theint
Chiefs of Staff “Council of Colonels”), and civiliathe American Enterprise Institute think tanigdr
strategy reviews under way. From Rickke Gambleg90, 94, 113.
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while the majority of U.S. forces would leave population centers altogettias plan
envisioned U.S. forces sealing the borders and controlling supply routes to Kunilait
the Iragi Security Forces fought the insurgency in the cities with embét8eddvisors.
In a December 2006 briefing to an increasingly skeptical President Bush, Casey
maintained that the Iraqi Security Forces could take over security byrtiraes of 2007
and that no additional U.S. troops were neédéd/hile also recommend by General
Abizaid and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Peter Pace, this plan whesest ¢
for implementation by President Bush who favored the larger, more concentrgied sur

effort.13?

Logic of the Transition Strategy

The strategic thinking behind Casey'’s strategy was based upon two explicit
logical claims and two equally powerful implicit claims. The firstrolavas based on the
idea that U.S. forces attracted violence and fomented insurgent attacksibyofitte
Iraqi perceptions of the U.S. as an occupier. This idea was based on a narrative

championed by Central Command (CENTCOM) commander, General John ABizaid.

131 Cloud and Jaffe, 255.

132 This was called the “2 plus 2" plan (two army Brigs plus two marine battalions committed
sequentially) in contrast to the more aggressive liirigade and two marine battalion plan favored by
Keane, Odierno, and the AEl. From Woodwarde War Within296; and RicksThe Gamblg345-349.

133 John Abizaid appears to be a poor example ohfocmist army “company man” like Casey. Of
Lebanese descent, Abizaid attended graduate sthdotdan and was among a small handful of Arabic-
speaking U.S. Army officers. He was a minor catgtwithin the army after the invasion of Grenada.a
scene later adapted for the filrdeartbreak RidgeAbizaid used a hotwired bulldozer to charge a Cuban
machine gun position. He served as a UN obséma&vuthern Lebanon during the Israel occupatiter af
their 1983 invasion of that country. After the GWar, Abizaid served in Northern Iraq in Operation
Provide Comfort, in which he placed his battali@vieen Kurds and Saddam’s army. This experiertte le
him to view Iraq as a country of “barely suppreskatteds” among its peoples. Abizaid followed Tomm
Franks as commanding general of CENTCOM and sease@iasey’s immediate commander. Abizaid was
one of the army’s most experienced combat commaratet enjoyed unrivaled credibility by virtue o$ hi
language ability and long service in the MiddletEaSloud and Jaffe, 48-49, 86-90.
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Abizaid used the biology metaphor of an “antibdd{to illustrate the position of U.S.
forces in Iragi society. Because of unbridgeable cultural differemcetha deep
dysfunction of Iraqgi society, U.S. forces would always be greeted witbient reaction

as an antibody in the “system” of Iraqi society. Since Iragis were husalat their
defeat at the hands of the U.S. and they perceived the U.S. as an iflegdimd alien
foreign occupier, Abizaid believed that any U.S. effort in Iraqg was bound to fail and he
supported the search for “quick fixes” to the war in 2003 and 2004 to speed U.S. exit.
Abizaid’s antibody narrative and his significant moral authority formed iaarit
justification for Casey’s Transition stratety§j. Casey’s acceptance of the antibody
narrative was also in accord with his own experience as a young officer inetimezdh

of Vietnam, during ambiguous peacekeeping missions in the 1990s, and in line with

Secretary Rumsfeld’s admonishment to “resist the temptation to do too muchg°Ir

The second explicit logic of the Transition strategy was that the average
counterinsurgency war lasted 9 to 13 years, which, in light of the lessons ofrvietna
Casey viewed as too long for U.S. public support to last. The way to bridge this gap was
to train more Iraqi forces to take over fighting the insurgency as U.®sfarchdrew**’

This reasoning was drawn directly from the conventional lessons drawn from the

134 The seemingly irreconcilable hatred between AmiisIsraelis in Lebanon and Kurds and Arabs in
Irag convinced him of the absolute truth of thaleody metaphor; that Iraq as a country of “barely
suppressed hatreds” among its peoples. This harnais similar to the “ancient hatreds” explanatid
ethnic conflict in the former Yugoslavia in whigizaid had served as Casey’s fellow assistansidixi
commander . From Stephen Schwartz, "Beyond "An¢iatreds.™ Policy Review99, no. 97, (1999),1-3;
and Cloud and Jaffe, 104.

135 Cloud and Jaffe, 137; and Peter Mansoor, “Army Understanding Counterinsurgency Doctrine,
Operations, and Challengesd. Thomas Rid and Thomas Keaney (Hoboken: T&ylerancis, 2010), 77.

136 Cloud and Jaffe, 169.

137 bid., 190.
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Vietnam War and one of the critical points of the Powell Doctrine. Counterinsyrgenc
war simply took too long and exacted too high a price in casualties from the
counterinsurgent force, sapping public support for the effort. In order to maintain public
support, both for the war and the army, Casey felt compelled to keep U.S. eadaalti

and keep the duration of the war short.

While not stated explicitly, Casey clearly believed that the paliispects of
counterinsurgency war were inappropriate, and perhaps even impossible, tasks for the
military to undertake. In response to a fruitless effort to address eatbneei of
sectarianism in the 1S# Casey recalled that, “As a military guy, | didn’t feel like |
ought to dictate to the prime minister.” Casey interpreted his purview as se8ior
commander in Iraq in a narrowly military way. He didn’t believe that politcal
economic issues were his concern in a “sovereign” country with a full U.S. aadbags
residence. Casey preferred strictly militarily achievable tasksndset Casey
developed in the aftermath of the Vietnam War and from his experience with
peacekeeping missions in the 1990s. He assumed that military power couldrestablis
security, but that it couldn’t force political compromise or moderate seattaria

divisions!®®

The final implicit claim of the of the Transition strategy was that the War,

much as the Vietnam War had over twenty years earlier, had the potential td theea

138 |n 2005 a U.S. brigadier general uncovered a $fiipiof Interior secret torture facility in central
Baghdad full of Sunni prisoners. This generalwdekd photographs of this facility, its detainess]
brought a box of torture implements to show Gen€eadey as evidence of growing sectarianism in the
Shia-dominated Ministry of Interior. General Casegk this evidence to the Iraqgi Minister of theelmor
and the Prime Minister, but failed to secure therior Minister’s resignation.

139 Cloud and Jaffe, 211, 215.
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army as an institution. A long and ambiguous war in Iraq would endanger public support
for the institution and blunt its capabilities in conventional war. This logic isas a
informed by the post Vietham understanding that tactical military sucoakslme easily
voided by short-sighted political leaders at home. Therefore, in the bessiatef the

health of the army, a repetition of the trauma of the Vietham War should be avoided at al
costs. Subsequently, the commitment to the Iraq War needed to be limited in both time

and scope with a rapid exit strate§y.

Strategic Failure of Transition, 2004-2007

Among Casey'’s first major decisions in 2004 was to order the closing of a#arly
U.S. outposts in population centers and to consolidate U.S. forces on larger and more
remote Forward Operating Bases (FOBs). The FOB consolidation plan sigisedeto
remove the “irritant” of U.S. soldiers from neighborhoods and to reduce U.S.tesual
The immediate result of the withdrawal from population centers in 2004 was not a
decrease in violence, but an increase, as U.S. forces ceded territory to Surimaand S
militias. As U.S. forces patrolled from more remote FOBs they began to userhea
armored vehicles to protect themselves from the increased improvised exgbsne
(IED) threats on the “commutes” to their sectors. This distance and armeasimgly
isolated the soldiers from the population and made it difficult for them to control the leve
of violence and maintain an enduring presence in Iraqi population centers. The concern
for U.S. casualties also introduced a trend of risk aversion among U.S. unissyvsoen

unwilling or unable to completely secure their sectors operating out of FOigsnet

10 For a discussion of Casey’s institutional concesess Bruce Auster, “America’s Broken Army,”
National Public RadipJanuary 9, 200%ttp://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?stdn89154498
(accessed October 10, 2011).
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result of the isolation of U.S. forces from the Iraqi people, the generaloewelecurity
from this force posture, and the risk-averse attitude it created, was iagiowlevance

of U.S. forces on the course of the Iraq W4r.

Casey'’s response to the difficulty in controlling the level of violence avéscts
even more on the transfer of security control to Iraqi Security ForcesgdSkat they
could take over security operations while U.S. forces continued consolidation for
eventual withdrawal. Rushing ill-prepared ISF units into the offensives of 2004, the
sectarian composition of the police and the army, and the overall failurel8Rhe
match the insurgency in capabilities, made this strategy increaslifigtylt to sustain in
2005 and 2006. Since the Iragi Security Forces, and the entire Iragi government, were
heavily infiltrated and intimidated by Shia extremists, the larger IragnScommunity
viewed them and the U.S. as implacable enemies. This drove Sunnis to support violent
Sunni extremist groups like Al Qaeda in Iraq to an even greater extesutiimd
sectarian tensions and the anti-U.S. insurgency. Casey’s 2006 offensivage¢o sec
Baghdad - Operations Together Forward | and Il - actually escakdtatian violence
by inserting Shia-dominated ISF outposts into previously denied Sunni territoly. T
enabled the Shia extremists to extend their reach into Sunni-dominated neighborhoods
with the collusion and acquiescence of Iraqi Security Forces. Rather thamgltbei
U.S. to withdraw from Iraq under conditions of relative security, the singular éwcus
transfer of authority from U.S. forces to Iraqi forces regardlesspaibility or sectarian

bias, endangered the fate of the entire U.S. effort in'ffaq.

14 Mansoor, “Army,” 77; and Cloud and Jaffe, 190.

142 Mansour, “Army,” 77-78; and Kagaithe Surge: A Military History18-21
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The Transition strategy was predicated on the existence of a lagiliagi
government and a minimally capable Iraqgi security apparatus. Based upgisCase
observation from Bosnia that the military “can’t make people love each otiHia
demonstrated reluctance to intervene in the political aspects of the waratiseion
strategy became rigid and unable to adapt to the changing dynamics of thet.c&fli
not addressing the sectarian policies of the government and the militadySthieecame
viewed by many Sunni’s as at best irrelevant, or at worst a Shia partisan éctdréeas
war. Since Transition relied so heavily on the Iragi government and ISHriagyti U.S.
forces were constrained from making long-term local accommodations or taking
advantage of local power dynamics. The U.S. was unable to commit as a cretiiide pa
or neutral actor in the war. Any local tactical development that appeared tawvegake
undermine the Iragi government, such as empowering traditional tribal leaders or
allowing Sunni groups to defend their own neighborhoods, was rejected out of hand by
Casey’s headquarters as violating the Transition strategy. This issctasfamism at
the highest levels of the government of Iraq and its security forces hadhtiense
implications for the viability of the entire Transition enterprise. This neeasan
unexamined contradiction of this strategy throughout Casey'’s tenure asaodemm

IraqX*?

Finally, the singular drive for the rapid withdrawal of U.S. forces fhay
precluded the establishment of baseline security. With its forces isalatedhie Iraqi
population and failing to address the sectarian nature of the security sandces

government, U.S. forces were increasingly irrelevant to the course oatheCasey

143 Cloud and Jaffe, 215
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found himself in the unique position of simultaneously not being able to make credible
commitments to reconcile with Sunni insurgents while also not exercisingwanage

over his erstwhile Shia allies in the Iragi government and military. Siscgraitegy was

so clearly directed at a rapid withdrawal from the conflict, no one, not triltrigaShia
politicians and soldiers, or Sunni insurgents, took seriously the U.S. commitment to long-
term security and stability in Iraq. The Transition strategy preventaeitifercement of
tactical successes, as successful operations in Tal ‘Afar and Ramadi im2(@Eé

were used as opportunities to accelerate the withdrawal of U.S. forces.
C. Responses to Dissonance
Non-Progressive Adaptation

There is a powerful assumption within innovation literdftfrénat portrays
organizational change in the military as a sort of forward march of incgbasffective
progress. The progressive element of “organizational learning” argsicenttal to
James Russellnovation, Transformation, and Wand Steven Metz’'s monograph,
Decisionmaking in OIFThe Strategic Shift of 2003 based on evidence that through
multiple deployments and experimentation, U.S. units simply got better irath@/ar.

In some instances, particularly when army units had exceptional leadershipranidmw

from the central headquarters, this logic of progressive adaption holds tradic&ndy,

all of Russell’s case studies are based on army and marine battalionseiatiliely

remote Ninewah and Anbar provinces, with none drawn from the capital, Baghdad. Metz

and Russell are not necessarily wrong in their argument; there was sabstantiation

%4 For a very conventional treatment of military imation and organizational change see: Suzanne
Nielsen,An Army Transformed: The U.S. Army's Post-ViethaeoRery and the Dynamics of Change in
Military Organizations (Carlisle, Pennsylvania: Strategic Studies losditU.S. Army War College, 2010).
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in parts of the Iraq War, specifically on the periphery of the war. Howevem@gs of
successful innovation, such as tffeAmored Cavalry Regiment (3ACR) in the Tal

‘Afar campaign in 2005 and thé' Brigade of the ¥ Armored Division (1/1 AD) in

Ramadi in 2006, do not prove that there was a virtuous cycle of tactical innovation and
adaptation throughout all army units in the war. The opposite result of successful
adaptation is also a likely and logical result: non-progressive adaptation. fdhaais

that certain units and leaders regressed in their tactical adaptatioraiteeéyd

successfully adapt to the challenges they faced and increasingly toifioeckt protection

measures and firepower to compensate for their inability to quell the insyrgenc

Determining success or failure can be a contentious and complex issue with
regard to tactical performance during the Irag War. The examples in ttis e
based on a narrow interpretation of success, which is considered to be an effective
reduction in violence and the establishment of baseline security. Many arsiwargt
placed in impossible situations where success may have been all but impossible t
achieve due to the constraints of limited resources, strategy, geographimnpand of
course, enemy action. However, most army units sought to serve effectively and
accomplish their mission, as they understood it, to the best of their abilities. alitye re
of war, no less true in counterinsurgency, is that good intentions are not enough to ensure
success. In many cases units and officers in the Iraqg War failed to ashéeess as it is

defined here.

In contrast to the successful cases of innovation inth&CR in Tal ‘Afar and
1/1 AD in Ramadi, four distinct trends among combat units in Iraq demonstrate the

potential for non-progressive adaptation at the tactical level: the ogjefti
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counterinsurgency tactics by senior commanders, the collapse of disciplimesxindme
pressure, the escalation of violence in the face of high casualties, anddigalteral
pattern of risk aversion. The first two examples are drawn from the expedétie

102" Airborne Division in 2005 and 2006. Significantly, this was the same division
commanded by General Petraeus to wide acclaim in the 2003 stabilizatiozi garmm
Mosul. The fact that units from an elite and experienced division could demonstrate a
form of tactical regression or “unlearning,” demonstrates that linear,gasige
organizational innovation arguments do not capture the entire picture of organizationa

change in the Iraq War.
Successful Innovation

Tal ‘Afar, Iraq 2005:

“You need to stop thinking strategically>

Colonel McMaster assumed command of tieA8mored Cavalry Regimel{f in
2004 after serving on the CENTCOM staff. He immediately revolutionized the unit’s
preparation for its next Irag deployment by focusing on light infantry skidisjitrg
every soldier as a rifleman first and specialist second; adopting a ¢osuatgency
mindset characterized by McMaster’s oft-repeated mantra, “Donhealeriemy’s work;”

emphasizing Arabic language skills at the small unit level; and discarddiigptnal

145 U.S. Army brigadier general to Colonel H.R. Mcasn Mosul, 2005. Cloud and Jaffe, 207.

16 The 3% ACR was a Cold War “legacy” heavy armor organimatuilt to accomplish Corps level
reconnaissance and security missions against theARey in Europe armed with Abrams tanks, Bradley
fighting vehicles, scout helicopters, Apache attaekicopters and self-propelled artillery piecese B°
ACR was criticized for its heavy handed approacitstsecurity operations in Anbar province in the
immediate aftermath of the invasion.
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mechanized combat training for Irag-specific scenarios featuniabiéspeaking role

players™*’

While serving in South Baghdad in 2005, tifeA8CR was sent to retake the city
of Tal ‘Afar**® which was a center of insurgent resistance and training, fueling the
growing violence in the strategic northern city of Mosul less than 50 miles‘dWa
McMaster initiated a cautious reconnaissance around Tal ‘Afar and gededo
campaign plan that journalist George Packer characterized as thE&Hnjah,” in stark
contrast to earlier large scale clearance operations in 2004 in Fallujah, axaj
Baghdad’s Sadr Cit{?° Operation Restoring Rights was a jointly conceived plan
between the U.S/BACR, elements of the Iragi Army®Division, and local Tal ‘Afar
officials, specifically the mayor who suggested isolating the emtiva ith an earthen

berm.

1000 U.S. troops and nearly 8000 Iragi Security Forces conducted a phased

clearance operation that began with securing major routes around the citpratoeff

17 David R. McCone, Wilbur J. Scott, and George Rsividianni.The 3rd ACR in Tal'Afar: Challenges
and Adaptations(Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Strategic &sidinstitute, 2007). 5-7. In 2004 it was
quite a departure for an armored unit to prioritrfantry skills over their own specialty and adajpig-
specific scenario training, many units continuedbttus on their particular high intensity skill sétefore
deploying to Iraq well into 2005.

148 Tal Afar was a complicated mix of former Iragimy soldiers, Al Qaeda in Iraq operatives, Sunnis,
Shias, and ethnic Turkomen where Sunni extremisisareign jihadis were terrorizing local Shia,dra
government and security forces. Home to many folnagji army warrant officers and non commissioned
officers, this area was an important technicahtraj ground and weapons manufacturing center for th
Sunni insurgency. This area had been cleared, aettllost before. The 1®Airborne Division held it in
2004, but was replaced by a brigade that was lhessa third its size and Tal Afar had been thimgl a
intermittently held ever since.

149 George Packer, "Letter From Iraq - The LessonadfAfar - The Pentagon Ignores Its Own Success
Story," The New Yorke2006 49.; and Paul Yingling, “Interview with LTC Paul ivgling,” Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas. U.S. Army Combat Studiestlristi September 22, 2006, 5.

10 packer, 54.
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reduce insurgent support zones outside the town, and gaining control of the population
through secured entry control points at the breaks in the berm. Most residentsdeloca

to the homes of family members outside of Tal ‘Afar or moved into temporary eefuge
camps provided by the U.S. forces. This effort was followed by the development of deep
local knowledge of tribal power dynamics. After four months of preparation U.S. and
Iraqi forces retook the city with overwhelming force, but did not level the city:Afa

was then held by U.S., Iragi Army, and Iragi Police forces from small, joipbetg

located throughout the city in local neighborhoods. These forces immediately began U.S
and Iragi government funded reconstruction and humanitarian assistancespgooject

restore the city>*

McMaster’s overriding emphasis throughout this operation was on securing the
population of Tal ‘Afar as a neutral actor. He had concluded that the U.S. mustdead a
closely supervise all Iragi Security Forces because of their aatdhperceived by the
Sunni population, infiltration by Shia extremists and sectarian‘tasieutenant
Colonel Yingling, the § ACR Deputy Commander, recounted the example of an Iraqi
unit acting as a sectarian partisan in Tal ‘Afar. “We had introduced intatyharm Mol
[Ministry of Interior] special police commando brigade [the Wolf Brigadel] these
were not disciplined forces...we asked for their removal...and got it...because tteey we
creating insecurity...” The realization that the Iragi SecuriticEsmere not able to act
as a neutral party to quell the Sunni insurgency put McMaster’s successtfaral

campaign strategy at odds with General Casey’s “Transition” syra#g exchange

151 Ricks, Fiasco, 421-422.; and David R. McCone, Wfilb. Scott, and George R. Mastroiariie 3rd
ACR in Tal'Afar: Challenges and Adaptatioi€arlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Strategic &sidinstitute,
2007), 14-18.

152 Cloud and Jaffe, 206.
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between an army brigadier general from Multi-National Security Tra@mmgmand-Iraq
(MNSTC-I)***and Colonel McMaster revealed this strategic tension. The general chided
McMaster for his lack of understanding of General Casey’s stratebthat doing too

much for the Iraqis, particularly the Iragi Security Forces, undermingdsuacess and
jeopardized the U.S. exit strategy. McMaster responded that, “It isaurtol me how a
higher degree of passivity would advance our missith George Packer described
Operation Restoring Rights as a success, “despite an absence of guiolanseniior

civilian and military leaders” and described McMaster and other tactiwavators as,

“rebels against and incoherent stratety.”

Ramadi, Irag 2006:

“When you don’t have a horse, ride a ddg®

Colonel Sean MacFarland and hisBrigade Combat Team of th& Armored
Division (1/1 AD) tour of duty in Ramadi in 2006 corresponded with the critical Sunni
tribal realignment in Anbar province, known as the Anbar Awakening to the Amsrica
and as $ahwd to the Iragis. Colonel MacFarland replaced McMaster in Tal ‘Afar in
early 2006 but was pulled out in June and ordered to take over responsibility for the
provincial capital Ramadi. MacFarland and his Marine Corps superiors readéieed |
strategic guidance from MNF-I headquarters for this operation, as itevesumed with

spiraling levels of sectarian violence in the capital. Ramadi was easilgf the most

133 Casey’s principal command responsible for trairttmgIraqi Security Forces.
154

Cloud and Jaffe, 208.
135 packer, 50.

%8 Tribal Iraqi proverb. Loosely translated as: m#iebest out of a bad situation.
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dangerous cities in all of Iraq in 2006, with wide swaths of the city openly controlled by
Sunni extremists and Al Qaeda in Iraq, who had declared Ramadi the capgaled it

Iraqi “caliphate.*’

It was within this atmosphere of spiraling violence in Baghdad and apparent
stalemate in Anbar, that Colonel MacFarland and his staff planned to retakg.tHe a
2008 article foMilitary Review Colonel MacFarland and one of his operations officers,
Major Niel Smith, authored an article about their experiences. MacFarlacribedshis
campaign plan as similar to the “Island hopping” campaign of the U.S. in thie Hac
World War 1. “We decided to employ a tactic we had borrowed from the 3d Admore
Cavalry Regiment and used successfully in Tal ‘Afar: the combat outpost.. tartons

presence in disputed neighborhootfs.”

MacFarland adapted the Tal ‘Afar campaign plan to the local conditions of
Ramadi. 1/1AD attempted to isolate the city and reduce support zones on the outskirts,
but Ramadi was significantly larger than Tal ‘Afar, and a berm was gingplfeasible.
MacFarland adjusted by using combat outposts, not as a post-combat stabsgilyenasa
in Tal ‘Afar, but as an offensive weapon against the insurgency. 1/1 AD became expert
at rapid construction and occupation of outposts in insurgent dominated neighborhoods.

Once an area came under control of U.S. forces, MacFarland rapidly moved into

157 Many within the U.S. command viewed Anbar as atiprovince as shown by a classified | MEF G2
(Intelligence) report on the state of the insurgelraked to the press in summer of 2006 which dtate
“MNF [Multi National Forces] and ISF [Iragi SecwiForces] are no longer capable of militarily deifeg
the insurgency in Anbar.” As late as August MNFdsaconsidering pulling two battalions out of
MacFarland’s brigade to aid the flagging Operafiogether Forward in Baghdad. Michaels, 81; Ricks,
The Gamble339; and William DoyleA Soldier's Dream: Captain Travis Patriquin and #eakening of
Irag, (New York: New American Library), 2011, 280-281.

158 Niel Smith and Sean MacFarland, 2008. "Anbar Aevek The Tipping PointMilitary Review,88, no.
2 (2008): 45-46.
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reconstruction and assistance and sought to recruit local Iragis to servieaspbleir

own neighborhoods. Development assistance was funneled to cooperative local leaders
as a reward for cooperation. Areas that became relatively safe wouladdigdned to

Iragi control, with close U.S. supervision to prevent sectarian tension between the
majority Shia army and the Sunni residents, and the combat units would “hop” to another

contested are®’®

MacFarland identified two critical elements of his brigade’s appraatiet
seemingly impossible task of retaking Ramadi from the insurgency. Heargtentified a

genuine and credible commitment to local leaders as critical:

Instead of telling them that we would leave soon and they must assume
responsibility for their own security, we told them that we would stay as ®ng a
necessary to defeat the terrorists. That was the message they had bhegrovait
hear. As long as they perceived us as mere interlopers, they dared not throw in
their lot with ours. When they began to think of us as reliable partners, their
attitudes began to chantf@.

Second, he committed to allowing locally recruited Iraqgis to serve as policeir own
neighborhoods, and he used combat outposts to consolidate security gains. Allowing
local police to serve in their own neighborhoods generated resistance from 1/1 AD’s
higher headquarters as the local police initiative was viewed as aanibgl militia that
might challenge the Government of Iraq in the future. However, MacFarland argued

strongly for the tactic and was allowed to proceed with his fan.

159 |pid., 43.
180 |pid., 44.

181 |pid., 45-47.
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MacFarland and Smith called the emergence of Sheikh Sittar abu Risha and his
anti-Al Qaeda tribal council as the “Tipping Point” in the battle for Ram&tieikh
Sittar and 50 other Ramadi-area sheikhs declaresbth@aor awakening on September
9, 2006. This tribal realignment against Al Qaeda was secured by the BatifeadhS
which Al Qaeda staged a large scale assault on the Abu Soda clan in an attenat to bre
the nascent awakening movement. Instead of waiting on the sidelines of thiadattle
many U.S. units had done in the past, 1/1 AD units attacked the Al Qaeda fighters with
close air support and artillery fire until a mechanized relief convoyeehihe embattled
clan. This overt act of support for the awakening and the decimation of the Al Qaeda

fighters cemented the relationship betweerShkwatribes and U.S. force’§?

This “pattern of change” within army and marine units that took advantage of the
awakening movement in Anbar was characterized by a pragmatic approaekitys
local solutions to local problems, an understanding of tribal and clan power dynamics
and a recognition of the realignment between tribal interests and U.S.ysecurit
interests®® In the summer of 2006 the U.S. believed that Anbar was lost and Al Qaeda
believed that it was ascendant in the province, openly controlling its largest bi
ensuing spread of the Anbar Awakening throughout the province in late 2006 and early
2007 resulted in a complete reversal of fortunes for both Al Qaeda and the U.S. This
movement was the inspiration and the model that General Petraeus would seize upon in

2007 and institute all over Iraq as the Sons of faq.

162 |pid., 48-49.

183 John A. McCary, "The Anbar Awakening: An AllianoéIncentives,'Washington Quarterly32, no. 1
(2009): 51.
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Unsuccessful Adaptation

The impression that most units engaged in productive innovation can provide a
misleading view of change. The lack of a coherent strategy in Iragdcanas®e army
leaders not to engage in a virtuous cycle of innovation free from the restrictionb@f hig
headquarters interference, but to fall back on the skills that they knew best thmidst
ambiguity and uncertainty of Irag: high-intensity combat. Just as evolutidraismlys
progressive in the sense of positive adaptation, neither is military adaptatiartimev
always progressive. Not all units reacted to the difficult tacticdlestges and the
ambiguous nature of Iraq as optimally as tHeAER in Tal ‘Afar or 1/1 AD in Ramadi.

In many cases the dissonance generated by the Transition stratetpdresdistinctly
suboptimal outcomes: units collapsed under pressure, units and leaders focused solely on
their own protection to the detriment of the mission, or units engaged in increasingly
inappropriate tactical reactions that created a spiral of mutually reiimjomistrust and

violence between U.S. units and the people that they were ostensibly taskedego secur
Rejection of Counterinsurgency Tactics

Colonel Michael Steele, commander of tffeR8igade Combat Team, 181
Airborne Division (3/101), was an experienced officer and veteran of the 1993 @attle
Mogadishu. He was also an unapologetic adherent to high-intensity combatiagd kil
as the essence of warfare. In speeches delivered to his soldiers at RavelCand in

Samarra, Iraq, Steele emphasized that victory was achieved by “gédliet the

184 Michaels, 2009.
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fastest.*®® Although escalation of force is a common and logical aspect of high-intensity

combat, it can prove detrimental to the overall mission in small war oper&tions.

Steele was not unigue among many in the army in focusing on the enemy, but he
was unique in the extreme manner in which he executed his mission. He held
counterinsurgency theorists and reconstruction advocates in utter disdain andgagtour
his subordinate commanders to post “kill boards” that recorded the number of Iraqis
killed during the deployment. Also, not unusual among army officers by 2006, he held
almost all Iragis in contempt. Again, he took this distrust and lack of cultural

understanding to an extreme leV.

In May of 2006, Colonel Steele received a written reprimand from General
Chiarelli, effectively ending his career, for his contributing role in treghdeof three
detainees at the hands of four soldiers from his brigade in a raid in Thar Thde fditsi
Samarra. Steele was reprimanded specifically for “misrepresehgrigules of
Engagement” to his soldiers. Four soldiers were convicted in a court-masfaating
three detained Iragis and then covering up the crime. Several soldiexgthirothe

operation cited specific instructions from Colonel Steele to kill all malaglirig age

185 Ricks, The Gamble35-36.

186 Counterinsurgency theory advocates the utmostidigation in the use of force as Lieutenant Celon
John Vann observed during the Vietham War: “Garvilarfare requires the utmost discrimination in
killing.” from Boot, The Savage Wars of Pea@99.

187 During an operations briefing to General Chiateleutenant General Peter Chiarelli, commander o
Multinational Corps-lraq (MNC-I), the principal ogaional military commander in Iraq under General
Casey) first refused to admit a senior Iragi NadidPolice general into the briefing and then reduse
transport the Iragi general in one of his humveds.did this despite the fact that General Chiaheiltl
invited the Iragi general to accompany him to thefing. General Chiarelli overrode Steele andeoed
him to transport and brief the Iragi general. Tihigdent is quite revealing for several reasoinst,fSteele
felt such animosity for Iragis that he insulted theest of the Multi National Corps-Irag commandeice
and secondly, because of Steele’s obvious disrdgattie stated primary mission of both MNF-I and
MNC-I: the training and transfer of security todr&ecurity Forces. Cloud and Jaffe, 225-226.
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on the objective, an allegation Steele denied. Frustration with the progress of,the war
the contradictions of strategy, and the perceived disloyalty of Iraqii§eEarces, all

led to growing resentment by U.S. soldiers toward most Iragis, aaha insurgent

alike. Colonel Steele’s rejection of counterinsurgency tactics and his ituallec
conception of war as simple violence, while extreme, was not outside of the dominant
cultural norms of the army. Just as the leadership of McMaster and MacHaniabled

their units to successfully innovate, the leadership of Steele fostered fieetimefuse of

excessive force in an example of non-progressive adaptétion.

Collapse of Discipline

On March 6, 2006 in the Mahmudiayah area south of Baghdad, four U.S. soldiers
from Bravo Company, *iBattalion, 502" Parachute Infantry Regiment, £bAirborne
Division (1-502 PIR) committed one of the worst war crimes of the Iraqg War.eThes
soldiers left their checkpoint and raped a teenage girl, murdered her entiye dach
then set the corpses on fire to cover up the crime. Journalist Jim Frederigk, in hi
excellent account of this trage®lack Hearts detailed how, “the travails of Bravo
Company are a study in the tactical consequences that flow from a flastedgtt**®
The 700 man 1-502 PIR infantry battalion was given security responsibility foB00er
square miles of the “Triangle of Death,” a Sunni insurgent stronghold south of Baghdad.

In a manner similar to Colonel MacFarland’s 1/1 AD, this battalion was given vague

188 Cloud and Jaffe, 225-226; RickEhe Gamble36; Joshua Pantesco, “Third U.S. Soldier PleadkyGn
Samarra Iragi Detainee KillingsJurist, (January 25, 2007http://jurist.org/paperchase/2007/01/third-us-
soldier-pleads-quilty-in.phfaccessed April 24, 2012).; and Paul von Zielbaldemy Says Improper
Orders by Colonel Led to 4 Deaths,” New York Timémsnuary 21, 2007,
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/01/21/world/middleedgdbuse.html?_r=(accessed April 24, 2012).

189 Jim FrederickBlack Hearts: One Platoon's Descent into Madnedsaq's Triangle of Death(New
York: Broadway Paperbacks, 2010), xv.
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orders that amounted to “save the day.” 1-502 PIR’s specific tasks were to retake the
insurgent strongholds throughout their sector, promote local reconciliation and

reconstruction, and train local Iragi Army unité.

The large land area, the dispersed, hostile population, and the entrenched
insurgency in Mahmudiyah led to confusion at all levels of this unit between themsiss
of capturing/killing insurgents and securing the population. This was a tensiovathat
never resolved. The battalion occupied small outposts, but these were not the s&me as t
strongly held Tal ‘Afar stability outposts or the offensive firebases ofdla The 1-502
PIR outpost plan suffered from over-dispersion with platoons spread thinly at static,
exposed checkpoints that immobilized the unit by the sheer number of locations and
subsequent manpower requirements needed to man them. It was from one of these
isolated checkpoints that four U.S. soldiers slipped away to commit theirsannvarch

200617t

This battalion was spread dangerously thin and faced daily rocket and mortar
attacks on their camps, small arms ambushes nearly every other day, and esdtounter
over 900 improvised explosive devices. The battalion lost 21 soldiers killed in action,
many more wounded, and over 40 percent of the battalion was treated for mental health
problems during the todf? Frederick characterizes the battalion command as utterly
dysfunctional. The company commanders did not get along with the battalion

commander and particularly Bravo Company —the most dispersed Company and the uni

1701hid., xvi.

1 At another checkpoint in June, a single humveerseg an isolated bridge was overrun by insurgents
with one soldier dying in the fight and two otheeing dragged away, tortured, and executed. Ibid.

2 pid.
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of the four war criminals- felt isolated physically and emotionally fransister units and
its parent command. Overall, the unit had extremely poor relations with thewlagi
felt the U.S. soldiers were violent and arrogant, while the U.S. soldiéesdubthat

nearly all Iragis were the enem§.

In contrast to the case of Colonel Steele, where one commander’s philosophy of
war directly contributed to war crimes, the case of the collapse of disongtima this
battalion was a direct result of the impossible task that it was given. ts@ateng an
extremely hostile population, this unit was stretched to the breaking point and déscipli
collapsed, resulting in one of the worst war crimes of the Iraq War and gistddéeat
for the U.S. The poor command climate that Frederick clearly illustrédeabt help, but
the chronic lack of resources, lack of manpower, and lack of appropriate tactied crea
an unbridgeable rift between the soldiers of this battalion and the people that teey we
intended to secure. While it is debatable whether or not the commanders of #hisrbatt
could have achieved results similar to tHfeALR or 1/1AD, this unit suffered from a
task that was simply too large and difficult to accomplish. Even though the 1-502 PIR
used methods that were similar to elements of the Tal ‘Afar and Ramaphicpus,
overall, they engaged in non-progressive adaptation that was an organizaticessioeg

from their division’s successful adaptation in the 2003 Mosul campaign.

% bid., xx, 2.
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Escalation of Violence

The case of the*IBattalion, 28 Infantry Regiment from the™linfantry Division
in Germany shows the long-term impact of the dissonance created at ttad l2eticby
the Transition strategy. 1-26 IN, known as the Blue Spaders, moved into Baghdad in the
midst of the failing Operation Together Forward in August 2006. In contrast to the
dysfunctions of the command group of 1-502 PIR in Mahmudiyah, 1-26 IN was a tight-
knit battalion with an extremely well respected and experienced comnmiahdére Blue
Spaders were assigned the Sunni stronghold of Adhamiyah district on the eastern banks
of the Tigris River where the locals were openly hostile to the U.S. forceba&dhia-

dominated Iraqi Security Forc&S.

The soldiers of 1-26 IN occupied one combat outpost in Adhamiyah while the rest
of the battalion lived on large FOBs southeast of their sectors. The battatitt los
soldiers killed in action by explosively formed penetrator (EFP) IEDplgitravelling
from their FOBs to their neighborhoods. The battalion faced a range of challésges
Battalion Commander lost his 15 year old son to a heart attack in Germany and did not

return to the battalion, convoys were regularly hit by IEDs, the battaboe&swas a

17 ieutenant Colonel Eric Schacht also commandedétilion in its year-long deployment in Samarra
in 2004. Robinson, 181-182.

75 This section is drawn from Linda Robinsofisll Me How This Endéelley Kennedy’sThey Fought

for Each Otherand the author’s personal experience with thisahatt. While there is a fairly common

and ignoble army tradition of disparaging the tinétt preceded you in Iraq, | will attempt to aveitth
pitfalls here. | served as a troop commander thCGavalry squadron —which relieved 1-26 IN in
Adhamiyah- and | had significant interactions wefficers and soldiers of 1-26’s Alpha, Bravo (akan
company attached to this battalion frothRattalion, 7' Armor Regiment), and Headquarters companies.
| assumed command of District Joint Security Statdhamiyah from one of their officers and | obsstv

a large 1-26 battalion clearing operation withlitagi Army. When | reference something that isebol
drawn from my own experience with this unit, | wglte it as such in a footnote.
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complex mix of Sunni insurgent strongholds, JAM-owned neighborhoods, and mixed-

sect battleground<®

By the beginning of the surge in February 2007, 1-26 IN added the occupation of
small Joint Security Station outposts and the construction of the controversial igaiham
wall project to its missions. Once the wall was completed and Iraqi Aoidiess
controlled the two main entry points, Sunni fighters were no longer able to targei Shi
other neighborhoods and turned their attention to fighting the army inside of therwall. |
the space of a few weeks the Blue Spaders lost two 30 ton Bradley Fightinte¥ eimid
their crews to homemade explosives packed under the roads of the neighborhoods. The
second Bradley lost on June 21, 2007 was a breaking point for this battalion. During one
day a Bradley Fighting Vehicle, its crew of four, and an Iraqi interpretee lost, a
rocket propelled grenade (RPG) attack on the security perimeter arouBchdhey
killed an MP, and the Battalion Chaplain’s humvee was hit by an IED, wounding three.
This was also the day that the Battalion Commander was informed of his son’sndeath i

Germany and left the battalior’

The events of June 2tombined with the accumulated strain of the entire
deployment led to what reporter Kelly Kennedy described as a “mutinyfie of the

battalion’s infantry platoons. These soldiers and their NCO leadershipdefusenduct

176 The battalion would move to FOB Taji on the naithe of Baghdad in effort to utilize safer routesl
by late 2006 1-26 was spread amongst COP ApachB, @@ MoD (short for Ministry of Defense) and
FOB Taji. Robinson, 188-198.

7 The Blue Spaders occupied two JSSs, one at apotiak station in Siluekh and one at a distridiqen
station in the heart of old Adhamiyah; both attealctegular insurgent mortar attacks and severettire
attacks. The Adhamiyah wall, or “safe neighboriqmmject was an effort to curtail the sectariaalence
in different parts of Baghdad by literally sepangtimajority Sunni neighborhoods from Shia
neighborhoods with interlocking 12 foot tall corter®arriers. During the final phases of the catston

of the wall in spring 2007 the 1-26's Brigade Cormater from the %' Brigade, 82 Airborne Division was
shot by a sniper in the groin and nearly killedbReon 186-188; and Kennedy, 234, 239-240, 244, 251
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a patrol from Camp Taji to Adhamiyah. This mutiny resulted in all of the squdertea
in the platoon being reassigned and new leadership being brought in to tak& dites.
mutiny and the battalion’s overall tactical approach demonstrated that &yrihg of
2007 this unit was fully isolated from the population and ineffective at quelling the
insurgency. By this point most soldiers in the Blue Spaders hated Iraqis, tioliegan
heavily armored vehicles, were as a group extremely fatalistic dimutrtdividual
prospects for survival, were very aggressive with civilians, and showedsigjaarof

exhaustiort.”®

The change associated with the surge was not simply a switch to be thrown that
immediately changed everything in the Irag War. Units whose tours stdaithdl Casey
and Petraeus eras had difficulty adapting to the shift in appt8adhe men of the Blue
Spaders were not evil or war criminals, they were simply exhausted fiampyoeg too
large an area, with too few troops, and experiencing too many casualties. Tdfe loss
comrades is difficult for soldiers to endure, but it is even more corrosive wgreficsint
losses are sustained to little purpose - just trying to get from their cartipsrthighly

volatile area of operations.

18 Kennedy, 251, 267-275.

179 Robinson, 210-212.; and Kennedy, 260. The ayihdicipated in a joint patrol with A Company and
met First Sergeant McKinney several days beforedmemitted suicide while on patrol. The author
conducted patrols with 1-26 IN soldiers who remotregr body armor once in their vehicles and dit no
use standard counter-IED driving techniques —ssdvaiding potholes, etc. When asked by the author
why they did this, officers, NCOs, and soldiergomsded that there was nothing to be done to prevent
death from an IED. During a battalion clearing gien | observed soldiers destroy property, rigpin
down gates outside of homes, on the flimsiest efepits: a soldier knocked once then attached hcstbke
to the door to rip it down. | observed very lodise discipline, as soldiers would use large caliweapons
-.50 caliber machine guns and in one case the 26ammon of a Bradley- to conduct warning shots and
“check” a pothole for an IED. Finally, many soldieand NCOs told me that every Sunni in the distric
was a terrorist.

180 see also an impassioned Op-Ed by several nomaissioned officers from the 8RAirborne division:
Jayamaha Buddhika, Wesley D. Smith, Jeremy Roeliicigr Mora, Edward Sandmeier, Yance T. Gray,
and Jeremy A. Murphy, "OP-ED Contributors: The \WarWe Saw It," August, 200New York Times.
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Because of the difficult challenges it fac&l1-26 IN allowed the insurgency to
effectively separate them from the population; reversing the counterinsgrgent’
imperative to separate the insurgent from the people. The lack of resources, sranpow
and consolidation on large FOBs drove the Blue Spaders to augment their lack of
numbers with armor, firepower, and aggression. The high level of enemy contact and the
hostility of the locals drove the battalion to first patrol mostly in humvees ancthe
insurgent attacks intensified, they patrolled in Bradleys. The cycle ohemknd
mistrust escalated with each new attack. At each point of escalationNlr2éved
further from mutual identification and understanding with the populace. As the
Americans appeared more and more like wanton, faceless occupiers, theatpsakére

less likely to assist them against the insurgéefity.
Risk Aversion

The consolidation of U.S. forces on large, fortified Forward Operating Baasies t
occurred throughout Iraq from 2004 and into 2006 had the opposite effect on the
insurgency from the one intended. Conceived as a way to both remove the appearance of
an occupation and limit U.S. casualties, this plan enabled the insurgents aag toiliti
seize control of large areas of Iragq. The precipitous withdrawal of Ucsfexposed
the ill-prepared ISF as either hopelessly incompetent or thoroughly petdtyatalitias.

Additionally, U.S. forces cut themselves off from accurate local inggltig and were

181 Near the end of their fifteen months in Bagdadtthalion sustained 122 soldiers wounded and 35
soldiers killed in action. This casualty rate Vially three times the rate from the Blue Spadevsttin
Samarra in 2004 and the highest casualty rate thSaArmy battalion since the Vietham War. Rcloin
related a sergeant expressing widely held frusimatiith Iragis and their mission: “This [Adhamiyak]a
trash pile that needs to be blown up” and “All 8iege means is that there are more of us for tbhdutl't
Robinson, 210.

182 Robinson, 198-210.
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slow to realize the changing nature of the war from an insurgency to assectait war.
Journalist George Packer characterized the FOBs in 2006 as both a statermneatrinyt
“that counterinsurgency is just too hard” and as a suggestion of “American inedéva

in the Iraq War®

At the tactical level, FOBs had a way of incentivizing passivity andaxisksion.
Designed to protect soldiers, the FOBs increased their risk to IED attaekadi routes
in and out of the FOB were highly predictable. It also introduced predictabtlityhe
timing of patrols since most revolved around breakfast, lunch, and dinner service at the
massive contractor-run dining facilities. They were also a drain on time, sypplie
personnel, and initiative. Large FOBs required extensive supply convoys froaitKow
travel on major routes which required IED clearance and security. FOB$oea&tred on
the periphery of most population centers and many units had long transit timeshto rea
their sectors. FOBs sapped valuable manpower from combat units for sandrdgher
“FOB taxes.” Finally, FOBs robbed tactical units of the initiative invthe. Force
protection of their own personnel became the overriding concern for many as U.S.
fortunes continued to decline in the Iraqg War. Thus protection of U.S. soldiers, not the
population, became the highest priority of the Transition strategy. The unintended
consequence of this concern with force protection was the paradox of where to draw the
line between protecting the force and accomplishing the mission. Taken tod#d logi
extreme, the best course of action was not to conduct any risky or dangeroas,nissi

even to not patrol at all.

183 packer, 57.
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In 2006 a military police company commander was interviewedNbgvaY ork
Timesjournalist in South Baghdad. Captain Stephanie Bagley was a West Point graduate
and a member of a family of military officers. Initially, she statetsha was optimistic
about her mission to train and assist local Iragi Police in establishing gebutitising
sectarian violence, militia assassinations of police officers, and theefaf U.S.
security operations left her exhausted. Captain Bagley stated that, “I jdoveget
everyone home...I'm just not willing to lose another soldier.” She banned foot patrols in
dangerous neighborhoods by her troops and restricted travel off of the FOB to kssentia
missions only®* Captain Bagley described her tour from December 2005 to December

2006 as, “a frustrating year...We all want to get out of hte.”

These are common, if underreported, sentiments from a commander in Iraq during
this time period. Many commanders were concerned with “getting all ofntteei home
alive,” but few would go so far as to publicly admit defeat or that one was justglayi
time until redeployment. Captain Bagley’s statements demonstratpdiaeand
motivated commander deciding that the risks to her troops’ safety posed by a
deteriorating security situation outweighed the need to accomplish the misgion. B
declaring dangerous neighborhoods off limits, she was essentially cedirayyeaithe
insurgency. This is not to say that this commander was a coward or negligent, but that

she was simply trying to mediate what she saw as the contradictoryeraquts of her

184 Kirk Semple, "A Captain's Journey From Hope TstJsetting Her Unit Home New York Times,
November 19, 2006,
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/11/19/world/middlee&Staptain.html?pagewanted=@dccessed March
20, 2012), 1.

185 1hid., 4.
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mission: train the Iraqgi Security Forces or protect her own troops. #asftbm this

example that she chose the latter.

A widespread impression among junior officers in 2005 and 2006 was that many
U.S. commanders, even at the highest levels, were more concerned with forctoprote
than winning; just trying to get through their tours without making wave$hén
Gamble Tom Ricks quoted a young U.S. officer, Captain Zachary Martin, who described
U.S. posture in 2006 as, “reactive...With our fortified bases and our few secured major
supply routes linking them, we have immobilized ourselves and cut ourselves off from
the battlefield —the populace of Iratf®A field grade officer and Iraq veteran cited
“personal experience” in the Small Wars Journal Council that he knew of, “urits tha
work[ed] deals with the insurgents. ‘We won't leave the FOB as long as you do not
rocket or mortar our FOB.’ Yes this did happen and it took 90-120 days for someone to

figure out that this was taking plac&”

It is not clear from the evidence available that the event described ab®ee wa
widespread occurrence, however, it was perceived as widespread amongfficars
with service in Irag. What is clear is that many officers, like CaptagieBasimply
ceded territory to the insurgency because of danger, lack of troops, or inability to provide
an enduring security presence in their sectors. The brigade commander veuegrec
Colonel MacFarland’'s 1/1 AD was clear that he did not have the capability tasFstabl

control over large parts of Ramadi. In fact, this colonel and other marine ofticafi&f

186 Ricks, The Gamblg34.

187 ODB [pseud.], comment on “Lessons from Iraq: daniry PL's Thoughts on OIF Ops,” The Small
Wars Journal Council forum, comment posted April 2808,
http://council.smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.ghp249(accessed March 22, 2012).
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with Ramadi counseled Colonel MacFarland to avoid certain areas of the @itysbabe
insurgents controlled them outrigif. The National Guard unit that the 1-502 PIR
replaced in Mahmudiyah did not patrol widely outside of the central villages during most
of its deployment eithe®® As the Iraq War continued and commanders grappled with
the contradictions of the Transition strategy, many “voted with their éet’avoided

dangerous or risky tactics even if they were essential to mission acslomgiit.

Tal ‘Afar Revisited: Unreinforced Success

The 3 ACR’s campaign to retake Tal ‘Afar was a much heralded success in the
Irag War. McMaster's campaign was cited by President Bush in a March 2@@6 s
evidence of progress and inspired Secretary of State Condoleeza Ricejgidasuf
U.S. strategy in Iraq as “Clear, Hold, Build®in U.S. Senate testimony. While publicly
lauded by Multi-National Forces-Iraqg commander, General George Casa, it w
privately a point of contention for both Casey and Secretary of Defense Rilimsfel
neither of them fully supported a “Clear, Hold, Build” conception. Their desirdorvas

an immediate transition to Iragi control and rapid U.S. withdraWwal.

General Casey personally awarded Colonel McMaster a Bronze Stal fded
his success in Tal ‘Afar, an honor that he reserved only for his top commanders.

Journalists David Cloud and Greg Jaffe reported that after the award cgrémeshort

188 Michaels, 52.
189 Erederick, 48.

190 A variation on General Creighton Abrams securiipception in the late Vietham Watear-U.S. and
Iraqi forces clear areas of insurgemis]d-U.S. and Iraqi forces maintain enduring presencgdared
areas, an@uild-U.S. and Iraqgi forces conduct humanitarian aid e nstruction, followed by transition
to sole Iragi control.

191 Ricks,Fiascq 421; and Cloud and Jaffe, 208.
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private meeting between the two officers, that Casey congratulatecsteibn his

success, but counseled him to be a better team player and learn to “take no for &nh answe
from his superiors. This was in reaction to tension between McMaster and IGenera
Casey’s headquarters over unfilled troop requests and resistance to MEMasties.

The message was clear: McMaster’'s campaign was successits, thatics would not

be replicated or translated into a larger strategic suc¥ess.

As Tom Ricks observed in 2006, “McMaster’s approach in Tal ‘Afar would prove
to be yet another road not takemuch of the U.S. military in Iraq was pursuing a
different course. Instead of living among the people...they were closirgsméaposts
and withdrawing to a handful of big super FOB¥"An army officer described the
impact of U.S. withdrawal from the city of Samarra in late 2005: “the juniorevffioiere
left scratching their heads...as to why they fought for a year to restoeIsvel of
normalcy to the city only to leave and hand it back over to terrorists and insurgents.” he
continued, “That was the joy of the FOB consolidation strategy...Let’'s not stbeure
population. Let’s wall ourselves into these giant concrete garrison paasheg at the
PX, and eat at Pizza HUt* Another officer criticized the “utter lack of a strategic plan
under Casey and Abizaid. He stated that while McMaster and*tA€ER were
implementing the Tal ‘Afar plan in 2005 ...the overall strategic thrust of the Uy A

in Iraq was withdrawal to FOBs* Former brigade commander and Petraeus aide,

%2 |bid., 206-207.
193 Ricks,Fiascq 424.
194 schmedlap [pseud.], comment on “CounterinsurgeBeyial, and Irag,” The Small Wars Journal

Council forum posted April 15, 2008ttp://smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.php?t=4¢#&essed
March 22, 2012).
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Colonel Peter Mansoor, observed that the “lack of a coherent campaign plan lefhdivis
and brigade combat team commanders to fashion their own solutions to the tactical
challenges they faced” with most adapting to the chaos by using, “offensiaiop in

a vain attempt to destroy the growing insurgertc¥.”

Lieutenant Colonel Gibsori! an infantry battalion commander attached to
McMaster's 3 ACR, critiqued the entire Casey strategy in a 20ary Review
article. Based upon his experiences in Tal ‘Afar he stated that: “We neettgrated
strategy that effectively ties together military, political/ingtonal, economic, and social
lines of operation and that has identifiable, pragmatic steps and milestones. Andlwe nee
one soon. Considering what is at stake, we must not fail.” URHACR, his men lived
in dispersed outposts and were a constant feature of their neighborhoods rather than being
consolidated on large FOBs. Gibson believed that he had found an effective tactical
model in the Tal ‘Afar campaign, but that the U.S. desperately needed araishoci

strategy for success at the highest political and military lév&ls.

McMaster’s success in Tal ‘Afar was based on a nearly point-by-mdurtation
of Casey’s master plan of FOB consolidation and rapid transfer of security nedpgns
to the Iragis. S ACR determined that these measures would have failed because FOBs

prevented true population security and independent Iraqi Security Forceséacrea

19 Tequila [pseud.], comment on “Ramadi Revistedc&sadn Jihad,” The Small Wars Journal Council
forum posted May 1, 200#itp://smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.php?t=(atcessed March 22, 2012).

1% Mansoor, “Army,” 79.

97| jeutenant Colonel Chris Gibson commanded tHe3attalion of the 328 Parachute Infantry Regiment
(2-325 IN) in the 8% Airborne Division and was attached to McMastef’sMCR in 2005 for stability
operations in the Surrai district.

198 Chris Gibson, “Battlefield Victories and Strate@uccess: The Path Forward in Irakfflitary Review
86, no. 5 (September-October 2006).
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insecurity due to their actual, and perceived, sectarian partisanship. Whgtres an

Multi National Forces-Iraq headquarters appreciated how mucH*tA€R’s Tal ‘Afar
campaign revealed the flaws in its Irag War strategy is unclear. Wblatr is that

despite the fame of this victory and its national level visibility, the suafe3peration
Restoring Rights remained an unexamined, unreinforced, and isolated success amid the
declining fortunes of the overall Irag War effort. Despite the successMbbter’s

innovative campaign, its long term impact on the war was minimal. Without the
reinforcement of local tactical innovation by General Casey’'s commandastials

change in the war was impossible.

D. The Institutional Disconnect

Augmenting thevariation in tactical unit responses to the challenges of the Iraq
War was the response of the institutional army, based in the U.S., to the challethges
war. Rather than engaging in progressive innovation, many senior leadsgs of t
institutional army retrenched into the established tenets of the post Vietreative,
effectively ignoring the Iraq War. A review of articles and the introdyatolumns of

the Armor journaf®® from 2005 until 2007° provides a specific and vivid example of the

199 The Armor Journalis the official professional journal of the U.Strdy armor and cavalry communities
(Armor is one of two army branches tasked withctifeee confrontation with the enemy, the othemiggi
the much larger infantry branch). The period frod®2 until 2008 was primarily the tenure of two
commanding generals of the Armor Center, Major @Ga&seTerry L. Tucker and Robert M. Williams.
These generals were institutional commanders peaific combat specialty community so a level of
branch advocacy -or less generously of parochialisio be expected. However, the degree to which
these generals seemingly ignored the demands adtare war is curious. General officers are supdds
be strategic thinkers, but the Armor Center iscéi¢ally focused command; concerned with training,
equipping and education armor and cavalry unitselsas soldiers and officers. Neither is it a t@tor
operational command, as it does not control deplieyanits. Also, the amount of effort that thesaerals
dedicated to arguing the continued efficacy oftdrk in war seems unnecessary since the overwhglmin
majority of Armor readers are themselves armor officers and soldietsare well indoctrinated in the
utility of their own specialty.
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disconnect between senior institutional army leaders and the junior offieeangbf the

war in Irag. Rather than focus on innovations and adaptations required for the Iraq Warr,
commanding generals of the Armor Center were more concerned with intenyal a
bureaucratic politics over Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld’s “Transfiomaeforms,

funding for major armor weapons systems, and in the surge era, the narrative of lost

armor “core competencies.”

The Armor Center generals seemed painfully slow to adapt from a Cold War
mindset and were overwhelmingly concerned with lost professional competaanles
gunnery and large scale mechanized combat- during an active war needingweiry fe
these skills. In the midst of actual, ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan offfieses
were more concerned with potentially losing a high-intensity battle to dentified
state military, rather than prevailing in the current conflicts. WithHrdeeWar as the
main theater of operation for the vast majority of armor and cavalry units aleildetne
high profile of several influential armor officers, and Arenor journal’s tactical focus,
one would expect a rich and detailed treatment of that war and its conduct on the pages of
this journal. As an indication of the institutional disconnect, this simply was ncaske ¢

in Armor from 2005 through most of 2007.

In the January/February 2005 issuéahor, Major General Terry Tucker,

commanding general of the Armor Center, stated in his introductory column that,

200 the period considered, the armor community fyaieployed to Iraqg, with very few units

participating in the war in Afghanistan. Severillee most famous counterinsurgency innovators and
theorists of this time were armor officers: LiewahColonel John Nagl wrote an influential histofy
counterinsurgency and was a primary author of Geéetraeus’ counterinsurgency manual; ColonelrPete
Mansoor was another counterinsurgency proponensamnidr aide to General Petraeus; Colonel H.R.
McMaster was a famous Gulf War veteran, authorpdpular history of the Joint Chiefs and Vietnamg a
architect of the Tal Afar campaign; and finally,|@@el Sean MacFarland was the commander who retook
Ramadi and supported the Anbar Awakening.
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“Currently we are engaged in a counterinsurgency campaign...” but then discusse
armor’s purpose as conventional, mechanized combat. He characterized
counterinsurgency as one small part of “full-spectrum warfarahd described in detail
the successful use of armor in urban combat in¥faducker called Afghanistan a light
infantry and airpower war while Iraq was a heavy, mechanized warrirggthne use of
armor forces. Tucker was primarily concerned, not with the future of the laagbivt

with the armor branch’s future in Secretary Rumsfeld’s defense Transiomtfrat
Armor 2005-2006: Army Bureaucratic Politics

General Tucker introduced the March/April 208%nor journal stating that,
“Transformation is in full swing...” and then outlined ongoing conventional force
structure changed? making no mention of irregular or counterinsurgency skills needed
for the armor force in Iragq. The Irag War was characterized as a dastriiom the
important work of modernization under defense Transformation, and that the pace of this
“reform” would be slowed by operational needs in Irag. Tucker still adhered to the
assumption that the occupation of Iraq would be a brief affair requiringdimite

adjustments from the army’s core purpose of conventional ccifbat.

201 An army doctrinal concept from Field Manual 3@perations used to describe war as composed of
offense, defense, and stability and support opmrati

202 Referring to tanks and Bradleys engaging in dicembat in the 2003 invasion of Iraq and the 2004
battles in Najaf, Fallujah, and Sadr City.

293 This issue oAArmor featured no articles on low intensity conflictuacerinsurgency, or small wars; the
focus was on the invasion of Iraq, general militaistory, and TransformatioArmor, (January/February
2005), 4.

294 The adoption of modular brigade combat team degéion and new tanks for th8”2Armored Cavalry
Regiment.
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Differing from General Tucker, was Captain Jason Pape’s “Winning weth th
People in Iraq?®® Pape discussed the challenges a conventionally armed, equipped, and
trained tank company faced as a “landowning” area security force in NoBaghdad.

Pape stated that, “We had not trained for this mission. We prepared almost elyclusive
for combat operations.” a complaint that would be echoed by other junior officers in the
pages ofArmor. He discussed the keys to success in this mission as: 1. finding effective
local leaders, 2. building relationships with the community, and 3. separating the
insurgents from the local population through careful targéfihgucker focused on
preparing the armor force for future war that looked very similar to wars paste

while Pape described the pressing need to adopt skills for the current waerthat w

radical departure from standard armor training and skills.

First Lieutenant Barry A. Naum echoed Pape’s criticisms over tkeofaelevant
training for Iraq. He argued that active and National Guard forces “leredalled to
accomplish missions well outside their military occupational speciatigsraining.”*®
The new Armor Center commander, Major General Williams, continued General
Tucker’s conception of the transitory nature of the Iraq War and the enduring need to

prepare for future war based on “Transformation.” The Iraq War was rafefgnmeed

by name, it was usually called, “today’s operational challenges” or tme€itporary

295 Armor, (January/February 2005), 4.

208 Among the first articles iArmor specifically about counterinsurgency and the amticle in this issue
on Iraq that isn’t about combat, logistics, or arigation.

297 Armor, (January/February 2005), 35.

208 Armor, (November/December 2005), 13.
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operating environment,” and when referred to at all the wars were corgisesdribed

as distractions from force modernizatfon.

In his May/June 2005 column entitled, “Heavy Armor: The Core of Urban
Combat” General Tucker argued that recent urban combat modifications made tanks,
rather than light infantry, the premier urban combat #faGeneral Tucker extolled the
virtue of the tank in urban combat while urban combat veteran Captain Raed Gyek
guestioned the assumptions of senior institutional leaders in “Back to the Future: A

Company Commander’s Perspective on Transformation.’k @ygued that,

War is much more than targeting objétts.For soldiers who have spent one day
fighting in the streets of Al Qa’im, Husaybah, or Fallujah, and the next day
delivering humanitarian aid or reconstruction aid along the same streets, this
simplistic assumption seems blatantly foolish. These are not situatiofentha
themselves to being easily categorized, patterned, analyzed, ptedrude
targeted.??
The contrast between Tucker, a general with more than 25 years of serviceglnd Gy
captain with no more than ten, couldn’t be starker. Tucker offered a simplistic, high-
technology vision of war where the application of firepower secured victorg Gliek
offered an eloquent repudiation of transformation with his description of the cotgplexi
uncertainty, and ambiguity of modern war requiring the utmost flexibility and

discrimination. Here the traditional roles of a young, tactically-orteofgcer with a

209 Armor, (January/February 2006), 4.

210 Armor, (May/June 2005), 4.

1 The use of sensors and digital communicationsrwore “the fog of war” and thus reveal enemy
locations and assets that can then be struck layspre munitions was a core assumption of muchef t

Revolution in Military Affairs and Transformatiohinking.

22 Armor, (May/June 2005), 22.
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narrow view of war and an experienced, strategic-minded general with a nuanced view

war were clearly reversed.

In the March/April 2006 issue Williams introduced a compendium of the “best”
Irag War entries to the journal. Nowhere to be found was Captain Pape’s prescient
description of population security and new training methodologies for counterinsyrge
war. However, traditional combat was well represented by articles on iaegniund
invasion of Iraq, the 2004 Battle of Sadr City, and the Battle of Najaf. Various othe
articles focused on narrow technical aspects of combat, such as techniquesend f
structure. These “Contemporary Lessons Learned” from the institution focused
overwhelmingly on “kinetic” combat skills and ignored the more nuanced lessons of
Pape, Gyek, and Naufi® General Williams dedicated another issudwhor a year
later to the “great” articles of the past, from World War | to Operataq Freedom.
This issue included two articles on Iraq: one on the initial invasion, one on the battles of
2004, and again featuring none on counterinsurgency. Williams argued that the Irag War
had “proved” the efficacy of heavy armor and justified extending the sdifécd the

M1 main battle tank past 205t}

In the May/June 2008rmor journal,General Williams made the first substantive
reference to counterinsurgency by an Armor Center commander since the lgegfnnin
the Irag War. He provided a rebuttal to former Australian Army officer and

counterinsurgency expert, David Kilcullen’s criticism of the army’s oViarree on

213 Armor, (March/April 2006), 4.

214 Armor, (March/April 2007), 4, 20.
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armored vehicle patrols in his article “28 Articles of CounterinsurgeficyWilliams

argued that, “Without a doubt, his ideas have much merit, but armored vehicles still have
an important role to play...Many of us who served in the Balkans during the 1990s recall
the sudden calming effect the presence of an Abrams tank made on an unrufy°minob.”

the following month’s issue Williams continued, “In today’s operating environment, the
tank remains the platform of choice...Its shock effect, intimidation, and firepoaikee

it a key component in fighting the insurgenéy’”

These two passages are rich with subtext and deserve to be unpacked. First, itis
difficult to relate how much a 1990s Kosovo “war story” from a general would itduria
most junior officers in 2006. The lessons of Kosovo for the Irag War had long expired by
this point and a more obvious indication of “tone deafness” by an army senior leader is
hard to imagine. Furthermore, as many junior officers learned in Iraq andexbsger
Armor, the indiscriminate use of tanks and firepower in Iraq had the potential tatescala
the level of violence rather than quelling it. More violence required more tankisngrea
a spiral of instability. These contradictory lessons on the use of force warky clot

comprehended by the Armor Center leaders. The overriding concerns of Generals

Z5Kilcullen referred to armored humvees as “urbamsarines” that simultaneously dehumanized
American soldiers and isolated the Iraqi peoplenftd.S. forces depriving them of access to inteflige

2% Armor, (May/June 2006), 5.

27 Armor, (September/October 2006), 4. Williams interprét@dullen’s argument as an indictment of the
utility of the tank in war, which it certainly isoh Kilcullen simply argued that patrolling froramote

bases solely in armored vehicles created an urdmitlg gulf between the local population and the U.S
Army. When viewed from a tank, an urban areafigghtening place, full of hiding places, ambushesl
IEDs. When viewed by an Iraqi civilian, a tanknsnstrous, destructive and reviled machine of atlesa
occupier. Thus both soldier and civilian are deanired to one another and violence between theano
be more easily rationalized as destroying a hatefakchine” or destroying a “target.” As Major S.dlie
argued, “As long as we continue to ‘button up’ gdall hatches on a tank for safety] and remaitluded
from the local populace, we will need more and naraored vehicles.” Fromrmor, (July/August 2007),
3.
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Williams and Tucker seemed to be bureaucratic political advantage agaimsaiitey
branch, and the survival of specific weapons systems in the defense budget. The gulf
between the institutional leadership of the armor branch and many young cétieeans

of Iraq couldn’t have been wider in 2006.

Armor 2007: Lost “Core Competencies”

At what might be termed the moment of decision in the Iraq War, February 2007,
Major General Williams opened the January/February 2007 with a question, “What can
we do to stop the degradation of our core competencies?” Williams established withi
the armor branch a conservative narrative that had been coalescing arowuhgstias
that tactical “adaptations” in Iraq had blunted the sharp fighting edge cobtiventional

army. Williams continued,

While | fully understand the requirements for training the Armor Branclyltd fi

the current enemy, we cannot forget that we must always be prepared to engage
and destroy the enemy in offensive and defensive operations...This
issue...highlight[s] lessons learned by the Israeli Defense Forcesost

recent conflict with Hezbollah[the 2006 Israeli-Hezbollah WAF]”

Also featured in this issue was an article coauthored by prominent
counterinsurgency advocate, Lieutenant Colonel John f&a@ignificantly, the first
issue ofArmor featuring one of the armor community’s most famous counterinsurgency
experts, and in the midst of the desperate conditions of the surge, centered owiise less
of the Israel-Hezbollah War. This issue presented a contradictory mésshgearmor

community. At a critical juncture in the Iraq War, with the issue very much in doubt, the

28 Armor, (January/February 2007), 4. The cover of thisdédeatured an Israeli Defense Force Merkava
tank under attack from a Hezbollah anti-tank guidessile (ATGM).

219 Armor, (January/February 2007), 15-17.
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Armor Center commander seemed to argue against the new Petraeus striagegy i
The received wisdom of the Israel-Hezbollah War was that Israeli tapkat a high
price in a short, violent high-intensity fight for their recent focus on “COiiNhe
Palestinian occupied territories: “the IDF’s experience demonsthaeseed to retain
core combat skills even as the United States takes on anti-terroriginaissiraq and
Afghanistan.” The Nagl article on training methods for the current Iragwaa placed
after the Israel-Hezbollah War article and was not even mentionedriarab&Villiams.
The institutional message seemed clear: too much attention on counterinstiagdosy

could lead to catastrophic defeat in a “real” war as experienced byakés&’

As the shift in tactics and strategy in Iraq finally began to reducencielend
reclaim insurgent dominated areas, several authors emphasized the need tih@ccept
realities of the Irag War: “Counterinsurgency may not be the fight we warnt)sbile
fight we have.?*! and that, “Counterinsurgency is difficult. As a force, we have only
begun to rediscover and process the hard lessons of the past, which we largelgdliscar
in our march to build the perfect maneuver and combat f6fée&s these officers
discussed the difficult cultural adaptations required by the army for suicckaq,

General Williams asked in his column, “What will your next tank look liK&?In the

midst of the surge, one of the pivotal wartime events in recent U.S. militdoyy, a

220 Armor, (January/February 2007), 4. Perhaps replicatiene@l William DePuy’s use of the 1973
October War between Israel and its Arab neighbmratidate his post Vietnam “Active Defense” doaty;i
Major General Williams was trying to use this madtsraeli war to validate his own argument aboat th
importance of conventional armor forces.

221 Armor, (July/August 2007), 7.
222 Armor, (July/August 2007), 26.

223 Armor, (July/August 2007), 4.
99



turning point on the level of the Tet Offensive in Vietham, General Williams daote
open up a debate over the design of the next main battle tank. As the previous officers
observed the army’s cultural aversion to counterinsurgency and its pressing need to
adapt, both Generals Tucker and Williams consistently demonstrated vastigmdiffe
priorities. Both generals focused on concerns for bureaucratic politics, program
budgeting, and adhered to a vision of high-intensity war that many junior officen®t

share.

The institutional concerns of these generals were not in any way echtvead bly
the armor branch’s premier Irag War innovators: Colonels H.R. McMaster and Sea
MacFarland. Neither officer, nor many others feature@lrmor, asked for a better tank
or more machine gurf8* Junior officers like Pape, Gyek, Naum, and Nagl did ask for
better training to prepare soldiers for Iragq. Despite the oft heardhréfree were not
trained for this mission,” preparation for the Irag War was never systathatiddressed
by the Armor Center commanders in the pages of this jotfhdlhe institutional army
lagged behind the needs of the operational army in Irad\andrissues from the 2005
to 2007 illustrated this institutional disconnect. The leaders of the armor branghalun
an intellectual framework based upon the post Vietnam narrative that had ledenet

to junior officers for the war in Irag. The disconnect revealed a failuredny general

224 Generals Tucker and Williams never mentioned Mstelaor MacFarland or any other prominent Iraq
War innovators by name in the pageafor.

% Training is clearly within the purview of the ArmEenter since it trains armor and cavalry soldiers
educates noncommissioned officers and officers,gemeérates armor and cavalry doctrine. However,
training for Iragq was only tangentially addresseédimor by these generals, and usually only by its
negative impact on Transformation, delaying prawmimnew weapons systems, or blunting conventional
war skills.
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officers to conceive of future war, a failure to adapt to the current fight, tmidir@ to

directly grapple with the uncomfortable realities of the Iraq War.
A Field Artillery Officer’s Dissent

In May of 2007 théArmed Forces Journglublished an article entitled, “A
Failure in Generalship” by Lieutenant Colonel Paul YingfiffgYingling accused the
entire army general officer corps, as a class, of being responsibledat oethe Iraq
War. His charges were two-fold: first, the generals failed to preparariny for war,
and second, the generals failed to advise political leaders on the applicatiore abforc
achieve policy aims. Yingling drew a parallel between these failageghe failures of
generals in the Vietnam W&’ He charged that, “The intellectual and moral failures
common to America’s general officer corps in Vietham and Iraq constitutsisin
American generalship...” Yingling identified the characteristics of {faeerals we

need” as intelligence, creativity, and moral, rather than physical, aftffag

% |n 2007 Yingling was a two-time veteran of thag\War, the first time as a field artillery batbai
executive officer and the second as Colonel McMastieputy commanding officer in th& 2CR in Tal
Afar. He was waiting to take command of a fieltillary battalion at Fort Hood, Texas when thiscet
was published. He was inspired to write this unpdented statement of discontent with the gendiiato
leadership during the Iraq War while attending goRuHeart ceremony for some of his soldiers frasn h
previous Iraq tour. He recalled feeling shamenfairhaving done more to force change in the arrtey af
being reminded of the price soldiers paid for thitufe to adapt.

227 |jeutenant Colonel Yingling leveled six specificarges against army generals in Iraq: 1. Faitutee
1990s to prepare for likely future war —generalseNecked in a Cold War mentality and refused to
prepare for low intensity conflicts despite expecie during the 90s; 2. Failure in 2002 to estiniateans
and ways” to achieve policy aims of the Iraq War;Railure to estimate realistic troop requiremdats
Iraq; 4. Failure of post-invasion planning in Iy&g Failure to adapt to the requirements of
counterinsurgency warfare; and 6. Failure to ustded and accurately represent the Iraq War to the
Congress and the public. Paul Yingling, “A FailimeSeneralship,’/Armed Forces JourngMay 2007)
http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/05/2635{&8&cessed April 24, 2012).

228 ndditionally, he advocated that Congress becomeerimvolved with general officer selection and
promotion because the executive branch selectstgtampany men” and senior general officers pramot
conformist officers with similar career paths teittown. He argued that Congress must hold general
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Journalist Greg Jaffe described Yingling's essay as part of a broddee aathin
the army that had developed along generational lines pitting young offitbrsaq
experience, impatient for change, against older, more conservativelgengith this
article Yingling came to be a kind of “cult hero” to many frustrated juniocer?*
Typical of the comments on the Small Wars Journal Council weblog was an observation
that Lieutenant Colonel Yingling was, “only putting to paper what has beemsaioisit
every TOC [Tactical Operation Center] and chowhall in the last 4 years.’hémot

officer added,

It is nearly four years since signs surfaced that we were being appdatby
some of our generalship in Irag. If we had more of ability for tough, but
respectful discourse within the profession, where company and/or field grade
officers could offer criticisms of decisions made at the GO [Generalef)ff

level, then maybe we might not be at this p6ifit.

The article quickly became a popular topic of discussion around the army,
particularly in officer education programs. In August of 2007 Vice Chietadf 8f the
Army, General Richard Cody, visited the Armor Captains Career Courset &rfox,
Kentucky. One of the first questions from the audience of captains, manyaqtWar

experience, asked for the general’s opinion of Yingling’s article. GeGedy

accountable for their performance, because “Asarmtitand now, a private who loses a rifle suffars
greater consequences than a general who loses"a war

22 Greg Jaffe, “Narrative Discord - Critiques of Ifé¢ar Reveal Rifts Among Army Officers: Colonel's
Essay Draws Rebuttal From General; Captains Ldséaith,” Wall Street JournalJune 29, 2007,
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1183061914035518&hl (accessed April 25, 2012).

20 These two entries are representative of thersagtrity of the responses to Yingling’s article thie
Small Wars Council forum. This thread was one eflttrgest on the Iraq War on this website discussio
forum. Much of the debate centered, not aroundtistance of his argument, with which most agreed,
but with the ethics of military officer dissent.TR [pseud.], comment on “Army Officer Accuses Gealsr
of 'Intellectual and Moral Failures',” The Small Waournal Council forum posted April 27, 2008
http://council.smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.gh@?24&highlight=failure+generalshigaccessed
March 22, 2012).; and Shek [pseud.], comment om{AOfficer Accuses Generals of ‘Intellectual and
Moral Failures',” The Small Wars Journal Counciluim posted April 27, 2008
http://council.smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.gh@?724&highlight=failure+generalshigaccessed
March 22, 2012).
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responded by turning the question around and asking the captains, “What’s your opinion
of the general officer corps?” Over the next 90 minutes five different captaotsigh
and voiced concerns drawn from Yingling’s essay to the general. Journdletidnor
Fred Kaplan observed that, “Fort Knox reflected a brewing conflict betteeArmy’s

junior and senior officer corp$3®

Lieutenant Colonel Yingling gave public voice to the confusion and frustration
within the officer corps over the Iraqg War. This article was a powerf@rstit because
of the passion it was written with and the extreme professional risk that Pglihy
assumed by publishing it. Among military officers, Yingling had significamitain
authority and legitimacy as an Irag War veteran who had participated in one @rthe w
few successes in Tal ‘Afar. Additionally, far from being a disgranttigéicer who had
been passed over for promotion, Yingling risked his pending battalion command and
long-term career prospects by publishing this article. Unlike the reteerg officers
of the 2006 “Revolt of the Generaf$? Yingling voiced his dissent while still in uniform
and not long after he had secured his pension and his final opportunity for promotion, as

many junior officers had criticized the “Revolt of the Gener&id.”

1 Ered Kaplan, “Challenging the Generaldgw York TimesAugust 26, 2007,
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/08/26/magazine/26 milita html?pagewanted=alaccessed April 25,
2012). Similarly Elizabeth Bumiller reported tllaé majors school at “Fort Leavenworth has become a
frontline in the military’s tension and soul seanthover Iraq.” Mirroring the discussion on the &m
Wars Journal Council forum, most majors argued tiverappropriate manner in which to voice dissent
and not over the substance of Yingling’s argument.

Elizabeth Bumiller, “At an Army School for OfficerBlunt Talk about Iraq,New York Time€October 14,
2007 http://www.nytimes.com/2007/10/14/us/14army.htmippaanted=al(accessed April 25, 2012).

232 several recently retired generals openly critidiee Iraq War and called for Rumsfeld’s resignatio
Three of these officers from the army were: Maj@néral Charles Swannack, recent commander of the
82" Airborne Division; Major General John Baptisteseat commander of thé'Infantry Division; and
Major General Paul Eaton, recent commander of MN&TC
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Many conservative generals reacted defensively to Yinglingimaegt?®*

Major General John Hammond, a conservative, conventional general led the reactionary
charge against Yingling at Fort Hood, Texas. He assembled a large gjanmof

officers from the # Infantry Division to hear his rebuttal of Yingling’s argument.
Hammond asserted that generals were good men doing the best job possible. dHe argue
that Yingling was not a general officer and therefore unqualified to judge the
performance of generals. An unstated corollary to this statement was thider junior

officers were qualified to judge generals either. The captain’s who attémddoriefing

were reportedly unimpressed with Hammond'’s argurfiént.

A retired major general observed to Fred Kaplan that, “Guys like Yingling...are
the canaries in the coal mine of Army reform.” his treatment by the sevoigiel be
interpreted as a verdict by the general officer corps on his argarfient2008
Yingling’s battalion received orders that it would deploy to Iraq without itsncanter

or staff. As the retired general had predicted, this action was widely viengeckgarisal

23 The majority of the officers in the “Revolt of ti&enerals” had not voiced their concerns aboutrtite
War while serving as active commanders. This chusany junior officers to question their motives.
Many wondered if the stakes were so high, then ditiythese officers not dissent strenuously whikgiit
mattered? In recent army history there was nogalext for Yingling's dissent. Rather than blaming
political leaders or a fickle public with the faiks in Iraq, Yingling’s narrative took aim at therg’s own
governing elite. Kaplan; Bumiller; and Jaffe, “Native Discord.”

%4 Yingling did not identify any generals by narbet was clearly aiming at the operational commasder
of the Iraq War, Generals Franks, Sanchez, andyCas® had failed to foresee or adapt to the confli
Yingling’s powerful charge that soldiers were pinaéid more for losing equipment than generals who los
wars, was directed at General Casey who had rateiveoft landing” promotion out of Iraq to the
position of Chief of Staff of the Army. Casey’'sétment closely mirrored the treatment of General
William Westmoreland when he was fired from Vietneammand by way of a promaotion to Chief of Staff
of the Army. David Cloud and Greg Jaffe reportexhf interviews with General Casey that he had
received a copy of the article sent by an advistr &suggestion that he read it. General Casggdthat
he began reading, but became so upset by the ctietogeneral officers had failed in the 1990sr&ppre
for war that he never finished the article. Bu3hcision Points377.; and Cloud and Jaffe, 252.

25 Jaffe, “Narrative Discord.”

e Kaplan.
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against Yingling for speaking out against the generals. In Baghdad, GesteaaluB
learned of Yingling’s situation and personally intervened to have these orsigrslesl

and Yingling subsequently deployed with his men to ffaq.

Yingling took issue with the senior institutional leaders of the army who had
failed to commit sufficient effort to preparing for or adapting to, thg War. In a 2006
interview at Fort Leavenworth, he observed the disconnect between thal @ctiyg in
Irag and its institutional leadership in the U.S.: “The institutional army...hasaoght
up in either professional education or organizational design with the challenges of
counterinsurgency [in Iradf® Highlighting the importance of the stakes for which he

was arguing, Yingling concluded that:

Iraq is America’s Valmy>° American generals have been checked by a form of
war that they did not prepare for and that they do not understand. They spent the
years following the 1991 Gulf War mastering a system of war without thinking
deeply about the ever changing nature of war. They marched into Iraq having
assumed without much reflection that the wars of the future would look much the
wars of the past’®

%7 Cloud and Jaffe, 295.

28 Yingling, “Interview with LTC Paul Yingling,” 15.

239 Defeat in 1792 of the Prussian army by the peoplesy of revolutionary France. A turning point in
European military history where small, professicerahies of kings could no longer prevail over tiecke

en masse of national militaries.

24%yingling, “A Failure in Generalship.”
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E. The Strategic Shiff*
General David Petraeus

“We were going to do nation building and we weren’t going to hold it
at arm’s length. We were an occupying army, and we
had enormous responsibilities for the peéffie.”

General David Petraeus’ role as the strategic commander of the sulehas
well-documented by journalisté® but what has not been as well documented is the
impact of Petraeus’ counterinsurgency doctrine on the U.S. Army as antiostit
Petraeus’ provided decisive military and political leadership in the IragM2807, but
a significant amount of the power of his leadership was established in 2006 with the
unprecedented, in terms of its contents, production, and publicity, formulation of FM 3-
24, Counterinsurgency In conjunction with General Keane’s efforts at the highest
political levels, and General Odierno’s efforts at the tactical leetla®us initiated a
significant change, in not only the war-time practices of the army, but alsallange to

its dominant philosophy.
Petraeus and Doctrine: an “Engine of Change”

Petraeus accomplished this dramatic sea-change in the approach to tharlraq W
not solely based on his intellect, strategic vision, or political skills, allhagtwwere
considerable, but through the creation of a new intellectual framework to conzeptual

the war and guide action. Innovation efforts in the Iraq War were disjointed and

21 Metz.
242 Major General Petraeus, Mosul, Iraq 2003. Clonl Zaffe, 121.

#3Thomas Ricks iThe GambleLinda Robinson ifell Me How This Endavid Cloud and Greg
Jaffe’sThe Fourth Stgrand in Paula BroadwellAll In.
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directionless; while some units innovated effectively, others were engaged in non-
productive adaptation. In military journals, on weblogs, in officer education programs,
and in the field there was much discussion and debate about the proper course for the
war, but it lacked a unifying intellectual framework to conceptualize theicon8ome

leaders such as McMaster, embraced effective unconventional methods, and others such
as Steele, retrenched into reactionary warfighting approaches. Rsgawtiapproach, no
technique achieved long term strategic success. What was missing \ags esdriptive
tactical primer for the war, but a comprehensive vision to guide action, théiewiate

enough to take advantage of fleeting opportunities and reinforce local tacticakses.

General Petraeus was a conventional army officer that long operated #gains
cultural grain of his institution. In the 1980s while completing his PhD dissertation at
Princeton, he questioned the assumptions of the dominant Weinberger/Powell doctrine.
He also studied U.S. counterinsurgency operations in Central America usidegritor
General John Galvin when the institutional focus was on the defense of Cold War
Europe. He embraced the unpopular peacekeeping missions of the 1990s and even
volunteered to serve in Haiti in 1994. As the commander of th&Aiéiorne Division
in 2003, Petraeus achieved significant success in the immediate post-invasion
stabilization of Mosul by explicitly embracing the nation building miséf6nPetraeus

was also unusual among army officers in his sophisticated interactionthevithedig*>

244 Nation building was a much maligned concept euhiformed military and by Secretary Rumsfeld.
He was deeply involved in political and militarysks and did not accept the “antibody” narrative of
General John Abizaid that U.S. forces lacked agasayccupiers.

245 petraeus had a high media profile for a U.S sitivi commander in 2003 and was often compared
favorably to the more heavy handed approach of Magneral Ray Odierno’s"4nfantry Division in

Tikrit. Petraeus was featured on a Newsweek cstagy as the “U.S. exit strategy” from Iraq in 2004
Petraeus authored a controversial opinion piecéhtokVashington Post in 2004 in which he was very
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Petraeus headed the Multinational Security Transition Command — Irag (MNSTC-

under General Casey and frequently clashed with his sup&rior.what was widely
interpreted as punishment by the army senior leadership for his high mediagdfile

mixed performance as MNSTC-I commander, General Petraeus wgiseasts the Fort
Leavenworth Combined Arms Center. This command was responsible for elements of
training, doctrine, and officer education and its previous commander had been sent there

after running afoul of Secretary of Defense Donald Ruméféld.

Cloud and Jaffe described Petraeus as, “plotting an insurgency of his own, one
aimed at changing his service” through the doctrine generating power onmisand**®
General Petraeus viewed the Combined Arms Center as an “engine of cloamgdé
the army more adaptable in facing irregular warfare challengeaqraird Afghanistan.

In an attempt to address the disconnect between the institutional army and the army
deployed in Irag and Afghanistan, Petraeus embarked on a multipronged assault to
improve the service’s adaptability. He began by expanding and streamliniGgriter

for Army Lessons Learned, which collected, analyzed, and redistributeditaltaaits

the best practices and newest tactics being used throughout the two combat zones. He
also ordered the Combat Training Centers to modify their Cold War-based training

scenarios to reflect current operations in the Middle East and CentrallAsiehanged

optimistic about the training mission in Irag. Tiedease of this column was immediately followed by
several embarrassing failures by U.S.-trained apibped Iraqi forces.

4% The hyperactive Petraeus clashed with the coatieevCasey over the situation in Iraq which Petsae
described as a rapidly closing window of opportynit

247 Lieutenant General William Wallace’s commentsh® media during the invasion of Iraq about the
U.S. not having been prepared for irregular Irgghiters allegedly angered the Defense SecretaoudCl
and Jaffe, 99, 121, 172, 176, 210, 217.; and Rigkscq 427.

%8 Cloud and Jaffe, 217.

108



the curricula for officer education to reflect the need for adaptable leadaegular
environments. Finally, he focused on developing and publishing a revolutionary, in army
terms, doctrinal manual by conducting the first thorough revision of U.S.

counterinsurgency doctrine in 25 ye&ts.
The “Necessary Anomaly” of FM 3-2€ounterinsurgency

General Petraeus established, along with U.S. Marine General Jattiss M
joint, multidisciplinary writing team headed by retired army offiaed &istory professor
Conrad Crane. The previous cursory attempt to revise the counterinsurgency manual in
2004 was labored on by a single army officer; the new team was a dynamic mmxyof a
and marine officers with Iraq experience like Lieutenant Colonel John Nagl, and
academics such as Johns Hopkins professor Eliot Cohen and Harvard’s Carr Center fo
Human Rights director, Sarah Sewefl. General Petraeus was deeply involved in the
conceptualization, drafting, and editing of the maftdan an unprecedented open and

collaborative doctrine writing proce$¥.Petraeus intended for his new manual to be a

249 Crane, “United States,” 59.
20 Cloud and Jaffe, 218.; and Kretchik, 264.

%1 He emphasized the key goal of legitimacy in cotinserrgency based on historical study of British,
French, and American counterinsurgency experienddfze theories of David GalulaGounterinsurgency
Warfare: Theory and Practicend Sir Robert ThompsonBefeating Communist Insurgency: The Lessons
of Malaya and Vietnam.

22 A well-publicized conference, co-sponsored by@aer Center for Human Rights, was held in 2006 at
Fort Leavenworth to provide suggestions for revisid his conference was an unprecedented happaning
the history of U.S. Army doctrinal development. iS'bonference was attended by joint and alliedtanii
officers, intelligence agents, diplomats, represtéves from academia, the media, non-governmental
organizations, human rights campaigners and vadudtiss. The attendees offered significant reonsi

that were incorporated into the final version. Wjits publication in December of 2006, the
counterinsurgency manual again broke new groundrdarmy doctrinal manual. In an unconventional
media blitz, designed in part to circumvent resistaamong conservative elements of the military and
defense bureaucracy to some of its revolutionanyezd, members of the writing team were featurethen
Charlie Rose program, the Daily Show, a positivek@view was published in the New York Times, and
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framing argument for the efficacy of counterinsurgency operations anudatdctrinal
publication to have the same organizational, material, and philosophical impactvas Acti
Defense and AirLand Battle doctrines of the Cold War had on defining the army

philosophy of waf>?

Since the U.S. was limited in the “acceptable” types of counterinsurgency
campaign it could wage by international law, norms on human rights, and global anedia,
population-centric approach was selected over an enemy-centric, or angpgiaach
that caused intentional, mass civilian sufferify The manual featured a distinct break
from past doctrinal focus on high-intensity war, technology, and fireptWwérhe
counterinsurgency manual asserted that, “counterinsurgency operations have been

neglected in broader American military doctrine...since the end of the Yhetna

the University of Chicago released a commerciasioer of the manual. During the first month of the
manual’s availability on army and marine websitesas downloaded 1.5 million times. Crane, “Udite
States,” 63, 68.; Cloud and Jaffe, 218-220.; Ritkg Gambleg25.; and Jack Kem, “The U.S. Army’s
Doctrinal RenaissanceWorld Politics Revievpecial Report: U.S Military Doctrine after thegpWar,
(November, 2011)
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/Content/assetsfldment/679/WPR_COIN_11012011.¢diccessed
April 26, 2012), 50.

23 Cloud and Jaffe, 218.; and Lester Grau, revieW.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field
Manual Military Review(November-December, 2007), 119.

%4 Mansour, “Army,” 77.; Crane, “United States,” 7&nd Ricks,The Gamble24-31.

2% |n Military Review retired lieutenant colonel and Soviet and Afgkiéar expert Lester Grau offered his
analysis of what made the new FM 3-Qdunterinsurgencgpecial. He described the manual as
prioritizing the protection of civilians over thegtection of U.S. forces, “an idea that runs coutde
decades of U.S. force-protection policies that catrtbe price of endangering the civilian populadde
observed that in contrast to recent doctrinal tseR@i 3-24 focused more on politics and econonfias t
the simple use of force. He also stated that theual argued for greater senior political leader
involvement in the conduct of counterinsurgenciethay are not primarily military tasks. This veas
significant change from the clear trend in the kkhig of senior army leaders that, in light of tladdres of
the Vietnam War, politicians should be kept outnilitary tasks as much as possible. This conttadic
the philosophy of the Powell doctrine which drelriht line between peace and war and sought tib lim
civilian participation in war once it was initiatedrinally, Grau observed that the counterinsurgenc
manual was nothing less than a rejection of the éAcan way of war” in that it prioritized manpowearer
technology and discretion over firepower. Grau,.119
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War...This manual is designed to reverse that trérfdt’continued that, “Throughout its
history, the U.S. military has had to relearn the principles of counterinsurde@ty)
while conducting operations against adaptive insurgent enemies. It is time to
institutionalize Army and Marine Corps knowledge of this longstanding form of
conflict.”®*’ This manual squarely took aim at systemic failures to plan for
counterinsurgency war and the failure of the institutional army to inteerthizlessons
of past counterinsurgent wars. More fundamentally, it was taking issue witimtyie ar
dominant interpretation of history over the last 30 years and explicitigizng the

army’s singular focus on high-intensity war to the exclusion of all othestgpwar.
A Driver of Structural Change

Petraeus’ doctrine achieved its greatest impact as a force otisttuttange
within the army institution. By harnessing the power of formal doctrine toende
informal doctrine and common practice, Petraeus leveraged a shift in not oicky aact
strategy, but in philosophy. Petraeus addressed both the narrow issue ofifdiere i
Iraqg War and the broader issue of the rigid post-Vietnam doctrine system. The
publication of the unconventional counterinsurgency doctrine “forced” the institutional
army to deal with the war and reconsider long held and unexamined assumptions about
warfare in general. The multiple references to the forgotten lessonstoaivi and the
overall tone of the manual, especially the section on “Paradoxes of Counterinsurgency
Operations,” was a systematic refutation of the lessons of the post Vietnairhesse

observations were a cause of great consternation among the critics of osungency

%6 United StatesCounterinsurgengy(Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department @fAtmy, 2006),vii

*7bid., ix.
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doctrine®® and among some conventionally-minded senior officers who were

uncomfortable with the high level of uncertainty, risk, and decentralizatiothibat

doctrine advocated. This manual was a sharp break from nearly 20 years of formal
doctrine and common practice that sought to reduce uncertainty with technology, reduce
risk with firepower, and centralize command with digitization, and narrowdheeption

of the legitimate uses of force.

As a functional driver of change within the army, Petraeus’ doctrine had unique
power within the structure of both the institutional and deployed army. In late 2006, the
Iraq War seemed intractable and as previously discussed some units did not sticcessful
adapt. This framework provided a conceivable path to success in the Irag WarnWith a
officially approved counterinsurgency manual in existence, the training and equippi
functions of the institutional army could no longer simply ignore the war and continue to
focus on “Transformation,” or any other agenda. Formal doctrine served akaalditex
of priorities; if there was a question of pre-deployment training prioribiesdq or

Afghanistan, this manual settled the debate. Before Petraeus modifiedrtimg trai

%8 Critics of the population-centric approach to miuinsurgency: Retired army officer and prolific
author Ralph Peters was a constant critic, acadEdhiard Luttwak questioned the feasibility of “Soft
counterinsurgency tactics, Air War College profeskifrey Record questioned the cultural capabiity
Western militaries to succeed in counterinsurgeStgphen Biddle observed that Iraq was more likwia
war in 2006, calling for peacekeeping skills ratthem counterinsurgency skills, and army officearGi
Gentile criticized counterinsurgency doctrine dsaorically flawed concept that also degraded U.S.
military conventional war capabilities. These anmany other criticisms of this manual may have vfjd
an in-depth analysis of the specific theories affdrént historical case studies that animate daistrine
are beyond the scope of this work. Conrad Cradgited States,” idnderstanding Counterinsurgency
Doctrine, Operations, and Challengesd.Thomas Rid and Thomas Keaney (Hoboken: T&yerancis,
2010), 68, 72,; Ralph Peters, “Politically Corrééar,” New York PostOctober 18, 2006.; Edward
Luttwak, “Dead End: Counterinsurgency Warfare alitdty Malpractice,”"Harper’'s magazine (February
2007), 33-42.; Jeffrey Record, “The American WayMdr: Cultural Barriers to Insurgency,” Cato Policy
Institute Analysis 577, (September 1, 2006).; S¢éepBiddle, “Seeing Baghdad, Thinking Saigon,”
Foreign AffairsVol. 85 (March/April 2006), 2-14.; and Gian GeatilThe Dogmas of WarArmed
Forces Journal InternationgNovember 2007 http://www.afji.com/2007/11/315583@ccessed March
25, 2012).
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scenarios for the major training centers to more accurately reflesttzenes, many
units simply fell back on tasks and formal doctrine that they knew best: high-iptensi
combat. With the release of FM 3-24, there now existed an intellectual frameitturk w
which lower level commanders could innovate and adapt even if the doctrine did not
prescribe specific tactics for counterinsurgency. In contrast to theriptage doctrine
system of the post Vietnam era, the counterinsurgency manual was intentiamtéty

to enable a high level of discretion in its execufion.

General Petraeus commanded U.S. forces in the most decisive period df the Ira
War. In part he succeeded through publishing the first significant revisldrsof
military doctrine on counterinsurgency in 25 years and positioning himself as the mos
prominent military counterinsurgency expert in the U.S. By establishiomgrel
doctrine to support his plan for strategic and tactical change in the Iraqg WaralGene
Petraeus strengthened his argument against the philosophy of the armgtestatilby
providing a theoretical framework to make the war a problem that could be solved.
Petraeus’ “primed” many officers to think more critically about the \waough his
doctrine. In contrast, General Casey was supported by decades of formal and informa
doctrine and common practice, but never addressed the confusion generated among
officers over his strategy. This manual provided officers a “safe” waybvate in the

Iraq War?®® This doctrine provided officers with a powerful argument, since formal

%9 Crane, “United States,” 65-68.; and Cloud ande]&f9-220.

General DePuy’s doctrine system relied on detdists of tasks (the ARTEPs for units and SQTs for
individuals) to centralize command and controlémbat and ensure adherence to doctrine through
prescriptive checklists.

280 without this doctrine, it would have been verffidillt to argue against FOB consolidation or for
higher risk population security tactics in 2004 28@5. Senior leaders would have been on firmigglo
from the perspective of formal doctrine since fopcetection was a core mission task that many units

113



doctrine is sacrosanct, to challenge more conservative or risk-aversendsrs.
Petraeus’ “radical” doctrine took aim at many of the army’s ingrained pestam era
beliefs about war and the use of force, and offered a solution that addressed the

dissonance experienced by officers through the misalignment of strai¢gctics.

General Jack Keane

“In the fall of 2006 Jack Keane effectively became the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff®

On September 19, 2006 army General Jack Keane, an influential retired officer,
visited Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld at the Pentagon and bluntly infoemed t
Secretary that, “We’re edging towards strategic failure” in Irag.sttcinctly outlined to
Rumsfeld and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Marine General Reter the
history of failure in Irag. He stated that the U.S. had lacked a plan for post-w
stabilization or grand strategy in 2003 and 2004, and he described the 2004 and 2005 plan
as a “short war strategy” for a long war. The transition of security reiaies to the
Iragi Security Forces and the U.S. command’s singular focus on force jmoteas
fueling the violence in Irag. Keane argued that the strategy no longdratddbe reality

of the situation in Iraq and was making things worse for U.S. forces ancth@dople.

Keane as War Planner

General Keane advocated the immediate adoption of a classic counteriogurgen

strategy with population protection as the way to defeat the insurgency, with Mci8last

trained for extensively and from a common pragtiogt of view as operations in the 1990s were often
more about force protection than any other mission.

%1 Ricks, The Gamble78.
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Tal ‘Afar campaign as the model. He criticized Rumsfeld for not holding general
accountable for their failures in the Iraq War. Defeating insurgents eequir
decentralization and General Casey had centralized everything ingh&ra

command, resources, and personnel, all to keep casualties low. According to journalis
Bob Woodward, Rumsfeld was receptive to Keane'’s criticism, taking copious nudes, a

asked Keane to attend a follow up meeting with General ¥ace.

Three days later General Keane met privately with Chairman of theCloefs
Peter Pace and offered more blunt criticism. When Pace asked Keane ttedvalua
performance as chairman, Keane immediately responded with, “I woulgaive
failing grade.” Pace was reportedly taken aback by such an impe$ipomse and asked
Keane to elaborate. Keane told Pace that he wasn'’t proactive; he wasrétifocus
helping in the conduct of the two active wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, the first-on life
support and the second rapidly failing. He suggested an immediate secrgy seatwy
at the Pentagon, later called the “Council of Colonels,” to help determine gtogions
to reverse the downward spiral of the war. He suggested that Colonel H.R. lcMast
lead this council and that General David Petraeus take command of the Irag War from
Casey. Pace agreed to the review and cancelled a trip abroad to begindgerPent

first in-depth review of the Iraq War since 2062.

What was significant about Keane’s criticism was that it caom & respected
general who had maintained his credibility and influence, both in and out of theymilitar

despite the reversals of the last few years. Keane was liked by &dimusél turned

262\\/oodward,The War Within129-135.; and Rick§he Gamblg78-89.

283 \Woodward The War Within142-145.; and Rick§he Gamble89-90.
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down a promotion from him in 2003. Keane was also unique in that he was still
committed to a U.S. victory in Iraq and not averse to shortcutting military arict@ioli
bureaucracy to achieve his goals. Keane used his influence with the Secr&tafgnse

to begin a top-down review of Iraq strategy, but he was not content to wait for a thoroug

bureaucratic review process to run its course.

Through his extensive military connectidfi$Keane began to assemble a
coalition of like-minded officers and policy advisors to argue for a shift in lrag W
strategy. In December he met with military historian and policy analesigFck
Kagan, at the American Enterprise Institute and evaluated their plan focrease in
troop strength to turn around the war. He reviewed their detailed analysislablavai
U.S. forces for a surge in Iraq and was satisfied that there was a vl plEI to
support his argument for a counterinsurgency strategy. Acting in his assumed role
shadow Chairman of the JCS, Keane had established his own “joint staff” at the AEI

think-tank to conduct strategic and manpower staff ana§sis.

Having offered his blunt strategic guidance to the Pentagon and setting the
ponderous wheels of defense bureaucracy in motion and establishing his own nimble staff
at AEI, Keane struck at the highest level of political decision-makindacamber 11,

2006 meeting with President Bush over the Irag War. This meeting was attended by
several retired military officers, national security experts, and acgeslewhile many of
the attendees were pessimistic that any troop increases could salvage, tkeane was

characteristically blunt to the President, “We’re in a crisis and timenismg out” and

%4 Keane served with Petraeus in the *iBirborne Division and with General Odierno in thentagon.

265 \Woodward,The War Within276-278.; Cloud and Jaffe, 239.; and Rickse Gamble 94-98.
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“We don’t have a plan to defeat the insurgency.” However, unlike many of the other
attendees, Keane, backed up by the detailed AEI plan, offered a plausible plan for
strategic victory in Irag. Keane argued that the U.S. needed not just arstraypi
numbers, but a complete change in tactics and strategy. Besides imptessing t
President, Keane also impressed Vice President Cheney’s national sedvisty John
Hannah, who arranged a private in-depth briefing to the Vice President mé’Kea

plan?°®
Keane as War Leader

In 2006 Keane was in frequent contact with his former subordinate General
Odierno to ensurer that his surge plan was a workable strategy forghWwdra He was
also heavily involved in making sure that generals like Casey, Schoomaker, amtidPace
not undermine the new war plan. Odierno relayed to Keane that he thought the AEI plan
was workable, but stated that “My problem’s Casey,” Odierno’s immeciatenander
in Iraq. Keane found out through his contacts in the Pentagon’s operations staff (J3) that
Casey, with Chairman Pace’s concurrence, was planning a compromise sarcgdlpth
“2 plus 2.2%" Keane viewed this sequential option as an attempt by Casey to undermine
the entire surge plan with which Casey fundamentally disagreed. Keaed \ris
concerns with both the National Security Advisor and the Vice President, e &ad
Pace’s plan did not meet the President’s intent for a decisive action to turrrthe wa

around. Briefed by the Vice President on Keane’s criticisms, the Presidenti@eder

266\Woodward The War Within277, 280-281.; and RickEhe Gamble 99-101.

%7 Rather than being a decisive and concentratextef Keane had counseled in his five brigadeesurg
plan, the “2 plus 2” plan recommended committing avmy brigade combat teams and two marine
battalions piecemeal, one unit at a time, rathan @il at once.
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Pace’s “2 plus 2” recommendations in favor of the five army brigade and 2 marine

battalion plarf®®

Once Keane helped establish a permissive political environment for the ghange
that Petraeus and Odierno were about to carry out, he continued to act in the manner of a
George Marshall war leader by traveling to Iraq frequently throughout 2007 and 2008 to
ensure that the military effort for success in Iraq was unified at thtegit and tactical
level. In March of 2007 Keane established a back-channel line of communication,
unfiltered by the Central Command or Defense bureaucracy, between the Pasident
Petraeus through the Vice Presid®itThis led to an unprecedented statement of
support for Petraeus delivered to Keane personally by the President in Se@ééer
The President relayed that, “I waited over three years for a successtiedg. And I'm
not going to give up on it prematurely. | am not reducing [troop levels] further unless

you are convinced we should reduce furtifé?.”

From late 2006 until 2008 Keane enabled a major change in the army as an
organization and a dramatic reversal of fortune in the Irag War. Keane had #ie mor
authority, both within the military and with the Bush Administration, to challenge
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld and the institutional army’s residtanoeesting in the

war. Despite the many setbacks of the Irag War, Rumsfeld, Casey, Abizaideand t

268 \Woodward The War Within296-298.

29 stymied in their attempts to limit Keane’s infhge the Joint chiefs blocked Keane from traveling t
Irag in October of 2007. Now serving as army ChieStaff, George Casey had confronted Keane ie Jun
with the charge that he was “unaccountable” forduigice to the President and Chairman of the JCS
Mullen accused Keane of “diminishing” the Joint €kiof Staff. Upon learning of this the President
ordered the Secretary of Defense to allow Keam®iinue to travel to Iraq. Woodwarthe War Within
401.; and RicksThe Gamblg253.

270 Bysh,Decision Points385.; and Woodward;he War Within331-332, 359.
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service chiefs were all still committed to the Transition strategly/into late 2006.
Keane challenged this orthodoxy within the defense establishment and provided the
President the opportunity to overrule his military advisors based upon a legitimate,

alternative military plan.

In contrast to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who seemed remote from the conduct of
two active wars in anything other than in a “force generation” role, Gelkeeale acted
as the senior military advisor to the President as General MaxwetirTaaydl General
George C. Marshall had in earlier generations. By providing senior politacire with
a viable “theory of victory” Keane set the groundwork for a permissibléqzdli
environment to achieve a shift in strategy and a significant change in arnayianpe
Keane addressed a clear dysfunction in the national approach to the Iraqg Was and wa
able to conduct strategic planning, provide expert military advice, selatiatant
commanders, and unify political and military strategy at the national ll/ek a private

citizen.
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General Raymond Odierrfé*

“Odierno is extremely good at using the force to execute what Petrantsstovao.
It's a beautiful thing to watch"?

Rejecting the Transition Strategy

In December of 2006, Lieutenant General Odierno took command of
Multinational Corps-Iraq (MNC-I) and received “The Bridging Strgté®’ briefing from
his commander, General Casey. In light of the failures of the 2006 attemptsito re
violence in Baghdad in Operation Together Forward | and Il, these orders it
admission of the failure of the U.S. mission in Irag. “The Bridging Sjyateas
effectively a U.S. withdrawal to the periphery of Iraq while Iragi Ségorces fought
the insurgency in the cities and villagé%.General Odierno immediately began to
reconsider this plan. He concluded that the U.S. needed to move back into the cities and

establish Combat Outposts, that the transition to ISF control of security misived,s

"1 General Ray Odierno is one of the most interesifritye three members of the organizational
insurgents in that he made the most significanmetphosis from a “heavy-handed” and “indiscriméiat
division commander in 2004 to a flexible a sophated corps commander in 2007. In journalist Troma
Ricks’ portrayal inFiascq General Odierno is a negative example of a ssfuesounterinsurgent. As the
commanding general of th& 4nfantry Division in Tikrit in 2004, Odierno is cgpared unfavorably to the
more sophisticated and politically savvy Major Geh®avid Petraeus in Mosul commanding the®101
Airborne Division. Petraeus served as the modeffeictiveness and Odierno was portrayed as the
standard high-firepower American officer. Ricksscq 142-144, 170-171 anthe Gamble108.

272 A senior U.S. military intelligence officer, Baghd 2007. RicksThe Gamble132.

213 The Bridging Strategy was the last version of thensition strategy. It included the followingyke
points 1. all U.S. forces must move out of largeesj 2. all forces must consolidate on large F@Bsag
major routes and in Iragi border regions, 3. ttamsiof security responsibilities to ISF must be
accelerated, 4. U.S. forces will control borderems while ISF fights in the cities, and, 5. sigunust be
restored by ISF because sectarian violence prewatitsal reconciliation.

274 Ricks, The Gamble111, 345-349.
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and that more U.S. troops were needed. At Keane’s urging, Odierno began to advocate

for a large surge of U.S. forces in Iraq, but General Casey disagreeddigting3’®

General Odierno was the only military officer in the entire chain of cardma
arguing for a surge and a new approach in Irag. In the presence of G@asalsand
Abizaid, during a visit to Baghdad by Secretary of Defense Gates, GE&ubkeaho
emphatically disagreed with his superiors’ assessment of the viabilitguwige. Both
General Casey at MNF-I, and General Abizaid at CENTCOM, backed by titeChiefs
of Staff, were opposed to any escalation. In the midst of this power strugglehidaBlag
and Washington, General Odierno ordered his staff to begin detailed planning to employ
five surge brigades in Iraq despite how unlikely it seemed that these troops wauld eve

arrive.

Odierno developed a nuanced understanding of the varying elements of the Iraq
War and rejected the simplistic understanding of the insurgency as implied by the
widespread use of terms like “Anti-Iraqi Forc&8to describe the insurgency. His

command defined the problem of Iraq as, “a struggle between different cones ot

2’5 This was all of the manpower Casey needed foplhis to “stiffen” ISF units in the cities with more
American embedded advisors at joint outposts wighltaqis. It is important to note that these aasc
Joint Security Stations were outposts designeddiithte the transition of U.S. forces to the keysdon too
even bigger FOBs and not intended as commitmemispalation security as they were later in 2007 and
2008.

2® Terms like “Anti-Iraqi Forces” and “Anti-CoalitioRorces” were used to define the insurgency from
2004 until 2007. These terms became a metaphdinédack of deep U.S. understanding of the mutipl
insurgencies and their disparate motivations. t€hm was explicitly abandoned by General Odierno in
2007 because it confused more than it clarifiete Tise of the term AIF implied that: 1. there was a
unitary insurgency, or that more accurately the. Jiply did not understand the elements of the
insurgency 2. that insurgents were somehow aghiatgt even though many were motivated by their own
understanding of Iragi nationalism, 3. denied tkistence of sectarian conflict and 4. the U.S. thas
judge of who was and was not a “good” Iragi. RjéHse Gambl&53; and United Kingdom, House of
Commons. Iraq Inquiry Commissiofiestimony of Emma Sky, 14 January 2011
http://www.iraginquiry.org.uk/media/52057/Sky-2001-14-S1-declassified.pdéccessed October 24
2011), 41-42.
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power and resources...not simply an insurgency...” The Iragi government and security
forces were identified as partisans in this conflict and not as neutrad détdihe

conclusions reached by General Odierno in late 2006 were nothing less thanrgsd reve

of the entire Casey Transition strategy and all of the assumptions thatatiltagon;
specifically, that the U.S. was driving the insurgency and that theSesjirity Forces

were the only ones who could stop the violence. The gulf was immense between General
Casey’s orders to Odierno in late 2006 and the plan that General Odierno gave to
incoming commander General Petraeus in February 2007. General OdiernaisitySec
Now” briefing to Petraeus outlined a campaign plan for arresting sectariancechnd

restoring the security situation throughout Ir8.
Conventional Campaign Planning

Operationalizing the new counterinsurgency doctrine for the conditions in Iraq
was Odierno’s most significant contribution to the efforts of the Keane arakBgtio
change the army approach in Irag. Odierno adapted conventional combat methods to the
needs of the comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy established by GatraeakP
He filled the technical gaps in ti@unterinsurgencynanual and made military power

support strategic political goals. Critics charged that counterinsyrgeatrine

277 gpecific “drivers of instability” in Iraq were ia¢ified as: AQI/Sunni insurgents, Shia extremists,
Kurdish expansionism, Shia on Shia violence, edefinanian) subversion, criminals, and the weahticg
governmentSky, “Iraq 2007- Moving Beyond Counter-Insurgenoycirine,” 30. Odierno, “The Surge
One Year Later,” 3.; and Rick§he Gamblg119

218 Key tasks from Security Now briefing: 1. Secure population where they lived with priority on
Baghdad; 2.“Interdict accelerants of Baghdad sigtaniolence”; 3. Neutralize AQI car bomb netwodk;
Balance targeting against both Sunni and Shiamis$ts; 5. Control national borders and countemni&na
influence; 6. Improve capability of Iragi Securfgrces; 7. Transition to Iraqi self-reliance;Bocus on
economic development. RickBhe Gamblg345-349, 351-376.

122



attempted to remove combat from the essence of {Wagwever, General Odierno’s

surge campaign was remarkably conventional, from a military standpoint, exadame|
significant combat for succe&¥. Despite the fact that generals Sanchez and Casey were
both conventional warfighters in outlook and training, Petraeus and Odierno were the

first commanders to initiate a corps-level offensive in history of tmp\War?*

This offensive was built on a fundamental understanding of the security situation
and the strategies of the two most prominent insurgent groups, the Sunni Al Qaeda in

Iracf®? and the Shia Jaysh al-Mal#f. The first phase of Odierno’s offensive was the

279 See various articles by Colonel Gian Gentile.

280 For the significant use of firepower in combattbg 31D to secure the “Belts” south of Baghdad see
Dale AndradeSurging South of Baghdad: The 3D Infantry Divisagond Task Force Marne in Irag, 2007-
2008,(Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History, 2010

1 The offensives undertaken in 2004-2006 had beeal bffairs that withdrew combat forces from one
area to focus on another; a practice that mangerfficharacterized as a game of “whack-a-mole.& @in
Odierno’s first suggestions to General Petraeusthatshe balance securing Baghdad itself and tledtsB
that surrounded it. Petraeus agreed and Odiemmateally deployed roughly equal numbers of Surgesun
to the city and the belts, even creating a newsitini level command, Multinational Division Centtal
handle the belts south of Baghdad. Ridkse Gamblel65.; and Andrade.

%2 Targeting AQI: As the smaller and more aggressombatants, AQI received the bulk of the overt
attention from the U.S. campaign. It was viewedmgreconcilable element of the insurgency toag$t
and created instability and violence for its owkesaAQI had initiated and sustained the sectasieih

war as a method to force Iragi Sunnis to supp@mdé undermine the Shia-dominated government and th
U.S. occupation. Operation Phantom Thunder pushgrificant U.S. and Iragi military forces into the
belts around Baghdad to clear AQI fighters andteddish permanent U.S. and Iragi government comtiol
these mostly Sunni communities. Catherine Dale gi@fion Iragi Freedom: Strategies, Approaches,
Results, and Issues for Congress,” (Washington,,[@@ngressional Research Service: 2008), 85.; and
Kagan, 17.

23 Targeting JAM: The U.S. campaign also targetegday-Mahdi, albeit in a more indirect manner.
Previous military assaults on Mugtada al-Sadr'staf-Mahdi in Najaf, Karbala, and Sadr City resdilin
stalemates that had simultaneously raised Sadrfdeoas a freedom fighter and mobilized many
sympathetic Shia to his cause. Under the BaghdadrBy Plan U.S. security efforts in local aread a
barriers and checkpoints helped fracture and isdlet different Jaysh al-Mahdi elements in the. clityS.
forces also began targeting what was describe&pacial Groups” or “criminal” JAM leadership, oeth
most violent of the movement. Odierno did not disechallenge Sadr or reenter Sadr City, prefegrrin
instead to pursue a political reconciliation apgiodut maintained pressure on his movement'’s lshie
fracturing its unity, and cutting its supplies froran under both the Baghdad Security Plan and &joer
Phantom Thunder. Dale, 84.; Kagan,16; and Cockki87-198.
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Baghdad Security Plan, or Fardh al-Qan&8tnder this plan an Iraqgi Baghdad
Operations Center was established under Lieutenant General Abud Qaotantand
all Iragi Army, National Police, and Iraqgi Police in the city. It alsduded a renewed
partnering and mentoring effort between U.S. surge forces and the Iraqi SEoturiyg.
Rather than only relying on embedded training teams, U.S. tactical uritkeaéeks
directly “partnered” with an Iragi counterpart in their areas of oeratAdditional U.S.
surge forces and Iragi forces were committed to securing Baghdad neighborhoods in
newly established small outposts and Joint Security Stations. Population control
measures, like barriers between neighborhoods and fixed Iraqgi checkpoints, helped
decrease sectarian violence and freeze ethnic cleansing. U.S. speeaibopéorces
and conventional forces, with Iragqi government acquiescence, began tardping S

extremists as aggressively as they did Sunni extrefftsts.

The second phase of the offensive began with Operation Phantom Thunder
initiated in June of 2007 to retake the Baghdad Belts and prevent “acceféfdrist
entering Baghdad. This phase of the campaign was based on a clear understanding of the
strategies of both AQI and Jaysh al-Mahdi and how U.S. forces could begsttdefea
Securing Baghdad and the Belts was followed by another unprecedented firdta the
War, a sustained pursuit of insurgents displaced by a successful securitypopera
Operations Phantom Strike and Phantom Phoenix focused on pursuing retreating Al

Qaeda fighters through the Diyala River Valley, into Ninewah province, andyftoall

284 Enforcing/Imposing the Law in Arabic.
285 gky, “Iraq 2007 — Moving Beyond Counter-Insurgemctrine,” 30-31.; and Kagan, 115-117.

286 Explosives, weapons, and fighters.
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Mosul throughout 2007 and 206%. This constant pressure on the worst of the Sunni
insurgency, allowed Odierno to consolidate many of his conventional campaign gains by
enabling local level political accommodations and the extension of the Sons of Iraq
program throughout Iragq. Unlike previous clearance operations, significanott&s f

remained with Iragi Security Forces to hold and secure population c&fiters.

By providing a workable, tactical interpretation of the Petraues countegarscy
doctrine, Odierno was able to “prove” its efficacy in the domain that mattevstimthe
army: combat. Just as the October War of 1973 and the 1991 Gulf War validated U.S.
high-intensity war doctrine; Odierno’s surge campaign validated the cowsuggency
theories of General Petraeus. It was even more convincing to manysoffiaeGeneral
Odierno, a conventional officer with a reputation as a hard-nosed division commander in
2004, was able to operationalize a “conventional” counterinsurgency campaign. An
unconventional counterinsurgency campaign was made recognizable to many bfficer
its use of conventional war terminology, such as offense, defeat, and pursuit. Odierno
drew on conventional military methods and integrated them into an operationalystrateg
that emphasized unconventional counterinsurgency methods that were all aligned wit

Petraues’ new intellectual framework for the Iraq War.
F. Convergence

Simple lower level unit innovation does not adequately explain why the army

changed during the Irag War. Nor do the arguments that changes were imposed from

%7 Dale, 80-88.; and Kagan, 197.

28 Kagan, 197-198.
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senior levels of the organization or dictated by the strategic environmena offe
comprehensive explanation of this change. As we have seen in the varyiral tactic
experiences in the war, adaptation was not uniformly experienced or evenlyutistri
throughout Irad®® Additionally, the strategic shift of Petraeus, Keane, and Odierno was
fairly radical compared to the established culture and doctrine of the armypattl w

have been difficult to impose on an unwilling officer corps. Critical to offering a
comprehensive explanation of this change dynamic is an understanding of the
convergence of widespread critiques of the existing operational stfedegyhe rank-

and-file and the articulation of an alternative strategy from a awaliti senior leaders.

The Casey Transition strategy, based on the establishment post Vietnatmeyarr
failed to cope with the situation in Iraq. This failure, combined with the dissonance
experienced among young officer veterans of the Irag War, and the appeariuece of
coalition of Petraeus, Keane, and Odierno armed with a plausible alternatiegystra
overturned the Casey strategy and fractured the post-Vietnam consensushgitmimy.

If a critical mass of rank-and-file officers had not been primed for chéingfe by the
failure of Casey to address the contradictions in his strategy, and second, by the
appearance of discourse on alternatives, then it would have been unlikely that Petraeus

and associates could have simply imposed their concepts on th&’army.

29 The example of Colonel Steele demonstrates homitaould regress from successful innovation in
2003 to counterproductive behaviors in 2006 andsimoply “accumulate” learning in a virtuous cycle o
innovation. If one man, Steele, could derail atirefbrigade’s worth of learning and experiencenth
organizational learning is not a complete explamatf change. The clear geographical divide betwee
successful innovation on the periphery of the WariMaster in the remote Tal Afar and MacFarlandhia t
“lost” city of Ramadi, and the non-progressive adépn that occurred in Baghdad, demonstratestiiesée
was uneven distribution of the opportunities fardmation. There seems to be a correlation between
distance from MNF-I headquarters in Baghdad andgportunity/flexibility to innovate.
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Conversely, if the coalition of reformers had not articulated a comprehensive
alternative to the establishment narrative, it is equally unlikely that thetuaus cycle
of tactical innovation would have resulted in a strategic shift in the U.S. appgmte
war. Despite the attractiveness of a narrative of grassroots innovation oveycomi
organizational dogma, this was simply not the case in the Iraq War. Castgd ¢
tactical model provided by McMaster in Tal ‘Afar and resisted the loeal le
accommodations achieved by MacFarland in Ramadi until his last day in command in
2007. While Casey did not revert to Vietham-style prescribed tactics asaGener
Westmoreland had, Casey used the more indirect, but effective, method of continelling
tactics of the Irag War by appealing to the traditional army dislike ofguobs small

wars and by utilizing structural controls available to him as the senior codenfa

The coalition of Petraeus, Keane, and Odierno did not simply impose a new
strategy on the army in Iraq from on high. They offered a new intellectualviraaéor
the entire war. This new framework, while running counter to much of recent army
intellectual tradition, directly addressed the dissonance experiencadkygnd-file
officers. In contrast to the Casey strategy, this framework enablealtalisicretion and

opportunistically adopted innovations developed at lower levels. Petraeus estahkshed t

299 |nnovations such as McMaster and MacFarland’s @gms, among others, offered tactical alternatives
that were not examined or replicated in a comprelrermanner by Casey. By ignoring these altereativ
that were narrowly successful tactically and nareattempting to turn them into strategic successes
Casey appeared disconnected from reality and tigidany officers.

291 These controls consisted of the FOB consolidadicective that prioritized force protection over
security and made it functionally difficult for dsito engage in population security. Secondlytol&
advantage of army unit and leader rotations to mishithe impact of troublesome innovations like
McMaster’s Tal Afar campaign. Finally, Casey colied the metrics of success used to validate his
Transition strategy and thus controlled what codii@gig progress. Casey measured success in sectors
transferred to the Iraqi Security Forces regardiéskeir capabilities or the state of the objeetsecurity
situation. This allowed him to report progresshiatat Washington and to his command and to contiyual
drawdown and forecast withdrawal from Iraq welbifdate 2006.
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framing argument for this new strategic conception through the power adlfdoatrine

in FM 3-24,Counterinsurgency Keane challenged the entrenched civilian and military
orthodoxy in Washington and enabled the adoption of a new national strategic direction
in the war. Finally, Odierno used conventional methods in an unconventional operational
strategy that successfully turned the Petraeus doctrine into reality.rammsvwork was

based on a new conception of the war predicated on redefined military victory and not

simply on getting out of Iraq.
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CHAPTER V
THE AMBIGUITY OF CHANGE

“Fool!” cried the hunchback. “You fell victim to one of the classic blunders.
The most famous is ‘Never get involved in a land war in Asia,’
but only slightly less well known is this: Never go in
against a Sicilian when death is on theife.”

A. Developments Subsequent to the Surge

Will the changes of 2007 translate into the overthrow of the dominant post
Vietnam narrative in the army? Events subsequent to the surge in the Irhqu&ar
presented a complex and ambiguous picture of organizational change. The end of the
U.S. presence in Iraq, the ongoing developments in the war in Afghanistan, tHe globa
financial crisis of 2008, and the shift in Obama Administration national secuntytips
have all convoluted lessons from the Iraq War that may have appeared agiseifia
20082%* The U.S. Army has moved into an era of debate over the lessons of Iraq that

mirrors many of the conditions of the immediate post Vietnam era.

At the end of the Vietham War, President Nixon shifted U.S. foreign polosfo
from the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations’ focus on countering communist

insurgencies in the developing world back to countering the Soviet Union in Europe.

292 RTK [pseud.], comment on “What are the top 5 thing've learned from OIF,” The Small Wars
Journal Council forum, comment posted November208y7,
http://council.smallwarsjournal.com/showthread.pgh@327 (accessed April 30, 2012). RTK quoting an
exchange between actors Wallace Shawn and Caryskabe 1987 filmThe Princess Briden response
to Dr. Steven Metz’s previous post that the lessithe Iraq War was, “Never get involved in a lamak in
Asia.”

293 The general dynamic of organizational change #ied in previous chapters in both the post Vieina
and Irag War eras still has merit. Even in an tiage security environment, a permissive exterditipal
context, an intellectual framework to guide actiang operational examples to validate that framé&wsioe
all still necessary for the establishment of a d@ant organizational narrative.

129



Similarly, President Obama has shifted U.S. national security focus lieBush
Administration’s interventions in the Middle East to countering the influenceising
China in the Asia-Pacific regidfi* Just as the Nixon Administration rejected the use of
large-scale U.S. interventions in the developing world, so too has President Obama

rejected the scale, cost, and purpose of the U.S. efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Mirroring the role of Colonel Harry Summers in challenging the
counterinsurgency lessons of Vietnam, Colonel Gian Gentile has emergedrassthe
prominent army traditionalist rejecting the counterinsurgency lessorsqsfl While

he has not authored a single volume as influential as SumdeiStrategyGentile has

294|n January of 2012, President Obama released alafsmse strategy designed to rebalance the
capabilities of the U.S. military and refocus stgit priorities on the Asia-Pacific region. Witlilis
document, Secretary of Defense Panetta arguesithatera of economic austerity and emergent threat
that the U.S. military needed to be, “smaller agmhker,” an, “agile, flexible, ready, and technotadliy
advanced” force. The President identifies thesafeapriority military investment as intelligence,
counterterrorism, counter-proliferation, counteraugess denial, and cyber-security. This docutieas
not completely reject the experience of the Irad) Afghanistan Wars, but the rebalancing of captidslj
and the “pivot” to Asia, makes it clear that largeale stability operations are no longer a priasitya
capability of the U.S. military. U.S. Departmefitefense, Sustaining U.S. Leadership: Prioritas2fl™
Century Defense, (Washington, D.C: January 2012)
http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidandf (accessed April 22, 2012).

The focus of this new strategy was influenceamew military concept advocated by the navy aedath
force called Air-Sea Battle. The name Air-Sea Bats inspired by the 1980s AirLand Battle doatrivf
the U.S. Army, with significant U.S.A.F. supporegigned to defeat the Soviet Army in Europe. budtef
an alliance between the army and the air forceotnidate strategic thought in the 1980s, this cohisean
alliance between the air force and the navy. 8amitly, these are also the services least corathitt
particularly the air force, to Iraq and Afghanist&lorton Schwarz and Jonathan Greenert, “Air-SefldBa
Promoting Stability in an Era of Uncertainsnerican IntereskEebruary 20, 201ttp://www.the-
american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=1d&essed February 27, 2012).

Air-Sea Battle is designed to integrate the sgiatforce projection capabilities of the navy aidforce
to counter a rising China’s ability to deny U.Sidfes access to the Western Pacific.  While nottimesd
by name, this concept is woven throughout the neferdse strategy. With the largest budget cuts and
force reductions, the army has been viewed asitfgest loser in this “rebalancing.” Furthermofe t
army does not have a significant role in the Asiaific. Robert Farley, “U.S. Army Must Define Rafea
Future with no EnemiesWorld Politics Revievgpecial report, Military Doctrine After the LongalN
November 2011http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/1050péxial-report-u-s-military-doctrine-
after-the-long-wafaccessed May 1, 2012), 58.

2% For a counter-argument to the COIN rejectionisiost of Gentile see, Douglas A. Ollivant and Radha
lyengar, “The Next WarForeign PolicyMay 3, 2012,
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/05/0Ftmext_wailaccessed May 3, 2012).
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been a prolific critic, in print and in military weblogs, of the received wisdb@eneral
Petraeus’ counterinsurgency theory. Gentile has led a conservative resungegeiense

of the assumptions of the post Vietham narrative from its low ebb of 2007. Again
echoing the immediate post Vietnam era, this argument has found renewed vidgor base
on the simple exhaustion of the rank-and-file officer corps from the long engatein

Iraq and Afghanistan and the apparent ambiguous outcomes of botfiSvars.

However, there are significant differences between the post Vietnam drichgos
eras that indicate that history may not simply repeat itself. Unlike the &pu@iation
of small wars in General DePuy’s capstone formal doctrine, many adribéstof
General Petraeus’ counterinsurgency theory have been institutionalized hetlaimty’s
most important doctrinal publication, Field Manual 33perations. In the 2008 edition,
the first post September 11, 2001 update of capstone army doctrine, stability operations
were given direct parity with traditional combat operatiofisThis development was

clearly influenced by the 2006 publication of FM 3-@éunterinsurgency To have

2% With the long term stability of the Iragi statequestion and the failure of the U.S. to secuti®nal
reconciliation, the Iraq War provides a questioralalidation of the intellectual framework of thetrRaeus
doctrine. If measured by the more modest goa6¥#, the surge was successful, but when compared t
the ambitious goals of the invasion, not to mentfenoverall cost of the war effort, Iraq is nqiexfect
model for emulation. Similarly, the lack of dewisiresults in the War in Afghanistan has tarnisted
reputations of counterinsurgency advocates. Withtmispecific conditions of Iraq in late 2006,
Afghanistan proved a poor target for the surge moBaul Yingling criticized senior military leadein
2009 for acting as if the previous eight yearshef¢onflict had not occurred. Alternatively, Bob
Woodward portrayed Generals Petraeus and McChrystakll as Admiral Mullen of rigidly applying the
Irag counterinsurgency formula to the Afghanistaar\ivi 2009. Bob Woodwar@bama’s Wars(New
York: Simon and Schuster, 2010). Paul Yinglingn“Absence of Strategic Thinkin@n the Multitude of
Lessons Not Learned in Afghanistaf@reign Affairs(December 16, 2011),
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136882/paylingling/an-absence-of-strategic-
thinking?page=shovaccessed May 1, 2012). ; and Ned Parker, “The\Ive Left Behind: Welcome to
the World’s Next Failed StateForeign Affairs 91, no. 2 (March/April 2012),
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/137103/nedarer/the-irag-we-left-behinthccessed May 1, 2012).

297 The guiding principle of army “full-spectrum opéoms” is a rubric called “offense-defense-stailit
(ODS). However, in the 2001 edition of FM 3-0, theditional combat operations of offense and deden
were clearly prioritized over the more nebulouabsity operations. Kem, 49.
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irregular stability operations elevated to actual equality with traditcorabat
operations is a first in the history of formal doctrine in the army and inditetes
institutionalization of at least part of Petraeus’ doctrine within thetsieiof the

army?®

Secondly, unlike the immediate post Vietnam era, conservative generalsohave
dominated the senior positions of the institutional army in the wake of the?8Urgéth
the passing of General Petraeus from the military scene, it has falleméoaOdierno,
as the final active member of the surge coalition of senior officers, to iistdlize the
developments of the army over the last ten years ofaks Chief of Staff of the
Army, he has adopted a hybrid approach to mediate the demands of national atrdtegy

the lessons of the wars in Irag and Afghanistan. He has defined the post Irag and

298 Kretchik, 261-262.

299 Establishment generals like Odierno’s predecess@hief of Staff, General Casey, have been largely
discredited within the army because of the Iraq {&Ganeral Martin Dempsey succeeded Casey for less
than a year before being elevated to the Chairniuagtthe Joint Chiefs of Staff).

3 The fate of many of the most prominent innovatorghe Iraq War is also an indication of the lorgn
impacts of the changes of 2007. General Keane Isnger influential in Washington because of hise
association with the Bush Administration. Gené&alraeus commanded Central Command and then the
Afghan War effort directly during the indecisiverga era and subsequently retired from the army to
become the Director of the CIA. Petraeus as eecktfficer is no longer involved in the operatibaany
and as the CIA Director is now in charge of thedsivadrone and proxy counter-terror campaign that he
viewed as a limited capability while in uniform.ef@eral Odierno has ascended to the highest position
the institutional army as the Chief of Staff. Aki€f of Staff, Odierno has significant influence the
institutional army, but lacks a position in the ogg@nal chain of command. Colonel Paul Yinglingswa
assigned to an academic post in Germany and detodetire from the service in 2011 over
disillusionment with senior political and militakgaders. MacFarland was promoted to major geiagcl
serves on the ISAF HQ in Afghanistan. McMasterass a brigadier general and recently left commaind o
an anti-corruption task force in Afghanistan to coamd the infantry and armor center at Fort Benning.
While both officers have achieved general offi@lk;, neither has served in the all-important donisi
command billet, which is widely viewed as a preilisiie to the highest levels of army leadership.l&au
Broadwell,All In: The Education of General David Petragidew York: The Penguin Press, 2012).;
Woodward,Obama’s Wars General Officer Management Office “Active Dutg@eral Officer Resumes,”
U.S. Army, https://www.gomo. army.mil/ [usernamelgassword required] (accessed May 1, 20120.; and
Paul Yingling, “Why an Army Colonel is Retiring BarTo Become a high School Teacher,” Opinion,
Washington PosBecember 2, 201http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/why-an-araofenel-is-
retiring-early--to-become-a-high-school-teacher/202/02/gIQAB2wWwAMO _story.htm{accessed May 1,
2012).
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Afghanistan mission of the army as “Prevent, Shape, Win.” Prevention is a return to
conventional deterrence of potential adversaries in the mode of the Cold War Active
Defense and AirLand Battle doctrines. This role is predicated on the armtaimiaig a
credible capability to, “fight and win across the full spectrum of confligdte “Shape”
role refers to the development of capabilities of allied militaries thraaghinig and
partnering missions to keep enemies contained. This role was intentionally removed
from the army repertoire after the Vietham War and until the Iraq WarSp#dgial

Forces concerned themselves with “Foreign Internal Defefi5&He final role of “Win”

is the traditional army mission of conventional, high-intensity combat. This conalpinat
of Cold War deterrence, foreign military training skills developed i &ad

Afghanistan, and traditional state-on-state war is perhaps an attei@gidiyo to steer a
middle course through the demands of the President’s new defense strategy, the
experience of young Irag and Afghanistan War veterans, and the concerns of

conservative army traditionalist¥’

391 Foreign Internal Defense is a blanket term formyaSpecial Forces advisory and counter-
insurgent/guerilla/narcotics/etc missions in foregguntries. The sheer scale of the training missi
Irag overwhelmed Special Forces’ capabilities reggiconventional officers to engage in large-scale
advisory missions. Also, Foreign Internal Defelasgely focused on training tactical unit infanayd
irregular forces and had no special utility inttiiag an Iraqi armored division or logistics distrilon
networks.

302 General Raymond T. Odierno, “Prevent, Shape, Wihe Small Wars Journal Blog, entry posted
December 12, 201lttp://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/prevent-shape-(@ocessed May 1, 2012).
Significantly, General Odierno has announced amaggaented initiative to align the expeditionary
functions of the conventional army with the tramimdvisory and combat operations of Special Opersit
Command. Within this initiative, Odierno has sustge that army general purpose troops may be
deployed to Security Force Assistance and combartabipns under the operational command of Special
Forces. This would be a revolutionary change értgular army culture that has often viewed specia
operations forces with suspicion. This may beayetther indication of Odierno’s attempts to
institutionalize some of the lessons of the Irad Afghan Wars for the future. Thom Shanker, “Army
Will Reshape Training, With Lessons from Specialdes,”New York TimeMay 2, 2012
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/03/us/politics/odierseeks-to-reshape-training-and-deployment-for-
soldiers.html?hfgaccessed May 3, 2012).; and Raymond T. Odieffoe ‘U.S. Army in a Time of
Transition: Building a Flexible ForceForeign AffairsMay/June 2012
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Furthermore, as revealed by Colonel Paul Yingling’s indictment of therglen
officer corps inA Failure in Generalshipthe rank-and-file officer corps has not blamed
politicians or the general public for the failures of the Iraq War as wasitleeafter
Vietnam, but has directed its criticism at the performance of the army’sjayelass
of generals. This final factor may be the most significant of the differdretegen the
post Vietnam and Iraq eras. Unlike the lessons drawn from Vietham by ©8icehn as
Colin Powell, that were directed externally, many officers have fochsadattention
internally. The long-term stability of the Iraqi state, the endgameghaXfistan, and
budget battles in Washington, D.C. will all shape the debate over the lessoed lmaal
the narrative of the post Iraq War era; however, without, clearer alignment ameong t
external political environment, the service philosophy, and its interpretatibe past, a

new or modified dominant narrative may not emerge for some time.

It should not be surprising that the post Vietnam narrative has been difficult to
overturn, as it has been institutionalized over a period of thirty years and appssp to
historical traditions in army culture. While this narrative is powerful, itdarty open to
reinterpretation by the current generation of officers forged in theaind Afghanistan
wars. Perhaps not since World War Il has a generation of rank-araffiders had such
a significant amount of combat experience relative to the general officer canpke U
the post Vietham War era where many senior generals like Westmoreland)sAland
DePuy all had served in World War Il, the current generation of senioersftoes not

have an alternate set of experiences distinct from that of junior officerBdateats

http://m.foreignaffairs.com/articles/137432/raymetrodierno/the-us—army-in-a-time-of-transition
(accessed May 3, 2012).
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philosophy of warf®® The lack of an alternate source of experience forces senior officers
to base arguments about the future of the army upon their own experiences in Irag and
Afghanistan. Since junior officers share many of these experiences, anthsgyi
demonstrated these officers are no longer timid about questioning generals, these

arguments are open to contestation.

The current generation of junior and mid-level officers and their interjoresanf
their experience will be critical in determining the future of the armyl tiéy
subscribe to the arguments of the post Vietham narrative as Colin Powell did ahd reje
the Irag and Afghan Wars? Or is it possible that these officers, strippleeiroflusions
about their senior leadet¥ will choose their own independent path? Regardless of how
the dominant narrative in the post Iraq era develops, the interpretation of thegést

understood lessons will play a central role in the future of the culture of the Wng. Ar
B. Long-Term Institutional Change

Finally, it is misleading to say that the army is a learning orgaoizaf actical
adaptation and longer term “learning” are more accurately conductedibilirals
rather than in some abstract organizational collective. Individuals int&iptery,

understand their reality, and plan for the future based upon their own experiences,

303 General DePuy was able to validate his doctramed upon his earlier combat experience in Western
Europe in 1944 and 1945. Current generals do na Bach a powerful experience independent of yaunge
officers. The bulk of current general officersaxet in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Their réxpees

in the Gulf War or the peacekeeping missions ofli#@0s are not of sufficient scale or gravity tovpde
functional alternatives to junior officer experiesdn Iraq and Afghanistan. In the current erhenitative
references to Operation Desert Storm as a modeapfre likely to be less than persuasive with maaxy
and Afghanistan veterans.

394 The failure of establishment generals to deal Withchallenges in Iraq in 2003-2007 and the faibir
senior counterinsurgency advocates in 2009 to ssbaéy apply their model to Afghanistan have serve
to undermine the moral authority of senior officassa class to rank-and-file officers. Woodward,
Obama’s Wars and Yingling, “An Absence of Strategic Thinkihg.
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education, and personality. Organizational philosophies emerge from sharégearra
interpretations of past events and provide a common frame of reference for the
organization to plan and address challenges. These philosophies are far fravaati
the most dominant and powerful of narratives is undergoing revision based on
developments in the external political and security environments and reintiéopseta

over time by members of the organization.

However, the army is more than simply a transitory collection of individughs
each succeeding generation of officers starting with an organizational dsank s
Continuity is achieved through formal and informal structures, such as writtemepc
common practice, and traditions. Powerful individuals within the institution, such as
generals like DePuy or Petraeus, embed their interpretations ofemqeeand history
within the structure of the organization through formal doctrines. Watershethdectr
like the 1976 Active Defense or the 2006unterinsurgencyinform the army’s official
philosophy of warf®® Acceptance and internalization of this philosophy of war by a
critical mass of rank-and-file officers leads to a dominant culturahtmerforming
within the organization. Reinterpretation of this narrative in light of subseguents,
like a war, can lead to the narrative being reaffirmed or called into questign. It
significant to remember that the post Vietnam narrative was not simply dlidéve
existence by General DePuy. Rank-and-file officers, like then Colonel GoiialPR
accepted the argument of DePuy’s narrative and institutionalized it wihigriny
during their careers, especially after “proving” its validity in théf@Var. This

interactive dynamic serves a critical role in the stability and cohe e military

3% The combination of common understandings of omgitinal purpose, legitimate combat methods, and
legitimate types of wars to be fought.
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organization, allowing members to make sense of a complex environment and guide their
actions amid uncertainty. Itis when cultural narratives calcify into unquestand

reactionary orthodoxy that they become counter-productive, and in combat, dangerous.

For the intellectual vitality and flexibility of a military ingition to endure, its
philosophy of war and cultural narrative must be constantly reexamined, questimhed, a
changed. As the examples of the post Vietnam era and the Iraq War surge clearl
demonstrate, change is neither achieved through the imposition of a strate@bfive
nor by tactical level innovation from below. Thus, organizational change can be best
understood as a long-term, ambiguous, and fundamentally interactive undertaking. Even
when major tactical changes are dramatically adopted during,¢hisss changes can be
undermined or rolled-back by subsequent developments. Deeply ingrained cultural
preferences and organizational philosophies take time and constant reinierptetat
truly change. External developments are critical to reaffirming or omdigrg this
change, but a long term shift in an organizational culture requires a fundamemtedlint

reinterpretation of the dominant narrative.
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