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BEYOND THE SEPTEMBER REPORT: WHAT’S
NEXT FOR IRAQ?

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Washington, DC.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:08 a.m., in room
345, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Tom Lantos [chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs] presiding.

Chairman LANTOS. This joint meeting of the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs and the House Committee on Armed Services
will come to order. Our two committees will come together again
next Monday to hear from General Petraeus and Ambassador
Crocker. It would be refreshing if these two capable and dedicated
men would outline a new plan that would redeploy our troops and
bring them home from Iraq. But I expect instead that the Sep-
tember report—written not by one of our great military leaders and
one of our most capable diplomats but by administration political
operatives—will be a regurgitation of the same failed Iraq strategy.
I expect this report will be replete with the same litany of re-
quests—more troops, more money, more patience—and all in the
unlikely belief that our intervention in a bloody, religiously-based
civil war will bear fruit.

The administration won’t listen—not to Congress, not to the
American people and not to the military and foreign policy experts
who have repeatedly told both our committees that the current
course in Iraq is failing and failing miserably. When the September
report lands on our doorsteps next week, it will be a political docu-
ment drafted in Washington by those who see Iraq not as it is but
as they would like it to be.

As we heard in great detail yesterday from the Government Ac-
countability Office, Iraq has met only 3 of the 18 benchmarks for
political and military progress in Iraq. By any standard, this is a
failing grade. Constitutional reform failed to meet the goal. Iraqi
military units operating independently failed to meet the goal. Re-
ducing sectarian violence, reversing de-Baathification, passing new
oil laws: Failed, failed, failed on every single count.

More than 6 months into the President’s troop escalation, it is
readily apparent that it isn’t working, either in promoting political
change in Iraq or in increasing security. In July and August alone,
more than 150 American soldiers lost their lives and more than
1,000 of our brave men and women were injured. The horrific cas-
ualty rate for Iraqi civilians has also remained largely unchanged.
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With his visit to Anbar province, the President trumpeted our
new cooperation with tribal militias. This alliance may contribute
to peace in the short term but will inevitably escalate the intensity
of the Civil War which will ensue once American forces leave the
province.

According to a report released this morning by General Jones, we
should not expect the Iraqi police to help. They are so riddled with
corruption and incompetence that he recommends they be com-
pletely disbanded.

Republicans and Democrats in this room can all agree that we
would like to see peace and good government in Iraq. But our in-
creased troop presence is not contributing to achieving this goal,
rather, it is undermining it. Our troops have become a rallying
point for militant sectarian groups and terrorists of all types and
an excuse for failing to make tough political compromises about
Iraq’s future.

There will be no peace and stability as long as key elements in
Iraqi society want to continue to fight: Shia, to solidify their new
found power; and Sunnis, to regain it. There will be no peace and
stability as long as Iraq’s neighbors, particularly Iran and Syria,
actively promote militant groups as a means to counter American
troops in Iraq. And I for one doubt seriously that we will see any
movement in the direction of a political settlement until such time
as Prime Minister Maliki is informed that our troop transports
have landed in Baghdad ready to begin bringing home our men and
women in uniform.

Until then, Prime Minister Maliki will continue to run his gov-
ernment like a Shiite factional leader. He will obstruct efforts to
build a strong national Iraqi Army in favor of a militia-infiltrated
force protecting Shiite power. He will sign the initiatives to reverse
de-Baathification and in so doing demonstrate to the Sunni popu-
lation that this is not their government.

Without meaningful progress in Iraq and an effective partner in
Iraqi Government, the majority of Congress will continue to insist
on a reasonable and responsible withdrawal plan that presents the
least bad option for Iraq, the region and our national security inter-
ests. By definition, this will involve training Iraqi security forces,
attacking terrorist cells in hot spots and shielding important Iraqi
infrastructure facilities.

I wish Congress would have the President’s cooperation in this
effort. But absent a September surprise, we won’t have it. But we
will continue to do what is right; reach out across the aisle to our
friends and colleagues on the Republican side of the aisle to push
for a bipartisan consensus toward wise redeployment of our forces
in Iraq. The American people have asked us to accomplish this
task, and we will not rest until it is done. It is now my great pleas-
ure to turn to my dear friend and distinguished colleague, the
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, Ike Skelton of
Missouri.

Mr. SKELTON. Thank you so much to my friend, Tom Lantos,
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee. It is a real pleasure for
us to join you today on this historic occasion. A good number of
years ago, there was a stage play and a song that came from it:
On a clear day, you can see forever. And it looks like it is a clear
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day because I think I see General Jack Keane; I think I see Gen-
eral John Batiste; and I think I see Secretary Bill Perry off in the
distance. And we hope that your testimony in the speed of sound
will reach us in a timely fashion this morning. This is a bit un-
usual to have it. Gentlemen, we do thank you for being with us.

Our committees are trying to get a clear picture of where the
United States policy stands regarding Iraq and what path should
be followed there. The testimony provided by the GAO yesterday
made clear that, despite the valiant efforts of our military serving
in that country, the Iraqi Government has not taken advantage of
the opportunity to move toward true national reconciliation. And
needless to say, to those of us who heard the testimony yesterday,
it was quite disturbing news. It is not clear to me that this reality
will change in the coming months. And I suspect General Petraeus
and Ambassador Crocker will have insight on this question next
week. But I will appreciate the witnesses today giving us their
thoughts on the prospects for political progress in Iraq. Beyond this
issue, I am struck with the fact that all three of our witnesses have
experience leading the United States military and dealing with the
strategic challenges posed by managing our forces. One of my pri-
mary concerns, gentlemen, is considering the right way forward for
involvement in Iraq and its impact on the effort of the overall read-
iness of our forces, particularly on the ground forces. I am con-
cerned that the current deployment schedules and overall strain on
those serving pose a strategic risk, both now as well as in the fu-
ture.

We currently have over 160,000 American troops in Iraq patrol-
ling the streets and fighting and dying on behalf of the Iraqis. I
cannot tell you how much I, and I am sure other members of this
committee, appreciate their sacrifice. We are doing the best we can.
We simply cannot thank them enough. But to the extent that they
are in Iraq, they are not free to carry out other missions. And these
troops who are in Iraq are not in Afghanistan pursuing al-Qaeda
who attacked us on September 11th. Looking ahead, gentlemen, we
know that we cannot see around corners.

The threats and miscalculations of tomorrow are not necessarily
clear to us today. In my 30 years in Congress we have been in-
volved in 12 military contingencies, some of which were major in
size, most of which were not foreseen. And I am deeply concerned
that our military will not be adequately prepared to prevail in the
next conflict, which we don’t see, we don’t anticipate. But that was
the case on some 12 occasions in the past 30 years. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the remainder of my statement be
placed in the record in toto.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Skelton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON ARMED
FORCES

The House Armed Services Committee has joined with the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee today to further our exploration of Iraq policy. For the members of the Armed
Services Committee, this is the second of four hearings on the subject. I would like
to thank Chairman Lantos for taking the lead on this hearing, and the witnesses
for agreeing to appear. It's wonderful to see a panel of old friends with us today.
Gentlemen, thank you for your testimony and for your service.
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Our committees are trying to get a clear picture of where U.S. policy stands in
Iraq and what the path forward should be. The testimony provided by GAO yester-
day made clear that despite the valiant efforts of our military serving in Iraq, the
Iraqi government has not taken advantage of this opportunity to move toward true
national reconciliation. It is not clear to me that this reality will change in the com-
ing months. I suspect General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker will have insight
on this question next week, but I would appreciate the witnesses’ thoughts on the
prospects for political progress in Iraq.

Beyond this issue, I am struck by the fact that all three of our witnesses have
experience leading the United States military and dealing with the strategic chal-
lenges posed in managing our force. One of my primary concerns in considering the
right way forward for our involvement in Iraq is the impact of this effort on the
overall readiness of our forces—particularly the ground forces. I am concerned that
the current deployment schedules and overall strain on those serving pose strategic
risk both now and in the future.

We currently have over 160 thousand US troops in Iraq patrolling the streets and
fighting and dying on behalf of Iraqis. I cannot tell you how much I, and I am sure
every member here, appreciates their sacrifice. They are the best we have, and we
simply cannot thank them enough. But to the extent that they are in Iraq, they are
not free to carry out other missions. Those troops who are in Iraq are not in Afghan-
istan, pursuing the Al Qaeda who attacked us on September 11th.

Looking ahead, we know that we cannot see around corners. The threats and mis-
calculations of tomorrow are not necessarily clear to us today. In my 30 years in
Congress, we have been involved in 12 contingencies—most of which were not fore-
seen. I am deeply concerned that our military will not be adequately prepared to
prevail in the next conflict.

So my questions are these. First, what impact does the war in Iraq have on our
long-term struggle against those elements of al Qaeda that are focused on attacking
the American people and the homeland—particularly on our effort to ensure Afghan-
istan and Pakistan are not terrorist safe havens? It was widely reported a few years
ago that Special Forces troops were pulled out of Afghanistan and sent to Iraq. We
continue to make the same sort of choice today when we send 100 thousand more
troops to Iraq and many fewer in pursuit of Osama bin Laden and other key mem-
bers of al Qaeda. Does this sort of prioritization serve our national interests?

Second and more generally, what considerations must be made in our Iraq policy
to ensure the long-term readiness of our military—particularly our ground forces?

I hope the witnesses can take a moment to address these points.

I would like to again thank Chairman Lantos and our witnesses.

Chairman LANTOS. Without objection.

Mr. SKELTON. And I welcome my distinguished witnesses before
us today. Thank you.

Chairman LANTOS. I am delighted to turn to my good friend and
distinguished colleague, the ranking member of the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, Ms. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen of Florida.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you Chairman Skelton and members. As all of us know, the admin-
istration will soon release the Iraqi benchmark assessment report
enumerating the Iraqi Government’s progress on security and polit-
ical fronts. And this Monday, Ambassador Crocker and General
Petraeus will be appearing before our committees to discuss their
findings. We should therefore ask ourselves why we would be hold-
ing a hearing with a private panel to discuss the findings of a re-
port that has yet to be provided to Congress, and why we should
be speculating on policy beyond the September report without
again having received the report or the testimony by General
Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker. The title of this joint hearing,
after all, is “Beyond the September Report: What’s Next for Iraq.”

I prefer to focus my remarks on the assessment and the informa-
tion that we already have. The National Intelligence Estimate
(NIE) released last month reports measurable but uneven improve-
ments in Iraq’s security situation and says that a shift from



5

counterinsurgency operations to efforts simply to train Iraqis would
erode security gains achieved so far. On the other hand, the esti-
mate is grim on the prospects of the Maliki government remaining
in power. It assesses that the situation for the Maliki government
will become more precarious over the next 6 to 12 months. The
surge has thus been unable to facilitate legislative progress on the
part of the central government to meet the benchmarks enumer-
ated by the Congress. But important political progress has been
taking place in Iraq. The turn of so many Sunni tribes and organi-
zations away from al-Qaeda and in support of the Iraqi Govern-
ment and coalition forces is a crucial political development, and not
one that we should discount because it happened, in a manner, and
on a timetable, that no one in this body had predicted. It is also
critically important to consider the developments in context, to look
beyond just the NIE and the assessments by the GAO, and con-
sider the next steps only after we have reviewed all of the perti-
nent reports and presentations. It is also necessary to listen to our
troops, who can provide us with firsthand accounts on the progress
being achieved. One constituent of mine currently serving in Iraq
wrote to me recently to provide his assessment of the situation on
the ground in the area where he is located. He underscored, and
I quote:

“We have accomplished a lot in the past 2 months. Before we
arrived, these neighborhoods had not received rice, flour, sugar
and tea from the government for the last 10 months because
al-Qaeda had strong pointed the area and claimed the city as
the Islamic State of Iraq, sentencing people to death in the Is-
lamic courts on a regular basis. Now more and more people are
opening their shops on the market streets as they feel com-
fortable enough to sell their goods to their neighbors. Iraqi
Army leaders are taking a genuine interest in securing the
area and helping locals with their day-to-day problems.”

He continues, however,

“Al-Qaeda has been attempting to thwart our efforts to gain
control and better the community.”

This last statement was particularly striking to me as I recalled
what the recent NIE stated on Iraq. And it said:

“Perceptions that the coalition is withdrawing probably will en-
courage factions anticipating a power vacuum to seek local se-
curity solutions that could intensify sectarian violence and
intrasectarian competition.”

I will be interested to hear from our witnesses their views regard-
ing these findings. We must therefore proceed with extreme caution
and ensure that timetables for the implementation of certain polit-
ical and economic requirements do not become the determining fac-
tor for U.S. military decisions. Further, using these benchmarks as
a measure of progress toward national reconciliation also ignores
other significant factors that both impact the Iraqi political land-
scape as well as our own United States security interest. And I am
specifically referring to the threats posed by the regimes in Tehran
and Damascus.
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In this respect, I would appreciate if our witnesses would com-
ment on the findings of the NIE that state:

“Over the next year, Tehran, concerned about a Sunni reemer-
gence in Iraq and U.S. efforts to limit Iranian influence, will
continue to provide funding, weaponry and training to Iraqi
Shia militias.”

And the IC now assesses that Damascus is providing support to
non-AQI groups inside Iraq in a bid to increase Syrian influence.
We must also be careful not to confuse long-term and short-term
political progress. In the long term, a national unity government
fairly representing all segments of Iraqi society will clearly help en-
sure stability. However, in the short term, the assumption that a
national unity government is required to pacify the Sunni insur-
gency or to challenge Shia militias has turned out to be false. The
Sunnis have turned against al-Qaeda and are gradually switching
sides in the absence of any oil, federalism or de-Baathification deal
coming out of Baghdad.
The NIE notes:

“Coalition military operations focused on improving population
security, both in and outside of Baghdad, will remain critical
to the success of local and regional efforts until sectarian fears
are diminished enough to enable the Shia-led Iraqi Govern-
ment to fully support the efforts of local Sunni groups.”

Concurrently, there is evidence of an increasingly moderate Shia
block within the central government emerging out of the conflict
raging in the south of Iraq. Significant challenges remain, and no
one should have anticipated that all of Iraq’s problems would be
solved by September 15th. The questions we must ask, therefore,
and I would appreciate if our witnesses would elaborate on it, are:
Has the new strategy succeeded in accomplishing the goals it set
out to achieve up to this point, and are the trends positive or nega-
tive?

I thank the distinguished witnesses for appearing before us
today, Mr. Chairman, and I look forward to receiving their testi-
mony.

Thank you, Mr. Lantos.

Chairman LANTOS. Thank you very much. I am now pleased to
turn to my good friend and fellow Californian, distinguished rank-
ing member of the House Armed Services Committee, Duncan
Hunter.

Mr. HUNTER. Thank you Mr. Chairman. And what a nice thing
to be here with my great chairman, Ike Skelton, and with you and
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen and these two outstanding committees. I think
this is the first time I have been in a hearing in this big room that
accommodates so many people, so many people interested in this
very, very critical issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having the hearing. I want to
thank my chairman, Mr. Skelton, for co-chairing this hearing. Mr.
Chairman, I have exactly the opposite position, I think, going into
this hearing on what I think you stated. The hallmark of the Inter-
national Relations Committee and the hallmark of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and I think all committees whose work turns
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around the testimony of our men and women in uniform is that
when people come and sit in that witness chair, as our witnesses
do today, two distinguished retired generals and one distinguished
former Secretary of Defense, their candor and their integrity is
their trademark. And that is what makes us effective; being able
to elicit testimony from people that have a lot of experience and a
lot of insight and know that we are getting their testimony.

Now, you stated a couple of minutes ago that this testimony that
we are going to get from General Petraeus will not really be his
testimony. I think that is wrong, Mr. Chairman. I think that the
trademark of General Petraeus is his candor; the fact that Demo-
crats and Republicans can ask him the tough ones and he tells it
like it is, regardless of fear or favor. And I think that is the integ-
rity and the candor that produced a near unanimous vote when he
was confirmed. So the gentlelady to my right, the distinguished
ranking member of the International Relations Committee, Ms.
Ros-Lehtinen, said, “What is the purpose of this hearing?” I hope
the purpose of this hearing is not to discredit General Petraeus be-
fore he takes a stand. We have all been, over the last 4 years or
so as the Iraq operation has unfolded, we have all interacted with
former members of the United States military. And I, myself, find
myself tempted at times, when people who have worn the uniform
don’t agree with me, I like to refer to them as “armchair generals,”
and then when they agree with me they are “retired statesmen.”
And they probably have the same opinion of me. But they are an
enormous asset.

The two gentlemen sitting in front of us, who have distinctly dif-
ferent opinions on this issue, are an enormous asset to this coun-
try. Similarly, General Petraeus coming to this body with integrity,
with candor, with insight and, most importantly, with war-fighting
capability, is an enormous asset for this country. And I just abso-
lutely disagree with your description of this testimony to come as
somehow not being his own testimony. Maybe that is a first ques-
tion we should ask him.

Mr. Chairman, I have looked at these benchmarks with respect
to political activity by the Iraqi Government, a government which
has freshly stood up, which is clumsy, as most new governments
are. But there are a couple of metrics that I didn’t see. One metric
was the 74 percent reduction in violence against civilians. One was
the reduction of attacks in Anbar province from 1,350 last October
to one-fifth of that today. I didn’t see any slot for that metric to
be manifested. And from my perspective, the most important ele-
ment in a successful transition of the security burden in Iraq is
this: A reliable Iraqi military; a reliable Iraqi military that can ro-
tate into the battlefield and displace American heavy combat forces
and allow our forces after they have made that hand-off, to come
back to the United States or go elsewhere in CENTCOM where
they are needed.

Now, I can recall a couple of years ago when my son was in
Fallujah and I was out there talking to a couple of his friends—
and at the first battle of Fallujah, those Marines had brought in
some Iraqi forces, brand new green forces, to participate in that
battle. And they didn’t show up for formation the next day. But
when I was there the last time, they not only showed up for forma-
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tion, but right down to the corporal level of U.S. Marines, we had
testimony and off-the-record discussions that these guys were
standing and fighting. And they are rallying to be inducted into
both the Iraqi Army and the national police force which is remark-
ably working together with the Iraqi Army in Anbar province. I
never thought I would see the day when a Sunni national police
leader would sit side-by-side with a brigade commander from the
Iraqi Army, a Shiite, and they would discuss together how they
were pushing back against al-Qaeda. The U.S. Marines have ac-
complished that with blood, sweat and tears.

And one of the frustrations, I think, of any member here who has
been over there is to see the little attention that has been given
that. So I think the most important metric is being met, and that
is that we are standing up the Iraqi forces. Now, you had 129 bat-
talions a couple of months ago, we’ve got 131 now. And I would like
to hear from our witnesses, especially their evaluation of the matu-
rity level of the Iraqi Army at this point. And so, Mr. Chairman,
thank you for teeing up this hearing. I appreciate it. And I appre-
ciate my great friend, Mr. Skelton, for participating and Ms. Ros-
Lehtinen and all the other members of the committee, and I look
forward to the testimony of our distinguished witnesses.

Chairman LANTOS. Thank you very much. We are fortunate to
have with us today three distinguished individuals with excep-
tional qualifications to speak to us on military and defense issues.
Dr. William J. Perry, who served as Secretary of Defense, is cur-
rently a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution and is a professor
at Stanford University. In addition to his service in government
and academia, Dr. Perry had an outstanding business career.
Among other things, he was founder and president of ESL, presi-
dent of Hambrecht and Quist, and chairman of Technology, Strat-
egy and Alliances.

Dr. Perry received his bachelor’s and master’s degrees from Stan-
ford University in my neck of the woods and his Ph.D. from Penn-
sylvania State. In 1946 and 1947, he served as an enlisted man in
the United States Army and, between 1948 and 1955, as a second
lieutenant in the U.S. Army Reserves.

Dr. Perry, we are delighted to give you the floor.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. PERRY, SENIOR
FELLOW, HOOVER INSTITUTION, AND PROFESSOR, STAN-
FORD UNIVERSITY

Dr. PERRY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have a writ-
ten testimony which I would like to submit for the record.

Chairman LANTOS. Without objection.

Dr. PERRY. In January, President Bush rejected the recommenda-
tions of the Iraq Study Group and announced a new strategy in
Iraq, which has been called a “surge strategy.” The surge strategy
called for adding about 30,000 additional troops and, with this new
strength, working aggressively to stem the violence in Iraq, espe-
cially in Baghdad. The hopes were that the reduction in violence
would give the Iraqi Government the breathing space it needed to
strengthen its own security forces and to effect the political
changes needed to reduce the impetus for the ongoing violence be-
tween Shias and Sunnis.
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By June, the full complement of about 30,000 additional troops
were operational in Iraq. Based on reports already available, it ap-
pears to me that there are three positive developments in Iragq.
First, wherever American troops are present and patrolling in
force, violence does subside. This is a great tribute to the courage,
discipline and unit cohesion of our troops. But it has come at a cost
of almost 2,000 American casualties this summer.

Second, violence continues to be at relatively low levels in
Kurdistan as the Kurds have managed to stay largely apart from
the sectarian violence that has plagued the mixed sectarian regions
in central Iraq and the struggle for control between Shia tribes in
southern Iraq.

And third, a new dynamic had been developing in the Sunni re-
gions in the Al Anbar province. A little over a year ago, Sunni trib-
al leaders began cooperating with Americans in fighting al-Qaeda
in Iraq, which previously had gained a strong foothold in that re-
gion. The decision of the Sunni tribal leaders not only has resulted
in effective actions against al-Qaeda forces but also in reduced at-
tacks against American forces in Al Anbar.

All of these are positive developments. The first of them is di-
rectly related to the surge. The second is largely unrelated to the
surge. And the third was well under way before the surge began.
But the additional American forces sent to Al Anbar have likely ac-
celerated its progress. But the surge was intended to buy time for
actions taken by the Iraqi Government to strengthen their security
forces and to effect political reconciliation. So it is fair to ask: How
well have they made use of that time, and how much more time
will they need?

The GAO report released earlier this week painted a discour-
aging picture of how well the Iraqi Government has made use of
their breathing space. Of the benchmarks established well over a
year ago by the Iraqi Government, a progress they themselves
thought necessary, only a few of the 18 have been met with little
or no progress on what I consider the most important of these
benchmarks, those that are intended to effect a reconciliation be-
tween Shias and Sunnis. If this reconciliation cannot be achieved,
all of the progress made at great cost this past summer could be
overturned. In particular, the strengthening of the Sunni tribal mi-
litias in Al Anbar, which are an important asset in the present
fight against al-Qaeda, could become a liability if they were to be
turned against Shia militia or even against Iraqi Government
forces. These and other negative developments can be prevented as
long as there is a strong American military presence. But that
raises a fundamental question: How much longer can American
forces be kept at or near present levels in Iraq without damaging
the readiness of our ground forces?

I estimate that if present ground force levels are maintained into
next year, they can only be achieved through substantial changes
in personnel policies such as further extending deployments, recall-
ing guard forces that have already served, or reducing training be-
tween deployments. A combination of those policies maintained
during the coming year could do substantial damage to our ground
forces.
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It took many years after the Vietnam War to build up our ground
forces into the best trained, most effective force in the world, and
it could take many years to recover that capability if we were to
lose it. Given the uncertain world in which we live, any substantial
loss in capability of our ground forces could reduce our capability
to deal with plausible military contingencies, while at the same
time making those contingencies more likely.

Next week the Congress will get a report on the surge strategy,
including a report from General Petraeus. Let me say that I have
no doubt that General Petraeus is an outstanding military officer
and is carrying out a well-conceived military strategy in Iraq. But
solutions to the violence in Iraq cannot be military alone, nor can
they be coming from coalition forces alone. The Iraqi Government
must be taking political actions on an urgent time scale. And a
heavy American military commitment in Iraq cannot be sustained
many more months without taking serious risks of reducing the ca-
pability of our ground forces, thereby making them less capable of
meeting other security problems we face.

While it is possible at some future date to make increases in the
level of American ground troops, that resource is fixed today and
for some time to come. Therefore, we have to choose what risks to
take when we determine how to use that resource. We can state
with some confidence the risks to American security if our troop
readiness suffers because we have maintained large troop levels in
Iraq through 2008. We cannot state with the same confidence the
risks to American security if the level of violence in Iraq increases
as we begin troop reductions early in 2008. But in the absence of
real progress in political reconciliation in Iraq, the level of violence
in Iraq is likely to increase whether we begin those reductions 5
months from now or 5 years from now. Let me state that, again,
since it is my principal point here: In the absence of real progress
in political reconciliation, the level of violence is likely to increase
whether we begin those reductions 5 months from now or 5 years
from now.

Consequently, I suggest that after hearing the Iraq progress re-
port next week, that Congress should ask the following questions:
First, since the surge began earlier this year, how well has the
Iraqi Government used the breathing space it provided? Secondly,
how much longer will the coalition forces be needed to provide
breathing space for the Iraqi Government? Third, in order to
achieve American goals in Iraq, how much longer will American
forces be needed at or near present levels in Iraq? Fourth, is the
readiness level of American contingency forces today adequate to
meet plausible contingencies? And finally, if present or near
present levels of troops are needed in 2008 in Iraq, how will the
replacement forces be provided, and what will that do to the readi-
ness levels of our contingency forces?

I believe the continuing congressional support for the surge strat-
egy should be based on the answers to those questions and the con-
sidered evaluation of how well this strategy meets global American
security requirements. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Perry follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. PERRY, SENIOR FELLOW,
HOOVER INSTITUTION, AND PROFESSOR, STANFORD UNIVERSITY

In January, President Bush rejected the recommendations of the Iraq Study
Group and announced a new strategy in Iraq, which has been called a “surge strat-
egy.” The surge strategy called for adding about 30,000 additional troops and, with
this new strength, working aggressively to stem the violence in Iraq, especially in
Baghdad. The hopes were that a reduction in violence would give the Iraqi govern-
ment the breathing space it needed to strengthen its own security forces and to ef-
fect the political changes needed to reduce the impetus for the ongoing violence be-
tween Shia and Sunnis. By June the full complement of about 30,000 additional
troops were operational in Iraq.

Based on reports already available from Iraq, it appears to me that there are
three positive developments in Iraq.

First, wherever American troops are present and patrolling in force, violence does
subside. This is a great tribute to the courage, discipline, and unit cohesion of our
troops, but has come at a cost of almost 2,000 American casualties this summer.

Second, violence continues to be at relatively low levels in Kurdistan, as the
Kurds have managed to stay largely apart from the sectarian violence that has
plagued the mixed sectarian regions in Central Iraq and the struggle for control be-
tween Shia tribes in Southern Iragq.

And third, a new dynamic has been developing in the Sunni regions in Al Anbar
province. About a year ago, Sunni tribal leaders began cooperating with Americans
in fighting Al Qaeda in Iraq, which previously had gained a strong toehold in that
province. The decision of the Sunni tribal leaders not only has resulted in effective
actions against Al Qaeda forces, but also in reduced attacks against American forces
in Al Anbar.

All of these are positive developments; the first is related directly to the surge;
the second is largely unrelated to the surge; and the third was well underway before
the surge, but the additional American forces sent to Al Anbar have likely acceler-
ated its progress.

But the surge was intended to buy time for actions taken by the Iraqi government
to strengthen their security forces and to effect political reconciliation. So it is fair
to ask: “How well have they made use of that time; and how much more time will
be needed?”

The GAO report released earlier this week paints a discouraging picture of how
well the Iraqi government has made use of its breathing space. Well over a year
ago the Iraq government established 18 benchmarks for progress they themselves
thought necessary. Only 3 of these have been met, with little or no progress on the
most important of these benchmarks—-those that are intended to measure progress
in reconciliation between Shias and Sunnis. If this reconciliation cannot be achieved,
all of the progress made at great cost this past summer could be overturned. In par-
ticular, the strengthening of the Sunni tribal militias in Al Anbar, which are an im-
portant asset in the present fight against Al Qaeda, could become a liability if they
were to be turned against Shia militia or even Iraqi government forces.

These and other negative developments can be prevented as long as there is a
strong American military presence, but that raises a fundamental question. How
much longer can American forces be kept at or near present levels in Iraq without
damaging the readiness of our ground forces? I estimate that if present ground force
levels are maintained into next year, they can only be achieved through substantial
changes in personnel policies, such as further extending deployments, recalling
guard forces that have already served, or reducing training between deployments.

If such policies were maintained during the coming year, it would do substantial
damage to our ground forces. It took many years after the Vietnam War to build
up our ground forces to be the best-trained, most effective force in the world, and
it could take many years to recover that capability if we were to lose it. Given the
uncertain world in which we live, any substantial loss in capability of our ground
forces could reduce our capability to deal with plausible military contingencies,
while at the same time, making those contingencies more likely.

Later this month, the Congress will get a progress report on the surge strategy,
including a report from General Petraeus. I have no doubt that General Petraeus
is an outstanding military officer and is carrying out a well-conceived military strat-
egy in Iraq. But solutions to the violence in Iraq cannot be military alone, nor can
they be coming from coalition forces alone. The Iraqi government must be taking
political actions on an urgent time scale, and they must be effectively preparing to
take charge of their own security. A heavy American military commitment in Iraq
cannot be sustained many more months without taking serious risks of reducing the
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capability of our ground forces, thereby making them less capable of meeting other
security problems we face.

While it is possible that at some future date the US will make increases in the
level of American ground troops, that resource is fixed today and for some time to
come; therefore we have to choose what risks to take when we determine how to
use that resource. We can estimate with some confidence the risk to American secu-
rity if our troop readiness suffers because we maintained large troop levels in Iraq
through 2008. We cannot estimate with the same confidence the risk to American
security if the level of violence in Iraq increases as we begin significant troop reduc-
tions early in 2008, as recommended by the Iraq Study Group.

But, in the absence of real progress in political reconciliation in Iraq, the level
of violence is likely to increase whether we begin those reductions five months from
now or five years from now.

Consequently, I suggest that, after hearing the Iraq progress report next week,
the Congress should ask the following questions

e Since the surge began earlier this year, how well has the Iraqi government
used the breathing space it provided?

e How much longer will coalition forces be needed to provide breathing space
for the Iraqi government?

e In order to achieve American goals in Iraq, how much longer will American
forces be needed at or near present levels in Iraq?

e Is the readiness level of American contingency forces today adequate to meet

plausible military contingencies?

If present or near-present levels of troops are needed in 2008 in Iraq, how

will the replacement forces be provided, and what will this do to the readiness

levels of our contingency forces?

I believe that continuing Congressional support for the surge strategy should be
based on the answers to those questions, and a considered evaluation of how well
this strategy meets overall American security requirements.

Chairman LANTOS. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is Major General John Batiste, who retired
from the U.S. Army in November 2005 and had 31 years of military
service. Between August 2002 and June 2005, General Batiste com-
manded the First Infantry Division, conducting peace enforcement
operations in Bosnia, and combat operations in Iraq in support of
Operation Iraqi Freedom II. In Iraq, his division included 22,000
soldiers from active and Reserve components from all over the
United States. General Batiste is a graduate of the U.S. Military
Academy and the Army War College. He holds a master’s degree
in financial management from the Naval Postgraduate School in
Monterey, California.

General Batiste, we are delighted to have you, and the floor is
yours.

STATEMENT OF MAJOR GENERAL JOHN BATISTE, USA, RE-
TIRED, PRESIDENT, KLEIN STEEL SERVICES, INCOR-
PORATED

General BATISTE. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

As an American citizen, it is an honor to be here today, and it
is a distinct pleasure to be on a panel with two gentlemen for
which I have enormous respect. On 27 of June of this year, I testi-
fied that our national security for the global war on terror lacks
strategic focus; our Army and Marine Corps, at a breaking point
with little to show for it. The current surge in Iraq is too little too
late. The Government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their
responsibilities. Our Nation has yet to mobilize to defeat this very
serious threat with implications well beyond Iraq and it is past
time to refocus our national strategy in the Middle East.
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Since late June, with the exception of the outstanding perform-
ance by our military, nothing has changed. Our troops are mired
in the complexity of a brutal civil war and we have lost sight of
the broader objective of defeating worldwide Islamic extremism.
The Iraqi Government is ineffective and exhibits no inclination or
capacity to reconcile the Rubik’s Cube that defines Iraq.

Years ago I was taught that a military organization should only
be used for its intended purpose and only within its capabilities.
Our Government has yet to articulate a focused Middle East strat-
egy and the military is operating with an ill-defined purpose well
beyond current capabilities. Our leaders apparently do not appre-
ciate that only Iraqis can sort out Iraqi problems and only Islam
can defeat Islamic extremism. A successful national strategy in
Iraq is akin to a four-legged stool with legs representing diplomacy,
political consideration, economic recovery and the military. The
glue holding it all together must be the mobilization of the United
States in support of the incredibly important work to defeat world-
wide Islamic extremism. The only leg on the stool of any con-
sequence today is the military. The best in the world, solid tita-
nium, high performing.

After almost 6 years since September 11th, however, our country
is not mobilized behind this important work and the diplomatic, po-
litical and economic legs are inconsequential and lack leadership.
Most Americans now appreciate that the military alone cannot
solve the problems in Iraq. The administration failed to call the
Nation to action in the wake of 9/11 and is now virtually dependent
on the military leg of the stool to accomplish the mission, and has
yet to frame the solutions in Iraq within the broader context of the
region to include Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran, Syria and
Jordan. In this situation, the stool will surely collapse.

Indeed victory in Iraq is relative in an environment where tac-
tical victories can quickly become irrelevant. The real measure of
success is whether or not one can venture out at night alone with-
out an armed escort. The perceived successes in Iraq today are
taken out of context and overstated at best. Despite the unbeliev-
able performance of our military, the current surge in Iraq is too
little too late. The so-called surge really amounted to nothing more
than a minor reinforcement, a number which represented all that
our military could muster at the time. Our counterinsurgency doc-
trine requires 20 soldiers for every 1,000 in the indigent popu-
lation. Assuming there are 6 or 7 million people in Baghdad, the
requirement to properly secure the city as a precursor to the rule
of law would be over 120,000 combat troops. There are less than
80,000 combat troops in all of Iraq today, even with the surge.
What we are seeing is the myth of Sisyphus being played out over
and over again. Today’s battles in places like Baghdad and
Ba’qubah are not new. We have been down this road before but
lack the number of coalition and competent Iraqi forces to clear,
hold and build. The number of combat troops matter and we have
never had the right numbers.

Further, success in a counterinsurgency is more about relation-
ships, improving people’s quality of life, and the hard work to
change people’s attitudes to give them alternatives to the insur-
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gency and less about the application of lethal force. Numbers
mattered in March 2003 and they matter today.

The current administration drove this Nation to war without the
military planning and capability required to be successful. Sec-
tarian violence continues despite the surge that was supposed to
calm Baghdad and set the conditions for national reconciliation.
The number of Iraqi civilian deaths in July 2007 was higher than
in February 2007 when the surge began. Shia are now dominant
in the once mixed capital, a trend that will not be reversed. The
coalition is abandoning Basra to a number of militant Shia groups.
We are arming and equipping Sunni militant groups in the Anbar
province, which is risky at best, equivalent to sticking a sharp stick
in the eye of the Shia. Rival Shia militias have killed scores of
Iraqis in recent months. At worst, the surge has had little effect
on country-wide violence. At best, Iraq is in a holding pattern de-
pendent on the United States military to control the violence. This
is a no-win situation.

When the surge culminates, and culminate it will, the civil war
will intensify. The current Government of Iraq is incapable of step-
ping up to its responsibilities. According to the recent GAO report,
the Maliki government is meeting only 3 of 18 military and polit-
ical goals set by our Congress for Iraq. These benchmarks include
tough milestones dependent on reconciliation. With respect to the
Government of Iraq’s responsibility to increase a number of Iraqi
security force units capable of operating independently, we ignore
the reality that, historically, armed forces in the region have been
perpetually ineffective due to sectarian divides, social factors deep-
ly rooted in Arab culture to include secrecy and paranoia, crippling
class differences and no individual freedom of action or initiative.
Why would we think our efforts in the 21st century would be any
different than other nations’ efforts in past centuries? Further, the
world has committed inadequate resources to build effective Iraqi
security forces. The Iraqi Army and police still require heavy weap-
ons, helicopters, counter-IED technology, light-armored vehicles
and radar-assisted counter battery artillery to control the insur-
gency. The Iraqi security forces have taken horrendous casualties
but they do not have the tools to replace United States combat for-
mations. Whether we can trust these Iraqi formations is another
question. Our experience over the past 4 years is that most Iraqi
formations will either not show up for the fight or will not hold
their ground in the face of the insurgent for a myriad of reasons.

America has ignored the lessons of history. The Bush administra-
tion strategy lacks focus. General John Sheehan said it best when
he recently said, “There is no agreed upon strategic view of the
Iraq problem or the region.” The current Washington decision-mak-
ing process lacks a linkage to a broader view of the region and how
the parts fit together strategically. Our current Iraqi measures of
effectiveness fell deep into the details of Iraq’s national reconcili-
ation and de-Baathification. These measures are incredibly impor-
tant for Iraq but may matter little to United States strategic inter-
ests in defeating al-Qaeda. When and how will we complete the
work in Afghanistan and root out the terror networks in other
parts of the world like northern Pakistan? Indeed, history will rate
Iraq as a side show that is diluting our focus. Through most of this
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century, we will face expanding Islamic extremism, competition for
decreasing energy resources, the effects of the haves and have-nots
driven by globalization, global climate change, unstable population
migration, et cetera. What Americans desperately need now is a
diplomatic framework defined by an ever-expanding global alliance
of equals; disciplined diplomacy on a vision that is focused on long-
term objectives.

The security implications are staggering, and Americans expect
our Government, both the Executive Branch and the Congress, to
address our real enemies: Islamic extremist groups, to include al-
Qaeda-type organizations and the nation states that support them.
This enemy is worldwide in at least 60 countries, respects no na-
tional boundaries and is concentrated in areas well outside of Iraq.
Unfortunately, the current administration’s nearsighted strategy
remains focused on Iraq and is all but dependent on the military
component of strategy. Diplomacy and the critical political and eco-
nomic components of a successful strategy are dangerously lacking.

Clausewitz cautioned us that war is the extension of policy by
other means. In other words, America should never commit our
young men and women into battle when all other means have not
been exhausted. The administration ignored this proven advice and
we are paying a heavy price. Our all-volunteer military cannot con-
tinue the current cycle of deployments for much longer and cer-
tainly not much beyond April 2008. Our Army and Marine Corps
are at a breaking point at a time in history when we need our
strong military. The cycles of deployments are staggering. We have
no strategic Reserve. Not surprisingly, the insurgency in Iraq is
fighting us asymmetrically, avoiding our strength and confronting
our weakness. American formations continue to lose a battalion’s
worth of dead and wounded every month with little to show for it.
The current recruiting system falls drastically short of long-term
requirements and our all-volunteer force cannot sustain the current
tempo for much longer.

The Army recently stepped away from important standards and
is now enlisting 42-year-old privates. The military is spending bil-
lions of dollars a year on incentives in a last ditch effort to keep
the force together. Young officers and noncommissioned officers are
leaving the service at an alarming rate. Units in Iraq are at full
strength because the rest of the force back home has been gutted.
Officer basic courses have been reduced to 4 months. Doctrine writ-
ers are not keeping up with events on the ground. Equipment is
in dismal shape, requiring hundreds of billions of dollars to refit
the force to pre-invasions. Army depots are currently utilized at
over 100 percent capacity but are not making a dent in the backlog
of maintenance and repair. Deploying units are pulled together at
the last moment in pick-up teams without proper training and de-
ployed with little unit cohesion. Active duty companies preparing
for deployment to Iraq within the next 6 months are at less than
50 percent strength and are commanded by young and inexperi-
enced lieutenants. They also lack the equipment needed for train-
ing.
In the Reserve component, the situation is even worse. Military
families are at a point of no return. Our military is no longer train-
ing for the conventional fight. We are setting the conditions for the
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next “Task Force Smith” disaster at a time in our history when we
are facing a serious worldwide threat.

The way ahead is clear: In 8 short months, we will be incapable
of maintaining the surge or current pace of deployments. America
must rethink its Middle East strategy to encompass all the nations
of the region with a focus on diplomacy and political reconciliation
to defeat worldwide Islamic extremism. Within the context of this
strategy, we must clearly define our military’s mission and ask the
question: Is our military resourced to accomplish this and all other
assigned tasks?

Based on the current state of our military and the continued fail-
ure of Iraqis to reconcile their differences, I believe that the answer
is a resounding, No, and it is time to transfer the burden of Iraq
to Iraqis. We must come to grips with the notion that the coalition
cannot resolve sectarian differences by training and equipping com-
batant formations. Rather, it is time to announce a redeployment
and a repositioning of forces and place the onus on Iraqis to come
up with Iraqi solutions.

This withdrawal would require over 12 months to complete with
a transition to a residual force with a mission to accomplish spe-
cific tasks related to Iraq in the context of the entire region. The
first step in this process is to announce and begin the deliberate
withdrawal of United States forces from Iraq. It is in America’s
best interest to rethink our Middle East strategy, deliberately dis-
engage from Iraq with a transition to a residual force, re-arm and
refit our military, get serious about homeland security and prepare
to win the next phase of the struggle against worldwide Islamic ex-
tremism.

The bottom line: We have put our strategic interests in the
hands of an incompetent government in Iraq and we are waiting
to see if they can settle their differences. This is unacceptable. Our
two vital interests in the region are that Iraq cannot become a
launching pad for worldwide Islamic extremism or become a source
of regional instability. Secondary interests are that our withdrawal
cannot create a humanitarian disaster or an Iraq dominated by
other states in the region. This may require a residual force in the
region of up to some 30,000 or so U.S. troops for decades to protect
the United States mission, provide a counterbalance to unintended
consequences of Iran and a greater Kurdistan, and to take direct
action against al-Qaeda within the region. The missions and loca-
tions of the residual force would be based on an analysis of the re-
gional strategy. We cannot walk away from our strategic interests.

It did not have to be this way, but we are where we are. The bot-
tom line: America’s national strategy for the global war on terror
lacks strategic focus. Despite a remarkable performance—remark-
able—our Army and Marine Corps are at a breaking point with lit-
tle to show for it. The current surge in Iraq is too little too late.
The Government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their respon-
sibilities. Our Nation has yet to mobilize to defeat a serious threat
which has little to do with Iraq. And it is past time to refocus our
national strategy for the Middle East. The way ahead is uncertain
at best, but it is time for America to put America’s vital interests
first. From this point forward, America’s strategy must focus on the
mission to defeat worldwide Islamic extremism. Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of General Batiste follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MAJOR GENERAL JOHN BATISTE, USA, RETIRED,
PRESIDENT, KLEIN STEEL SERVICES, INCORPORATED

On 27 June of this year, I testified that our national strategy for the global war
on terror lacks strategic focus; our Army and Marine Corps are at a breaking point
with little to show for it; the current “surge” in Iraq is too little, too late; the Gov-
ernment of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their responsibilities; our nation has
yet to mobilize to defeat a very serious threat with implications well beyond Iraq;
and it is past time to refocus our national strategy in the Middle East. Since late
June, with the exception of the outstanding performance by our military, nothing
has changed. Our troops are mired in the complexity of a brutal civil war and we
have lost sight of the broader objective of defeating world-wide Islamic extremism.
The Iraqi government is ineffective and exhibits no inclination or capacity to rec-
oncile the Rubrics Cube that defines Iraq. Years ago, I was taught that a military
organization should only be used for its intended purpose, and only within its capa-
bilities. Our government has yet to articulate a focused Middle East strategy and
the military 1s operating with an ill-defined purpose, well beyond current capabili-
ties. Our leaders apparently do not appreciate that only Iraqi’s can sort out Iraqi
problems and only Islam can defeat Islamic extremism. The following testimony will
address the current strategy, the status of the surge, the impact of sustained deploy-
ments on our military, and the way-ahead.

A successful national strategy in Iraq is akin to a four legged stool with legs rep-
resenting diplomacy, political reconciliation, economic recovery, and the military.
The glue holding it all together must be the mobilization of the United States in
support of the incredibly important work to defeat world-wide Islamic extremism.
The only leg on the stool of any consequence today is the military—the best in the
world, solid titanium and high performing. After almost six years since September
11, however, our country is not mobilized behind this important work and the diplo-
matic, political, and economic legs are inconsequential and lack leadership. Most
Americans now appreciate that the military alone cannot solve the problems in Iraq.
The administration failed to call the nation to action in the wake of 9-11, is now
virtually dependent on the military leg of the stool to accomplish the mission, and
has yet to frame the solutions in Iraq within the broader context of the region, to
include Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran, Syria, and Jordan. In this situation,
the stool will surely collapse. Indeed, “victory” in Iraq is relative in an environment
where tactical victories can quickly become irrelevant. The real measure of success
is whether or not one can venture out at night, alone, without an armed escort. The
perceived successes in Iraq today are taken out of context and overstated at best.

Despite the unbelievable performance of our military, the current “surge” in Iraq
is too little, too late. The so-called surge really amounted to nothing more than a
minor reinforcement, a number which represented all that our military could muster
at the time. Our counter insurgency doctrine requires 20 soldiers for every 1,000 in
the indigent population. Assuming there are 6 or 7 million people in Baghdad, the
requirement to properly secure the city as a precursor to the rule of law would be
over 120,000 “combat” troops. There are less than 80,000 “combat” troops in Iraq
today, even with the surge. What we are seeing is the myth of Sisyphus being
played out over and over again. Today’s battles in places like Baghdad and
Ba’qubah are not new—we have been down this road before, but lacked the number
of coalition and competent Iraqi forces to clear, hold, and build. The number of
“combat” troops matter and we have never had the right numbers. Further, success
in a counter insurgency is more about relationships, improving the people’s quality
of life, and the hard work to change people’s attitudes to give them alternatives to
the insurgency, and less about the application of lethal force. Numbers mattered in
March 2003 and they matter today. The current administration drove this nation
to war without the military planning and capability required to be successful. Sec-
tarian violence continues despite the surge that was supposed to calm Baghdad and
set the conditions for national reconciliation. The number of Iraqi civilians killed in
July 2007 was higher than in February 2007 when the surge began. Shia now domi-
nate the once mixed capital, a trend that will not be reversed. The coalition is aban-
doning Basra to a number of militant Shia groups. We are arming and equipping
Sunni militant groups in the Anbar province which is risky at best, equivalent to
sticking a sharp stick in the eye of the Shia. Rival Shia militias have killed scores
of Iraqis in recent months. At worst, the surge has had little effect on country-wide
violence. At best, Iraq is in a holding pattern, dependent on the US military to con-
trol the violence. This is a no-win situation. When the surge culminates, and cul-
minate it will, the civil war will intensify.
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The current Government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to its responsibilities.
According to the recent GAO report, the Maliki government is meeting only three
of 18 military and political goals set by our Congress for Iraq. These benchmarks
include tough milestones dependant on reconciliation, to include completing a con-
stitutional review, enacting and implementing legislation on de-Ba’athification, en-
acting and implementing legislation to ensure the equitable distribution of hydro-
carbon resources of the people of Iraq without regard to the sect or ethnicity. With
respect to the Government of Iraq’s responsibility to increase the number of Iraqi
security force units capable of operating independently, we ignore the reality that
historically, armed forces in the region have been perpetually ineffective due to sec-
tarian divides, social factors deeply rooted in Arab culture, to include secrecy and
paranoia, crippling class differences, and no individual freedom of action or initia-
tive. Why would we think our efforts in the 21st century would be any different
than other nation’s efforts in past centuries? Further, the world has committed in-
adequate resources to build effective Iraqi security forces. The Iraqi army and police
still require heavy weapons, helicopters, light armored vehicles, and radar assisted
counter-battery artillery to control the insurgency. The Iraqi security forces have
taken horrendous casualties and do not have the tools to replace US combat forma-
tions. Whether we can trust these Iraqi formations is another question. Our experi-
ence over the past four years is that most Iraqi formations will either not show up
for the fight or will not hold their ground in the face of the insurgent for a myriad
of reasons. America has ignored the lessons of history.

The Bush administration’s strategy lacks strategic focus. General John Sheehan
said it best when he recently said, “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 and how the parts fit together strate-
gically.” Our current Iraqi measures of effectiveness delve deep into the details of
Iraq’s national reconciliation and de-Ba’athification. These measures are incredibly
important for Iraq, but may matter little to US strategic interests and defeating Al
Qaeda. When and how will we complete the work in Afghanistan and root out the
terror networks in other parts of the world like northwestern Pakistan? Indeed, his-
tory will rate Iraq a side-show that is diluting our focus. Through most of this cen-
tury, we will face expanding Islamic extremism, asymmetric demographics, competi-
tion for decreasing energy resources, the effects of the “haves and have nots” driven
by globalization, global climate change, and unstable population migration. What
American desperately needs now is a diplomatic framework defined by an ever ex-
panding global alliance of equals—disciplined diplomacy based on a vision that is
focused on long-term objectives. The security implications are staggering and Ameri-
can’s expect our government, both the executive branch and the Congress, to ad-
dress our real enemies—Islamic extremist groups to include Al Qaeda type organiza-
tions, and the nation states that support them. This enemy is world-wide in at least
60 countries, respects no national boundaries, and is concentrated in areas well out-
side of Iraq. Unfortunately, the current administration’s near sighted strategy re-
mains focused on Iraq and is all but dependant on the military component of strat-
egy. Diplomacy and the critical political and economic components of a successful
strategy are dangerously lacking. Clausewitz cautioned us that war is the extension
of policy by other means. In other words, America should commit our young men
and women into battle only when all other means are exhausted. The administra-
tion ignored this proven advice and we are paying a heavy price.

Our all-volunteer military cannot continue the current cycle of deployments for
much longer and certainly not much beyond April of 2008. Our Army and Marine
Corps are at a breaking point at a time in history when we need a strong military.
The cycle of deployments is staggering. We have no strategic reserve. Not surpris-
ingly, the insurgency in Iraq is fighting us asymmetrically, avoiding our strength
and confronting our weakness. American formations continue to loose a battalion’s
worth of dead and wounded every month with little to show for it. The current re-
cruiting system falls drastically short of long-term requirements and our all-volun-
teer force can not sustain the current tempo for much longer. The Army recently
stepped away from important standards and is now enlisting 42 year-old privates.
The military is spending billions a year in incentives in a last ditch effort to keep
the force together. Young officers and noncommissioned officers are leaving the serv-
ice at an alarming rate. Units in Iraq are at full strength because the rest of the
force back home has been gutted. Officer basic courses have been reduced to four
months. Doctrine writers are not keeping up with events on the ground. Equipment
is in dismal shape, requiring hundreds of billions of dollars to refit the force to pre-
invasion conditions. Army depots are currently utilitized at 110 percent capacity,
but are not making a dent in the backlog of maintenance and repair. Deploying
units are pulled together at the last moment in pick-up teams without proper train-
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ing and deploy with little unit cohesion. Active duty companies preparing for deploy-
ment to Iraq within the next six months are at less than 50 percent strength, are
commanded by young and inexperienced lieutenants, and are lacking the equipment
needed for training. In the Reserve Component, the situation is even worse. Military
families are at the point of no return. Our military no longer trains for a conven-
tional fight. We are setting the conditions for the next “Task Force Smith” disaster
at a time in our history when we are facing a serious world-wide threat.

The way-ahead is clear. In eight short months, we will be incapable of maintain-
ing the surge or current pace of deployments. America must rethink its Middle East
strategy to encompass all the nations in the region with a focus on diplomacy and
political reconciliation to defeat world-wild Islamic extremism. Within the context
of the strategy, we must clearly define our military’s mission and ask the question
“Is our military resourced to accomplish this and all other assigned tasks?” Based
on the current state of our military and the continued failure of Iraqi’s to reconcile
their differences, I believe that the answer is a resounding “no” and it is time to
transfer the burden of Iraq to Iraqi’s. We must come to grips with the notion that
the coalition can not resolve sectarian differences by training and equipping combat-
ant formations. Rather, it is time to announce a redeployment and reposition of
forces and to place the onus on Iraqi’s to come up with Iraqi solutions. This with-
drawal would require over 12 months to complete with a transition to a residual
force with a mission to accomplish specific tasks related to Iraq in the context of
the entire region. The first step in this process is to announce and begin the delib-
erate withdrawal of US forces from Iraq. It is in America’s best interest to rethink
our Middle East strategy, deliberately disengage from Iraq with a transition to a
residual force, refit and rearm our military, get serious about homeland security,
and prepare to win the next phase of the struggle against world-wide Islamic extre-
mism. Bottom line, we have put our strategic interests in the hands of an incom-
petent government in Iraq and we are “waiting to see if Iraqi’s can settle their dif-
ferences.” This is unacceptable.

Our two vital interests in the region are that Iraq can not become a launching
pad for world-wide Islamic extremism or become a source of regional instability.
Secondary interests are that our withdrawal can not create a humanitarian disaster
or an Iraq dominated by another state(s) in the region. This may require a residual
force in the region of up to 30,000 US troops for decades to protect the US mission,
provide a counter balance to unintended consequences of Iran and a greater
“Kurdistan,” and take direct action against residual Al Qaeda within the region. The
missions and locations of the residual force would be based upon an analysis of the
regional strategy. We can not walk away from our strategic interests. It did not
have to be this way, but we are where we are.

Bottom line, America’s national strategy for the global war on terror lacks stra-
tegic focus. Despite a remarkable performance, our Army and Marine Corps are at
a breaking point with little to show for it; the current “surge” in Iraq is too little,
too late; the Government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their responsibilities;
our nation has yet to mobilize to defeat a serious threat which has little to do with
Iraq; and it is past time to refocus our national strategy for the Middle East. The
way-ahead is uncertain at best, but it is time to put America’s vital interests first.
From this point forward, America’s strategy must focus on the mission is defeat
world-wide Islamic extremism.

Chairman LANTOS. Thank you very much General Batiste.

Our final witness is General John M. Keane. He currently serves
as senior managing director of Keane Advisors. He is also a na-
tional security analyst for ABC News and a speaker throughout the
Nation on national security issues. At the request of senior Defense
officials, he has conducted several personal assessments of the se-
curity situation in Iraq. We are delighted to have you General
Keane. The floor is yours.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL JOHN M. KEANE, USA, RETIRED,
KEANE ADVISORS, LLC

General KEANE. Chairman Lantos and Chairman Skelton, rank-
ing members and other distinguished members of the committee,
thank you for having me here today. I am also impressed with this
group, the size and scale of it, and I wish you could see it from my
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side of the table. You are an impressive lot. And I am honored to
be here with my distinguished colleagues, Secretary Perry and
General Batiste. And let me just say a couple things in reference
to their testimony.

I associate my remarks with Secretary Perry in some of the
progress that we have made. I also think the questions that he is
asking are certainly noteworthy and should be asked, and there are
answers to them.

General Batiste, who I have great admiration for, I couldn’t dis-
agree with more. He is mired in the realities of 2006 and is not in
the world of 2007 in Iraq. That is the harsh reality of it. When we
talk about stress and strain on an army—for the life of me, when
you fight a war, there is going to be stress and strain on armies.
That is what happens to armies when you fight wars. That is the
reality of it. And for the life of me, I don’t know how throwing the
towel in and losing a war somehow would help us strategically in
the world. I don’t know how losing a war would help us with rad-
ical Islam. I don’t know how losing the war in Iraq helps us with
the regional instability that it would create in that region of the
world and certainly how it will assist Iranian hegemony in the re-
gion.

The strategic implications of losing a war in Iraq is what ener-
gized me in the summer of 2006 to break faith with the strategy
that I had been supporting for 3 years. In August 2006, I realized
we had a failed strategy in Iraq. I should have realized it sooner.
I did not. That is the reality and I have to live with that myself.
But in August 2006, I decided to do something about it. I was on
Rumsfeld’s policy board, so I got myself together and went to see
him. And I talked to Pace and Rumsfeld, and I told them the strat-
egy is wrong; we are failing; here is why we are failing; and here
is what we need to do about it. As a result of that, I found myself,
eventually, in the Oval Office telling the same thing to the Presi-
dent of the United States. And I was recommending, and my judg-
ment and my analysis showed, the only alternative we had to stop
us from what the harsh reality of 2006 was, is to stop the violence.
The Government of Iraq, the fledgling government that it was, was
being pushed off a cliff by the violence that the Sunni insurgency
and the al-Qaeda provoked on the Shia at the Samarra Mosque
bombing and the assassination squads. They got the predictable
overreaction that they desired and the Shia militia came out and
inflamed Baghdad. And it did have remnants of what a civil war
portends for sure. And this government was moving toward the
edge of the cliff, and the only thing we could do was to stop that
violence.

Our military tried twice to do it in two operations in that sum-
mer and failed miserably. Why? We did not have enough forces, nor
did the Iraqis. It was as simple as that. And we never committed
ourselves to (1) defeat the insurgency. Never did we ever give that
mission to the United States military forces. And (2) we never pro-
tected the population, which is the only way that you can stop that
level of violence. So this operation has been about some simple ob-
jectives. One is to stop that violence that was taking place in 2006,
bring the level of violence down by protecting the people; buy some
time, as Secretary Perry eloquently said, for the Iraqi Government
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to make some political progress after we are able to provide some
economic assistance; and also to buy some time for the Iraqi secu-
rity forces. It is not a military solution to the problem in Iraq. It
was never intended to be a military solution. It is intended to buy
time. The time we are talking about is 12-18 months. There has
never been any mystery to this. That is the reality of it. The Presi-
dent, I don’t think, ever said that. But it was well known to those
of us who were dealing with this that this mission was going 12—
18 months, that is it. It was always temporary.

So, sometime in 2008, those forces are coming back to 2006 lev-
els, pre-surge levels. That is the reality of it. The issue is: In that
period of time, could we accomplish what we set out to do and
make some progress so that we could stop that violence and assist
the country economically and also in making its political reconcili-
ation? And that is at heart the issue here. And you are going to
get some pretty frank, direct and very honest answers from Gen-
eral Petraeus and certainly Ambassador Crocker, who I have spent
a lot of time with. I just returned from a 2-week visit to Iraq and
I had been there for 2 weeks in May and 2 weeks in February. The
characterizations of my visits are, I spent time with Iraqi and
United States officials to be sure, both military and civilian. I spent
most of my time on the street. Maybe that is because I grew up
on the streets of New York, I don’t know, but I am comfortable on
the street. So I spend most of my time with the Iraqi people and
why—I get all the briefings that you get. But the only way I can
judge what is happening is what is happening to the lives of the
people; to the women, the children, the grandparents, and what is
going on out there in their lives. And that is where my time is and
that is where my focus is.

So what do I think is happening? Where are we now? Well, I be-
lieve there has been remarkable progress. Some of it is quite un-
foreseen, to be frank about it, and we have had some disappoint-
ments to be sure, and we have got plenty of challenges remaining.
We are on the offensive. The enemy was on the offensive in 2006;
we were on the defense in 2006. We are on the offensive, and we
have momentum.

I want to make six points about where we are, and the first one
is that security has dramatically improved, not just a little bit, it
has dramatically improved. The trends—and the Generals will tell
you this, but you can see it as well—the trends are all moving in
the right direction. The number of attacks is down. Sectarian
killings: 75 percent reduction since 2006. Suicide car bombs are
coming down.

We knew U.S. casualties would go up because we are conducting
a counteroffensive. Normandy was a counteroffensive. Incheon,
Korea, was a counteroffensive. The island campaigns in the Pacific
were a counteroffensive. When you conduct a counteroffensive, cas-
ualties are going to go up because you are on the offensive. We
knew that was going to happen.

Now the U.S. casualties are starting to come down. We knew
they eventually would, and certainly, we would like that to be a
trend. We will see. It has been going on for a couple of months. We
will see if it is a trend. Our judgment tells us that, over time, this
will continue to come down.
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Most importantly, in my judgment, on the streets of Iraq is
where you can see the difference. I have been in every neighbor-
hood in Baghdad. It takes time to do that. I have been in all of the
communities of any size and scale in the suburbs around Baghdad,
to use an American term. They do not refer to them as that.

And what do I see? Schools are open. All schools are open. Mar-
ketplaces are open. Not all of them are up to 100 percent of capac-
ity, but in the Sunni neighborhoods, where they were all on a diet
in terms of services, they are coming back. Some are at 40 percent,
some at 60. But every time I have taken a snapshot—in February,
May and now August—there has always been improvement and
continuous progress. Clinics and hospitals are open. The normal
shops away from marketplaces are open.

Very, very important characteristic: In the evening, when the
heat is starting to go down—and it is insufferable there, as you
know, in the summer—in the evenings, at cafes, pool halls, places
where people gather, people are gathering.

None of this was going on in 2006. In 2006, the schools were
closed, the marketplaces were not operating, the people were afraid
to go out on the streets. That was the reality of it.

So, in terms of the quality-of-life experience of people, there have
been some dramatic changes, and I think it is an important de-
nomination that we have to realize.

And when you talk to Iraqis—and I have talked to hundreds of
Iraqis—the fact is that security has improved and they feel better
about the situation. They do not want us to go, for sure, because
they know we were a catalyst in doing this. They also take great
pride in the Iraqi Army because (1) it is theirs and (2) they know
the Iraqi Army is making a difference. And I will come to that
later.

My second point is the al-Qaeda—the al-Qaeda is seriously hurt.
They are on the defensive and this is the first time we are able to
say that in 2007. They have lost Anbar province, which was their
sanctuary. This, militarily, is very significant. They had moved to
Diyala province in a community called Baqubah, and they estab-
lished a stronghold and a sanctuary there. We took it away from
them in late July in one of our most successful military operations
we have ever conducted in Irag—high casualties to them and very,
very low casualties to our own forces.

The Sunnis, themselves, are isolating the al-Qaeda. I have been
convinced since the beginning—and it is true of radical Islam, as
well, worldwide—why you have to hold their behavior accountable
and liable and you have to kill and capture them, to use the right
terms. That will never defeat them, because it is an ideological
movement. It is rooted in political objectives. And they can regen-
erate; the people that you are killing and capturing.

The only way you are going to defeat them is to reject them and
isolate them by the people themselves. That is happening in Iragq.
The Sunnis, who were their base of support, are rejecting them.
And this is very important because that leads to the defeat of al-
Qaeda.

Right now, we are conducting a military operation in a place
called the Diyala River Valley. It is where they fled out of
Baqubah, which is the provincial capital of Diyala, too. That oper-
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ation is going very well and the al-Qaeda are on the run. They are
still dangerous. They are capable of doing a suicide bomb here and
there, to be sure, but they are not the same organization.

I have gathered with a number of analysts who work this full-
time in our Government and some of them believe that, if you look
back on this from the perspective and prism of 2009, some of them
would say the al-Qaeda has actually been defeated in Iraq in 2007.
I would at least say they are on the way to being defeated in Iraq
ink2007, and that is for sure. So this is a very significant under-
taking.

The other thing is that the al-Qaeda has not been able to provoke
a Shia response despite their desperation to do it all throughout
2007 as they have successfully done in 2006, and this is important.
That is an important conclusion. The Shia have not responded in
any way, shape, or form in the way that they did in 2006. Why is
that? Because we are protecting Sunnis and we are also protecting
Shias ourselves.

The third point: The Sunni insurgency is rapidly fading away. 1
will say it again: The Sunni insurgency is rapidly fading away. In
my judgment, this is this most dramatic change since the 2003 in-
vasion in Iraq. It is significantly misunderstood in terms of the sig-
nificance back here in Washington, DC.

My judgment for that is because (1) it was unforeseen that this
was going to happen and the scale of it, and (2) it is unaccounted
for in any of the national benchmarks, so it does not get anywhere
near the degree of attention. It is almost a side-bar to think some-
thing positive is going on in Anbar province, but let me tell you
what this really is. First of all, it is a tribal revolt against the al-
Qaeda. It has led to the Sunni insurgency conversion from fighting
us to helping us. It is a political movement and a social phe-
nomenon that is changing the security and political landscape of
Iraq.

Look at tribes. These are not people that live remotely out in
some desert someplace. Tribes in Iraq, as David Kilcullen, a noted
Australian counterinsurgency expert, has put it, you know, tribes
are a powerful interest group in Iraq that touch the fabric of Iraqi
society somewhere between 80 and 90 percent. The allegiance to
tribes is more important than the allegiance to a religious sect—
a religious sect being Sunni or Shia—and it certainly is more im-
portant than any allegiance to a provincial government and, most
certainly, to a central government or sense of a state. So a tribe
is very important in this culture in the region and also in Iraq. So
the significance of it is real.

It started in Anbar province, to be sure. It has now spread and
I can attest to this as a result of my visit to Diyala province, to
Nineveh province, to Babil province, and to Salah ad-Din and also
to Baghdad. These are four additional provinces, to include Bagh-
dad. It is now touching 40 percent of Iraq and it is in all of the
contested areas. It is also—fascinating—spreading to Shia tribes
who are beginning to revolt against the harsh Shia militia—and
thzll)t is just an editorial comment—back to the Sunnis and the
tribes.

We now have 30,000 people who are fighting with us who were
fighting against us a number of weeks and months ago. That is un-
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believable. The surge alone is about 30,000. We just picked up an
additional 30,000 who were fighting us—who were fighting us—
and that is significant.

We have not armed them. You do not have to arm anybody in
Iraq; they have arms. But what are we doing with them? We fin-
gerprint them. We photograph them. We give them a retina scan.
We know who they are. I have spoken to a bunch of these people
myself. I have spoken to some of these tribal sheiks and leaders.

Make no mistake about it: Some of them, a few weeks ago, were
fighting us. Some of them, a few months ago, were fighting us, to
be sure, and that is a fascinating reality that is taking place.

So what is really happening? At the tactical level, to use a mili-
tary term—I apologize for it, but I am who I am—at the tactical
level, they are preoccupied with the al-Qaeda. The al-Qaeda was
brutal and repressive in gaining their support, I mean, with the
horrific killing of children and women and leaders. And I will not
get into the details of it, but it is barbaric, in terms of what they
have been doing to them.

And, of course, they have been imposing Sharia law and mores
on them that they find very offensive. The thing they found par-
ticularly offensive is forcing marriages because they force mar-
riages in the northwestern region of Pakistan and have been very
successful in integrating into those northwestern tribes for almost
25 years now. And when you force marriages, that is how you be-
come part of that tribe and part of that culture even though you
are a radical Islamist and you can turn that whole tribe. And even-
tually, the Sunnis were resenting these forced marriages by these
foreign fighters and other al-Qaeda members. That became a cata-
lyst for the revolt.

But at the strategic level, it is very significant, because the lead-
ers themselves are making political moves. And what they are
doing is they have come to the realization of a couple of things.
One is they cannot win the insurgency. Remember, the Sunni in-
surgency started the problem that we have been dealing with in
Iraq. Then the al-Qaeda fell in on it. They wanted to get their re-
gime back. It was Baathist-oriented, former regime element-ori-
ented.

And we have been fighting the most sophisticated insurgency the
West has ever faced by leaders who used to run a government, who
had a tremendous amount of military skill. This is not some char-
ismatic leader who comes down out of the mountain pressing for
agrarian reform and gets a lot of working-class people to help him
in the fight. These are very skilled people who have access to
money, who have unlimited access to weapons and who have polit-
ical savvy and military skills themselves.

They realize that they cannot win in Iraq. That is the harsh re-
ality of it. They have been fighting us and the Iraqi security forces.
They had been fighting Shia in 2006 and now they are fighting the
al-Qaeda. They cannot handle all of that.

So what is going on? They are looking for a deal. That is what
is happening. That is the reality of it. Who do they want to deal
with? They want to deal with a Shia-dominated government. That
is who they want to deal with. And they are using us as leverage
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to get that political deal, and that offers a tremendous opportunity
for us.

What do they want in the near term? In the near term, they
want to participate in the Iraqi security forces. This is a very good
initiative on their part. We have reason to be concerned about this
movement, and I will talk