United States’ Strategic Policy

With Respect to the Iraqi Insurgency

There is no reason why our military should be conducting operations in Iraq after December 2005.  The reason why our troops are occupying Iraq is clear and defined in UN Security Council Resolution 1546 – “to contribute to the maintenance of security and stability in Iraq…to conduct offensive operations to defeat forces opposed to the coalition” (Lugar 55).After removing a brutal dictator in 2003 and the transfer of power to the Iraqi people in June 2004, the United States occupation of Iraq is actually hindering their chances of consolidating a democracy.  There are three main reasons for this conclusion:
1. The US military is not properly equipped in Iraq to keep Iraqi’s safe and is creating unnecessary threats to our men and women in uniform.

2. The US military occupation is needlessly costing US taxpayers billions of dollars annually.

3.  The US presence in Iraq is diminishing the United State’s ability to defend their own country.
I propose that the United States military withdraw all personnel from Iraq by December, 2005.  I chose December because I feel strongly that we should pull our troops out as quickly as possible but gradual enough not to cause any major catastrophic change to chaos.  Currently the independent and democratically elected Iraqi government controls hundreds of thousands of trained security personnel (Lugar, 55) and with more troops being trained everyday there is no reason why the Iraqi people can’t police themselves.  Could it be possible for us to supply arms to these security forces while not actually establishing a presence?  Could we help them to help themselves, so to speak, without endangering the lives of our men and women in uniform?
The vast majority of political think tanks and pundits today disagree with the idea that we can withdraw from Iraq within a year.  Even opponents to the call to war agree that now that we have gotten ourselves involved in the situation, we can’t just leave right away to lose all that we fought for in the first place.  They argue that our commitment to the Iraqi people is to stay and control the area in order to maintain order.  To this I retort that we have not been able to retain order since the moment we got there, and remain unequipped to deal with the security problem.  Saddam Hussein freed 38,000 prisoners before the war began (Perito, 7), and crime was the primary concern for Iraqi’s.  Our forces were neither trained nor equipped to perform police functions.  “US soldiers complained that they had not been trained to fight crime and should not be asked to make arrests” (Perito 7).  We were “incapable” of controlling the lawless thieves, rapists, and murderers, and remain largely incapable of dealing with this threat in no small part because of unwillingness of Iraqi’s to cooperate with American troops. 
 I agree America has a credible commitment to the security of Iraq, but I argue that that commitment of security can best be made with tactical support rather than physical manpower they themselves are more capable of.  A main problem of American security forces is the language barrier.  We don’t have enough translators to be able to communicate effectively to these people.  Iraqi security forces have no problems with language barriers.  Furthermore, they are viewed as legitimate security forces in power from an elected democratic government.  This legitimacy invokes more cooperation from Iraqi citizens whose help is vital to the capture of “Ali Babas” (thieves) as well as insurgents. According to State Department public-opinion polls, only 20% of Iraqis viewed our multinational security forces as effective at keeping law and order on the streets, while a third believed we are effective at safeguarding from other major threats including civil war (Lugar, 56).  Furthermore, the Iraqis were polled as viewing multinational forces as part of the problem rather than the solution, and would prefer to see more responsibility fall to their own security forces.  And according to a State Department report in mid June, 2004 Iraqi’s believed that Iraqi security forces could maintain security without the multinational force.  Why then are American political think tanks so sure that there is no possibility for a full withdrawal in the near future.  And since the State Department report was made, Iraqi security forces have had nearly a year of training improvements while being armed with uniforms, helmets, body armor, vehicles, radios, AK-47s, night vision equipment, and more. 
The US military is not able to accomplish its most important objective for being in Iraq right now: keeping Iraqi’s safe.  Consider this: “In the last two days, the military announced that 13 American troops have been killed since Sunday. Those reports came as insurgents carried out a string of explosions, suicide attacks and drive-by shootings around the country that also killed 49 Iraqis”( Sinan).  This announcement was made long after the US government declared major operations in Iraq over on May 24th, 2005.   Furthermore, over 620 people, including 53 U.S. troops, have been killed since April 28, when Prime Minister Ibrahim al-Jaafari announced his new government.  In addition, at least 1,642 members of the U.S. military have died since the beginning of the Iraq war in March 2003, according to an Associated Press count.  What toll can America sustain before we grow tired of this needless sacrifice?  Moreover, how long can the independent Iraqi government continue to trust our security forces if violence continues along this path.  
“An estimated 100,000 civilians have died in Iraq as a direct or indirect consequence of the March 2003 United States-led invasion, according to a new study by a research team at the Bloomberg School of Public Health at Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore” (Rosenthal).  This incredible casualty number has largely been the driving force in the development of the Iraqi insurgency that continues to take a toll on American forces as well as Iraqi civilians.  To have another nation invade your country and to have a family member or even a friend die in the attack is a driving force behind many violent insurgents.  Perhaps one doesn’t lose a family member or someone close to them, couldn’t defending or avenging the lives of fallen countrymen push a man to join a violent group determined to expel the invader, or “infidel”?  
“Insurgent” is a broad description of an Iraqi “freedom fighter” whose shared goal is the military withdrawal of American forces from Iraq.  “Ba’athists, the armed supporters of Saddam Hussein; Nationalists, mostly Sunni Muslims who fight for Iraqi independence; Sunni Islamists, the indigenous armed followers of the Salafi movement; Foreign Islamist fighters, largely driven by the similar Sunni Wahabi doctrine, as well as the remnants of Ansar al-Islam; although it includes a broad range of religious/ethnic and political currents united by their opposition to the occupation; Militant followers of Shi'a Islamist cleric Moqtada al-Sadr” (Wikipedia).  All of these groups differ in many respects, but their shared desire to rid Iraq of American troops by means of violence should compel the US military to withdrawal troops as soon as possible.  It is also clear that these groups are a danger to the Iraqi people, as evidenced by the 567 Iraqi’s confirmed killed in violent attacks in less than a month (April 28th – May 24th).

I am not going to try to make the case that once US forces withdrawal from Iraq that all of these groups will go away.  But it seems astoundingly clear that these groups draw most of their base of support from civilians who are unsympathetic to the US cause and would like to see them expelled from the land.  Most of these groups would suffer serious setbacks in support, especially foreign insurgents.  Currently there are armed fighters entering Iraq from other countries with the main purpose of expelling US forces from Iraq by all means necessary.   If the US were to withdrawal, these insurgents would not only lose their reason to create violence and terror in Iraq, but they would have lost their reason for entering Iraq in the first place.  Also significant is the statistic that with American troops withdrawn from Iraq, American military casualties in the area would drop sharply (presumably to zero).   
The Cost of War is set to reach $207.5 billion at the end of fiscal year 2005 based on the National Priorities Project analysis of what Congress has allocated for the Iraq War, plus the most recent request by the Bush Administration for additional funding.  I don’t think I need to emphasize how important national wealth can be to a country, but just in case I point out the famous quote by our former president Bill Clinton to himself – “It’s the economy, stupid.”  This statement portrays the importance the economy has in the quality of life, and no one has been a more staunch advocate of fiscal responsibility than the conservative party.  To spend egregious amount of money after already bringing the country from its largest surplus to a huge debt is fiscally irresponsible, and its more surprising coming from a conservative commander in chief.  The fact is, America started a war when it wasn’t immediately necessary for the security of the country, and when it couldn’t afford to in the first place.  And now that we are in a violent expensive struggle in Iraq, we should be looking for ways to pull out as fast as possible so as to not incur more costs and casualties than are necessary.
I believe that our presence in Iraq is hurting our ability to be able to defend our own country.  The process deterrence is an important tool in modern defensive tactic, and has been emphasized in the last fifty years especially during the cold war.  This word implies that we have the necessary capability and willingness to strike back at nations who strike at us or one of our allies.  American troops are overextended as they are.  It appears to be getting more difficult for the US army to meet its recruiting marks, as it missed by 43% in the month of April 2005 (McMurray).  To make a long term commitment ruins our ability to deter hostile action that we might otherwise be able to respond to quickly and easily.  
Imagine the strategic implications our troop commitment would mean if China decides to blitz a land invasion of Taiwan, or North Korea with South Korea?  Both of these are real possibilities, and we also have commitments to defend both Taiwan and South Korea.  We aren’t able to respond with all our forces if there is a threat that needs to be addressed, and this also gives aggressive nations incentive to act now while our forces are already preoccupied.  This commitment of our forces also makes us susceptible to “salami tactics” and prone to a policy of appeasement to a series of minor infractions.  Korea has already been testing our resolve with their being open with developments in their nuclear program. 

Proponents to the war say that our going to war in the first place sets boundaries on how much we will tolerate from rogue nations.  I agree with this strategic assessment completely, but the fact that we remain doesn’t prove that we will respond to threats with force.  It is simply the result of literally “overstaying our welcome,” to where even our own State Department admits that Iraqi’s don’t want us there.  We must be able to have a full pull out, and I believe that if we are able to do that by December that “Axis of Evil” states like North Korea, among others, will start “behaving” better because the US troop threat to them will be much more real.  
In addition to the physical troop limitations we place on ourselves, we also place monetary as well as public support limits on what international conflict we are prepared to deal with.  As discussed earlier, the current Iraqi troop deployment is costing the US billions of dollars per month, and our government is already running a large debt.  It would be difficult to conceive of the US government being able to afford another major international conflict, and that viewpoint could also be shared by enemies of the US.  These enemies may grow more bold and defiant as they grow more and more sure that we will not have the money to be able to respond.  The public is also having a hard time supporting this war.  Polls show the president’s approval rating having gone down over his handling of the Iraq war, showing fatigue people have of the conflict.  It will be difficult to imagine the president gaining public support for a major war with a hostile nation while we already are overextended and undermanned in Iraq.  Both of these limitations on our ability to respond to conflict weaken our ability to defend our country in a time of need.
I have explained briefly the most important three reasons why we should pull out of Iraq completely by December 2005.  The high cost of lives, both American and Iraqi, refute our own reasons for being there.  It is costing the American Government billions in money it doesn’t even have every month.  Lastly, we cannot respond to a more serious threat to our security if all our troops are already committed.  I was once told that there is no original thought in this world, that whatever think somebody has already said it better than you.  So to refute our commander in chief on the view that it is just for us to be in Iraq, I offer this “Never has there been a good war or a bad peace,” Benjamin Franklin.  Marcus Tullius Cicero concurs with the oft quoted “An unjust peace is better than a just war.”  
Bibliography

Lugar, Richard and Hyde, Henry. "Rebuilding Iraq." Catalog USMAI Online (2005). 

     UMBC Lib., http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04902r.pdf
Sinan, Omar. "Deadly Car Bomb Explodes Near Iraq School." Baltimore Sun May 24th, 2005.

Rosenthal, Elisabeth. “Study Puts Iraqi Deaths of Civilians at 100,000.” New York Times October 29th, 2004.

Wikipedia, http://www.answers.com/topic/iraqi-insurgency
Perito, Robert M.  “The Coalition Provional Authority’s Experience with Public Security in Iraq.”  Catalog USMAI Online (2005). 



http://www.usip.org/pubs/specialreports/sr137.pdf
McMurray, Jeffrey.  “Congressman slams Maher over Army remark.”  Baltimore Sun May 23rd, 2005.
