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Strategic
w5 R eget

By Brian Katulis, Lawrence J. Korb, and Peter Juul

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

ith the Iraq war well into its fifth year, the Bush adminis-
Wtration still lacks a realistic plan for the Middle East and
Iraq. The United States must reclaim control of its core
national security interests by taking active steps to stabilize the entire
Middle East and abandon the delusions at the heart of President
Bush’s policies. Otherwise, U.S. security will continue to suffer by

weakening the U.S. military and draining resources away from de-
stroying terrorist networks such as Al Qaeda.

The current Iraq strategy is exactly what Al Qaeda wants—the
United States distracted and pinned down by Iraq’s internal conflicts
and trapped in a quagmire that has become the perfect rallying cry
and recruitment tool for Al Qaeda. The United States has no good
options given the strategic and tactical mistakes made on Iraq since
2002, but simply staying the course with an indefinite military pres-
ence 1s not advancing U.S. interests.

Instead, the United States must reset its strategy by looking beyond
the deteriorating situation in Iraq in order to counter the threat
from global terrorist groups and ensure stability in the entire Middle
East and Gulf region. To do this, we need to develop a new overall
Middle East strategy, not just a series of tactics focused heavily on
Iraq. Retired Marine Corps General John Sheehan succinctly identi-
fied the main problem when turning down the Bush administration’s
offer to serve as the White House “czar” for Iraq and Afghanistan:




“What I found in discussions with current and former
members of this administration is that there is no
agreed-upon strategic view of the Iraq problem or
the region. . .the current Washington decision-making
process lacks a linkage to a broader view of the region

53]

and how the parts fit together strategically.

In 2003, the president and his top support-
ers argued that the road to peace in the
Middle East ran through Baghdad and that
the Iraq war would stabilize the Middle
East. By getting rid of Saddam Hussein,
the United States would set into motion a
democratic wave that would topple Middle
East dictators and autocrats who were state

sponsors of terrorist groups threatening
democracies worldwide. More than four
years later it is clear that the opposite has in
fact happened—terrorist attacks continue to
rise, tensions between countries in the region
are growing, Middle East autocrats are more
deeply entrenched in power, and the Arab-
Israeli conflict continues to rage.

By 2006, when Secretary of State Con-
doleezza Rice described the conflict be-
tween Israel and the Lebanese terrorist
group Hezbollah as the “birth pangs of a
new Middle East,” it was clear that a new
Middle East was emerging: one less stable

Strategic Reset: Our New Plan

Accept the Reality of Iraq's Political

Initiate Regional Security and Diplomatic

Efforts to Contain Iraq’s Conflicts

Fragmentation
B Immediately phase out the unconditional u
arming, equipping, and training of Iraq’s
security forces.
B Shift reconstruction, governance, and security
[

assistance to provinces where practical and
possible.

Implement a Phased Military Redeploy-
ment from Iraq within One Year

B Extract U.S. troops from Iraq’s civil wars
before the end of 2008.

Promote collective security efforts with ac-
tive working groups on counterterrorism,
refugees, and security confidence-building

measures.

Use the forthcoming review of the United
Nations mandate for Iraq to secure formal
commitments from other countries to help
Iraq as the United States redeploys from Iraq.

Develop a Strategy to Resolve the Arab-Is-
raeli Conflict and Stabilize the Middle East

[
B Make counterterrorism our country’s
No. 1 priority.
B Redeploy U.S. troops to neighboring coun-
tries and temporarily station 8,000 to 10,000
soldiers in the Kurdish region of northern =

Iraq until 2009 to prevent a cross-border
conflict involving our key ally Turkey, and
to protect the region from an expansion of
intra-Iraqi violence

Appoint a special Middle East envoy with
support from two senior ambassadors who
would work on two key tracks—containing
and managing Iraq’s multiple conflicts and
resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict.

Work with partners in the Middle East
Quartet as well as regional organizations such
as the Arab League to manage and resolve
conflicts in the region.




and less favorable to U.S. national security
interests. What’s worse, President Bush

has placed the well-being of U.S. troops

in the hands of Iraq’s squabbling national
leaders—essentially giving a divided Iraqi
leadership a veto on when and where to use
U.S. military forces.

The fundamental premise of Bush’s surge
strategy—that Iraq’s leaders will make key
decisions to advance their country’s political
transition and national reconciliation—is

at best misguided and clearly unworkable.
Neither U.S. troops in and around Baghdad
nor diplomats in the Green Zone can force
Iraqi leaders to hold their country together.
As Major General Richard Lynch, currently
commanding the Third Infantry Division,
noted last month, even if the security situa-
tion does improve, there will not be signifi-
cant progress on the government side.’

The United States cannot stabilize Iraq
without serious action by Iraq’s leaders. The
“no end in sight” strategy fosters a culture of
dependency among Iraqgis by propping up
certain members of Iraq’s national govern-
ment without fundamentally changing Iraq’s
political dynamics. It does so at the cost of
grinding down the strength of U.S. ground
forces, as the readiness of these forces
continues to decline. Our ground forces are
so overstretched that many of our soldiers
and Marines are being sent to Iraq without
proper training and equipment, some mul-
tiple times; our National Guard has become
an operational rather than strategic reserve.

The consequences of President Bush’s stub-
bornness are dire. Many events that some
fear would result if U.S. troops left Iraq are
unfolding now just as the U.S. troop presence
is getting larger—vicious ethnic and sectar-

“Our situation 1s really tragic.
We are surrounded on all
sides and can’t do anything;
Whichever side you work with,
you end up being targeted by the
other, and the worst thing 1s that
there are more than two sides.”

— Iraqi college student’




ian conflict, growing tensions on Iraq’s bor-
ders, increasing provocative actions by Iran,
and the largest refugee crisis in the Middle
East since 1948. Iraq currently suffers from
four major internal conflicts and tensions:
Shi’a vs. Shi’a in the south; Sunni vs. Shi’a
in the center and east; Sunni vs. Sunni in the
west; and Arab-Kurd tensions in the north
(see map on page 6 for more details).

A recent National Intelligence Estimate on
Iraq noted that “the term ‘civil war’ does not
adequately describe these multiple, overlap-
ping conflicts in Iraq or adequately capture
their complexity as they also include extensive
Shi’a, Al Qaeda, and Sunni insurgent attacks
on U.S. forces, and widespread criminally-mo-
tivated violence.”* The United States cannot
settle Iraq’s many internal conflicts even with
its considerable conventional military power,
particularly since the use of this military
power is employed in an overall approach to
the Middle East and the threat of global ter-
rorist networks that is partial and incomplete.

Instead of passively waiting for Iraq’s national
leaders to make a series of political decisions
that they have shown themselves fundamen-
tally incapable of making amid multiple inter-
nal conflicts, the United States should adopt
a more active stance to advance its interests
throughout the Middle East. In short, the
United States needs to implement a strategic
reset aimed at using U.S. power to protect our
core national interests. The four simultancous
steps our country must now take are:

B Adopt policies to accept the reality of
Iraq’s fragmentation

B Implement a phased military redeploy-
ment from Iraq in one year

B Initiate regional security and diplo-
matic efforts to contain and resolve Iraq’s
conflicts while reshaping the geopolitical
balance in the region

B Develop a realistic strategy to resolve
the Arab-Israeli conflict and stabilize the
broader Middle East

Iraqg’s leaders are fundamentally at odds over
what Iraq is, how power should be distrib-
uted, and who should control the nation’s oil
wealth. To advance its own national security
interests, the United States needs to come to
grips with this new reality of Iraq’s frag-
mentation and respond by diversifying our
military, diplomatic, and development pres-
ence in and around Iraq. We need to build
on the efforts of the Bush administration to
put more emphasis on provincial and local
leadership rather than on working primarily
with the national government.

The United States should mitigate the
increasingly violent fragmentation in Iraq
by ceasing the unconditional arming and
training of Iraq’s national security forces
until a political consensus and sustainable
political solution is reached. As the United
States redeploys its military forces, it should
immediately phase out its training of Iraq’s
national security forces and place strict limits
on arming and equipping them. Spending
billions to arm Iraq’s security forces without
political consensus among Iraq’s leaders
carries significant risks—the largest of which
1s arming faction-ridden national Iraqi units
before a unified national government exists
that these armed forces will loyally sup-
port. Training and equipping Iraqgi security
forces risks making Iraq’s civil war even
bloodier and more vicious than it already is
today. It also increases the dangers that these
weapons will one day be turned against the
United States and its allies in the region.

Furthermore, the United States should
discard its plan to build the world’s larg-
est embassy in Baghdad and instead make




plans to reassign diplomatic and intelligence should reassign U.S. personnel to secure

personnel throughout Iraq and neighbor- consulates around Iraq in order to assist in
ing countries with adequate protection. We local efforts to address Iraq’s problems more
should encourage Middle East leaders and effectively. The localities of Iraq are where

the United Nations to continue working with  politics shape Iraq’s future, not in the isola-

Iraq’s national leaders to peacefully settle tion of the Green Zone. Finally, to fulfill a

their differences over power-sharing, but the ~ key moral obligation to the Iraqi people, the

United States should not unilaterally con- United States should increase the number

tinue to try to force an immediate resolution  of Iraqi refugees and internally displaced

of Iraq’s political disputes. persons it might accept annually from the
current level of 7,000 to 100,000.

Where security conditions permit and where

it is practically possible, the United States

Irag’s Internal Conflicts and Border Tensions:

Fragmentation and Conflict that is Worse than Civil War

TURKEY

Irag’s Northern Border
with Turkey and Iran

Turkey and Iran have conducted
cross-border strikes aimed at
disrupting activities of the
Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) and
the Kurdistan Free Life Party
(PEJAK), Kurdish rebel groups that
use northern Iraq as a base for
attacks inside of Turkey and Iran.

Northern Iraq

Ethnic violence and

tensions are growing

between Arabs, Kurds,

and Turkmen groups

as a referendum

aimed at defining the

SYRIA status of the disputed
northern city of

% » Kirkuk and more

clearly delineating the

boundaries of the

‘ aghdad autonomous Kurdis-

g tan Regional Govern-

este ag ment is planned for

the end of 2007.

Violence and attacks
by Sunni Iragis and
foreign fighters
linked to Al Qaeda
affiliates continue v
against Iraqi security
forces and govern-
ment officials.

O e d(
Intra-Sunni clashes SAUDI ARABIA
have grown, with Intra-Shi‘a disputes have broken out
Iraqi tribal leaders into street violence involving armed
targeting foreign militias of Mugtada Al-Sadr’s Mahdi
fighters. Army, the Supreme Islamic Iraqi
Council's Badr Organization, and the
el el armed partisans of the anti-Iranian

A Sunni - Shi‘a civil war has been taking Islamic Fadhila Party.

place in the mixed neighborhoods of \ 5

Baghdad and the surrounding central

regions including the eastern Diyala
province.
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Comparison of Alternative Iraq Plans

B The Bush Iraq Plan. This plan involves
sending more U.S. troops to Iraq to stabilize
the country so that its national leaders have
breathing space to strike political deals on
Iraq’s constitution, oil- and revenue-sharing
laws, and other unresolved questions. The
fundamental problem with the Bush strategy is
that it focuses heavily on maintaining a large,
prolonged, open-ended U.S. military presence
in Iraq, which harms U.S. strategic interests by
weakening U.S. ground troops and serving as
a rallying cry for global terrorist groups. The
strategy also fosters Iraqi and regional depen-
dency on the United States.

B The Iraq Study Group. This promising
proposal offered a bipartisan consensus plan
for transitioning the mission in Iraq. It stressed
the need for new diplomatic and political
approaches in the entire Middle East as key
missing ingredients to resolving and containing
Iraq’s conflicts. These diplomatic recommen-
dations remain relevant, but Iraq’s internal
dynamics have changed dramatically since
the release of the study late last year. The ISG
focused on building up the national authority

in Iraq through continued training and sup-
port for Iraq’s national army and police and
focused efforts aimed at getting Iraq’s national
leaders to advance their country’s political
transition and national reconciliation process.
Alas, the ISG’s set of recommendations aimed
at Iraq has been overtaken by events—the ISG
was examining an Iraq that simply does not
exist anymore. In addition, several military
analysts note that embedding more U.S. troops
with Iraqi forces to train and assist them is im-
practical because it would create unmanage-
able force protection problems for U.S. troops.

Our Plan. The new alternative from the
Center for American Progress recognizes the
grim realities of Iraq’s fragmentation and the
fundamentally changed regional dynamics.
We recommend shifting U.S. priorities from
refereeing Iraq’s multiple conflicts to ag-
gressive counterterrorism alongside multiple
efforts to stabilize the region (see summary
points on page 2). We advance a more prag-
matic approach aimed at garnering necessary
international support for Iraq while taking
the fight to our real terrorist enemies.

Getting U.S. troops out of Iraq’s multiple
conflicts and positioning troops in neigh-
boring countries puts the United States in

The United States should immediately
begin redeploying its troops from Iraq
and declare it does not intend to maintain
military bases permanently in Iraq. A swift
strategic redeployment from Iraq, coor-
dinated with Iraq’s government, gives the
United States the best chance to revitalize
its ground forces now stretched too thin to
address growing threats on other fronts in
the fight against global terrorist groups in
Afghanistan and elsewhere.

a better position to prevent Iraq’s multiple
sectarian conflicts from spreading beyond its
borders and gives Iraq and its neighbors the
right incentive to help resolve Iraq’s internal
conflicts. It also would increase U.S. capac-
ity to confront threats from global terrorist
groups more effectively than our massive
troop presence in Iraq currently does. U.S.
armed forces need to regroup to fight the
enemies we have, not referee Iraqi combat-
ants with other scores to settle.




The United States should begin intense
regional and international efforts to contain,
manage, and ultimately resolve each of
Iraq’s conflicts. The United States should
build on the suggestions of the Iraq Study
Group and the steps already taken by the
Bush administration in the first half of 2007
to participate in regional security conferenc-
es in Baghdad and Egypt and hold bilateral

discussions with Iran.

All of Traq’s neighbors have a stake in key
aspects of Iraq’s internal conflicts. The
consequences of an escalated conflict in
Iraq could be dire for these countries—more
refugees, the possible spread of attacks by
global terrorist groups such as Al Qaeda
and its affiliates, and more crime and law-
lessness. A sustained set of regional initia-
tives could help lessen the violence within
Iraq and help reduce the potential threat of
these conflicts spilling beyond Iraq’s borders.
These initiatives include enhancing border
security, boosting cooperation on regional
counterterrorism efforts, and encouraging
security confidence-building measures to
avoid more military conflict.

The United States should also work with
other global powers and key allies in the
Middle Fast to build consensus for a new
United Nations Security Council Resolution
to replace the one that expires on Decem-
ber 31, 2007. This new U.IN. resolution
should ensure that other countries do their
share, including sending troops to Iraq, to
help stabilize Iraq and the Middle East. It
must include transparent, verifiable com-
mitments by Iraq’s neighbors not to under-
mine Iraq’s security. The resolution should
incorporate the efforts made to create the
International Compact for Iraq, a five-year

plan launched in April of this year under the
auspices of the United Nations with bench-
marks for Iraq’s national reconciliation and
economic reconstruction, as well as formal
commitments of support from the interna-
tional community.

The United States needs to pick up the
pieces left by President Bush’s flawed
Middle East strategy by building a com-
prehensive sustained diplomatic approach
across the region. We need to revive steady
and regular diplomatic efforts to resolve
Arab-Israeli conflict, stabilize Lebanon,
more effectively manage our interests in
Syria, and address the threat posed by Iran.
All of these challenges are interlinked, far
more than when the United States invaded
Iraq in 2003.

The United States must find ways to turn
Middle Eastern interdependencies to our
advantage rather than disadvantage. One
way to do so is by making strides toward
casing Arab-Israeli tensions. Key countries
and people in the region view the United
States more positively when it leads efforts
aimed at addressing tensions between Israel
and its neighbors. Active engagement on
resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict will make
it easier to obtain and maintain support
from pragmatic leaders in the Arab world
and other key allies as our forces redeploy
from Iraq.

President Bush should appoint a special
Middle East envoy with support from two
senior ambassadors devoted to resolving key
Middle East conflicts. The special Middle
East envoy should be an individual who can
represent the United States at the highest
levels and signal to the world that he or she




represents the president, and that the issue is
a top priority for the United States.

The end goal of a more realistic U.S. strat-
egy in the Middle East is a more secure
region developed without turning our backs
on democratic values. In the next year, the
United States needs to focus its Middle East
regional strategy by:

B Developing crisis management strategies
to address more effectively the fallout
from conflicts such as the intra-Palestin-
1an battles in the spring of 2007

B Using regional and international propos-
als to provide a diplomatic framework
to move the Arab-Israeli conflict toward
resolution

B Engaging in diplomacy with U.S. rivals
such as Iran and Syria similar to the way
the United States negotiated with the
Soviet Union and China in the Cold War

B Offering smartly targeted rule-of-law as-
sistance to reduce and eliminate security
vacuums and help foster democratic
values from the ground up.

By taking these steps, the United States will
be able muster its still considerable power
to advance our long-term national security
interests in the region.

Over the past two years, President Bush has
ignored an alternative Strategic Redeploy-
ment strategy” first proposed in 2005 by the
Center for American Progress and subse-
quently embraced in large part by members
of Congress on both sides of the political
aisle. At the end of 2006, President Bush
squandered another opportunity to listen to
the majority of Americans, his top military
commanders on the ground at the time

in Iraq, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,® and the
bipartisan Iraq Study Group.’

Isolated in the world and at home, President
Bush committed more troops just as members
of the dwindling “coalition of the willing,”
including our most reliable ally, Great Britain,
made plans to reduce their forces significantly.
As a result, the United States will have an
all-time high of at least 170,000 troops in
Iraq by the summer of 2007 trying to quell
multiple conflicts while risking the destruction
of the all-volunteer U.S. Army.

President Bush can no longer ignore the
realities in Iraq and around the region, and
Congress and the country can no longer allow
him to do so. The comprehensive plan that
follows provides the policy framework needed
to restore U.S. power and prestige in the re-
gion and reset our national security priorities
on the real terrorist threats to our country.




Action Agenda for Strategic Reset in the
Middle East in 2007—2008

1. Call for a redeployment of U.S. troops development and humanitarian assistance

and closure of U.S. military bases in
Iraq by the end of 2008. Congress should
use the 2008 Defense Authorization and
Appropriations bills to call for an immediate
redeployment of U.S. troops.

. Advocate for measures to enhance U.S.
military readiness. The current Bush
Iraq strategy has led to historic problems
with personnel and equipment in the U.S.
Army, Marines, and National Guard.? Con-
gress should include measures to re-equip
our armed forces and support U.S. military
personnel and veterans in the Defense Au-
thorization and Appropriations bills.

. Cut off unconditional U.S. support for
Iraq’s national security forces. Congress
should stop training Iraqi national forces and
seek enforcement of the Leahy Amendment
(see page 20 for details on the amendment).

. Increase the number of Iraqis allowed
in the United States annually from 7,000
to 100,000. The United States has a moral
obligation to help Iraqis displaced by the con-
flict, particularly those who risked their lives
working with the U.S. military and diplomatic
personnel. The Bush administration should
raise the limit immediately and implement
measures to more efficiently respond to re-
quests for asylum.

. Downsize the U.S. embassy in Baghdad
and diversify U.S. presence around
Iraq. Congress should use legislation to make
the U.S. embassy smaller without diminishing
security for diplomatic personnel.

. Put pressure on other countries to
provide increased economic and hu-
manitarian assistance to Iraqis. Con-
gress should ask for a full review of the total

10.

needs of Iraq from the Bush administration,
a complete accounting of assistance pledged
by other countries, and a plan to help Iraq

garner support for economic reconstruction.

. Create a new special envoy for Middle

East diplomacy. Congress should require
the president to appoint a seasoned high-lev-
el envoy who can command attention in the
region and the resources the State Depart-
ment and other agencies may need to con-
tain and manage Iraq’s conflicts and resolve
the Arab-Israeli conflict. This senior diplo-
mat should provide Congress with quarterly
reports outlining steps toward stabilizing the
region and resolving its conflicts.

Provide additional funding and sup-
port for collective security efforts in
the Middle East and Gulf region. The
United States should support cooperative
security measures as it resets its military
presence in the Gulf region with confidence-
building measures such as enhanced border
security and increased communications and
early warning systems to prevent conflicts.

. Advocate for a new UN. mandate for

Iraq. The United States should lead an
international dialogue on the mandate to re-
structure international support for Iraq when
the current UN. mandate authorizing the
U.S.-led coalition expires at the end of 2007.

Prevent continued waste, fraud, and
corruption in Iraq. Congress should con-
tinue to exercise increased oversight of the
billions of dollars lost in Iraq reconstruction
projects. Working with the World Bank and
other international organizations, the United
States should set good governance standards
for Iraq’s provincial, local, and national gov-
erning authorities.




ACCEPTING THE REALITY
OF IRAQ’S FRAGMENTATION

Partition U.S. Policy, not Iraq

raq is trapped in a bitter struggle for
Ipower among multiple factions who

question Iraq’s fundamental identity
and proposed power-sharing arrangements.
While some Iraqi leaders are calling for
a return to a more centralized state, the
dominant tendencies in Iraq are towards
decentralization. More than two years after
they began discussions over the current
constitution, Iraq’s leaders are still debating
whether to define Iraq as an Arab country
in its constitution, what the dividing lines are
for the Kurdish autonomous area, and how
large the Iraqi Sunni Arab community is.

This stalemate at the national level means
that the United States and other countries
must adopt a fundamentally different ap-
proach. First, the United States must im-
mediately phase out the arming and training
Iraq’s security forces. In the current absence
of political consolidation and consensus
among Iraq’s leaders about what Iraq is and

how to divide power, sending more weapons
to Iraq risks inflaming its internal conflicts.

Second, the United States should place
even greater emphasis on its political and
economic assistance strategies of empower-
ing provincial and local governing authori-
ties to improve the lives of Iraqis. This shift
may create conditions for a possible na-
tional reconciliation in the medium to long
term—perhaps sometime in the next decade.
Instead of a “one size fits all” Iraq policy,
the United States should instead adapt its
strategy to reflect the different realities that
exist in the different corners of Iraq (see
map on page 6).

ADJUSTING TO THE REALITIES
OF IRAQ’S NATIONAL
POLITICAL STALEMATE

Iraq’s political transition and national

reconciliation are stuck. Iraq’s leaders at the

Rey leaders of Irag’s frag-
mented national leadershup.
Top row: Grand Ayatollah
Ali Husseini Al-Sistana,
Mugqtada al-Sady; Tarig
al-Hashimi, Massoud Bar-
zani. Bottom row: Nouri
Al-Maliki, Abdul Aziz
Hakim, Adnan Dulaima,
and Falal Talibani. (AP)
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national level are debating some of the same
issues in 2007 that they have debated since
2003. Iraq’s leaders fundamentally disagree
on what kind of country Iraq is and should
be, and Iraq’s political transition has not suc-
ceeded in bridging these divides. This lack
of political consensus among Iraq’s leaders
has resulted in a violent struggle for power.

Structurally, Iraq is not ripe for a major
political settlement at the national level.
Even if the United States and other coun-
tries can motivate Iraq’s leaders to peace-
fully address the unanswered questions

in Iraq—such as militias, disputes over
resources, and power sharing between the
national, provincial, and local governing
authorities—it is unlikely that these accords
would be fully implemented.

On most issues, what happens de jure in Iraq
at the national level will not matter very
much in the next few years; it will be the

de facto practices, actions, and institutions
that will shape events. For example, Iraq’s
national government may at some point take
action on finalizing new oil- and revenue-
sharing laws. These laws may even win the
approval of the national parliament. But the
greater challenge will come in implementing
the laws’ provisions, because Iraqi institu-
tions since 2005 have a weak record of fol-
lowing the letter of the law.

Instead of trying to hold together a center in
Iraq that may have ceased to exist, the Unit-
ed States and the international community
need to concentrate resources on persuading
the centers of power in provinces and locali-
ties around the country to reach multiple
reconciliations. U.S. military redeployment
should give Iraqis greater incentives to build
their own democracy.

Iraq’s so-called “national unity” government
is neither unified nor an effective govern-
ment. The first year of Iraqi Prime Minister

Nouri al-Maliki’s government was dominat-
ed by continued jockeying for power among
the various Iraqi political factions.

In the first half of 2007, two Shr’a par-

ties, Iadhila and a bloc led by Shi’a cleric
Mugtada al-Sadr, withdrew from the gov-
ernment headed by al-Maliki, leaving him
with very slim support in Iraq’s parliament.
Sunni leaders have repeatedly threatened to
pull out of the government in order to force
the Shi’a-led ruling coalition to fulfill its
promises to change the constitution as part
of a deal that brought Sunnis into Iraq’s
political process in 2005.°

Iraq’s national government currently lacks
a unified leadership that works for the
common good of the whole country. For
example, the Iraqi Kurds’ strong push for
even greater regional autonomy cuts against
the grain of initiatives aimed at bring-

ing and holding together a strong central
government. In the spring of 2007, Kurd-
ish officials took more steps toward greater
autonomy. The Kurdish Regional Govern-
ment’s energy minister, Ashti Hawrami,
announced that Kurdish authorities in the
north planned to triple the presence of for-
eign oil companies in the northern Kurdish
regions—regardless of what happens with
the national oil law.'

Or consider the use by Iraqi political fac-
tions of ministries to benefit their own
sectarian groups rather than the national in-
terest, especially national security forces, as
detailed on page 15. In addition, internal di-
visions between Shi’a and Sunnis have also
led to the creation of parallel government
structures. For example, National Security
Minister Shirwan Al Waili, a Shi’a leader
with close ties to Iran, created an alterna-
tive structure to Iraq’s National Intelligence
Service, a service created as a cross-sectarian
unit headed by Sunni General Mohammed
Shahwani with a Kurdish deputy."!




Iraq’s Political Transition Is Stalled

In January 2007, Secretary Rice outlined

a “notional political timeline” that called for
certain objectives for Iraq’s political transition to
be met by the end of March of this year."” No
major progress was achieved on these objectives
by March, and Congress included these among
a set of 18 “benchmarks” in the supplemental
funding bill passed on May 25, 2007—bench-
marks President Bush has authority to waive.
Key benchmarks include:

® Constitutional reform. Iraq’s current
constitution, narrowly approved in an
October 2005 referendum, left unanswered
many questions fundamental to establishing a
new post-Saddam Iraqi state, such as how to
divide power between national and provincial
governing authorities.

B Oil and revenue-sharing laws. These

laws would create the structures for manag-
ing Iraq’s oil wealth, setting regulations for
distributing oil revenues, and allowing foreign
investment in the country.

De-Baathification laws. These measures
would clarify how the current Iraqi govern-
ment plans to reintegrate Iraqis who were
members of Saddam Hussein’s Baath party
and served in government.

Provincial elections. A new law to orga-
nize and regulate provincial elections is also
a key benchmark.

In addition to these internal divisions within
the national government, key Iraqi sectarian,
ethnic, and political groups are themselves
becoming more internally fragmented with
each passing day. This presents an addition-
al dynamic that contributes to political stasis
at the national level.

Among Iraqi Sunnis, important divisions have
emerged. After Saddam Hussein’s execution,
former members of his Baath party became
increasingly divided. There is now an internal
power struggle between Izzat Ibrahim, a for-
mer chief deputy to Saddam, and Moham-
med Yunis Ahmad, a former top general."®

More broadly in the Iraqi Sunni community,
major divisions emerged in the fall of 2006
after Al Qaeda-affiliated groups declared

the Islamic State of Iraq and attacked Sunni
Iraqi leaders who took positions in the Iraqi
security forces and governing authorities. At
the national level, in response to the Islamic
State of Iraq, a new group of Sunni Iraqis
formed the Islamic Army of Iraq, and by
the spring of 2007 had built an alternative
coalition opposed to foreign fighters known
as the Reform and Jihad Front.

And at the local level in the western province
of Al Anbar, a group of local tribal sheikhs,
reacting to a spate of vicious attacks by Al
Qacda-affiliated groups, formed Anbar
Awakening, a coalition of tribes led by Sheikh
Abdul Sattar Rishawi (sometimes referred to
as Abu Risha)."* But even the Anbar Awaken-
ing coalition may be short-lived, as reports
surfaced just a few weeks after its emergence
that internal divisions were splitting this
Sunni tribal coalition apart."
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Several divisions have also emerged among
the Sh’ia members of Iraq’s ruling coalition.
For the past year, Shi’a factions have fought
for control over oil operations, business inter-
ests, local government, and police throughout
cities and towns of southern Iraq including
Basra, Amarah, Kut, and Diwaniya.

"Two main Shi’a militias, the Madhi Army
led by Mugtada al-Sadr and the Badr
Organization, which is affiliated with the
Supreme Iraqi Islamic Council headed by
Abdul Aziz al-Hakim, have fought in open
battles—even though they are technically
coalition partners in the so-called national
unity government led by the United Iraqi
Alliance. The United States has provided air
support to some Iraqi forces fighting Shi’a
militias in what some have characterized as
an intra-Shi’a civil war.'®

In Basra, clashes between rival Shi’a groups
and demonstrations against an unpopular
governor from the Fadhila party have imped-
ed progress toward stability in Iraq’s second-
largest city.!” Signs of fragmentation exist at
deeper levels among Iraq’s Shi’a community.
There is evidence that some movements such
as the Sadrists are splintering internally, with
up to several thousand members of al-Sadr’s

Mahdi militia no longer under his control

and perhaps receiving financing from Iran.'®

PuAsE Out UNCONDITIONAL
TRAINING AND ARMING OF
IrAQI SECURITY FORCES

The United States should phase out its
training of Iraq’s national security forces
and place strict limits on further arming and
equipping Iraq’s forces. Spending billions of
dollars to arm Iraq’s security forces absent
political consensus among Iraq’s leaders
comes with two significant risks to U.S. na-
tional security interests.

First, the United States is arming up differ-
ent sides in multiple civil wars that could
turn even more vicious in the coming years
(see table on page 14). Second (and more
important to America’s strategic interests)
billions of dollars of U.S. military assistance
1s going to some of the closest allies of
America’s greatest rival in the Middle East—
Iran. The Shi’a-dominated Iraqi national
army and security forces could quite quickly
turn their weapons against American troops
and allies in the region.

Since 2005, the size of Iraq’s security forces
has grown considerably. Not including the
Facilities Protection Forces, which number

T’he medicine of more weapons
and training for Iraq’s security
forces may actually end up killing
the patient—and will certainly end
up killing more Americans, too.




IRAQ VIOLENCE GROWS AS IRAQ’S SECURITY FORCES INCREASE
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nearly 140,000, the number of Iraqi military
and police personnel has more than doubled
from about 142,000 in March 2005 to about
350,000 in June 2007 (see below and map on
page 16). But as the Government Account-
ability Office reports, the changing composi-
tion and growth of Iraqi security forces have
not led to a decrease in violence."

Why? Most of Iraq’s violence is related

to a vicious struggle for power. Training

and skill-building are not crucial for Iraq’s
security forces. In fact many of them have
more training than hundreds of U.S. sol-
diers being deployed as part of this surge.
Rather, the Iraqi forces’ problems are related
to motivation and allegiance. In the past

Status of Iraq’s Security Forces

On paper, Iraq has more than half a million
personnel in its security forces: 150,000 mem-
bers of the Iragi Army, nearly 200,000 police,
100,000 Kurdish peshmerga forces, and an
additional 140,000 Facilities Protection Service
personnel working in 27 ministries. But our com-
manders report significant problems with absen-
teeism and attrition in nearly all of these forces.

Currently, the 150,000-strong Iraqi Army is
divided into 10 divisions. These divisions are
generally deployed evenly across Iraq. The Iraqi
Army’s First and Seventh Divisions are based in
the troubled western province of al-Anbar,* and
the Sixth and Ninth Divisions of the Iraqi Army
are currently deployed in or near Baghdad*

(see map on page 16 for locations of Iraqi army
divisions). Iraq has sent additional army battal-
ions drawn from other divisions to deploy in the
capital as part of the Baghdad security plan.?
But these battalions remain in Baghdad for only
90 days before rotating back to their home prov-
inces, hardly enough time to provide adequate
help for the Baghdad surge.”

The Iraqi National Police, a national-level para-
military force of more than 26,000 based in
Baghdad, operates country-wide under the au-
thority of the interior minister. The Iraqi Police
Service, or IPS, is a local-level law enforcement
organization with dual chains of command

to provincial governments and the Interior
Ministry. At 135,000, the IPS is the largest

component of the Interior Ministry. More than
140,000 Facilities Protection Service personnel
are tasked with protecting Iraqi government
buildings and facilities.

In April 2007, the United States and Iraq an-
nounced plans to spend an additional $14 billion
on Iraq’s security forces, with $5 billion coming
from U.S. taxpayers and $9 billion from Iraq’s
budget, according to U.S. Army Lieutenant Gen-
eral Martin Dempsey. This year, 2007, will be
the first year that Iraq’s government will spend
more of its own money than the United States
on arming and equipping Iraq’s security forces.**
As that money 1s spent, the Iraqi army by end of
2007 will grow from 10 to 12 divisions and will
have 170,700 soldiers—mnearly 35,000 more than
at the end of 2006. Iraq’s police force, includ-
ing national, local, and border patrol units, will
grow from 192,000 at the end of last year to
198,600 at the end of 2007.%

The growing number of Iraqi security forces
masks a serious problem: growing divisions
among Iraq’s leaders. The fundamental problem
with Iraq’s security forces is that they lack the
allegiance to the national government and in
many cases the motivation to defend their coun-
try. The United States has poured more than
$20 billion into building a national army and
police force designed to defend a government
that does not have the unity and support of its
own leaders.




Iraq Army Locations in the Country

The Iragi Army consists of ten divisions, consisting of 152,500 trained-and-equipped soldiers. A 30,000 soldier expansion

was recently approved and is under way. Iragi Army forces are commanded by either the Multinational Corps - Irag or the
Iraqi Ground Forces Command in Baghdad, which serves as command-and-control for the eight army divisions that have
been transferred from coalition command. Information and location on the Iragi Army divisions:

l 2nd IA Division

« Kurdish division based in Mosul, under the command of Maj.
Gen. Jamal

3rd IA Division

» Operating in western Ninewah
Province in Tal Afar and Al Kisik
under the command of Maj.
Gen. Khorsheed Saleem Hassan
Muhammad al Doskekey

« Brigade deployed to Baghdad as part of the new security plan

« Described as “largely Kurdish” SULAYMANIYAH

NINAWA 4th IA Division

AT-TAMIM

« Based in Salah ad Din, Sulaymaniyah, and At-Ta'mim

« Largely Kurdish brigade ordered to Baghdad for the new security
plan

o SALAH
N

.\‘im\_“oo
... BA

DAD

KARBALA'

7th |A Division

« Operating in northern and western Ramadi
and Al Qaim in western Anbar Province

DIYALA
5th IA Division

- Stationed near Baquba in Diyala Province

- Widely considered to be a sectarian Shiite division

AL ANBAR

- S WASIT
BABIL \

AL-QADISIYAH
AN
NAJAF
AL MUTHANNA

1st IA Division 9th IA Division

« Operating in Rusafa in eastern Baghdad

« Commanded by Gen. Abdullah Moham
mad Khamas, responsible for eastern
Baghdad under new security plan

« Headquartered in Habbaniyah,
Anbar Province

+ Are responsible for Fallujah and
Ramadi, under the command of
Maj. Gen. Tarig Abual Wahab
Jasim el Azaw

6th IA Division

N« Responsible for
southern Baghdad,
western Baghdad,
Responsible for
southern and
western Baghdad.

8th IA Division

10th IA Division

+ Headquartered at Diwaniyah in Qadisiyah Province

+ Responsible for south-central Iragi provinces of « Based in Basra

Najaf, Qadisiyah, Wasit, Karbala, and Babil - Brigade deployed as part of new security plan operating

in eastern Baghdad, with elements in Sadr City

Source: U.S. State Department Weekly Iraq reports; MNF-Irag and Pentagon press releases; and news articles by
Associated Press, The Christian Science Monitor, National Public Radio, The New York Times, and USA Today.

three years, the size of Iraq’s security forces
and the levels of violence have both grown
steadily, even as the U.S. troop presence
remained constant.

The Iraqi security forces suffer from two ma-
jor problems—factionalism and absenteeism
caused by a lack of political consolidation in

Irag. The central problem today in Iraq is
that too many Iraqi leaders are hedging their
bets, not fully supporting their own govern-
ment by maintaining an independent power
base with militias or attempting to carve

out greater autonomy by seeking control of
the country’s security forces. These sectar-
ian and ethnic divisions have been on full
display in the actions of Iraqi security forces
at numerous times during the past year.
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In March 2007, for example, Shi’a police

in Tal Afar killed several dozen Sunnis fol-
lowing a bombing that left more 150 Iraqis
(largely Shr’a) dead. Iraqi police went on a
rampage in the Sunni district of al-Wahada,
dragging innocent civilians into the streets
and slaughtering them.?® Officials in the U.S.
military have accused the Fifth Iraqi Army
Division operating in Diyala province of en-
gaging in blatant sectarian bias and violence,
using Iraqi state resources in a sectarian
cleansing campaign.”

Furthermore, despite recent purges, the
Badr Organization, the Shi’a militia for the
Supreme Iraq Islamic Council, has exten-
sively infiltrated the National Police, units of
which have perpetrated sectarian violence
and formed death squads against Sunnis.”

Similarly, the Facilities Protection Service,
or FPS, has been widely recognized as a
source of funding and jobs for al-Sadr’s
Mahdi Army militia.” The FPS gets its
funding through different ministry budgets,
and some groups such as the Mahdi militia
have used the FPS as a jobs program for
their own supporters.”” The involvement of
the IPS in death squad activity is widely al-

leged,’" yet General David Petraeus, the top
U.S. commander in Iraq, has discussed plans
for using I'PS units as part of the Baghdad
security plan.*

The head of Iraqi police in Dhi Qar prov-
ince, General Abdul Hussein Al Saffe, said
he could not trust one in three of his own
officers, but he could not fire the ones he did
not trust because they had political protec-
tion.*® Indeed, Iraqi police have been in-
volved in high-profile attacks and abductions
that have some connection to Iraq’s sectar-
1an divisions. Last November, kidnappers
wearing Iraqi police uniforms conducted a
mass abduction at Iraq’s Ministry of Higher
Education in Baghdad. Iraqis wearing police
commando uniforms kidnapped a group of
British contractors at the ministry of finance
in Baghdad in late May 2007.%*

Militia infiltration of Iraq’s security forces
1s so bad in some places that U.S. soldiers
sometimes do not know whether to trust
their Iraqi counterparts.

In the Ameel neighborhood of Baghdad, the
local commander of Iraqi national police
has been replaced three times since March

“We don’t trust ‘em,” said 1st Lit.

Steve Taylor, serving at a joint Iraqi-
American security station in Sulakh.
“I'here’s no way to know who’s good
and who’s bad, so we have to assume
they’re all bad, unfortunately.””
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because of ties to militias or insurgent
groups.® In some instances, American sol-
diers have been killed by Iraqi security forces
that they were actually training.”’

The composition of Iraq’s governing coali-
tion, which includes several militia-linked
Shi’a political parties, does not bode well for
national unity among Iraq’s security forces.
Prime Minister Maliki, if given free rein,
would likely focus national military efforts
on Sunni insurgents and not disarm Shi’a
militias who are part of his political base.*
This only serves to reinforce sectarian con-
flict in the country, not resolve it.

There is also a major absenteeism prob-
lem, particularly for the Iraqi Army. At
least a third of the Iraqi Army—almost
50,000 troops—is on leave at any given
time.*” The Pentagon continues to use

vague criteria for assessing whether or not
Iraqi units are “in the lead” as the surge un-
folds amid all these problems. The Pentagon
has also refused to supply either Congress
or the GAO with its readiness assessments
of Iraqi units.*

Multiple reports, however, indicate that
Iraqi forces will not go on combat missions
without American forces." Appearing before
Congress earlier this month, Lt. General
Martin Dempsey testified that Iraqi security
forces are today unable to play a significant
role in pacifying the country. And in some
cases, Iraqis trained and armed by the
United States may have joined the insurgen-
cy. When asked whether absent Iraqi police
previously trained by the United States
could be fighting U.S. troops, Dempsey said
he did not know, but that this was something
the United States was trying to track.”

COSTS OF CONFLICT

U.S. Taxpayer Costs of War (figures in 2007 dollars)

Gulf War 1 $92.8 billion

Korea $464 billion
]

World-War Il, as of mid-1943  $600 billion
|

Vietnam  $652.08 billion
|

By the time costs for WWII reached $600 billion, the United States had defeated Japan at the Battle of Midway and driven
Germany's forces out of North Africa on the way to victory in Europe and Japan.

Iraq, original estimate $50-60 billion, according to Mitch Daniels, White House budget director in 2002

Iraq, actual $450 billion approved by congress; $566 billion including $116 billion FY2008 request from Bush Administration

Source: “War costs are hitting historic proportions,” Joel Havemann, Los Angeles Times, January 14, 2007; “Costs of Major U.S. Wars and Recent U.S. Overseas
Military Operations,” http://digital.library.unt.edu/govdocs/crs/permalink/meta-crs-6990:1, conversion from 2002 dollar figures provided in that report to 2007
dollars ($1=$1.16) is from the BLS, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl; “White House Cuts Estimate of Cost of War with Iraq,” Elisabeth Bumiller, The New
York Times, January 2003; “The Cost of Irag, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11,” Amy Belasco, Congressional Research

Service Report, March 14, 2007.
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Since 2005, U.S. efforts to train and equip

the Iraqi security forces have focused on
embedding U.S. advisors with Iraqi forces in
the form of “transition teams.” The Iraq As-
sistance Group, or IAG, has embedded more
than 500 teams of between 11 and 15 Ameri-
can soldiers with Iraqi forces since the start of
the program in early 2005.* There are now
approximately 5,000 U.S. troops embedded
in Iraqi units throughout the country:.

The IAG has control over transition teams
embedded in the Iraqi Army, border patrol,
and National Police. The transition teams
assist and advise Iraqi forces in assuming re-
sponsibility from the battalion to the division
level, while simultaneously being the connec-
tion between Iraqi units and the U.S. military
providing such assistance as close air support,
artillery, intelligence, and medical evacuation.

Traditionally, this sort of training has been
done by Army Special Forces, but in Iraq
as in Vietnam, regular U.S. forces are being
slotted for this role. A brigade from the 1st
Infantry Division at Fort Riley, Kansas, has
been specially tasked to oversee the train-
ing and equipping of the transition teams
as they head out for Iraq. These transition
teams’ effectiveness is hampered by sectari-
anism and absenteeism among Iraqi security
forces they advise.

The Iraq Study Group report recommended
increasing the number of troops embedded
with Iraqi security forces to between 10,000
and 20,000.* However, the ISG’s recom-
mendations on troop training have been
overtaken by events, and the current situa-
tion in Iraq raises serious questions about
force protection risks associated with leaving
behind large numbers of trainers embedded
with Iraqi units.

Furthermore, U.S. soldiers would have to rely
on the Iraqi units they are embedded in to
understand the environment in which they
are operating. Given the complex nature of
Iraq’s multiple conflicts and the significant
language barriers, there is no guarantee that
embedded U.S. soldiers will know on which
side they or their Iraqi units are fighting.

As the United States begins its phased rede-
ployment, U.S. forces should phase out the
training and arming Iraq’s security forces.
U.S. troops need to concentrate on the real
enemies in Irag—Al Qaeda—mnot on pro-
tecting fellow U.S. soldiers from ambushes
and kidnappings against the backdrop of
Iraq’s multiple civil conflicts.

Arming and equipping Iraqi security forces
during the past three years has resulted in
several problems. Efforts through early 2005
to equip the Iraqi security forces with small
arms such as AK-47s and rocket propelled
grenades, or RPGs, were severely hampered
by a lack of accountability: the Iraqi security
forces could not account for thousands of
weapons. According to the Special Inspector
General for Iraq Reconstruction, only about
10,000 of the 370,000 small arms delivered
through U.S. assistance had their serial num-
bers recorded for record-keeping.* Moreover,
the majority of these unrecorded small arms
went to the notoriously corrupt Ministry of
Interior rather than the Ministry of Defense.

The economic incentives for participating
in the weapons black market are strong.
Iraqi police officers are paid $60 a month
and soldiers $317 a month; an AK-47 can
get $500 on the open market, RPG launch-
ers $100 (the grenade rounds themselves
are worth $50), and Glock pistols anywhere
from $900 to $1,100.* With serious con-
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cerns about the reliability and loyalty of
Iraq’s security forces, the United States
quite properly has been reluctant to hand
over heavy weapons to the Iraqi security
forces. U.S. Army officers expressed con-
cerns that any heavy equipment the United
States provided to the Iraqi Army would
wind up providing the muscle for a coup or
fuel a civil war.’

The Bush administration has recognized
these problems and adjusted its ef-

forts. In September 2006, Iraq requested
101,500 M16s and M4s in foreign military
sales from the United States, along with

35 million rounds of suitable 5.56 mm am-
munition.* These new weapons are being
1ssued with tightened controls and record-
keeping: Iraqi soldiers issued new M16s or
M¢4s are fingerprinted, given a retinal scan,
and photographed with the rifle and its seri-
al number. This information is then entered
into a database in Baghdad to prevent the
weapon from winding up on Iraq’s extensive
weapons black market.*

As it phases out the training of Iraq’s na-
tional-level security forces and completes
current programs to arm and equip these
forces, the United States should increase

its oversight over the weapons and equip-

ment being provided. In particular, the U.S.
Congress should ensure that any additional
assistance to Iraq’s security forces complies

with the Leahy Amendment, which prohib-
its U.S. military assistance to known human
rights abusers (see box below).

The United States needs to guard against
the risk that weapons and equipment might
be used to settle political scores. Given that
U.S. training and arming of Iraq’s national
security forces amid political fragmentation
risks a more vicious civil war and threatens
our broader strategic interests in the Middle
East, the United States should examine dif-
ferent models for providing support. But be-
fore any further security assistance is consid-
ered, the United States needs to redeploy its
forces out of Iraq’s internal conflicts by 2008
and demand a greater degree of political
consensus among Iraq’s leaders as a condi-
tion for any future security-sector assistance.

Rather than putting so much effort into
building a national police under the control
of a national Ministry of Interior, the United
States, working with other countries under an
umbrella of a new U.N. mandate (see page

The Leahy Amendment

The Leahy Amendment, first introduced by Defense Appropriations Acts, which permits the
Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-V'T) as an amendment Secretary of Defense to waive the restriction

to the 1997 Foreign Operations Appropria- on assistance if “extraordinary circumstances”
tions Act, prohibits U.S. security assistance to require assistance to continue to units credibly
foreign military or security units “against whom believed to have engaged in gross violations of
exist credible allegations of gross violations human rights. Since 2003, the Bush administra-
of human rights.” Since 1997, Congress has tion has refused to apply the provisions of the
continued these restrictions on such assistance Leahy Amendment to U.S. security assistance to
in amendments to the Foreign Operations and Iraqi units.
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T'he multiple fragmentation of Iraq

means the United States should
partition its own policy approach
to Iraq. It should significantly
decrease the size—in terms of
personnel and physical presence—
of its embassy in Baghdad, which
occuples a space about the size of
the Vatican Caty 1n Italy.

40), could develop police- and security-sector
reforms that build local police authorities and
makes them accountable to local governing
structures. The national military and police
units are today too compromised by political
and sectarian discord at the national level

to be of much value to provincial and local
leaders. In addition to local police units, the
United States, working with international
aid organizations, can help build the crucial
judicial sector in order to strengthen court
systems in Iraq.

If the United States shifts more of its focus

to developing provincial and local capacity
and boosting the ability of police forces with
oversight from those provincial and local
governing authorities around Iraq, it should
examine the network of International Law
Enforcement Academies started by the Unit-
ed States in 1995 to combat international ter-
rorism, drug trafficking, and crime. The focus

of the ILEA network was to support regional
and local criminal justice institution building
and law enforcement—something that is still
lacking in many parts of Iraq today:.

Act LocALLy AND DECEN-
TRALIZE U.S. PoLicy IN IRAQ

The United States should reassign its person-
nel from the Baghdad embassy to consulates
throughout Iraq to help assist in initiatives
needed to better advance U.S. interests in Iraq.

These consulates would be located in areas
of Iraq that are relatively safer, such as
Erbil in the northern Kurdish autonomous
region. They would require additional secu-
rity protection, including a contingent of at
least two hundred Marines with backup air
support from U.S. military bases in neigh-
boring countries.
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In addition to serving as a base for intel-
ligence operations against global terrorists
who flocked to Iraq in the wake of the U.S.
invasion, these consulates should provide in-
creased consular services to assist the millions
of Iraqis internally displaced by Iraq’s con-
flicts and help Iraqgis who sided with us secure
visas to travel to the United States and other
countries. I'inally, these provincial outposts
could work more closely with international
aid agencies to help Iraqi provincial and local
Institutions improve their capacity to govern
and root out corruption in order to provide a
better quality of life for Iraqi citizens.

Bogged down by Iraq’s sectarian infighting,
the United States and other countries have
not been able to achieve progress on Iraq’s
economic reconstruction. Iraq’s consider-

able oil wealth still does not benefit its people.

According to a recent report by the United
Nations Development Program, one in three
Iraqis lives in poverty.”® And the 2007 Failed
State Index produced by Foreign Policy
Magazine and the Fund for Peace ranks Iraq
number two among the world’s failed states.”!

The country’s health care system is in
shambles, with many doctors and medi-

cal professionals fleeing the country after a
spate of terrorist and insurgent attacks tar-
geted them. According to the World Health
Organization, 70 percent of Iraqis lack
regular access to clean water, and UNICEF
found that one in five Iraqi children suffer
from malnourishment.”

Economic reconstruction efforts will not
yield results while conflict rages in parts of
Iraq. Most international aid and humanitar-
ian agencies have left the country because
of the widespread violence. But there are
pockets of the country, particularly north-
ern Iraq, where a lot more work can be

done to help Iraqis rebuild their country’s
economy. The United States should adopt
a new pragmatic approach of doing what it
can, where it can on Iraq’s reconstruction
and political development.

The United States, working closely with

the international community, should shift
its strategic focus to sub-national structures
in order to make investments in the institu-
tions that offer the best chance for improv-
ing the quality of life in Iraq in the short-
term. Again, the emphasis should not be on
forcing a de jure national partition but rather
on a pragmatic approach of doing what the
international community can where it can.

To a certain extent, the Bush administra-
tion has already shifted part of its strategy
toward a more decentralized approach, at
least with its governance and reconstruction
efforts. In 2005, the United States set up 10
provincial reconstruction teams, or PRTs,
which are small integrated civilian-military
units aimed at boosting provincial and local
government capacity to deliver essential
services. Despite significant problems in
staffing the civilian components of these
teams, President Bush announced in January
2007 that the United States was doubling
the number of PRTs (see map on page 23).%

Creating a new model for assistance to
provincial and local governments centered
on consulates in selected parts of Iraq would
help streamline and consolidate the uneven
assistance currently being provided through
the PRTs. Tapping our allies and Muslim-
majority countries for additional help would
direct the most useful international resourc-
es to where they would be most effective.

A consolidated and modified version of

the current provincial reconstruction team
model would more effectively address the
considerable challenges in building local and
provincial institutions. For example, in Feb-
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to boost the capacity
of local and provincial
governments through
the deployment of
provincial and regional
reconstruction teams.
U.S. diplomats, for ex-
ample, could work with
International organiza-
tions such as the World
Bank to address Iraq’s
“second insurgency,””
its endemic corrup-
tion, through these and
other new programs.
Indeed, Iraq’s second
insurgency cries out for
International interven-
tion. According to a
l recent report, any-
where from 100,000 to

300,000 barrels of oil

ruary 2007 the U.S. State Department an-
nounced a regional reconstruction team, or
RRT, for the Iraqi Kurdistan region covering
the provinces of Dohuk, Erbil, and Sulaim-
aniyah. This RRT has provided assistance

to the Kurdish National Assembly and other
Kurdistan Regional Government institu-
tions in developing laws and regulations and
increasing their governance capacity.

In addition to providing policy advice, the
RRT has helped coordinate economic as-
sistance and facilitate private international
investment in local business ventures. And im-
portantly, the RRT is multinational—headed
by a South Korean diplomat with participa-
tion from American Foreign Service officers
and development assistance professionals.”

This integrated multinational approach of-
fers a promising model. The United States
should work with international aid agencies

a day are unaccounted
for in Iraq, costing up
to $15 million a day.™
The head of Iraq’s Public Integrity Commis-
sion, an Iraqi anti-corruption commission,
said that Iraq has lost more than $8 billion
through corruption and mismanagement in
the last three years.”

By focusing its efforts on selected communi-
ties, localities, and provinces in Iraq, the
United States would be able to help Iraqgis
achieve progress toward building more demo-
cratic institutions in the long run. One such
case 1s northern Iraq. Because of the relative
safety and calm in northern Iraq, the U.S.
government, as well as nongovernmental or-
ganizations such as the National Democratic
Institute and Freedom House, has more space
and ability to support Kurdish government
authorities, political parties, and civic groups
to advance democracy and to engage in local-
1zed conflict-resolution sessions in places such

as Kirkuk (see box on page 24).
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Test Case: Kirkuk

Kirkuk is a particular challenge looming on the
immediate horizon, but the disputed city also
offers a chance for nongovernmental, nonpar-
tisan groups such as the United States Institute
for Peace and the National Democratic Institute
to play a constructive role in quietly mediating
conflicts and helping build the advocacy and
political negotiation skills of Iraqis.

Kirkuk is a city located on the fault line between
the northern Iraqi Kurdistan region and the rest
of Iraq with a mixed population of Kurds, Arabs,
Turkmen, and Assyrians, among other groups.
Home to one of the world’s largest oil fields, the
area surrounding Kirkuk has an estimated 30 per-
cent to 40 percent of Iraq’s overall oil reserves and
more than half of its proven natural gas reserves.

Saddam Hussein pushed tens of thousands of
Kurds out of Kirkuk and relocated Iraqi Arabs
there in an attempt to “Arabize” the city in the
1980s. After Saddam’s ouster in 2003, Kurdish
leaders have worked to reverse the effects of “Ara-
bization” by encouraging Kurds to move back into
the city. These shifts in demographics now have
serious implications for security within Kirkuk.

Article 140 of Iraq’s constitution, narrowly
approved in a national referendum in October
2005, requires a referendum to determine the
status of Kirkuk and whether it will be included
in the areas under the Kurdistan Regional
Government. Many Iraqi Arabs and Turkomens
oppose making Kirkuk a part of the Kurdish
region, and al-Sadr reportedly sent members of
his Mahdi Army to Kirkuk in 2006 to defend
the interests of Iraqi Arabs. In addition, Turkey
opposes Kurdish control of Kirkuk, fearing that
exclusive Kurdish control over Kirkuk’s consid-
erable oil and gas fields will encourage the Kurds
to push for even greater autonomy.”®

This complex mix of forces in and around Kirkuk
are emblematic of the local and provincial divides
in Iraq. Yet these very same dynamics play to the
strengths of forceful provincial and regional di-
plomacy backed perhaps by a multilateral military
presence. This 1s the kind of local arena where
the realignment of U.S. strategic interests could
foster dialogue and compromise that is all but
impossible to broker in Baghdad.

The provincial consulates described in this
plan should also serve as hubs to advance U.S.

The United States should increase assistance
to internally displaced Iraqis and refugees.
The United States has a moral obligation

to these individuals, particularly those who
worked with U.S. troops and officials.

Our performance to date, however, has been
dismal. In contrast to the 7,000 Iraqis the
United States has promised to consider taking
in, Sweden, which had nothing to do with the
2003 Iraq war, took in 9,000 in 2006 alone,
and is expected to receive applications for
asylum from 20,000 more Iraqis this year.”

interests in the different corners of Iraq. One
key job would be to administer an expanded
consular program so that Iraqis internally
displaced by Iraq’s conflict have a reasonable
chance to participate in the expanded pro-
gram to provide more Iraqis with temporary
residence in the United States. The current
level allows 7,000 Iragis to enter the United
States. Under our new strategy, up to 100,000
would be allowed in, with preference given to
those who aided U.S. efforts over the past four
years and groups such as religious minorities
specifically targeted by the violence in Iraq.
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An Iraqu child sleeps next to her mother at a camp for displaced Iraqis in Najaf. The deterioration of Irag’s water and sanitation systems means
only an estimated 30 percent of children have access to safe water. (AP Photo/Alaa al-Marjany)

Having a larger but protected consular pres-
ence 1n the different corners of Iraq would
help facilitate the process of responding to
the growing calls for asylum from Iraqis.
Currently, many Iraqis do not have access
to the U.S. embassy in Baghdad, and the
visa process 1s slowed by additional vetting
requirements. A special priority should be
given to Iraqis who worked with the U.S.
military and other American groups, as well
as their families. Officials from the U.S. De-
partment of Homeland Security, which has
already placed staff in embassies in Jordan
and Syria, could help respond to requests for
asylum from Iraqis at these consulates.

ENCOURAGE INTERNATIONAL
MEDIATION TO ACHIEVE PROG-
RESS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

In addition to dedicating more of its efforts
to boosting provincial and local institutions
and police in Iraq, the United States needs
to encourage an increased leadership role by

the United Nations Assistance Mission for
Iraq and other international mediators such
as representatives from the Arab League and
the Organization of the Islamic Conference.
Representatives from these organizations
would face some problems operating in cer-
tain parts of Iraq due to the security situa-
tion, but they may be seen as more credible
mediators than U.S. soldiers and diplomats.

The United States should encourage these
efforts despite the low expectations that
something tangible will result from discus-
sions by Iraq’s national political leaders.
Progress on this front can only come with
the United States acting as a neutral part-
ner in the process with other organizations
that are more credible mediators playing
key roles and reaching out to Iraq’s various
political factions (see box on pages 2627
for a list of local, regional, and international
players in Iraq as the U.S. resets its strategic
interests in the region).
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Background Basics: Iraq’s Groups and Regional Actors

Iraq: Sunmi Arab Groups

Al-Anbar Awakening/Anbar Salvation Council:
Alliance of Sunni tribes organized to fight Al Qa-
eda in Anbar province and supportive of the ruling
national coalition.

Baath Party: A secular Arab nationalist party that
dominated Iraq under Saddam Hussein.

Islamic State of Iraq: Umbrella organization for
Al Qaeda in Iraq and other jihadist and insurgent
groups affiliated with its ideology. The IST seeks

ultimate control over Iraq’s Sunni insurgency.

Islamic Army of Iraq: Sunni nationalist insurgent
group opposed to Al Qaeda-affiliates such as the
Islamic State of Iraq as well as the ruling coalition.

Iraqi Accord Front: Sunni Islamist coalition that
currently serves in the al-Maliki government but
has threatened to pull out if promised constitutional
changes are not delivered. The IAF is the main
Sunni bloc in the Iraqi parliament.

Iraqi Islamic Party: Strongly nationalist Sunni
Islamist party that is the main component of the
IAF. Led by Tariq al-Hashimi, one of Iraq’s vice
presidents.

Iraqi National Dialogue Front: A nationalist-
oriented, Sunni party founded by Saleh Mutlak,
the chief Sunni negotiator on the constitution who
wound up opposing the constitution.

Association of Muslim Scholars: Formed by

a group of Sunni Muslim religious leaders in Iraq,
the AMS opposes the U.S. military presence and has
voiced opposition to Iraq’s political transition.

1920 Revolution Brigade: A Sunni national-

ist group in Iraq named after the 1920 revolution
against British colonial rule that has fought against
elements of Al Qaeda in Iraq.

Iraq: Shi’a Arab Groups

United Iraqi Alliance: The coalition of Shi’a
religious parties commanding the largest number of
seats in the Iraqi parliament. Along with the main
Kurdish parties, the UIA keeps the current govern-
ment in power.

Supreme Islamic Iraqi Council: Formerly the
Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq.
SIIC is an Iranian-aligned Shi’a Islamist party head-
ed by Abdul Aziz al-Hakim and part of the leading
Shi’a bloc, the UTA.

Badr Organization: The paramilitary wing of the
Supreme Islamic Iraqi Council, heavily suspected
of infiltrating Iraqi security forces, especially the
Interior Ministry.

Sadrist Movement: Shi’a Islamist movement head-
ed by Muqtada al-Sadr that is strongly nationalist
and anti-coalition. Sadrists recently left the al-Maliki
government, though they remain a part of the UIA.

Madhi Army: Militia controlled by Shi’a cleric
Mugqtada al-Sadr. Widely suspected of perpetrat-
ing much of the anti-Sunni sectarian violence and
infiltrating Iraqi security forces.

Dawa Party: Shi’a [slamist party that has provided
Iraq’s two elected prime ministers, Ibrahim al-Jaaf-
ari and Nouri al-Maliki. Member of the UIA.

Fadhila Party: Anti-Iranian and anti-Sadrist Shi’a
Islamist party. Fadhila controls the government of the
main southern city of Basra and recently withdrew
from the government and the United Iraqi Alliance.

Kurdish Groups

Patriotic Union of Kurdistan: One of two main
Kurdish nationalist parties, the PUK is headed by
Iraqi President Jalal Talabani.
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Kurdistan Democratic Party: One of two main
Kurdish nationalist parties, the KDP is led by Kurd-
istan Regional Government President Massoud
Barzani. Fought the PUK in the mid-1990s.

Kurdistan Regional Government: The KRG is
an autonomous region comprising three Kurdish-

majority provinces in northern Iraq. It is governed
primarily by an alliance between the KDP and PUK.

Peshmerga: Long-standing Kurdish militia. Some
peshmerga were integrated into the Iraqi national
army, but many remain under the control of the
KDP and PUK.

Kurdistan Workers Party, the PKK: Turkish
Kurd separatist organization that has used terrorism
in its armed campaign against Turkey. The status of
the PKK in northern Iraq is a major sticking point
in Turkish-Iraqi relations.

Iraqi Cross-Ethnic and Sectarian
Nationalist Groups

Iraqi National List: Non-sectarian parliamentary
bloc headed by interim Iraqi Prime Minister Iyad
Allawi and his Iraqi National Accord party.

Regional Groups and Diplomacy

Arab League: International organization composed
of all Arab states. The Arab Peace Initiative has been
promoted under the auspices of the Arab League.

Arab Peace Initiative: A 2002 proposal by Saudi
King Abdullah, further adapted by the Arab League,
to trade Israel’s return to its 1967 borders in return
for comprehensive peace and normal relations with
all Arab states. Discussion of the Initiative has been
renewed recently by the Arab states and Israel.

Clinton Parameters: Presented by President
Clinton at a meeting of Israeli and Palestinian of-
ficials after the collapse of the 2000 Camp David

summit, the Clinton Parameters offered guidelines
to address the fundamental issues at the heart of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict including final borders,
refugees, and Jerusalem, among other issues.

Fatah: Secular Palestinian nationalist party led by
Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas. Negotiated
the Oslo agreement and recognizes Israel.

Fatah al-Islam: Palestinian-Lebanese Islamist ex-
tremist group that fought Lebanese security forces in
mid-2007. Not to be confused with the Fatah party
headed by Abbas.

Gulf Cooperation Council: A loose alliance
between the Arab Gulf states of Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, and the United
Arab Emirates.

Hamas: Palestinian Sunni Islamist political party
with an armed wing that frequently engages in ter-
rorism. Does not recognize Israel’s right to exist.

Hezbollah: Lebanese Shi’a Islamist party with an
armed wing that engages in terrorist actions and
does not recognize Israel’s right to exist.

Organization of the Islamic Conference: In-
ternational organization consisting of most Muslim-
majority countries.

Palestine Liberation Organization: Primary
political organization regarded by the Arab League
since 1974 as the “sole legitimate representative of
the Palestinian people” and includes main Palestin-
ian factions such as Fatah, the Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine, and the Palestinian
People’s Party, among other factions, but does not
include Hamas.

Quartet on the Middle East: Established in 2002
and consisting of the United States, Russia, the Eu-

ropean Union, and the United Nations, the Quartet
has worked to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
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PHASED MILITARY REDEPLOYMENT
FROM IRAQ IN ONE YEAR

one of the diplomatic initiatives to
reset our national security interests
in the Middle Fast can have any se-

rious impact until the United States offers an
end date to our military mission in Iraq and
begins an immediate redeployment that con-
cludes within 12 months. The United States
should immediately announce that it does
not intend to maintain permanent military
bases or forces in Iraq. It should also imme-
diately phase out training of Iraq’s national
security forces and focus the final year of
U.S. ground operations in Iraq on targeted
counterterrorism efforts. The United States
should coordinate its military disengage-
ment with the Iraqi national government.

President Bush’s 2007 escalation in Iraq
will result in American troop levels at an
estimated 170,000—the highest level since

the initial invasion in March 2003. If the
United States begins troop redeployment by
the summer of 2007 at the latest, U.S. troop
levels in Iraq could decline to about 70,000
by January 2008, with a full redeployment
completed by September 2008. This would
be accomplished by not replacing units

that complete their tours on a one-for-one
basis. Redeploying in one year would allow
sufficient time to dismantle U.S. bases such
as Gamp Victory in Baghdad and Balad and
Tallil Airbases, as well as to return most U.S.
military equipment to the United States."

As the redeployment begins in 2007, U.S.
forces would continue to rotate into the
region to take up missions in Kuwait, Turkey,
and Afghanistan. Forces currently deployed
in Iraq will rotate home, while other units
will come into the region to take up criti-

cal missions outside of Iraq, positioned to
strike at global terrorist targets in Iraq and
to enhance regional security. The post-rede-

By the fall of 2008, the U.S. troop
presence 1nside of Iraq’s borders
would be minimal but suthcient to
sateguard the American diplomatic
presence 1n Iraqg—the Baghdad
embassy and consulates located
throughout the country.
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U.S. Troop Redeployment
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ployment U.S. force structure in the Middle
East would include: an Army brigade and

a tactical air squadron stationed in Kuwait;
two light, mobile Army brigades stationed in
the northern Kurdish areas; a Marine Expe-
ditionary Unit afloat in the Gulf; and four to
five Army combat brigades stationed in Af-
ghanistan to complete the unaccomplished
mission of eradicating Al Qaeda there.

In this new plan, the first unit to deploy to Af-
ghanistan could be the Ist Brigade, 101st Air-
borne Division, which is currently scheduled
to deploy to Iraq this coming September.®!

It can be shifted to Afghanistan to increase
the number of combat brigades there. Other
units currently scheduled to go to Iraq would
instead be deployed to Afghanistan, phasing
in an increase in U.S. force levels there by at
least 20,000 (see map above for U.S. troop
presence in Iraq and throughout the Middle
East after redeployment).

Assuming the Iraqi Kurdish leadership
concurs, the United States should plan to
maintain a small and temporary residual
force of 8,000 to 10,000 U.S. troops in the

conflict from

the central and

southern part
of the country. Offering this protection will
provide support to one of the few remaining

broadly pro-American groups in the entire
Middle East—the Kurds.

In addition, the temporary military presence
in northern Iraq would help crack down

on cross-border smuggling and operations
by Kurdish terrorist organizations that have
conducted numerous attacks inside Turkey
and Iran. One of the brigades deployed to
Kurdistan would be based along the Turk-
ish-Iraqi border in Dahuk and Erbil prov-
inces to monitor and police the cross-border
region. This limited and temporary U.S.
presence in northern Iraq could also serve to
deter the Kurdistan Regional Government
from pushing for full independence.

The United States could send into the
Kurdish area an airmobile brigade from

the 101st Airborne Division and a Stryker
brigade such as the 2nd Cavalry Regiment,
scheduled to rotate into the region in August
2007.%% These units are more mobile and
have a lighter footprint than heavy armor
brigades. The repositioning of U.S. forces in




Selected Tribes in Iraq

northern Iraq would have to be predicated
on agreements reached at the national and
local level in Iraq and in concert with our
allies in the region. The diplomatic means to
foster this dialogue is discussed on page 35.

MAKE COUNTERTERRORISM
THE TopP U.S. MISSION IN
IrAQ IN 2007-2008

Though most of Iraq’s violence today is
sectarian and political in nature, it would be
unwise to turn a blind eye to the threats now
posed by global terrorist groups throughout
the Middle East. Redeployment will open
the door for more effective U.S. counterter-
rorist action, inside Iraq and throughout the
Middle East.

The global terrorist network Al Qaeda has
articulated a strategic agenda that places Iraq
at the center of a global jihad. Global ter-
rorist groups exploited the security vacuums
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created after the fall of Saddam Hussein, and
the continuing U.S. military presence in Iraq
provides Al Qaeda with an ideal ideological
argument and rationale. The United States
should invalidate this argument by leaving;

Keeping U.S. troops in Iraq would actu-

ally be counterproductive to combating
global terror groups affiliated with Al Qaeda
because of widespread and growing opposi-
tion to the U.S. military presence in Iraq. As
Muhammad Abdul Khaliq, the mayor of
the Amiriyah, explained in late May 2007,
Sunni residents of this west Baghdad neigh-
borhood were rising up against Al Qaeda,
but if U.S. forces got involved, “it would
blow up because they [the Americans] are
the enemy of us both, and we will unite
against them and stop fighting each other.”*

Case in point: in early May 2007, Ayman
Zawahiri—Al Qaeda’s No. 2—actually criti-
cized efforts by the U.S. Congress to withdraw
American troops from Iraq, saying a bill to
set a timetable for U.S. withdrawal from

Iraq would “deprive us of the opportunity to
destroy the American forces which we have
caught in an historic trap.”®* Today, Iraq is a
quagmire for the United States; leaving Iraq
will make it Al Qaeda’s quagmire.

The rotation of U.S. forces out of Iraq would
be the most effective move that the United
States could make in the fight against Al
Qaceda. As U.S. forces redeploy, Sunni Iraqi
nationalist elements will focus their attention
away from fighting the “occupation” and
more and more on battling foreign radical
Sunni elements. In tandem with international
efforts—including the active participation of
Muslim-majority countries around the world
(see page 41 for details)—nationalist Sunni
militants now arrayed against U.S. forces will
find it in their own self-interest to get rid of
these foreign radical elements.
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In fact, some of the Iraqi Sunnis complain
that the current U.S. approach against global
terrorist groups is not effective enough. One
leader in Anbar Awakening, Sheikh Hamid
al-Hais, criticized the U.S. military for being
too soft on foreign terrorists and said Iraqis
could deal with these groups more effective-
ly.* More evidence that Iraqi Sunni groups
are turning against the foreign fighters
comes from the actions of the Islamic Army
of Iraq and the 1920 Revolution Brigade,
which battled against Al Qaeda affiliates in
late 2006 and early 2007.%

Because of the significant fractures and
fragmentation inside of Iraq, redeploying
U.S. troops would make Iraq a quagmire
for our terrorist enemies and rivals in the
region. Extremist elements of Shi’a and
Sunni Islamist movements would likely turn
against each other in a battle for power as

a result of U.S. military redeployment from
Iraq. Yet having fighters from two different
anti-American groups become deeply mired
in battles with each other will not under-
mine vital U.S. strategic interests—especially
if more moderate forces in Iraq turn away
from military conflict.

As the rest of U.S. troops redeploy from
Iraq in the coming year, Marine units and
Army Special Forces remaining in Iraq until
the fall of 2008 would focus on counterter-
rorism. The focus of these counterterrorist
operations would largely be in the Western
province of al-Anbar and the province of
Diyala province north of Baghdad. Marine
units serve in Iraq on seven-month rotations;
the current Marine units in the western
province of Al Anbar would rotate home in
August-September 2007. Another Marine
Expeditionary Force, however, could be
deployed for a seven-month rotation, which
would itself redeploy back to the United
States without replacement in April 2008.

IRAQ WAR ABETS ESCALATING
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These successive redeployments would in
fact capitalize on some relative success in the
counterinsurgency efforts in al-Anbar. For
example, Marine units now support local
Sunni Arab tribes that have organized to
fight extremist terrorist elements led by Al
Qaeda (see map on previous page).” Our
redeployment could be key in our long-run-
ning fight with Al Qaeda; because the Sunni
tribes fighting Al Qaeda would no longer be
viewed as U.S. collaborators. Many of the
Sunni forces currently working against for-
eign fighters affiliated with Al Qaeda have
made clear that they continue to oppose the
unpopular U.S. troop presence.

During redeployment, the United States
would also work with institutions in north-
ern Iraq and countries along Iraq’s north-
ern border to stop the cross-border attacks
conducted by Kurdish terrorist organiza-
tions such as the Kurdistan Workers Party,
more commonly known as the PKK based
on their Kurdish acronym. The main effort
would rely on small Special Forces units
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working closely with Iraqi, other Arab, and
regional intelligence elements to deal with
the threat posed by these groups.

After 2008, a phased redeployment with
U.S. troops remaining in the region would
allow U.S. forces to maintain the capacity to
carry out targeted strikes against select ter-
rorist targets in Iraq. This is a strategy that
has already borne fruit: air strikes based on
Iraqi and Jordanian intelligence eliminated

the leader of Al Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Musab
al-Zarqawi, last June.

To conduct these strikes, the United States
will need to maintain open lines of commu-
nication with all of the trusted contacts our
intelligence and military officers have built
up over four long years of war in Iraq, both
within the national government and among
local and provincial leaders.

Reality Check: Effect of U.S. Troop Withdrawal

Some analysts outline grim scenarios for Iraq
and the Middle East if the United States with-
draws its military forces in a year. These argu-
ments, often offered by many of the original
proponents of the Iraq war, essentially argue
that the United States cannot leave Iraq because
it will result in sectarian cleansing, a new base
for Al Qaeda, and a regional war. Yet all of
these consequences are already occurring even
with close to 170,000 U.S. troops in the country.
Because faulty assumptions and bad analysis got
the United States into this war, it is important to
examine the arguments for continuing U.S. mili-
tary operations in Iraq with no end in sight.

Iraq’s violence is already quite deadly, with tens
of thousands of Iraqis killed in sectarian cleans-
ing and terrorist attacks since 2003. Deep frag-
mentation among Iraqis would serve to prevent
Iraq’s multiple conflicts from coalescing, and no
single force will be able to truly gain an upper
hand in the country. In addition, the absence of
heavy weapons such as tanks, attack aircraft, and
artillery, would likely limit the casualty rates and
ethnic violence in Iraq, as Steven Simon at the
Council on Foreign Relations points out.*

Second, the notion that Al Qaeda might take
over a portion of Iraq is far-fetched. Foreign
jihadist fighters make up only a small portion
of the overall insurgency, less than 10 percent
according to most intelligence estimates. In
addition, at least 80 percent of Iraqis (the Shi’a
and the Kurds) as well as a growing number

of Sunnis would not allow Al Qaeda to gain a
foothold in the country as they see these groups
as inimical to their own interests.

Finally, direct military intervention by neighbor-
ing armies is highly unlikely. Syria, Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, and Jordan lack the military capacity
and face other overriding security concerns,
while the United States can deter threats of
invasion from Turkey and Iran by remaining in
the region. Furthermore, with a more effective
strategy for the region built on collective security
measures and intensified diplomacy, the United
States can help countries in the region more
effectively advance their own interests in a more
secure Iraq and Middle East.
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SECURITY AND DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVES
TO ADDRESS IRAQ’S CONFLICTS

he United States should combine a
I credible military redeployment plan

with pragmatic regional security and
diplomatic efforts. These efforts should build
on the suggestions of the Iraq Study Group
and diplomatic steps already taken by the
Bush administration in the first half of 2007.
The main goal of these regional security and
diplomatic initiatives is to ensure that the
costs of intervening to exploit Iraq’s internal
divisions are much higher than the benefits
gained from working collectively to contain,
manage, and ultimately resolve Iraq’s inter-
nal conflicts.

Leaders around the world and in the Middle
East in particular fear that the forthcoming
U.S. military withdrawal from Iraq will lead
to terrible consequences for their own coun-
tries’ interests. It is time for the United States
to capitalize on these fears to get our allies,
Iraq’s neighbors, and other Muslim-major-
ity countries of the world to do more to help
stabilize their own backyard. Discussing the
implications of the U.S. redeployment from
Iraq with all countries in the region will help
manage the transition. Maintaining a U.S.
military presence in the region as well as initi-
ating these regional security diplomatic efforts
will guard against the threat that neighboring
countries will increase destructive interven-
tions into Iraq’s internal conflicts.

The core problem in Iraq’s internal conflicts
involves vicious internal struggles for power.
Yet several of Iraq’s neighbors are linked
to the Iraqi groups engaged in these battles.
Iran, for example, offers support to some

Shi’a militia while elements in Syria and Sau-
di Arabia offer financial and logistical support
to some Sunni groups in Iraq. In many ways,
Iraq’s multiple conflicts are mini-regional
proxy wars, with neighboring countries sup-
porting one group versus another.

After much delay, the Bush administration
finally began the process of reaching out to
Iraq’s neighbors by participating in regional
conferences in Baghdad in March 2007 and
Egypt in May 2007. Regional working groups
on refugees, fuel imports, and border security
were created. The administration also began
bilateral discussions with Iran on issues of
mutual interest in Iraq in late May 2007.

These represent steps in the right direction—
a move away from President Bush’s self-im-
posed diplomatic isolation and toward the
recommendations of the Iraq Study Group.
The formation of a regional contact group,
however, is only the starting point for a series
of necessary international and regional diplo-
matic initiatives aimed at managing the risks
of the coming U.S. troop redeployment from
Iraq. Because it will facilitate joint action on
addressing significant border control gaps
exploited by criminal and terror networks, it
is also a first step in the right direction toward
political and diplomatic solutions and away
from exclusively military approaches.

Yet all-inclusive regional contact groups hold
the potential for achieving few tangible re-
sults. The March 2007 Baghdad conference
saw tensions rise between Sunni Arab coun-
tries and Iraq’s government after the Arab
League’s Secretary General Amr Moussa
said its delegation would push for changes
in Iraq’s constitution to give Sunnis more
political power. Moussa also hinted that the
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Arab League would take their suggestions to  This flare-up is just one reminder of how

the U.N. Security Gouncil, which prompted ~ precarious regional diplomacy can be in
the United Iraqi Alliance, the ruling coali- the Middle East. Nonetheless, there are
tion in Iraq, to issue a statement denouncing  reasonable alternatives, which is why the
the Arab League’s “irresponsible positions next step is for the United States to work
which incite discord and acts of violence with governments in the region to convene

9369

inside of Iraq.

Rurdish Peshmerga soldiers carry coffins of Kurdish victims exhumed during a re-burial ceremony in
Irbil, Iraq. In 1983, 8,000 members of the Kurdish Barzani tribe were captured by Saddam Hussemn’s
Jorces and later executed and buried in mass graves in southern Iraq. (AP Photo/Sasa Kral))

like-minded states on Iraq’s southern and

western borders—
Saudi Arabia, Ku-
wait, and Jordan—to
coordinate their ap-
proaches to border
control and share
information. Should
Syria prove coopera-
tive on western Iraq
security issues, there
would remain a pos-
sibility that it could
be brought into the
border control group
as well.

More targeted di-
plomacy such as this
proposed regional
working group for
western and southern
Iraq is premised on
the notion that each
of Iraq’s neighbors
has a different stake
in cach of Iraq’s in-
ternal conflicts. Tur-
key, for example, has
no strong security in-
terest in the western
and southern borders
of Iraq, but it has an
extremely high stake
in the outcome of
the simmering Kurd-
Arab conflict.
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The first of these regional subgroups should
concentrate on the security concerns in
northern Iraq. The primary security prob-
lem for countries bordering northern Iraq

is the status of Iraqi Kurdistan. Turkey has
been most concerned with the issue of cross-
border terrorism of the PKK, the status of
Kirkuk, and the specter of an independent
Iraqi Kurdistan.

Iran, which has a large Kurdish population,
also has had problems with Kurdish militant
groups, having shelled camps in northern
Iraq in 2006. And Syria, which also has a
sizable Kurdish population within its bor-
ders, has not yet expressed the same level of
concern with developments in northern Iraq,
but could well join this group.

Kurdish rebel attacks have left tens of
thousands of Turks dead over the last two
decades, with several hundred killed last year
alone. During the past year, both Iranian

and Turkish forces have increased their mili-
tary presence along Iraq’s northern borders
and in some cases allegedly launched strikes
at Kurdish terrorist organizations that have
used northern Iraq as a base, at times shell-
ing into Iraq’s borders.”

Escalating tensions came to a head in the
spring of 2007. Massoud Barzani, the head
of Iraq’s Kurdish Regional Government,
threatened to provoke an uprising among
Turkish Kurds, which prompted Turkey’s
top general to respond with a warning of
direct military action against the Kurds in
northern Iraq.”

Concerns about ethnic tensions between
Kurds, Arabs, and Turkmens in Kirkuk have
also raised concerns both inside and outside
of Iraq. Top Turkish officials have warned
recently that the referendum planned on the
status of the Iraqi city of Kirkuk should be
cancelled.” The problem of Kirkuk is likely
to persist throughout 2007, which is why

the United States, working with other global
powers and the United Nations, should

Iraq’s neighbors have been targeted
by global terrorist groups. And at
different points since the September 11
attacks the United States has actually
coordinated counterterrorism efforts
against Al Qaeda with many of these
countries, including Syria.




launch a diplomatic initiative aimed at re-
ducing tensions by addressing the concerns
of countries that border northern Iraq.

The aim of this diplomacy should be to
explore all options for preventing increased
conflict erupting over the status of Kirkuk,
including a possible delay in implementing
Article 140 of Iraq’s constitution. During the
past year, retired Air Force General Joseph
Ralston has led an important diplomatic
mission with Turkey and Kurdish leaders
over the PKK question.” These efforts
should be reinvigorated following Turkey’s
election in July 2007. General Ralston’s
missions should be more closely integrated
with the other regional diplomatic efforts
outlined in this paper.

The United States has sufficient leverage
over both Turkey and Iraq’s Kurdish leaders
to prevent a further escalation of tensions.
Turkey 1s a member of the NATO alliance
and wants to join the European Union.
Iraq’s Kurdish leaders have had close ties
with several U.S. administrations. Fur-
thermore, linkages between northern Iraq
and Turkey make the case for a peaceful
resolution to these tensions strong. After all,
Turkey is a leading trade partner with Iraq
and it is also a main supplier of electricity
to northern Iraq.

INCREASE REGIONAL COUNTER-
TERRORISM EFFORTS AGAINST

AL QAEDA

Another key component of this regional
diplomacy involves getting other countries
to act in their own self-interest in regional
stability by working with the United States
and other world powers to dismantle global
terrorist networks such as Al Qaeda.

Countries in the region must prepare for an
additional threat—the “boomerang” effect
of foreign jihadists returning to their home

countries after U.S. forces redeploy out of
Iraq. When the United States invaded Iraq,
the country became a magnet for Islamist
militants from across the globe and a live
training ground for global terrorist groups.
Now there are growing signs that these ter-
rorists are heading to other countries in the
region. This is the greatest external security
threat facing not just Saudi Arabia, Syria,
and Jordan, but also Egypt and the Arab
countries of North Africa.

Signs of these threats emerged over the past
few years, with the Amman hotel bomb-
ings in the fall of 2005 and spring 2007
bombings in Algeria. In April 2007, for
example, Saudi Arabia arrested more than
170 suspected militants with alleged ties to
global terrorist groups.”* In addition, Fatah
al-Islam, a militant group with ties to global
terrorist groups operating in Iraq, was at the
center of violence in a Palestinian refugee
camp in northern Lebanon in May 2007.7
These terrorist attacks are harbingers of
worse things to come in the region, but the
United States can help countries in the re-
gion deal more effectively with this threat.

Iincreased terrorist threats can be managed
and contained more effectively without a
large presence of U.S. ground forces in Iraq,
but it requires a modified approach that em-
ploys the full potential of U.S. intelligence
and law enforcement capabilities cooperat-
ing with regional actors. The U.S. should
formalize a regional network of government
security forces to combat global terrorist
networks such as Al Qaeda. It may not be
practical to include all countries at this stage
given the mutual tensions and animosities,
but announcing the intent to support an
inclusive effort would put countries such as
Iran and Syria on notice.

To facilitate such dialogue even though
conditions may not be ripe for decisive
diplomatic action, the United States should
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encourage regular meetings between defense
and interior ministers of countries in the
region, with a system for direct communica-
tion, coordination and intelligence sharing.
Over time, as the positive effects of the U.S.
strategic realignment take hold, new oppor-
tunities to rebuild counterterrorist alliances
are sure to arise.

An estimated two million Iraqi refugees have
fled to neighboring countries such as Jordan,
Syria, Iran, and Egypt, creating social, eco-
nomic, and potential political problems in
those countries in addition to the hardships
faced by the refugees themselves (see map
above). A more coordinated effort must be
made to alleviate the refugees’ situation and
help their host countries cope with them,

starting with a small working group consist-
ing of the United States, the United Nations,
Syria, and Jordan.

The United Nations organized a confer-
ence on Iraq’s refugees in Geneva in April
2007 at which the Iraqi government pledged
$25 million of its own resources to assist
Iraq’s refugees in other countries.”

Thus far, the United States has funded

30 percent of the appeal for $60 million from
the UN. High Commissioner for Refugees,
and U.S. Under Secretary of State for De-
mocracy and Global Affairs Paula Dobrian-
sky outlined plans for an additional $100 mil-
lion in U.S. spending on Iraq’s refugees.”’

Other countries with the capacity to assist fi-
nancially, such as Saudi Arabia and the Gulf
states, should also be invited to participate.
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The United States should appoint a coordina-
tor for Iraqi refugee affairs to work with the
United Nations and countries in the region
on Iraqi refugees. This coordinator could
work to build on the discussions at the April
2007 U.N. refugee conference in Geneva and
coordinate the actions of U.S. agencies such
as the departments of State and Homeland
Security to ensure that the United States 1s
fulfilling its moral obligation to Iraqi refugees.

The United States should get other coun-
tries to do more by increasing the number of
refugees the United States accepts. Washing-
ton should raise the total number of refu-
gees allowed into the United States annually
to 100,000 from the current level of 7,000.

The United States should use the growing
refugee crisis as an argument for garnering
greater support to resolve Iraq’s internal
conflicts.

Another way to help get Iraq’s neighbors to
play a more constructive role is to encourage
economic linkages so that countries neigh-
boring Iraq have a greater stake in helping
Iraqis tackle their internal conflicts.

For example, Iraq depends on several coun-
tries to export its oil products, particularly
from the northern fields near Kirkuk, which
are connected to the Turkish Mediterranean
port of Ceyhan by a pipeline. Iraq also has
pipelines connecting it to Syria that had been
used before the 2003 war. Getting these pipe-
lines back up and running at full capacity
could help strengthen linkages between Iraq
and its neighbors. These pipelines are not
fully operational in part because of repeated
attacks by Iraqi insurgent groups. In addition,
in May 2007 Iran and Iraq signed a deal to
increase Iraqi oil exports to Iran via a new
pipeline in the southern part of Iraq.”

Irag’s economic linkages with Iran go well
beyond oil exports. Iraq has become increas-
ingly dependent on a wide range of Iranian
imports that are not made in Iraq because
its industries were hampered by internation-
al sanctions for years. Several cities in Iraq
have turned to Iran to address their electric-
ity shortages, including Halabja, a Kurdish
city in the north, and Basra, Iraq’s second-
largest city.”” In addition, Iran has provided
more than $64 million in aid the past four
years to improve facilities for religious tour-
ists to the holy cities of Najaf and Karbala.®

The United States should not fear these eco-
nomic linkages; we should quietly encour-
age more cooperation through the regional
contact groups and meetings. By encourag-
ing the development of common interests
among countries in the region, it can further
isolate the extremists and terrorist groups
who lack an agenda for improving the qual-
ity of life for people in the region.

SUPPORT LONGER-TERM
REGIONAL SECURITY
COOPERATION

By developing more productive ways to
jointly address the common threats faced

by countries in the region, the United States
could plant the seeds for more constructive
and responsible actions by those countries.
The list of security challenges in the Middle
East is long and daunting. But by more con-
structively and directly helping countries ad-
dress these issues head-on through diplomacy,
the United States can build a more sensible
strategy for addressing difficult regional secu-
rity issues such as Iran’s nuclear program.

Heading into its last two years in office, the
Bush administration has finally started to
develop a more thoughtful and clear-headed
approach to Iran. By early 2007, it had
achieved a second Chapter VII U.N. Securi-
ty Council resolution aimed at isolating Iran

38



because of growing international concern
about a lack of transparency in its nuclear
research program.

Yet the United States also began to engage
Iran selectively in diplomatic efforts at
regional conferences in Iraq and Egypt and
bilateral talks held in Baghdad. These moves
prepare the ground for further diplomatic
action if Iran continues to defy the world
community over its nuclear development
program but also hold out the promise of
peaceful coexistence and international en-

gagement if more level heads prevail in Iran.

But there are broader steps the United States
needs to take. Currently, the United States
has a partial regional security strategy aimed
at building an alliance of countries in the
Gulf region to address the threats posed by
Iran. These efforts, which include providing
Patriot missile batteries and conducting joint
naval exercises in the Gulf, have escalated
tensions in the Gulf at certain moments
during the past year. Though some of these
moves may be necessary as temporary short-
term responses to security threats, they do not
represent a sustainable long-term strategy.

In order to promote a more sustainable se-
curity system in the Gulf, the United States
should take additional steps to safeguard
against starting a conflict inadvertently as a
result of military miscalculations that might
lead to a military clash between the United
States and Iran. In the long run, the United
States should seek to foster a more sustain-
able security arrangement in the Gulf re-
gion—one that seeks to de-escalate tensions
and promote coordination. Given broad
divisions and growing fragmentation in the
Gulf region, no single actor can dominate
the area.

Currently, there are some partial efforts
afoot to do this, such as NATO’s Istan-
bul Cooperation Initiative, which aims to

contribute to long-term stability by offering
Middle East countries security cooperation
with NATO. The current members include
the countries of the Gulf Cooperation
Council—Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, and the
United Arab Emirates.

The Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, how-
ever, holds out the prospect of including
other countries, provided they meet certain
standards on security and counterterrorism.
This could be one avenue for expanding
regional security cooperation in the Gulf, if
imminent tensions such as Iran’s nuclear
program are addressed.

More broadly, the United States should also
revive multilateral regional talks on security.
More than 15 years ago—in the aftermath
of the 1991 Gulf War and Madrid peace
conference—the United States and Russia
chaired sessions of the Arms Control and
Regional Security, or ACRS, working group
that included Israel, 13 Arab countries, and
a Palestinian delegation. The working group
made progress in outlining a number of
incremental confidence-building measures.

ACRS drafted a declaration of principles

for regional security and arms control and
created a number of maritime confidence-
building measures including a prevention-
of-incidents-at-sea agreement. The ACRS
meetings came to a halt when complications
arose in the Arab-Israeli peace process in the
mid-1990s and attention shifted to bilateral
negotiations between Israel and its immedi-
ate neighbors. A dispute between Egypt and
Israel over the establishment of a “weapons
of mass destruction-free zone” in the Middle

East further undermined the ACRS.

Picking up where the ACRS left off more
than a decade ago is probably impractical,
yet given the dramatically changed Middle
East landscape, the ACRS working group
proved that the United States, working with
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other global powers, can take active steps
to build confidence and stabilize the region.
The United States should aim to start with
modest goals—such as clarifying maritime
rules in the Gulf—with the ultimate goal of
creating a more sustainable security struc-
ture for this oil-rich region of the world.

The alternative is not tenable. A continued
conventional arms race that has grown as
quickly as the oil profits of countries in the
Gulf region is clearly destabilizing.*' There
is also the potential for nuclear arms race
after the Arab countries of the Gulf Coop-
eration Council announced a joint nuclear
research program in December 2006 in
response to Iran’s nuclear program.

As the United States redeploys its forces
from Iraq to the region, it must develop
more concerted efforts to stabilize the
Middle East by containing Iraq’s internal
conflicts and working to promote security
confidence-building measures akin to the
ACRS working groups and the still-promis-
ing Istanbul Initiative.

Apoprt NEw U.N. SECURITY
CounciL. RESOLUTION FOR
IraQ BEFORE END oF 2007

U.S. forces operate in Iraq under terms
defined in U.N. Security Council Resolution
1546, which the United Nations has extend-
ed twice: first by UNSCR 1637 in December
2005 and then by UNSCR 1723 in Novem-
ber 2006. The current U.N. mandate is set
to expire at the end of 2007.

A new UN. mandate should center on the
International Compact with Iraq, or ICI, a
five-year plan with benchmarks for Iraq’s
national reconciliation and economic recon-
struction as well as formal commitments of
support from the international community.
As an international mechanism, the ICI is
only as useful as the support and commit-

ments provided by countries involved. The
May 2007 Sharm el-Sheikh conference,
where the ICI was launched, did not result
in significant and concrete commitments

by others countries on Iraq’s reconstruction
and debt relief.*

The United States needs a concerted dip-
lomatic effort to get countries to fulfill their
commitments on helping Iraq’s reconstruc-
tion and debt relief. Since 2003, less than
one-fifth of the $13.5 billion pledged at
international donor conferences by coun-
tries other than the United States has been
disbursed to Iraq. According to estimates
from the International Monetary Fund,
Iraq owes more than $50 billion in external
debt.?” Countries such as Saudi Arabia have
not fulfilled commitments on debt relief.

In addition to boosting support for Iraq’s
reconstruction and debt relief, a new U.N.
mandate, if structured properly and coupled
with a firm redeployment commitment by
the United States, could garner more support
from Muslim-majority countries currently
reluctant to do more while U.S. forces are in
Iraq in such large numbers. This is clearly a
matter of urgency for the United States.

During the past four years the United States
and its dwindling “coalition of the willing”
has not been able to stem the violence in
Iraq. Even with more than 150,000 Ameri-
can troops on the ground, the conflict con-
tinues unabated. Iraq’s deadliest conflict be-
tween Shi’a and Sunnis started sometime in
2004—well before the first bombing of the
Samarra mosque in February 2006—and

1s likely to last at least another four to seven
years if recent history is any guide.

For the violence to stop, Iraqis must con-
clude that it is no longer in their national
interest to continue to kill other Iraqgis. This
is not likely to happen in the foreseeable
future unless other countries intervene more

40



constructively. The world has experienced
more than 90 civil wars since 1945, at least
a dozen of which are now raging around the
world today. The average duration of civil
wars since 1945 has been 10 years, with half

lasting more than seven years.*

On its own, there is little the United States
can do to put an end to the deadliest of
Iraq’s four conflicts—the fight between
Sunni and Shi’a in and around Baghdad.
But there are steps we can take to encour-
age leaders in the Arab and Muslim world
to do more to reduce Iraq’s violence. These
leaders would likely have more credibility
and standing than the United States, and
some have taken some steps toward boost-
ing reconciliation and diplomatic solutions
among Iraq’s leaders.

For example, in April 2007, Indonesia
hosted a gathering of Sunni and Shi’a cler-
ics and scholars to promote reconciliation
in Iraq, building on efforts made by the
Organization of the Islamic Conference last
October to stop the sectarian bloodshed in

Iraq.*” The Arab League has also organized
conferences aimed at bridging the divisions
among Iraqgis and boosting regional support
for reconciliation. Muslim-majority coun-
tries such as Pakistan and Indonesia® have
offered to send troops as peacekeepers to
Iraq as recently as May 2007 at the Organi-
zation of the Islamic Conference meeting,”

an offer that Iraq’s leaders turned down.®

The United States should make use of these
concerns from Muslim leaders and organiza-
tions to get them to help Iraqis resolve their
conflict. Lebanon’s civil war was brought to
an end not by U.S. military intervention but
mostly by the diplomatic efforts of members
of the Arab League. Though the 1989 Taif
Accords were not perfect and resulted in Syr-
ian control of Lebanon, it effectively ended
major hostilities between Lebanese factions.

One of the best ways to get other countries
and regional bodies more constructively in-
volved is to send a clear signal that U.S. troops
are leaving and to initiate an international

dialogue on a new U.N. mandate for Iraq.

Iraqi soldiers investigate the wreckage of an Iraqi police truck at the scene of a suicide bomber’s attack. (AP Photo/Karim Kadim)




WORKING TO RESOLVE THE
ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

he United States needs strong, sus-
tained, consistent diplomatic efforts

to deal with the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Such efforts have been sorely lacking during
the past seven years (see box on page 43).

This increased diplomatic engagement on
the Arab-Israeli conflict is critical for two
key reasons. First, resolving the Arab-Israeli
conflict will benefit U.S. national security
interests by ending a conflict that has under-
mined regional security. Second, governments
and their people in the Middle East view

the United States more positively when it is
working to address tensions between Israel
and its neighbors and taking an active role in
constructively shaping regional dynamics.

This increased diplomacy should be part of a
broader compact with the region: the United
States focusing more efforts on resolving

the Arab-Israeli conflict in return for more
constructive efforts on the part of Middle
East countries to help manage, contain, and
resolve Iraq’s conflicts. For the United States,
the compact would be carried out with a
constant eye on Iran’s nuclear posture, close
attention to Israel’s serious security concerns,
and a focus on how best to address increas-
ingly complicated and intertwined issues with
collective regional and international leverage
resulting from this diplomacy.

The United States can balance and leverage
the two broad tracks necessary to stabilize
the Middle East—TIraq’s conflicts and the
Arab-Israeli conflict. Relationships strength-
ened by working with key countries in the
region on some of the toughest issues in Iraq
should facilitate efforts by the United States
to steer diplomatic efforts on multiple tracks
of the Arab-Israeli conflict.

These increased diplomatic efforts on the
part of the United States must be coupled
with credible policy shifts in the region, in-
cluding a redeployment of U.S. forces from
Iraq. Redeployment will give the United
States added diplomatic leverage in the
region. It will no longer be bogged down in
Iraq’s internal military and political conflicts.
By announcing the Iraq redeployment and
simultaneously working to garner support
for a new U.N. Security Council Resolution
on Iraq and making clear that the United
States is newly committed to the Arab-Is-
raeli diplomatic track, the United States
can reemerge as a leader and build positive
momentum on all fronts.

The broader goal of these efforts is to shift
the current frame of perceptions about the
United States throughout the region—to
change widespread views that the United
States simply wants to dominate and occupy
countries into a more positive and construc-
tive image that the United States seeks to
serve as a partner for stability and progress
in the region. Redeployment from Iraq
should only occur in combination with this
major shift in the U.S. strategic approach to
the region.

PurtiNnG THE RicHT TEAM
IN PLACE

The starting point for a comprehensive ap-
proach for the region involves having a fully
capable and committed diplomatic team to
get the job done. President Bush should ap-
point a special Middle East envoy with sup-
port from two senior ambassadors devoted
to resolving key Middle East conflicts. The
special Middle East envoy should be an indi-
vidual who can represent the United States
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Seven Lost Years in the Middle East

When historians look back on the period 2001 to
2007, they will see seven years of increased insta-
bility and strife in the Middle East, a downward
spiral preceded by seven years of relative hope
and progress in the late 1990s—seven years of
lean preceded by seven years of relative progress.

For too long, President Bush has operated with a
jumbled, ever-shifting laundry list of priorities in
the Middle East that do not amount to a coher-
ent and realistic strategy, including: addressing
the threat of global terrorist networks; support-
ing a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict; advancing freedom and democracy;
preventing the spread of nuclear, chemical, and
biological weapons; and ensuring the safe free
flow of oil from the Gulf region. All are impor-
tant goals; none of them were well coordinated
by the administration. Consider:

B Seven years of fitful progress on the Arab-
Israeli peace front from 19942000 followed
by seven years of unrest, including a second
deadly Palestinian uprising, a war between
Israel and Hezbollah, and a defunct
peace process

B Jraq contained and isolated by sanctions and
targeted military operations in the 1990s
followed by Iraq consumed by multiple
conflicts and threatening its neighbors with
the largest refugee crisis in the Middle East
in nearly 60 years

B Iran’s regional influence constrained in the
1990s versus a newly emboldened Iran assert-
ing itself in Iraq and throughout the Middle
East and moving ahead unrestrained in its
nuclear program

B The terrorist organization Hamas operating
on the fringe of Palestinian politics in the
1990s followed by Hamas winning the 2006
elections and taking control of the Palestinian
Authority and the Gaza Strip in 2007

B A period of relative regional calm resulting in
historically low oil prices followed by in-
creased insecurity contributing to the highest
real global oil prices in history.

From the perspective of leaders and their people
in the Middle East, the United States under
President Bush has sent contradictory messages
in its words and deeds. On the one hand, the
Bush administration has rhetorically advocated
for greater democracy and freedom in the
Middle East; yet on the other hand, it has turned
a blind eye to human rights abuses and steps

to undermine a real transition to democracy in
places such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia.

The Bush administration’s fundamental mistake
came from shifting so much attention and so
many resources to Iraq while disengaging from
the Arab-Israeli conflict, thereby undermining
our overall interests in the region. In the Middle
East, the Iraq war altered the regional political
and security architecture in ways that the Bush
administration did not anticipate—and the dust
has yet to settle from these changes.

The key question is whether the United States
will reemerge as a respected leader and help the
Middle East make the next seven-year period,
20082014, one of progress toward greater stabil-
ity and prosperity. The Middle East certainly saw
violence in the last decade of the 20th century,
but it was nothing like the strife engulfing the
region in the opening years of this new century.
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at the highest levels and signal to the world
that the United States is fully committed to
remaining engaged in the Middle East.

The two senior ambassadors would be the
daily hands-on managers. One ambassador
would be responsible for U.S. diplomatic
efforts aimed at managing and containing
Iraq’s conflicts. The second ambassador
would manage the Arab-Israeli track. These
activities must be linked and coordinated
through the National Security Council
process to ensure all U.S. resources (not
just those within the State Department) are
most effectively committed to the effort.
This team also would link the efforts of U.S.
ambassadors in each country of the region
together in a more concerted and compre-
hensive approach to address the Middle
East’s interlinked sectarian and ethnic chal-
lenges (see map on next page).

TAKING AcTION TO RESOLVE
THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT
AND STABILIZE THE BROADER
MipbpLE EAsT

With this high-level team in place, the
United States in the next year must focus its
regional strategy in three key areas on the
Arab-Israeli track by:

B Developing effective crisis-management
strategies to address crises more effec-
tively, such as the intra-Palestinian battles
in the spring of 2007

B Providing a diplomatic framework for
regional and international proposals to
resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict

B Engaging in diplomacy with U.S. rivals
such as Iran and Syria, similar to the
way the United States negotiated with
the Soviet Union and China during the
Cold War

B Offering smartly targeted rule of law as-
sistance to reduce and eliminate security
vacuums.

With three senior diplomats focused exclu-
sively on the Middle East with the express
mission detailed above, the United States
would be able to implement a strategic reset
to better advance its interests in the Middle
East. This will not be an easy diplomatic
shift, but if sustained it could prove to be

a promising approach after seven years of
serial misfires.

EFrEcTIVE CRISIS AND
CoNFLICT MANAGEMENT
STRATEGIES

The United States has not been a leader on
the regional diplomatic scene for the past
seven years. Yet it remains the indispensable
party for resolving key conflicts. Managing
and resolving conflicts in the Middle East
are necessary to advance U.S. security inter-
ests. As the recent intra-Palestinian violence
demonstrates, there is no more time to waste.

In the absence of U.S. leadership over the
past few years, Saudi Arabia has stepped up
its efforts on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
in part motivated by Iran’s rising influence
in the region. Saudi Arabia brokered an
agreement between feuding Palestinian fac-
tions in March 2007.% This agreement ul-
timately broke down with violence between
the two top Palestinian factions Hamas and
Fatah escalating and leading to the Hamas
takeover of Gaza in June 2007.

In light of this crisis, the United States must
step forward and assume a leadership posi-
tion. U.S. leaders should have the confidence
to tackle a difficult situation that has become
even more complicated. The United States
has experienced similar crises before, and it
has capably managed similar shocks to ad-
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vance its interests. In a short year-and-a-half
period from 1989 to 1991, the United States,
under a different President Bush, managed
the aftershocks from the Soviet Union’s
break-up, German reunification, and Sad-
dam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait. The first
Bush administration did so through a series
of interlinked, multi-track diplomatic efforts.
The United States has managed tough chal-
lenges before, and it can do so again.

The key ingredient necessary to put all of
these pieces together is U.S. leadership. In
the aftershocks of such a grim setback with
the violence in Gaza, some argued that the
United States should do nothing because the
situation is so complicated. This is exactly
the wrong approach.

The United States needs more effective rap-
id-response efforts to emerging crises. That
is why having a high-level diplomatic team
to coordinate with Israel, the Middle East
Quartet, and the Arab League is vital. What
happened in Gaza is not an isolated incident,
and only through a more coordinated and
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effective management of these crises will the
United States be able to help lead efforts to
ultimately resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict.

A DirrLoMATIC FRAMEWORK
TO RESOLVE THE ARAB-ISRAELI
CONFLICT

Managing the crisis presented by deadly con-
flicts like the one between Fatah and Hamas
is just a first step. In the long run, the United
States should work to reinvigorate a frame-
work for a sustainable two-state solution.

Neither the Israeli nor the Palestinian lead-
ership is operating from a strong domestic
base. In such a context, near-term politics
can often override long-term national
interests. The United States, aided by other
actors, can help make the difference in this
equation. A framework such as the Arab
Initiative, the Clinton Parameters, or the
end-game destination of the Roadmap is
critical to set out a political horizon, a path
for getting there, and the commitment to
be a reliable participant in the process (see
Background Basics
on page 26 for de-
tails of each diplo-
matic framework).

At present, the Arab
Initiative is one path
to peace, with Saudi
officials renewing
their 2002 Arab
AFGHANITAR League Initiative
during the past year.
The Arab Initiative
is premised on Isra-
el’s return to 1967
lines, which would

PAKISTAN

include a return of
the Golan Heights, a
Palestinian state with
its capital in East
Jerusalem, and some

Source: CIA maps, Perry-Castafieda Map Collection, University of Texas at Austin library.




resolution to the refugee problem. In return,
the Arab Initiative offers Israel normaliza-
tion of relations with the Arab world and
comprehensive peace.

Without endorsing its details, the United
States can use the Arab Initiative and any
counterproposal that might be put forward
by Israel’s political leaders as a framework to
begin a structured conversation, one that the
U.S. should help to engineer. Arab League
members have offered to visit Israel for fur-
ther discussion, a historic opportunity that
deserves U.S. support. The United States
should offer concrete next steps to follow
from that visit, splitting into Palestinian and
Syrian tracks, and dividing discussions into
a quest for near-term tangible gains and end-
game political understandings.

In the past year, hints of new possibilities
for a resolution of the Syrian-Israeli conflict
have emerged, with word of quiet discus-
sions between Syrians and Israelis about
revitalizing peace negotiations.”

To take advantage of these new develop-
ments, the United States should first remove
any roadblocks it may have inappropriately
placed on Israeli exploration of Syrian
intentions. Then the United States should
make clear that pursuit of a Syrian track
must not come at the expense of the Pal-
estinian track or Lebanese sovereignty. In
other words, the United States’ long-term
goal should not settle for anything less than
a comprehensive peace between Israel and
all of its neighbors, and it should not allow a
possible reopening of an Isracli-Syrian track
to distract from resolving the core Israeli-
Palestinian conflict.

Next, the United States should explore,
through quiet discussions with both Israel
and Syria, what we can offer to facilitate
these negotiations. For example, Syria is
experiencing serious economic challenges,

and the United States might be able to play
a role in helping Syria respond to these dif-
ficulties in return for serious action on coun-
terterrorism and progress toward resolving
the conflict with Israel

If initial U.S. exploration proves fruitful, then
the United States should restore diplomatic
representation in Damascus, where the Unit-
ed States withdrew its ambassador in 2005 in
response to the murder of former Lebanese
Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri.”! Returning the
U.S. ambassador should not be viewed as re-
ward, but rather as a route to improve means
of discussing a range of tough issues.

U.S., Arab, Israeli, and world interests can-
not wait for the next courageous Anwar
Sadat, Yitzhak Rabin, or King Hussein to
emerge. Instead, U.S. leadership, aided by
pragmatic like-minded allies, should forge
the path and help to develop the ground
upon which the next generation of brave
and bold leaders can grow.

INTENSIFIED REGIONAL
DripLomacy wiTH U.S. RIvaLs

For too long, the Bush administration has
viewed diplomacy as a reward to others
rather than as a tool to advance U.S. inter-
ests by outlining U.S. positions and deter-
ring others’ actions. This lack of confidence
in conducting diplomacy with rivals and
adversaries—to sit across the table from rep-
resentatives of governments that are working
to undermine U.S. security interests—is a
serious missing link in our country’s ability
to protect our national security.

Avoiding diplomacy with difficult countries
such as Iran has weakened U.S. security by
closing off lines of communication neces-
sary to gauge intentions of key countries in
the region. The result: The Bush adminis-
tration has strengthened the most extreme
elements in countries throughout the region
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by not playing an active role in face-to-face
diplomacy. This must change. Instead, the
United States must begin serious diplomatic
discussions with the following countries.

The United States has begun to conduct
quict and limited diplomacy with Iran with
bilateral talks in Baghdad at the end of May
and brief encounters at regional security
conferences. These meetings need to be
stepped up, given the range and severity of
the disputes between the United States and
Iran’s government.

The United States has a long list of legitimate
concerns about Iran: its nuclear research
program; its support for militant and terrorist
groups in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Lebanon;
and its leaders’ provocative statements. Sitting

on the diplomatic sidelines has not served U.S.

interests on any of these concerns.

The leaders of Iraq’s neighboring countries. From lefi: Syrian President Bashar Assad, Jordan King Abdullah II, Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadingad, and Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. (AP)

Working with countries neighboring Iran,
the United States should look to build a
more comprehensive approach that takes
into account the growing concerns of Iran’s
neighbors about how Iran’s actions affect
them. This approach also must anticipate
how to address Iran’s own sense of insecu-
rity, whether perceived or actual. It should
also seck to thwart dangerous actions by
Iran to arm elements in Iraq, Afghanistan,
Lebanon, and other parts of the region.

Using the initial discussions with Syria in

the Arab-Israeli context, the United States
should consider at what level bilateral dip-
lomatic talks should begin on the range of
other issues currently on the table directly
between the United States and Syria, in-

cluding its relationship with Hezbollah, its
alleged role in the assassination of former
Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri, its




relationship with Iran, and the growing
number of Iraqi refugees inside of Syria.

The presidentially-appointed special Middle
East envoy and designated ambassador
should provide a ready means of elevating
the dialogue should it prove warranted. The
ultimate goal of this engagement would be
to create greater incentives for Syria to play
a more constructive role in stabilizing Iraq
and the region and addressing the common
threat posed by global terrorist groups such
as Al Qaeda.

Internal tensions in Lebanon have escalated
in the past year, with opposition Lebanese fac-
tions staging protests and boycotting the Leba-
nese government. Adding to these tensions are
clashes between Lebanese security forces and
militant groups such as Al Qaeda-inspired
Fatah al-Islam and the looming divisions over
an international tribunal investigating the
assassination of Hariri and, most recently, of
Lebanese MP Walid Ido and his son.

The United States needs to continue to
remain engaged in providing support to the
Lebanese government while managing the
regional diplomacy aimed at addressing the
Arab-Israeli conflict, ensuring that Lebanese
sovereignty is not sacrificed by the efforts to
stabilize the region and resolve the Arab-Is-
raeli conflict.

To build and implement an effective com-
prehensive strategy, the United States should
also work with key interlocutors that have
influence on other countries in the region
and North Africa, including Turkey, Egypt,
and Jordan, as well as Saudi Arabia.

Turkey in particular plays a pivotal role in
the region. It has ties with the leading pow-

ers in the region including Israel, Iran, and
Egypt. As a NATO ally, it already serves

as a key role in helping stabilize the region,
participating in the U.N.-led peacekeeping
force in Lebanon. A sustainable approach to
stability in the region also requires a more
inclusive regional approach to security that
includes our European allies.

SMARTLY TARGETED RULE
OF LAW ASSISTANCE TO
REDUCE AND ELIMINATE
SECURITY VACUUMS

The proliferation of security vacuums
throughout parts of the Middle East in the
past seven years has harmed core national
security interests of the United States,
opening the door for extremist groups to
exploit lawlessness and instability. A prime
example is the Gaza Strip, where militant
gangs connected to major Palestinian fac-
tions such as Hamas and Fatah have taken
advantage of the disorder to intimidate and
kill Palestinians.

The regional fallout from our occupation of
Iraq is another case in point. President Bush
and his right-wing allies argued that get-
ting rid of Saddam Hussein in Iraq would
inspire democratic revolutions throughout
the Middle East, yet the chaos that Iraq fell
into actually inspired a backlash against
democratic ideals. As a Syrian human rights
activist recently said about his own stalled
struggle for greater freedom in Syria:

“What happened in Iraqg makes the entire region
afrard. People don’t want to risk occupation, chaos,
and sectarian bloodshed. And the Syrian regime s
playing on those fears. It was natural for the regime

to be strengthened by the catastrophe in Iraq.”

It is against U.S. interests to see the security
vacuums in the Middle East continue to
grow, but at the same time the United States
should not fall back into its more traditional
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approach of blindly supporting autocratic
regimes in the Middle East. Instead, the
United States should work with partners

in the international community to develop
more tailored and nuanced strategies aimed
at boosting the strength of local police and
security services with oversight from legiti-
mate governing authorities—ones that do
not espouse violence against other states as a
means for political change.

Law and order serves as the basic foundation
for peace and democracy in the Middle East.
The lack of focus on helping actors in the re-
gion build governing institutions has allowed
chaos to spread throughout the region.

The United States also needs to step up
these efforts and look to build and strength-
en practical voices and approaches on the
ground, showing tangible results to the Pal-
estinian people. This is as important as set-
ting out a political horizon. Ultimately, this
will start laying the foundation for a safer
and more stable Palestinian state that can
offer opportunity and hope to its people and
act as a neighbor that strengthens Israel’s
standing and security.
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CONCLUSION

ollowing the 2003 invasion of Iraq,
Fthe United States failed to focus on its

primary national security interests in
the Middle East—destroying global terrorist
networks such as Al Qaeda and eliminating
the conditions that allow them to thrive. The
strategy set by the Bush administration in-
stead strengthened Al Qaeda, inspired ever
more adherents to the jihadist cause, and set

back decades of prior bipartisan efforts to
bring peace to the Middle East.

The Center for American Progress early on
recognized these disastrous strategic blunders,
publishing in 2005 a Strategic Redeployment
proposal that today is part and parcel of
every credible plan to cope with our nation’s
costly entanglement in Iraq. Now, the Center
presents a new Strategic Reset plan that
responds to the rapid fragmentation of the
Iraqi national government by shifting our
military and diplomatic efforts to contain
and manage the chaos in that country as we
redeploy our armed forces out of Iraq by the
end of 2008.

In this paper we presented four simultane-
ous steps the United States must take to reset
our strategic interests in the Middle East:

B Accept the Reality of Iraq’s
Fragmentation

B Implement a Phased Military
Redeployment from Iraq in One Year

B Initiate Regional Security and
Diplomatic Initiatives to Contain
and Resolve Iraq’s Conflicts

B Develop a Realistic Strategy to Resolve
the Arab-Israeli Conflict and Stabilize
the Broader Middle East

Our plan focuses on resetting U.S. power

to counter the threat posed by global ter-
rorist networks in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
elsewhere in the Middle East. And our plan
includes concrete steps to bring stability, over
time, to the entire region.
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Saudi Arabia

B A monarchy ruled by the al-Saud family, the

birthplace of Islam, and home to Islam’s two
holiest cities, Saudi Arabia has one-fourth of the
world’s proven oil reserves and is the largest U.S.
export market in the Middle East.

The September 11th attacks were a wake-up call
for the Saudi government—15 of the 19 hijack-
ers were from Saudi Arabia. In the six years
since those attacks, Saudi Arabia has taken mea-
sures to crack down on charities linked to terror-
1st activities and arrested hundreds of suspects
affiliated with Al Qaeda. Saudi Arabia suffered
from a series of terror attacks in 2003 and 2004.

A mostly Sunni country with a Shi’a minority,
Saudi Arabia has grown increasingly concerned
about Iran’s regional assertiveness and has taken
steps to check Iran’s growing influence in Leba-
non, the Palestinian territories, and other parts
of the Middle East.

Saudi Arabia officially opposed the 2003 U.S.-
led war in Iraq but allowed its territory to be
used as a base for U.S. military operations. Saudi
Arabia has offered minimal support for Iraq’s
reconstruction and worries about the Shi’a-dom-
inated Iraqi government. Saudi King Abdullah
recently criticized the U.S. military presence as
an “illegitimate occupation.” Some Saudis have
warned that Saudi Arabia might intervene on
behalf of Iraq’s Sunni minorities, something that
may already be occurring through financial sup-
port to Irag’s Sunnis from private Saudi citizens.

Egypt
B President Hosni Mubarak has ruled Egypt for

more than a quarter century since Anwar Sadat’s
assassination in 1981. On paper a democracy

Background Basics: Key Middle East Countries

with an elected assembly, Egypt’s government has
a dominant executive branch with strong backing
from the military and intelligence services. The
most populous country in the Arab Middle East,
Egypt has been a regional force for decades.

Egypt has experienced waves of terrorist at-
tacks throughout the past two decades, with the
government responding to a series of terrorist
attacks in the 1990s with a tough crackdown. In
recent years, Egypt has seen a number of attacks
at tourist locations on its Sinai Peninsula. Many
top Al Qaeda leaders, including second in com-
mand Ayman Zawahiri, are from Egypt.

Egypt was the first Arab country to sign a peace
agreement with Israel. Since signing the agree-
ment in 1979, Egypt has received more than

$50 billion of assistance from the United States,
with an annual average of more than §1 billion
military assistance and $800 million in economic
assistance. Egypt has served as a key mediator
between Palestinian factions over the past decade.

B A mostly Sunni country, Egypt has criticized the

U.S. war in Iraq but has warned against a rapid
withdrawal of U.S. troops.

Israel

B Israel was established in 1948 after decades of

efforts to establish a country as a homeland for
Jews. A parliamentary democracy, Israel has
more than six million citizens, three-quarters of
whom are Jewish; one-fifth are Arab.

Since its founding, Israel has faced several conflicts
with its neighbors, including wars in 1948, 1956,
1967, and 1973, as well as numerous attacks from
terrorist organizations operating in neighboring
countries and the Palestinian territories. The 1948
war, which began with the invasion of neighbor-
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ing Arab states, resulted in a 50 percent increase in
Israeli territory. After the 1967 war, Israel retained
control of the Sinai Peninsula, which was returned
to Egyptin 1982, the Golan Heights of Syria, the
Gaza Strip, all of Jerusalem, and the West Bank,
which was controlled by Jordan before 1967. Israel
withdrew its military forces from the Gaza Strip

in 2005. The Golan Heights, Jerusalem, and most
parts of the West Bank remain under Israeli con-
trol, though their final status remains unresolved.

Israel is a top U.S. ally and commitment to Israel’s
security has been a cornerstone of U.S. Middle
East policy since Israel’s founding in 1948.

The Palestinians

B The Palestinians are a people with origins in

the territory of the western part of the former
British Mandate Palestine, an area controlled by
Britain from 1920 to 1948. About four million
Palestinians live in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, and there are about 1.3 million Arabs

of Palestinian origin who are citizens of Israel.
Another estimated five million Palestinians live in
other countries as refugees or citizens, with the
largest presence in Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon.

In 1974, the Arab League recognized the Palestine
Liberation Organization as the “sole legitimate
representative of the Palestinian people,” and the
PLO is the entity that has signed interim peace
agreements with Israel throughout the 1990s.

As a result of 1993 Oslo Accords between Israel
and the PLO, the Palestinian Authority was es-
tablished in 1994 with governing authority over
parts of the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

Since 1988, the United States has worked with
a range of Palestinian leaders in an effort to
resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

B In 2006, after the Palestinian Islamist group
Hamas won a majority in Palestinian Legislative
Council elections and thus gained control of the

of the Palestinian Authority government—though

not the presidency, which remained with Fatah
leader and PLLO Chairman Mahmoud Abbas.

® In June 2007, Hamas seized military control of
the Gaza Strip, prompting president Abbas to
declare a state of emergency and form a new
government based in the West Bank, where
Fatah still exercises political control. Hamas
rejected the new government as illegitimate.

Jordan

B Jordan is a constitutional monarchy with a lim-
ited parliamentary government. Ruled by King
Abdullah II, Jordan is situated between Iraq to
its east and Israel and the Palestinian territories
to its west.

B Jordan has cooperated closely with U.S officials
in tackling the threat posed by global terrorist
groups. In 2006, Jordanian intelligence was piv-
otal in the killing of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the
leader of Al Qaeda in Iraq.

B Jordan signed a peace treaty with Israel in 1994,
making it the second Arab country to formally
recognize Israel. Jordan has a sizable Palestinian
population, with some estimates saying that at

least half of Jordan’s citizens are of Palestinian or-

igin. In the past year, King Abdullah has become
a vocal advocate for the Arab Peace Initiative.

B King Abdullah has expressed concerns about
a “Shi’a crescent” in the Middle East. Jordan
has assisted with the training of selected Iraqi
police units.
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Background Basics: Key Middle East Gountries

Turkey

Turkey i1s a Muslim-majority parliamentary
democracy with a secular system of government.
A member of NATO since 1952, Turkey has
served as the alliance’s eastern anchor. In 1999,
Turkey became a candidate for membership in
the European Union.

Turkey is a pivotal country in the region, bor-
dering Iran, Syria, and Iraq. Turkey has cooper-
ated closely with Israel on military training and
exercises.

Turkey opposed the 2003 Iraq war and ex-
pressed strong concerns about a push by Iraqi
Kurds for greater autonomy, fearing that it
would inspire secessionist Kurdish movements
operating in eastern Turkey:.

Turkey was a pivotal player in establishing region-
al conferences of Iraq’s neighbors, hosting the first
meeting in 2003 before the start of the Iraq war.

Iran

Iran is ruled by Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei, chosen to serve for life by a cleri-

cal body named the Assembly of Experts. The
Supreme Leaders heads Iran’s armed forces and
appoints the judiciary and other key bodies. Iran

has presidential and parliamentary elections with
all candidates vetted for allegiance to the ruling
theocracy by a Council of Guardians.

Iran has become increasingly assertive in the
region after the 2003 Iraq war and the 2005
election of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. It
continues to support terrorist organizations such
as Hezbollah in Lebanon and offers assistance to
Iraqi militias.

The world’s largest Shi’a-majority country, Iran’s
nuclear research program has become a serious
global security concern, with the United Nations
passing two Security Council resolutions in the
past year aimed at halting Iran’s unregulated
nuclear research.

The United States has not had official ties with
Iran since the 1979 Islamic revolution. At times,
the United States has quietly cooperated with
Iran on Afghanistan, and in 2007, it began
modest diplomatic contacts to discuss Iraq. The
overall relationship remains tense, however, with
the United States and Iran conducting military
operations in the Gulf.

Syria

B Syria is a one-party state ruled by President

Bashar al-Assad, who holds powers to issue laws,
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declare wars, and appoint the government
and military.

Syria has allowed several terrorist organizations,
including Palestinian terrorist groups and Hez-
bollah, to use its territory as a base. At certain
points after the September 11th attacks, Syria
and the United States cooperated in apprehend-
ing and detaining suspected members of Al
Qaeda affiliates.

After a more than 15-year presence in Lebanon
following the Taif Accords that ended Lebanon’s
civil war, Syrian forces departed in 2005 after
popular protests against Syrian involvement
erupted in the wake of the assassination of
former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri.
In May 2007, after a lengthy investigation, the
United Nations established an international
tribunal to try suspects in Hariri’s murder, which
has been widely blamed on Syrian elements.

A Sunni majority country ruled by an Alawite
minority, Syria has close ties with Iran and
receives significant economic investment and
support from Iran.

Syria has allowed its territory to serve as a transit
point for insurgent and terrorist groups operating
in Iraq, and former members of Saddam Husse-
in’s Baath party have operated out of Syria.

Lebanon

B [Lebanon is a parliamentary democracy with a

system of government that divides power among
Sunni Muslims, Shi’a Muslims, and Christians.
An estimated 60 percent of Lebanese are Mus-
lim, and another 40 percent are Christian.

Internally divided, Lebanon has suffered from
numerous conflicts in the past three decades,
including a civil war from 1975 to 1990. Last
summer, Hezbollah kidnapped Israeli soldiers,
resulting in a conflict that led to thousands of
casualties and extensive damage to Lebanon’s
infrastructure.

In 2005, former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq
Hariri was assassinated, triggering a series of
popular demonstrations and civic actions known
as the Cedar Revolution that ultimately led to
the withdrawal of Syrian forces from Lebanon in
April 2005.

Since the end of last year’s conflict, the Lebanese
government, backed by the United States, has
been paralyzed by protests from the Shi’a op-
position led by Hezbollah.




56



ENDNOTES

1 John Sheehan, “Why I Declined to Serve,” The Washington Post, April 16, 2007.
2 Sudarsan Raghavan and Karin Brulliard, “8 Troops Killed in Iraq Bomb Attacks,” The Washington Post, May 7, 2007.
3 Garrett Therolf, “In Baghdad, fighting their ‘Alamo’,” The Los Angeles Times, May 23, 2007.

4 National Intelligence Council, Prospects for Iraq’s Stability: A Challenging Road Ahead, National Intelligence Estimate (January
2007).

5 Lawrence Korb and Brian Katulis, Strategic Redeployment 2.0: A Progressive Strategy for Iraq, Center for American Progress (May
2006); and Lawrence Korb and Brian Katulis, Strategic Redeployment: A Progressive Plan for Iraq and the Struggle against Violent

Extremists, Center for American Progress (Sept. 30, 2005).

6 Robin Wright and Ann Scott Tyson, “Joint Chiefs Advise Change in War Strategy: Leaders Seek No Major Troop Increase, Urge
Shift in Focus to Support of Iraqi Army,” The Washinglon Post, Dec. 14, 2006.

7 James A. Baker III and Lee Hamilton, The Iraq Study Group Report: The Way Forward — A New Approach, The Iraq Study
Group (Dec. 6, 2006).

8 See Lawrence Korb and Sean Duggan, Caught Off Guard: The Link Between Our National Security and Our National Guard
Center for American Progress (May 2007); Lawrence Korb, Peter Rundlet, Max Bergmann, Sean Duggan, Peter Juul, Beyond the

Call of Duty: A Comprehensive Review of the Overuse of the Army in the Administration’s War of Choice in Iraq, Center for
American Progress (March 6, 2007); Loren Thompson, Max Bergmann, and Lawrence Korb, Marine Equipment After Iraq, Center
for American Progress and the Lexington Institute (August 2006); and Lawrence Korb, Loren Thompson, and Caroline Wadhams,
Army Equipment After Iraq, Center for American Progress and the Lexington Institute (April 2006).

9 Alissa Rubin, “Sunni Ministers Threaten to Quit Cabinet in Iraq,” The New York Times, May 1, 2007.

10 Carola Hoyos, “Iraq’s Kurds to go it alone on oil deals,” The Financial Times, March 23, 2007.

11 Rick Jervis and Jim Michaels, “Iraq intel proposal raises concerns,” USA Today, May 15, 2007.

12 Helene Cooper and David Sanger, “Iraqis’ Progress Lags Behind Pace Set by Bush Plan,” The New York Times, March 15, 2007.

13 Peter Spiegel and Ned Parker, “Divide is seen within Iraq’s Baath Party,” The Los Angeles Times, April 25, 2007.

14 Chris Kraul, “Iraqi tribal chiefs forming an anti-insurgent party,” The Los Angeles Times, April 20, 2007; Sam Dagher , “Sunni Mus-
lim sheikhs join US in fighting Al Qaeda,” Christian Science Monito; May 3, 2007; Sam Dagher, “Can U.S. sustain Anbar success?” The
Christian Science Monitor; May 4, 2007; and Melinda Liu, “Gathering the Tribes,” Newsweek, June 4, 2007.

15 Joshua Partlow and John Ward Anderson, “Tribal Coalition in Anbar Said to Be Crumbling,” The Washington Post, June 11, 2007.

16 For a detailed look at intra-Shi’a tensions, see Babak Rahimi, “A Shiite Storm Looms on the Horizon: Sadr and SIIC Relations,”
Terrorism Monitor, May 24, 2007 and Reidar Visser, “Basra, the Reluctant Seat of “Shiastan,” Middle East Report, Spring 2007.

17 Alissa Rubin, “Demonstration in Basra Signals Growing Tensions Between Iraqi Shiites,” 7he New York Times, April 18, 2007.
18 Hamza Hendawi and Qassim Abdul-Zahra, “Shiite militia may be disintegrating,” Associated Press, March 21, 2007; and Ned
Parker, “Cracks in Sadr’s Army,” The Los Angeles Times, April 3, 2007.

19 United States Government Accountability Office, Stabilizing Iraq: Factors Impeding the Development of Capable Iraqi Security
Forces (March 13, 2007).

20 Multi-National Corps — Iraq, Public Affairs Office — Camp Victory, “Iraqi Government and Ist Iraqi Army Division assumes
control,” Feb. 16, 2007; and Multi-National Corps — Iraq, Public Affairs Office — Camp Victory, “Transition of Authority ceremony
marks progress of Iraqi battalion,” Jan. 22, 2007.

21 See Jason Jordan, “Transfer Ceremony Marks Accomplishments,” U.S. Department of Defense, March 3, 2006, available at
http://www.defendamerica.mil/articles/mar2006/a030306dg1.html; Anne Garrels, “U.S., Iraqi Force Clamp Down on Baghdad,”
NPR..org, Feb. 5, 2007, “Coalition, Iraqi Troops Begin Clearing Sadr City,” Armed Forces Press Service, March 5, 2007, available at
http://www.armymil/-news/2007/03/05/2096-coalition-iraqi-troops-begin-clearing-sadr-city/; and Jeffery Stinson, “Britain to
withdraw troops in ‘coming months,” USA Today, Feb. 21, 2007.

22 Operation Iraq Freedom — the Official Website of Multi-National Force-Iraq, “Iraqi Army sends troops to support Fardh Al-Qa-
noon,” Feb. 27, 2007; Qassim Abdul-Zahra and Bassem Mroue, “Kurdish unit trains for duty in capital city,” San Diego Union-Tribune,
Jan. 14, 2007; and Arthur Bright, “Kurdish troops prepare for deployment in Baghdad,” Christian Science Monitor; Jan. 17, 2007.

23 Walter Pincus, “Iraqi Troops’ Short Baghdad Tours Faulted,” The Washington Post, June 2, 2007.

24 On-the-record conference call with Lt. General Martin Dempsey, Commander, Multi-National Security Transition Command
— Iraq, Department of Defense, June 8, 2007.

25 “U.S. to help Iraq recruit 40,000 troops,” Armed Forces Press Service, April 22, 2007.

26 Mujahid Mohammed, “Iraq admits police behind sectarian massacre,”Associated Press, March 29, 2007; and Alissa J. Rubin, “Iraq
Says Truck Bomb in North Killed 152,” The New York Times, April 1, 2007.

27 Richard A. Oppel, Jr., “Sectarian Rifts Foretell Pitfalls of Iraqi Troops’ Taking Control,” The New York Times, Nov. 12, 2006; Richard
A. Oppel, Jr.,, “Death in Diyala: A Salute for His Wounded, a Last Touch for His Dead,” The New York Times, April 2, 2007; Hannah
Allam, “Iraqi Army division deepens discord,” McClatchy Newspapers, Dec. 2, 2006.

28 Lt. General Michael D. Maples, U.S. Army Director, “The Current Situation in Iraq and Afghanistan,” Defense Intelligence Agency,
Statement for the Record, Nov. 15, 2006; Robert Perito, “Reforming the Iraqi Interior Ministry, Police, and Facilities Protection
Service,” United States Institute for Peace Briefing, February 2007; Government Accountability Office, Stabilizing Iraq: Factors Im-
peding the Development of Capable Iraqi Security Forces (March 13, 2007); Chris Allbritton, “Why Iraq’s Police Are a Menace,”
Time.com, March 20, 2006.

29 James Baker and Lee Hamilton, The Iraq Study Group Report (Washington: U.S. Institute of Peace, 2006).

57



30 Robert Perito, “Reforming the Iraqi Interior Ministry, Police, and Facilities Protection Service,” U.S. Institute for Peace Briefing,
February 2007.

31 Ellen Knickmeyer, “Official: Guard Force Is Behind Death Squads,” The Washington Post, Oct. 14, 2006; Scott Johnson, “Inside Iraq’s
Mutant Security Agency,”Newsweek, April 24, 2006.

32 Walter Pincus, “U.S. Plan for Iraqi Force Surprises Senator,” The Washington Post, Jan. 27, 2007.

33 “Iraqi police are disloyal,” BBC News, March 21, 2007.

34 Mark Tran, “Iraqi police cannot control crime,” The Guardian, May 30, 2007.

35 David Zucchino, “U.S.-Iraqi joint teams lack a key weapon: trust,” The Los Angeles Times, March 17, 2007.

36 David S. Cloud and Damien Cave, “Commanders Say Push in Baghdad is Short of Goal,” The New York Times, March 17, 2007.

37 Scott Gold, “Soldiers Detail a Mission Gone Wrong,” The Los Angeles Times, July 30, 2006.

38 Susdaran Raghavan, “Premier Wants U.S. Forces to Target Sunni Insurgents,” The Washington Post, Dec. 20, 2006; Joshua Partlow,
“Maliki Stresses Urgency In Arming Iraqi Forces,” The Washington Post, Jan. 18, 2007.

39 Department of Defense, Measuring Stability and Security in Iraq (March 2007). Report to Congress in accordance with the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act 2007.

40 Bryan Bender, “Pentagon is asked for report on Iraqi readiness,”Boston Globe, April 3, 2007; Government Accountability Office,
Stabilizing Iraq: Factors Impeding the Development of Capable Iragi Security Forces, March 13, 2007.

41 Joshua Partlow, “Baghdad Plan Has Elusive Targets,”The Washington Post, Feb. 26, 2007; Damien Cave and James Glanz, “In a New
Joint U.S.-Iraqi Patrol, the Americans Go First,” The New York Times, Jan. 25, 2007.

42 Walter Pincus and Ann Scott Tyson, “Big Boost in Iraqi Forces is Urged,” The Washington Post, June 13, 2007.

43 U.S. Department of Defense Combined Press Information Center, Transition Teams Key to Building Iraqi Security Forces, March
12, 2007, available at http:/ /www.defendamerica.mil/articles/mar2007/a031207¢j1.html.

44 James Baker and Lee Hamilton, T%e fraq Study Group Report (Washington: U.S. Institute of Peace, 2006).

45 Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction, Iraqi Security Forces: Weapons Provided by the U.S. Department of Defense
Using the Iraq Relief and Reconstruction Fund (Oct. 28, 2006).

46 Ahmed Rasheed and Ross Colvin, “Iraqi police selling weapons on black market,” Reuters, Feb. 5, 2007; Ben Gilbert, “An army
where wounded soldiers are on their own,” San Francisco Chronicle, June 10, 2006.

47 Craig S. Smith, “U.S. wary of supplying heavy weapons to Iraq,” International Herald Tribune, Aug, 29, 2005, available at
http://www.iht.com/articles/2005/08/28/news/arms.php.

48 Defense Security Cooperation Agency, “Iraq — Helicopters, Vehicles, Weapons, and Support,” Sept. 19, 2006, available at
http://www.dsca.osd.mil/pressreleases/36-b/2006/Iraq_06-69.pdf.

49 Joseph Giordono, “Iraqi soldiers switching over to M-16s and M-4s,”Stars and Stripes, May 16, 2007; and “Iraq to spend $1.82 billion
on weapons,” ABC News Online, May 22, 2007.

50 Christian Berthelsen, “One-third of Iraqis live in poverty,” The Los Angeles Times, Feb. 19, 2007.

51 Reuters, “Iraq Ranks No. 2 of Failed States,” June 19, 2007.

52 Elisabeth Rosenthal, “Iraq’s Public Health Services Severely Strained, Group Says,” The New York Times, April 18, 2007.

53 Robert Perito, “Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Iraq,” U.S. Institute of Peace, March 2007.

54 State Department Fact Sheet for the Regional Reconstruction Team in the Iragi Kurdistan Region, Regional Reconstruction Team
Holds Inauguration Ceremony, Feb. 1, 2007.

55 Lawrence Korb, “Greetings from the Red Zone: Dispatches from a Five-Day Trip to Iraq,”Center for American Progress, April 17,
2007, available at http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/04/red_zone.html.

56 James Glanz, “Billions in Oil Missing in Iraq, U.S. Study Says,” The New York Times, May 12, 2007.
57 Bassem Mroue and Qassim Abdul-Zahra, “Iraq loses $8 billion through corruption,”Associated Press, April 5, 2007.

58 TFor more background on the problems of Kirkuk, see International Crisis Group, Iraq and the Kurds: The Brewing Battle over
Kirkuk, July 18, 2006.

59 Ivar Erkman, “Far from War, a Town with a Well-Used Welcome Mat,”7he New York Times, June 13, 2007.

60 According to some estimates, it would take at least 10 months and 3,000 convoys to remove U.S. military personnel and equipment
from Iraq. See Thomas Ricks, “Military Envisions Longer Stay in Iraq,” The Washington Post, June 10, 2007.

61 Michelle Tan, “Army announces who’s going next to Iraq,”4rmy Times, May 8, 2007.

62 Ibid.

63 John Ward Anderson, “Sunni Insurgents Battle in Baghdad,” The Washington Post, June 1, 2007.

64 Katarina Kratovac, “Al-Qaida No. 2 Mocks American ‘Failure,” Associated Press, May 5, 2007.

65 Dave Clark, “American forces too soft on terrorists, says Iraqi sheikh,” Agence France-Presse, May 15, 2007.
66 Ned Parker, “Insurgents report a split with Al Qaeda in Iraq,” The Los Angeles Times, March 27, 2007.

28



67 Monte Morin, “Ramadi is now a two-faced city,”Stars and Stripes, March 2, 2007, and Joshua Partlow, “Iraqi Troops, Tribesmen Kill
50 Suspected Insurgents,” 7The Washington Post, March 2, 2007.

68 Steven Simon, “After the Surge: The Case for U.S. Military Disengagement from Iraq,”Council on Foreign Relations, February 2007.
69 Salah Nasrawi, “Iraq-Arab tensions rise before regional meeting,”Associated Press, March 9, 2007.

70 The New Anatolian, “Turkish, Iranian cooperation against PKK irks Iraq and U.S.,”June 11, 2007.

71 Karen DeYoung, “Turkish-Kurdish Dispute Tests U.S. Strategic Alliance,”The Washington Post, May 8, 2007.

72 “Turkish Official Warns Against Vote on Kirkuk,” Glenn Kessler, The Washington Post, February 9, 2007.

73 “Special Envoy’s Delicate Mission,” CQ Weekly, Nov. 27, 2006.

74 “Saudi Arabia says detains 11 suspected militants,” Reuters, June 7, 2007.

75 Michael Moss and Souad Mekhennet, “Militants Widen Reach as Terror Seeps Out of Iraq,” The New York Times, May 28, 2007.
76 Linda Hindi, “Iraqi expatriates costing Jordan $1 billion annually — Interior Ministry,” Jordan Times, May 7, 2007.

77 Paula Dobriansky, “Helping Iraq’s Refugees,” The Wall Street Journal, May 30, 2007.

78 “Iraq, Iran sign pipeline deal,” UPI, May 23, 2007.

79 Edward Wong, “Iran is Playing a Growing Role in Iraq Economy,” The New York Times, March 17, 2007.

80 “Iran spent millions to restore Iraqi Shia sites,” Agence France-Presse, May 19, 2007.

81 Jim Krane, “Oil states plan weapons buying binge,”Associated Press, Feb. 16, 2007.

82 Edith Lederer, “No immediate debt relief for Iraq,”Associated Press, May 4, 2007.

83 Neil King and Mariam Fam, “Iraq Debt-Forgiveness Plan Faces Arab Resistance,” The Wall Street Journal, May 1, 2007.

84 James D. Fearon, “Iraq’s Civil War,” Foreign Afjairs, March/ April 2007.

85 Sumedha Senanayake, “Iraq: Mecca Charter Unlikely to Stem Sectarian Violence,”Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty, Oct. 25, 2006.
86 “Indonesia Would Send Iraq Peacekeepers,” Associated Press, Nov. 22, 2006.

87 Farhan Bokhari, “Muslim Peacekeeping Force for Iraq?” CBS News, May 15, 2007, available at
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/05/15/iraq/main2803814.shtml

88 “Iraq rejects proposal for OIC force,” Pakistan Dawn, May 16, 2007.

89 “Text of the Mecca Accord for the PA coalition government,” Associated Press, Feb. 8, 2007.

90 Akiva Eldar, “Syria’s envoy at secret talks to speak before Knesset committee,” Haaretz, March 10, 2007.
91 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Recalls Ambassador to Syria,”Feb. 15, 2005.

92 Mohammed Bazzi, “How Bush’s war bolstered Syria,” Salon, May 31, 2007.

529



60



ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Brian Katulis a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. At the Center, his work
examines U.S. national security policy in Middle East, with a focus on Iraq. He is also a se-
nior advisor to the Center’s Middle East Progress project. Prior to joining the Center, Katulis
lived and worked in the Middle East for the National Democratic Institute and Ireedom
House, including projects in Egypt, Iraq, and the Palestinian territories. From 2000 to 2003,
he worked as a senior associate at Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research. He has published
articles in The Los Angeles Times, The Washington Post, and The Christian Science Monitor, among
other publications. Katulis received a graduate degree from Princeton University’s Woodrow
Wilson School for Public and International Affairs.

Lawrence J. Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a Senior
Adpvisor to the Center for Defense Information. Prior to joining the Center, he was a Senior
Fellow and Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. From
July 1998 to October 2002, he was Council Vice President, Director of Studies, and holder
of the Maurice Greenberg Chair. Prior to joining the Council, Mr. Korb served as Director
of the Center for Public Policy Education and Senior Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies
Program at the Brookings Institution, Dean of the Graduate School of Public and Interna-
tional Affairs at the University of Pittsburgh, and Vice President of Corporate Operations
at the Raytheon Company. Dr. Korb served as Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower,
Reserve Affairs, Installations and Logistics) from 1981 through 1985. In that position, he
administered about 70 percent of the Defense budget. For his service in that position, he was
awarded the Department of Defense’s medal for Distinguished Public Service. Mr. Korb
served on active duty for four years as Naval Flight Officer, and retired from the Naval Re-
serve with the rank of Captain.

Peter Juul is a consultant at the Center for American Progress. He has previously worked at
the Center as research assistant to Brian Katulis. He holds a degree in international relations
from Carleton College in Minnesota and is currently attending the Security Studies Program
at Georgetown University, where he is studying counterinsurgency and Middle East security.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT'S

The authors would like to thank a number of policy experts on Iraq, the Middle East and the
U.S. military who reviewed and commented upon various drafts of the paper from within and
outside of the Center for American Progress, including John D. Podesta, Peter Rundlet, Denis
McDonough, Mara Rudman, John Halpin, Caroline Wadhams, Michael Fuchs, Spencer
Boyer, Faiz Shakir, Nico Pitney, Elizabeth Isaman at the Center, Ivo Daalder at the Brookings
Institution, and Rand Beers, Ilan Goldenberg, and Moira Whelan at the National Security
Network, and Jonathan Morrow. We’d also like offer special thanks to Ed Paisley, Adorna Wil-
liams, Shannon Ryan, Andrew Pratt, and Tyler Stone for the editing and graphic design of
the report. The views and any errors or omissions in the report are those of the authors.

o1



Center for American Progress

e

ABOUT THE CENTER FOR AMERICAN PROGRESS

The Center for American Progress is a nonpartisan research and educational institute
dedicated to promoting a strong, just and free America that ensures opportunity for all.
We believe that Americans are bound together by a common commitment to these
values and we aspire to ensure that our national policies reflect these values. We
work to find progressive and pragmatic solutions to significant domestic and
international problems and develop policy proposals that foster a government that is
“of the people, by the people, and for the people.”

Center for American Progress
1333 H Street, NW, 10" Floor
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202.682.1611 « Fax: 202.682.1867
www.americanprogress.org

Pl




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




