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The progress report that Ambassador Crocker and General Petraeus have just delivered
has had polarizing effect. Republicans and those who believe the wanisale could

find enough evidence to support their position, and see Iran as a rising dnceaiany
reasons to stay. Democrats, and those who argue for withdrawal, could see new internal
risks and conflicts, anchanyreasons to leave.

The Failure to Define a Path for the Future

Unfortunately, a progress report is a progress report; it is not plan or case for future

action Furthernei t her t he Presidentds speech or any
laid out a path for future US involvementn | r aq. -bfaGerddi tbiecmsme an e
for an undefined and opeendedcommitment The Administration effectively wasted

what may be its last opportunity to provide a plan and case for sustained US involvement

in the war, and failed to define thenzhitions for staying or leaving. The end result was

even more partisanship, and a more polarized Presidential campaign.

This situation is further complicated by two other failures to lead. One is the broader

failure to provide an overall strategy, plandgrogram for the Irag War, Afghan War, or

Global War on Terrorism (GWOT). Both the Administration and the Congress failed to

deal with the fact t hat the US is fightin
importance, and that must bothust be funded ath fought with adequate forces and
deployments.

This situation is made worse by the fact that the Afghan War is left in near limbo by the
Administration. There is no progress reporting similar to the Department of Defense
guarterly report on Iraqg, or thState Department Weekly Status report. There is no
serious reporting on Afghan force development, and no real reporting at all on the overall
progresof the aid effort similar to the reports provided by the Special Inspector General

on Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR). Moreover, what testimony does occur does not appraise

the effectiveness of the overall NATO/ISAF/UN/Afghan Compact efforts, or the fact that

t he Afghan War i's directly coupled to the
effortin Pakistan.

The second failure is a similar lack of any clear budget and spending plan for the Iraq

War, Afghan War, or GWOT. The Bush Administration has never explained the impact

of the Congressés failure to frdrttgnsénund t he
the funding it did approve. It failed to present a meaningful budget request for FY2009,
deferring any justification of its current budget request to a glatding $70 billion

supplemental than may well have to be more than doubledylicti would have to be

voted on towards the end of this yéapotentially after a new President is elected.

This follows nearly seven years of war in which the Administration has left it up to
Congressional agencies like the CRS, CBO, and GAO to guesstiime cost of the
fighting, and where the Department of Defense and Department of State have neither



costed nor justified their overall wartime budget requests in realistic detail. Furthermore,
for the sixth consecutive year, there is no outyear funftingny of the wars the US is
fighting in the Future Year Defense Plan or FYDP. This combination of no plan, no
program, and no budget for the Iraq War, Afghan War, or GWOT makes it almost
impossible to understand what the Administration is doing in atgildand provides an

open invitation to exaggerate the past and future costs of the war and the burden it places
on federal spending and the economy.

In short, it is hard to see how the Administration could do a worse job of explaining and
justifying its strategy, plans, programs, and budgets for war; of winning Congressional
and public support for a sustained effort; or persuading all Presidential candidates tha
there is a viable foundation to build upon.

If You Break It, You Owe It: A Moral and Et hical Responsibility to
Iraqis as Well as Ourselves

The fact remains, however, that much of the Iraqi failure is the fault of the US. We
clearly need to recognize the cost and sacrifice this fighting has imposed on the US
troops and civilians who have sed in Iraq. We also, however, need to honestly address
our own failures and responsibility, and the problems Iraq faces.

We are talking about the fate of 28 million Iragis, as wells as real strategic interests like

our position in the Gulf (with some 60&f t he wor | dés proven oi |l r
gas), containing Iran, and maintaining our position in Gulf bases which are the key to our

airlift to Afghanistan. It may be polititly expedient to ignore the Iragis at a tinvben

we are so focused orupbown concerns and interests, but it is also morally and ethically
dishonest to do so.

l raqgis |ived with their sectarian and et hnic
Saddam, andthe USed i nvasi on. Sunni a nstles &churredli t e Ar &
before the Badat h, but onl y dhattheeTruksyand ow | ev
British deliberately favardthe Sunnis as part of divide and rule tactics. The Kurds came

under constant pressure, but there were a series of matesotiid have provided for
autonomy in the pr@a 6 at h er a. |t took massive repre:
(which then had covert US and British supportptd downthe new round of fighting

that started in the early 1970s

It is also true thiawe did not break Iraq, Saddam did. Iragis have lived with war and

tyranny since Saddam Hussein carried outalylgmd r ge of t he Badath Pa
other political parties in1979. That is a period of nearly 30 years. Every Iragi under 50

has livedthrough the turmoil of 8 years of war with Iran, an effective bankruptcy and
dependence on foreign war loans that took place in 1984, the resulting collapse of much

of I ragds educational system and economy, al
invason of Kuwait in 1990 and the Gulf War in 1991.



Between 1991 and 2003, the Gulf war was followed by a half demfasi@nctions and
shortagesand then bya failed and corrupt UN oil for food program between 1996 and

2003. Thecountrywa di vi ded by Kurdish isolation in t
-l evel ci vil war against the Shiodites in th
against them. | ragds p o lanatuthoctaridn stpte mwile, asls wa's
the kleptoc acy around Saddam. Il r agdsmioomeopleat i on g
at thebeginning ofthe Irarlrag Warto 262 7 mi | I i on by 2003. Near |

population had known nothingput Saddam, war, economic crisis, and the steady
deteroration of education, the economy, and government services. Corruption and
membership in the Babdbath became the only wa
survive.

Since then, Irag has seen a-l¢8 invasion in 2003, and five years of occupation 18/ U

and allied forces. Every young man and veonin Iraq, nearly 10% of a very young

population, has come to adulthood at a tiwikeent he US has dominated 17
natonb ui | di ng, political devel opment , economi
security forces, and the counterinsurgency campaign.

We took a broken Iraqg and made it worse. We went to war without any plan to provide

stability operations, or replace Saddam with a viable approach to governance, security,

and development. We empower8chi 6i te exiles in ways that
| r a g 6eslucdied and most secular population or drove them out of the country. We

had no aid plan when we invaded, and then effectively spent what SIGIR reports is over

$30 billion in Iraqi funds as well as misspent over $40 billion of our own moineyn

rushed and improvised aid efforts that did at least as much to benefit foreign contractors

as Iragis, and almost nothing to create sustainable jobs.

We helped disband the Iraqi forces, deniedribe of an insurgency when it began, and

then spent at least three of the last five years failing to properly plan, fund, and staff

efforts to create effective Iraqi security forces. We rushed into a constitutional process

under conditions almost designedprovoke sectarian and ethnic conflict, and then made

things far worse by delaying meaningful local and provincial elections and creating a

Acl osedd system for nati onal el ections that
government and forckelragis to vote for entire lists of unfamiliar candidates dominated

by Shidoite and Kurdish parties.

Half a generatoof t odayodés I raqis have |l ived with i1
and underemployment levels affecting more than 50% of the papuldt is certainly

true that Iragis need to take responsibility for their actions, but we need to take
responsibility for ours. Regardless of the reasons we went to war, or what Americans may
individually think of the war, we cannot afford to forget howich our own actions and

failures have impaetd an entire nation, and one to which we now have a major moral

and ethical obligationlTo paraphrase Colin Powefl,i f you brmak oit, you o

The Need for Leadership



There is both a strategic and ana case for staying in Iraq as long as Irag moves
forward at realistic rates of progress, as long as Iraqg does not plunge into serious
communal conflict, and as long as Iraq has a government that wants and benefits from US
support and is not linked toaln.

That said, my sympathy lies with the senators and congressmen who tried for hours to get
some hint of a clear pl an or strategy for
basedo statements of uncertainty.repbrhey shou
They should have been told how the US plans to help Irag assume the burden of its own
security, governance, and development. They should have heard clear plans for the US to
steadily reduce the size of its forces, their role in combat, and thefatsspresence, and

they should have been given at least nominal timelines for phasing out the US role and
presence.

There should have been a much franker picture of how far Iraq has come and how far it
has to go, and of what the US currently is aglkof both Iragis and Americans. It is all

too clearthat anyrealisticform of success or victory will require the US to phase out its
presence carefully and slowly and that this will probably take at feemighthe next
presidential term. lis far more realistic to talk about what can be done between 2008 and
2012 than to talk about any form of quick departure. We should not be wandering into the
void without a clear plan for the future, and with open ended and undefined
commitments. Five y@s into a war, we should have clear and \defined goals and
priorities for the coming years although these clearly will have to change according to
conditions.

There should be a US strategy, plan, and-f&ar program budget for the Iraq War,tjus

as there should be one for Afghanistan. This plan should not consist of rigid milestones,
and it should be based as soon as possible on Iragi plans rather than US ones. In fact, the
most discouraging single aspect of the Crodketraeus testimony is tifiegct that the US

cannot point to any coherent liaglans for political accommodation, effective
governance, creating independent Iraqi security forces, and economic development five
years after the U&d invasion. We should not have to lead at this tpawe should be

helping an ally implement its own goals and plans at a pace that it feels is practical and
that it can actually achieve.

Shifting to Iraqi -Based Plans and Goals

In reality, the present Iraqi government simply is not redtijyhas tenuous legitimacy,

and little practical competence. The Iraqgi central government is led by a compromise

pri me mi ni ster from a mi nority party and
fragmented mess that would probably never have emerged if lhagishad the

opportunity to vote for open lists and candidates they knewwdiodepresented them at

a | ocal and regional |l evel. The shock of 35
mistakes the US made after the invasion, has alstrdgftvith a weak and uncoordinated

central government with limited planning and administrative capabilities.



Accordingly, the US should visibly and constantly press the present Iagrgment
hard for clear plans that wihtisfy the conditions the US places on its presence in Irag.

Political Accommodation and Elections

These Iraqi plans should include a comprehensive plan for moving towardsapolit
accommodation with specific proposals for legislation and implementation. The Iraqi
government cannot guarantee to meet any given deadlines for key legislation or for
making effective use of the Iragi budgét can set goals, it can debate how podit
accommodation could work, and above all, the central government can set forth a clear
plan and framework to hold legitimate local and provincial elections in 2008 and national
elections in 2009, and for resolving the issue of Iragi federalism andskuadtonomy.

Iragi plans to rapidly fix the quality of governance by the central government are not
feasible and cannot have true legitimacy without much stronger local and provincial
governments to compensate for the weaknesses of the central goveramgenithout

local representatiofor key cities, factions, and regians

There neeslto be UNsupervised elections with open lists and candidates with direct
responsibility to the Iraqgis that elect them. It should be clear thdtisBaand other

militias will not be allowed to play a role, but also that Al Dawa and the Islamic Supreme
Council in Irag will not be allowed to exploit their control over the central government,

budget, and Iraqgi security forces to rig the elections.ftoul d be <cl ear that
Sunniswill be able to choose from local candidates, and not see their options limited by

t o d ay dosmechSuhnf national parties. It should be clear that Kurdish democracy

does not impose standards that lirhi bility of other Iraqgis to run and vote.

The US should not insist on exact deadlines for either electiothéOctober 200&late
should not slip beyond the early spring of 2A808ling open national elections
reasonably close to schedule sladoe a make or break condition for the US remaining in
Irag.

Money, Kurdish Autonomy, and Federation

Rushing into votes on federation and Kurdish autonomy are a different story. Iraq would
have been far better off with a constitution that limited arecisb regional status to the
issue of Kurdish autonomy, biltatparticular die is cast.

What Irag cannot afford to do is to rush into any definition of a Kurdish region that does
not take account of realorld ethnic boundaries, where no clear gffe made to define

what a Kurdish dominated area can and cannot do given the needs of minorities, and
without a UNsupervised referendum or agreement that produces credible and transparent
results.

This should, in fact, be anotherake or breakondition for the US remaining in Iraq. It
should be made clear that the US will only stay if Kurdish rights are protected, and



equally clear that the US will not support the Iragi Kurds if they seek independence or to
expand their control beyond what atear Kurdish areas.

The best solution to federation in the rest of Iraq would be no federation at all. Iraqi
political accommodatioin and sectarian and ethnic compromisesied areas, and zones

T will be far better off if they are not enshrinedsome form of formal federal structure.

As is the case with the Kurds, however, tteg US should make it clear that it will not

stay if any vote is not legitimate, is abused by the current parties in the central
government, or expeaexpehseofSimhnidi te power at the

When it comes down to the other elements of Iraqi political accommodation, the State
Department summaridgrogress, as of early April 2008, as follows:

1 Provincial ElectionsThe CoR is currently reviewing the law, which will set kbgal basis and
structure of provincial elections.

9 Hydrocarbons Packagd he level of control allocated to the central government in the July 2007
draft version of the Framework Law (currently in CoR Committee) is the key point of
disagreement; there még more progress on the Revenue Management Law, currently with the
Shura Council, in the coming months.

1 Amnesty Law PASSEDCoR approved the law on February 13; the law was signed by the
Presidency Council February 26 and was implemented March 2.

1 Pensions Amendment PASSHRublished in the Official Gazette December 2007.

TDeBadat hi f i c aApdroved byRiéfahilShy the Presidency Council February 2008.
Reform Published in the Official Gazette in niidbruary.

9 Provincial Powers PASSELIToR gproved the law on February 13; the law was vetoed by the
Presidency Council February 26. The veto was rescinded on March19.

This progress may be slow, but it also may well be as fadteasettling ofexistential
issues between various lIraqgi factions can jterin any case, the key issue is that an
acceptable set of practices be put in place within the ned IBonths. There is far too
much Congressional emphasis today on formal legislation. Passing laws is only part of
the story; creating facts on the gnolis what counts. Both the US and Irag need oil laws
which not only fairly share the money and reserves, but move Iraq towards renovating its
fields, expanding refinery and product production, arttingulraq on the path to steadily
increased export incoe.

The mix of | aws affecting the return of for
resettlement and refugees has to end in actual implementation that most Iragis can live
wi t h, and which wil/l bring | r abgsbasdsecure f essi o

homes. This will be a messy and often unfair process at best, and US influence will be
sharply limited. The US should, however, focus on the results and not the laws per se.

Iraqi Forces



There should be a clear Iragi plan for developingilfarces that goes beyond increasing
force quantity and focuses on honest and realistic measures of force quality and specific
goals and timeframes for phasing out dependence on US forces. Thenoeeh
expansion of Iraqi forces without clear Iraqi plangeplace US and allied forces should
end. The Iraqi government should develop goals it becomes vested in and takes
responsibility for implementing and fundindt should clearly tieforce developmento

goals for US foce reductions and a shift from combat roles to enabling, training and
advice, and strategic overwatch.

Iragi selffinancing, and an Iragi conditiofizased schedule for phasing out any combat
role by US forces by 2012, would provide time, continuity, andess to US aid and
support. It would also reflect the political realities in both Irag and the US. There are
limits to how long the Congress and American public will support a major troop presence
even with success in political accommodation, securibyemance, and development.
Thereis alreadya strong desire on the part of most Iraqgis to see the US leave as soon as a
reasonable degree of security can be established. If Iraq sets broad, cobdiiens
goals for taking over security, it will sertiee interests of both nations

Iragi Money

It may take years to make lIragi revenue collection, budget allocation, and spending
efficient and to reduce corruption to more acceptable le\dsvever,lraq alreadyfaces

a future where US andwgr aid will be cut to a minimum, and where it needs to take
over the cost of most development no later t@0O.

There should at least be an Iraq fiwmar plan and budget, féunding Iraqi forces and
funding Iragi development and one that sd@¢sr goals for large phasing out dependence
on US and other foreign aid for both development and security during the course of the
coming year. Having Iraq take real fiscal responsibility is the only way to give Iraq the
incentive to become competentusing its own money.

Once again, this should be a condition for the US to stay. The US will still need to fund
some aid and advisory efforts for at least several years to come, and making the Iraqi
budget process work at acceptable levels may take Wii.2t should, however, be
clear to Iragi and to the Congress and American pedplthat the cost of the US
presence will drop sharply in a few years.

Relying on a Process to Be Completed by the End of the Next
Administration, Not Benchmarks and Fixed Deadlines

Creating such plans will almost certainly take the ilrggvernment time, and they

probably will not be complete until the next Administration takes office. They will then

constantly have to be changed and updated, and there will be a longoégriekslems

and del ays along-bavtedwapl amCiomg i t somery di f-
no plan at all, and if the US is to persist in Iraq, Iraq must give it the reasons to do so and

show it is moving towards true sovereignty and independence.



The Need for a ConditionsBased US Strategy and Plan

However, he US should not wait on the present Iragi government. It needs to define its
own strategy, plans, and budgetsd use them to step up the pressure on the Iragi central
government.

The UShas every reason to set its own goals for political accommodation, and setting

what should be conditionbased criteria for staying in Iraq. As has been suggested

earlier, the US should make it clear that it will only stay in Iraq if there are fair axd op
provinci al and | ocal elections by the wear]l
national elections in 2009. The US should make it clear to all Iraqis that the US will not

favor the current central government in the national elections, or Dawdanslamic

Supreme Council in Iraq in the provincial and local elections, and it will not stay or

support governments that are not based onsupervised elections and legitimate
representation.

The US should also make it clear what its goals and pesriire in several critical

aspects of Iragi political accommodation and security. There are many areas where it is

i mpossible to establish fAbenchmarks, o and t|
be Iraqgi decisions. That does not, however, mean thec&idot set goals, defuse
misunderstandings and conspiracy theories in Iraq and the region, and make it clear to the

world what it is trying to do:

1 Political legitimacy and representative government in the solitere is a clear need to end gang
rule andviolence in Basra, but the US needs to be extremely careful about military and security
developments that serve the interests of Dawa and ISCI, and tie the Iragi Army and police to intra
Shi é6ite power struggl es. I t Inicalystrueteel il thetseuthe year s
and create a new balance of power within the Shi
clear that this is an area where it will support real local and provincial representatidhe not
present elitesThe USshould also make clear that it is willing to work with local and provincial
of ficials, provide I imited aid and advice, and |
economic development. Even the fairest elections do not achievevaddllegitimacy; it takes
truly representative and effective governance, local development efforts, and security that is not
factional or dominated from the outside.

1 Helping Kurd, Arab, and Minorities Find a Working Path to Stable Accommodatiorformal
agreement or referendum cansure a stable and fair outcome in dealing with these critical ethnic
issues. The US should make it clear that it will work towards a fair settlement, not favor any side,
and again provide help in moving forward.

1 Stabilizing the Greater Baghdad and M Areas The US has brought a limited degree of
security to Baghdad, but largely through8Sh aped compartmentation of the
Sunni areas. Other mixed areas present serious problems, including Ninewa and Diyala. The US
needstoshitom a focus on Al Qadida to one that analy
areas, sets clear goals, and offers US assistance and advice. Iraqi decisions will determine the
influence, but the US should make at least several years of sustained effoludéncefthe
outcome.

1 Seeking a fair share of Sunni wealth and power, and stability and security in SunniBreads$S
is already playing a critical role in héhg the Sunnis develop effective local and provincial



government in Sunni areashd encouraging deelopmentand governanceThe US is also
pressuing the central government to actually fund activity, support employment, give Sunnis a
larger role in both local security and the national forces, and a fairer share of influence and power
in the central government.g&in, US goals in this area should not be unstated or ambiguous, and
at least several years of further US effort to influence the outcome of Iraqgi decisions will be of
critical importance.

1 Limiting Iranian influence and infiltrationDialog with Iran willnot change the regime or stop it
from opportunistic efforts to exploit any power vacuum or division in lraq. A continued US
presence is critical to giving Iraq the time and security to reach political accommodation and
create forces capable of some degrepational defense. The US may need to speak more softly,
do more to defuse war scares, and offer Il ran inc
that Iran helps make Irag a major regional problem and will continue to do so wherever it sees a
window of opportunity. The US should seek to deter Iranian adventures, and make every effort to
persuade the Iraqi government to allow US action against the Al Quds force and other hostile
Iranian action, and to use Iragi security forces for that purpose.

T Turkey, the PKK, Tdard UISr sl lumhke it clear to |
means taking action against the PKK, and that the US will continue to support limited Turkish
military action in Iraq until they actually do so. This is nouissliplomacy and negotiation alone
can hope to deal with.

9 Syria: There is only so much the US can do, and it is already doing most of it. Once again,
however, this requires a sustained US effort well into the next administration as well as a sustained
US effort and presence.

1 The Arab StatesAs Iraq moves forward, and with a new Administration, the US should continue
its efforts to persuade Arab states to provide Irag with aid and political support

A US Plan for Iragi Force Development and Conversiorio US Strategic
Overwatch

The Congress, the US military, and the American people also have every right to go into
the coming US election with a far clearer basis for judging what the US is seeking to do
in Irag over the coming years and whether US péantsgoals are practical.

In practice, this means having wekfined,honest and public US plans for Iraqgi force
development and for shifting US military forces out of their combat role to a much lower
presence and the role of strategic overwatch.dtdhe reason the Congress continues to
demand more progress from the Iragis than is really possible is that the problems and
delays in shaping credible force plans, getting properimgifacilities and throughput,
embedding competent advisors, and pdowy effective equipment have been constantly
understated and the implied timelines for success have been unrealistic.

Furthermore, understating the problemish getting competent Iraqgi leaders and force
retention, dealing with ethnic and sectariaméss and coping with the turbulence caused
by constant new plans for expanding Iraqi forces without proper regard for thetimde
between force quantity and force quality have added to the problem. Rtishiorgation

of a constantly expanding regulanilitary force, which now has 180,000 men actually
assigned for an authorized force of 208,000, is sheft5P6 of its actual personnel from



day-to-day, is short large numbers of NCOs and junior officers, and missing much of its
equipment presents problettst should be obvious.

These problems have been compounded by progress reporting that lumps together Iraqi
units capable of actual independent action with units requiring very different levels of
support andhat grossly understates reabrld dependere on US enablers and partner
units. They havebeen further compounded by even more unrealistic reporting on the
transfer of security responsibilities by province, when the Iragi forces are clearly unready
to take over the mission.

As both MNSTCI and thelraqgi Minister of Defense made cleiar2007, Iraqi forces are
making very significant progress, but creating an entire new force mix is going to take
until at least 2012, and rewaforld Iraqi replacement of US and allied forces in combat
roles requires hwest plans and objective reporting on how quickly Iragi forces can really
act on their own. It should be possible to move toward 10 and then 5 US brigade
equivalents by 2022 0 1 1 , even allowing for all/l o f
Irag.

The saings would be a major one in dollars, as well as US casualties, and the savings
through US force reductions would exceed the savings in US aid to Iraqi forces. The
Bush Administration has never provided any public plans for the future, but work by the
Cormgressional Budget Office estimates that

t

he

AUnder the combat scenari o that madBi@alongetnsi der ed,

presence of approximately 55,000 militgwgrsonnel in Iragdeploying military units and their
associated personnel thde specific periodsand then returning them to their permanent bases
either in the United States owerseas. The scenario also incorporates the assumption that units
deployed tolrag would operate at the same pace and conduct the same types of nasdioas

1

forces currently deployed there. ohetimeC&BO6fs est i mat
$4 billion to $8 billion and annual costs approximately$ 25 b i | | i oareexpfessédlas cost s é

2008 dollars.)

AUnder -dorhbat scermano thafBO analyzed, the United States wouldhintain a long
term presence of approximately 55,000 militgsgrsonnel in Iragby indefinitely stationing
specific units at established bases there in a masimélar to the current practice of assigning
personneld units based in Korea @ermany. The scenario incorporates the assumption of much
less intense militaryoperations than those under the combat scenario. Under thisondrat
alternative, units stationed in Irag would rarely, if ever, be engaged in topdations. Ugront
costs (mainly for construction) under the rdmbat scenariaould be approximately $8 billion,
with annual costs of $10 billion or less, CBf3timates. (For the full text, s&ongressional
Budget Thé Passibk CostB toaghUnited States of Maintaining leong-Term Military
Presenceinlrgg8e pt ember 2007.) 0

These costs are a small fraction of the costs the US is now paying, and roughly the same
for an entire fiscal year what the US paid per month during the peak spgediod in
2007.

A US Plan for Transitioning Development and Governance Expenditures
Iraq



The US is already phasing out much of its development aid and transferring fiscal
responsibility to Iragq. Creating more formal plans that make it clear thatmresi
assume full responsibility by 2010 or 20dbuld give Irag ample time in which to act
while putting growing pressure on the Iragi government over time.

The State Depart nkeekydStatusARepoitdicate8 that RaiOoB |,
revenues ras from $31.3 billion in 2006 to $41 billion in 2007, and are on a path that
could exceed $60 billion in 2008. It also indicates that the US has already disbursed
$19.1 billion out of a total of $20.3 billion in past IRRI | & Il aid. The current US
economicaid request for FY2009 is evidently around $700 million. Phasing that level
down to the minimum necessary to maintain US influence and leverage in critical areas
does not present a major challenge.

Moreover, for all of the Congressional complaints thed has not paid for its own aid in

the past, the most recent SIGIR report on Iraq (January 30, 2008, p. 17) shows that a total

of $50.6 billion worth of Iragfunds hae already been allocated to development. Some

$30.7 billion of this came from the Iragapital development budget for 26@808. This

compares with a total of $20.9 billion in US IRRF funds, $3.3 billion in ESF aid funds,

and $ 5.2 billion in other aid funds. (The US funded an additional $15.4 billion on Iraqi

force development and $2.1bl i on i n Commander 6s Emergency
aid used to support US operations and groups like the Sons of Irag.)

Such plans to phase out US aid expenditures will again have to be corbdégats but

the US should make it clear what its goale ar terms of timing and cost. In fact, a
combination of clearly planned, conditiehased cuts in US forces and the savings from
largely eliminating aid over a clearly defined period of a few years may be the key to
both winning enduring U8lomestic suppt® and pushing the Iragi government into
developing and implementing adequate plans of its own.

An Exit Plan

Finally, one key aspect of a US effdd develop a consensus for staying, and for
conditionsbased success, is for the US to publicly definetwhavoul d | ead t o HAco
basedo withdrawal

The US should make it formally and unambiguously clear to the Iragi government that

the US will not stay if Irag does not hold fair elections, iEihot more active in bringing

Sunnis and more secular 8hit es i nto the <central gover nm
national armed forces, and does not take more active steps to protect minorities and

mixed populations and act to halt sectarian and ethnic cleansing. It should be equally

clear the US will not stagr intervene in any major Iraqi civil war.

At the same time, it should be clear that the US will not stay if Iraq fails to move towards
fiscal responsibility, and to create forces that actually take over from US forces.



It should be made equally cleartioth Iragis and Americans that the US will support the
Iragi government against insurgents, violent extremists, and Iranian efforts to support
militias, but that the US will not back any given party or side in using force. The US has
already pushed thentiit in Basra and Sadr City.

The Maliki government and grsuccessor should not be able to push US support beyond
attacking the hartine violent elements of the Mahdi Army amuto taking sides in an

intraShi 6i te power str uggltte Kursifetheydd nosdeek@al d not
fair settlement in defining the nature of Kurdish autonomy and Kurdish controlled

territory. The US should make atear thatit wi | | not support any forr
that fragments the nation, and Wibt stay in Iraq if central government inaction triggers
seriouscivif i ghti ng bet ween Sunni and Shidite.

At the same time, the US should make it clear that it will aid Iraq in meeting any foreign
threats until its forces are ready, that any withdrain@h Iraq will be because it has
ceased to have a clear case to stay, and show its Gulf allies that a withdrawal forced on
the US by conditions in Iraq will not mean cuts in the US strategic commitments to the
Gulf states or that the US will not join theémcontaining and deterring any threat from

Iran.

No one can promise or guarantee victory in Irag, even within the limited definition of a
state stable and secure enough to maintain its own internal security and be able to move
towards a mature democraagd development over time. There is, however, no reason to
simply abandon Iraq and there are good reasons not to do so as long as a US presence
offers a reasonable probability of affordable sredm success.



