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Executive Summary 

 

Title: Organizing for Failure during the 2003 Iraq War 

 

Author: Major Mastin Robeson Jr, United States Marine Corps  

 

Thesis:  Assigned as the lead agency, the Department of Defense failed to produce a 

comprehensive civil-military campaign plan bridging the transition from combat operations 

through the restoration of civil authority.  This occurred because once in the lead, the Pentagon 

isolated itself from United States Government partners, and did not retain clear chains of 

command inside of its own structure, leading to dysfunction in execution.   

 

Discussion: When the Bush administration initiated planning for war with Iraq, they sought to 

improve on intergovernmental missteps from the US experience in postwar Afghanistan where 

interagency parochialism stifled mission success.  To minimize this problem in Iraq, the Bush 

administration charted a new path, unifying all aspects of campaign planning underneath 

Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’s Department of Defense.  Rumsfeld believed this new alignment 

would bridge the gap between traditional combat operations and the more fluid postwar period 

sure to follow Saddam’s ouster.  Rather than utilizing this leadership role to lead the interagency, 

Rumsfeld’s Pentagon instead isolated itself from its intergovernmental partners, particularly the 

State Department, and sought to manage the postwar without outside assistance.  To this end, the 

Department of Defense created a series of ad hoc headquarters to plan and execute the postwar 

mission, namely the Office of Special Plans, Joint Task Force 4, the Office of Reconstruction 

and Humanitarian Assistance, and the Coalition Provisional Authority.  These improvised 

organizations were neither staffed, nor trained to accomplish the missions they were assigned.  

Their duties and responsibilities were often unclear, with significant overlap into each other’s 

spheres and uncertain relationships with the rest of the national security enterprise.  In the 

resulting confusion, significant mistakes were made during the US occupation of Iraq following 

Saddam’s defeat, namely the de-Ba’athification of the Iraqi government and the disbanding of 

the Iraqi Army. 

 

Conclusion: Despite its leading role, DOD did not produce a comprehensive interagency plan 

because Defense isolated itself from USG partners and thereafter failed to unify civil-military 

planning inside of its own chain of command.   
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Preface 

 My interest in the Iraq War is perhaps more than academic.  It has its roots in my own 

deployments in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, once as a platoon commander during 

2005, and then again as a company executive officer in 2006.  As formative as those experiences 

were, it was the rise of the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) in the aftermath of the 

withdrawal of the United States (US), that brought Iraq back into focus for me as an object of 

study.  ISIS’s capture of the Iraqi towns and cities where I previously served were difficult for 

me to ignore.  Consequently, I resolved to better understand how things went so wrong in a 

country where the US once possessed such lofty goals.   

I chose to write this paper in a manner that could be understood by a general audience.  I 

wanted to avoid clouding my findings with a deluge of military vernacular that might dissuade or 

confuse those of a different background.  As such, I fully acknowledge that in some portions of 

my work, more precise language could be utilized, particularly for organizations and 

relationships.  An example of one of these generalizations can be found in my references to the 

Department of Defense and the Pentagon throughout the work.  In truth, most of these allusions 

are actually directed towards Secretary Rumsfeld’s staff in the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

(OSD) rather than the entirety of the Defense enterprise.  In the end, I do not believe that my 

interchangeable use of these terms detracts from the thrust of the paper.  Another qualification 

that deserves to be considered is that this paper is written from open, or unclassified, sources.  I 

recognize that access to classified, or compartmentalized, information might change some of the 

findings in this work. 

 As I close, I would be remiss not to take this opportunity to acknowledge some important 

individuals whose contributions to me were indispensable.  First, I would like to thank Dr. Jill 

Goldenziel for the many hours she put into this paper to help me bring it to completion.  Second, 
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I would also like to thank my faculty advisor, Lieutenant Colonel Bradley Pennella for his 

mentorship and leadership throughout this year, as well as his willingness to assist as a second 

reader for this work.  Third, I would like to recognize the indirect impact on my work that comes 

from the memories of my comrades-in-arms from my deployments to Iraq.  Some of them never 

returned, and many of those who did come home, remain forever changed.  Finally, I want to 

thank my dear wife, Betsy for her support to me throughout this endeavor.  Without her 

encouragement, I could not have brought it to completion. 



Introduction 

There is little doubt amongst historians and observers that significant mistakes were made 

during the invasion of Iraq in 2003.  Foremost are criticisms regarding the United States’ (US) 

clumsy and uncoordinated efforts to effectively carry out postwar stabilization and governance 

operations.  Despite devoting years towards developing a campaign to overthrow Saddam 

Hussein, after US ground forces captured Baghdad on 9 April 2003, Iraq descended into a state 

of civil disorder.  Not only did US forces fail to establish stability in post-invasion Iraq, but 

decisions by the coalition actually fostered unrest.  With ample time to prepare, why did the US 

Government’s (USG) planning for the Iraq War result in an incoherent campaign concept that 

was disjointed between decisive combat operations and follow-on stabilization and governance 

activities?   

Determined to improve on previous US experiences managing the aftermath of armed 

conflict, President Bush assigned the Department of Defense (DOD) as the lead government 

agency for the invasion and stabilization of Iraq.1  The purpose of this arrangement was to 

facilitate a unified, interagency approach under the supervision of a singular lead agency.  In 

military parlance, the goal was to improve operational command and control by simplifying lines 

of communication between tactical executors on the ground and senior stakeholders at the 

national level of government.  In some ways, this system was meant to parallel the models 

employed by US forces in post-World War II (WWII) Germany and Japan by consolidating 

civil-military responsibilities underneath the military.2  Unfortunately, this theory translated 

poorly during the Iraq War.  Assigned as the lead agency, the Department of Defense failed to 

produce a comprehensive civil-military campaign plan bridging the transition from combat 

operations through the restoration of civil authority.  This occurred because once in the lead, the 
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Pentagon isolated itself from USG partners, and did not retain clear chains of command inside of 

its own structure, leading to dysfunction in execution.  To understand how these conditions 

prevailed requires a review of the prelude to the war in Iraq as well as a chronological 

examination of the multiple organizational methods employed during Iraq planning.  Further, 

identifying the causes of coordination failure inside the US Government during the Iraq 

Campaign can help the United States better prepare for future conflicts.   

Formative Influences on Planning for the Iraq War 

Saddam Hussein became a household name in the United States after Iraq invaded 

Kuwait in August 1990.  His bellicose actions and subsequent refusal to withdraw his forces in 

the face of international condemnation set the stage for the 1991 Gulf War.3  After his 

ignominious defeat and expulsion from Kuwait by a US-led international coalition, Saddam 

agreed to give up his Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) program as a condition for cessation 

of hostilities.4  In the aftermath, Saddam’s regime sought to convince the world of its compliance 

with the ceasefire terms; however, US intelligence maintained that Saddam duplicitously 

retained a WMD stockpile. Between this concern, and the regime’s penchant for belligerence 

towards its neighbors, Iraq remained a major US foreign policy concern after the Gulf War.5  

For the next decade, UN weapons inspectors played a series of cat and mouse games with 

members of Saddam’s regime while attempting to enforce weapons sanctions against Iraq.  After 

the international community condemned Saddam’s persecution of Iraqi Kurds and Shiite 

Muslims, a coalition led by the United States enforced no-fly zones in a series of named 

operations over significant portions of southern and northern Iraq.6  These no-fly operations 

featured hostile interactions between coalition forces and Iraqi forces on a routine basis.  Based 
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on this history, when President George W. Bush came into office in 2001, Iraq unsurprisingly 

remained one of America’s foremost security concerns.  

After the 11 September 2001 (9/11) attacks by Al-Qaeda against the American homeland, 

the national security spotlight transitioned to Afghanistan.  The attacks caught both the 

intelligence and military communities by surprise.  For the US intelligence agencies, the inability 

to anticipate the attacks was a stunning, public failure.  The military fared no better.  When the 

President looked to the Pentagon for recommended military responses, he was disappointed to 

find that Defense did not have an off-the-shelf plan for ground combat in Afghanistan.7  Despite 

this faltering start, US planners conceived a creative solution to initiate Operation ENDURING 

FREEDOM (OEF) with minimum delay by utilizing Special Operations Forces (SOF) from both 

the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and DOD.8  The deployment of special operators, with 

their light logistical footprint and discrete size, provided speedy deployment and lethality in the 

field, and enabled the execution of an unconventional warfare campaign against the Taliban.9   

As a result, the military’s approach to OEF marked a significant departure from the 

heavier and more conventional order of battle employed in previous conflicts, such as the Gulf 

War.10  Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) Donald Rumsfeld appreciated this light, mobile, and 

lethal approach to battle.  In his mind, OEF’s opening gambit demonstrated a modernized 

approach to warfare where technological advantages meant that a lighter, more flexible force 

could deploy to the combat zone faster and cheaper while accomplishing outsized results.11  This 

method of war seemed to give Defense greater flexibility while minimizing the human and 

financial costs.   

While this plan allowed for rapid retaliation and bought the Bush administration time to 

organize and deploy conventional military forces, key weaknesses regarding the coordination 
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between military and civilian partners emerged.  The primary issue identified by the 

administration was that the Afghanistan operational concept lacked a unified command structure 

to oversee the execution of the war.  Defense, the CIA, and State all had important roles, but 

each executed in a vacuum with deconfliction cumbersomely occurring at the National Security 

Council (NSC) level.  In her memoir, then-Assistant to the President for National Security 

Affairs (APNSA) Condoleezza Rice captures an exchange between President Bush and his NSC 

Principals, where Bush becomes frustrated with the lack of clear roles and responsibilities in 

Afghanistan between his primary agencies.  Rice concludes that the NSC construct is suboptimal 

for managing modern warfare.12  These experiences from Afghanistan left powerful impressions 

on senior officials of the Bush administration and were foundational for future national security 

policies oriented towards Iraq. 

The Department of Defense Takes the Lead 

Unlike the Afghanistan experience, the initial phases of planning for conflict with Iraq 

were proactive, allowing deliberate preparation by US Government agencies.  Nevertheless, 

producing a whole-of-government war plan proved difficult, and during the process the Bush 

administration experienced frustration with the limitations of the US national security construct.  

Traditionally, Defense and State were the two principal agencies responsible for managing a war 

and its aftermath.  When considering Iraq, these two organizations had clear roles on either side 

of overthrowing Saddam’s regime.  During a military invasion to defeat Saddam’s army, the 

Department of Defense would be the obvious lead agency.  In the aftermath of overthrowing the 

Ba’athist regime, a new Iraqi government would be established, and eventually the Department 

of State would assume the leading role for USG efforts in Iraq.  It was the area in between these 

events where interagency responsibilities were blurred which caused confusion.   
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Post-invasion stability operations and the eventual reestablishment of governance tended 

to create significant coordination challenges inside the interagency.  Worse, as historical 

experience in both Kosovo and Afghanistan demonstrated, these phases of armed conflict tended 

to be protracted and difficult to complete.13  This complex portion of the campaign invited 

duplication of effort and interagency conflict.  Consequently, the Bush administration was 

determined to find a way to unify command of USG postwar efforts.  Without an immediate 

solution to this dilemma, early USG Iraq planning occurred inside agency stovepipes with the 

NSC responsible for coordinating and deconflicting efforts.  As the limitations of this construct 

emerged, President Bush assigned Secretary Rumsfeld’s DOD the role to manage the entire 

process from invasion through establishment of Iraqi governance.   

Initial Coordination for Iraq Planning in the National Security Council Staff 

On 21 November 2001 President Bush instructed his principals to review military options 

for Iraq to ensure that, should the need arise to confront Saddam, the United States would be 

ready.14  As Defense and State began their planning, APNSA Rice organized her NSC staff to 

avoid repeating Afghanistan’s mistakes.  To overcome agency parochialism, Rice created several 

coordination cells to synchronize the interagency.  The senior NSC staff organization responsible 

for coordination of Iraq planning was a committee named the Executive Steering Group (ESG).15  

Led by NSC official Frank Miller,16 the ESG met three times weekly from spring 2002 until 

March 2003 on behalf of the NSC Deputies Committee.17  Subordinate to the ESG was a full-

time working group named the Iraq Political-Military Cell (IPMC), responsible for conducting 

daily coordination and providing feedback directly to the ESG.  The purpose of the IPMC was 

“to secure agreement on strategic planning guidance” for the interagency.18  Another critical 

interagency organization was the Iraq Relief and Reconstruction (IR+R) working group, 
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responsible for “humanitarian relief in the immediate postwar period, as well as long term 

reconstruction.”19  Although these cells generally facilitated information sharing and helped align 

policy inside the national agencies, they were not organized, and did not possess the authority, to 

generate a singular whole-of-government plan.  

Initial Iraq Planning in the Department of State 

Over at Secretary Colin Powell’s Department of State, planning for the Iraq War began in 

support of the President’s instruction.  Initially, State’s primary contribution to war planning 

came in the form of the Future of Iraq (FOI) project.  The purpose of this initiative was to 

examine current societal conditions in Iraq and consider favorable objectives for a post-Saddam 

world.   However, because the US did not have diplomatic relations with Saddam’s regime, State 

had little information on life inside contemporary Iraq.  Therefore, DOS had to rely on inputs to 

its planning from indirect sources such as academics, experts, and Iraqi expatriates.  These 

contributors participated in State-hosted working groups where they grappled with numerous 

governance and civil service issues, including de-Ba’athification.20  Consisting of over 2000 

pages and 13 volumes, the working groups from the FOI project generated the most 

comprehensive assessment of postwar requirements by the US Government.21  In the “Economy 

& Infrastructure” working group, members presciently noted the importance of maintaining 

Iraq’s electrical and water systems to ensure that the businesses and basic services could function 

post-conflict.22  Its “Defense Policy” working group recommended that the Iraqi Army be 

handled carefully.  Further, the FOI project recognized that the Iraqi military would need to be 

down-sized and that care must be taken to properly reintegrate former soldiers into society to 

avoid “organized crime.”  Although reservations existed regarding the Iraqi Army, most 
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contributors held that it would provide a critical stabilizing function in the country in the 

aftermath of a war.23   

While the FOI project captured useful information, it was never fully developed into a 

plan for postwar actions in Iraq.  It identified desired conditions and objectives, but did not 

answer important questions regarding responsibilities for tasks, resources, and timelines.  

Additionally, the volume of its outputs made it difficult to digest and implement by USG 

agencies.  Regardless of its usefulness, the FOI project never seriously factored into campaign 

planning for Iraq since it was not released to the rest of the interagency until October 2002.24  

Despite its work on the FOI Project, the State Department gained a reputation as a 

reluctant participant during preparations for the Iraq War.  This perception was based partially on 

State’s traditional diplomat culture, which embraced political solutions over military 

intervention.  But it also stemmed from Powell’s own convictions.  Powell’s previous 

government service included time as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the 1991 

Gulf War.  Based on his judgment, war should only be fought as a last resort, and when it was 

pursued, it should be done with overwhelming force.25  As such, Powell encouraged President 

Bush to pursue more conservative options than a unilateral invasion, for managing Iraq.26  

Further, in case of a military invasion, Secretary Powell did not believe that his organization 

possessed the manpower and resources to implement a postwar plan.  He even commented to 

APNSA Rice during an NSC meeting, “There was a reason that George Marshall was not a 

Foreign Service officer.”27  Powell’s reticence opened a window of opportunity for the 

Department of Defense. 
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Initial Iraq Planning in the Department of Defense 

Meanwhile in the Department of Defense, planning for war in Iraq began in earnest with 

President Bush’s directive.  Despite Central Command’s (CENTCOM) principal commitment to 

running OEF in Afghanistan, Secretary Rumsfeld demanded that planning for an Iraq 

contingency be given top priority.  The starting point for planning was a previously constructed 

Iraq concept created by former-CENTCOM commander General Anthony Zinni, named 

Operational Plan (OPLAN) 1003. 28  OPLAN 1003 called for a massive ground force of over 

400,000 servicemembers to overthrow Saddam Hussein’s regime.29  The premise for these 

numbers was based on the anticipated postwar challenges of managing the 24 million-strong, 

ethnically segmented population of Iraq, while also securing the country from malicious 

interference by neighboring states.30 

Rumsfeld felt that Zinni’s plan did not reflect the modern capabilities of the US military, 

or the lessons derived from Afghanistan.31  Accordingly, he directed the current commander of 

CENTCOM, General Tommy Franks to review the OPLAN’s foundational assumptions to 

determine how to substantially reduce the overall force numbers.32  Rumsfeld expected a 

contemporary fight against Saddam’s forces would be a reprise of the 1991 Gulf War where the 

Iraqi Army quickly surrendered to the US-led coalition.  Further, he believed that the Iraqi 

people would treat members of a US invasion force as liberators from Saddam’s oppressive 

regime.  Based on these assumptions, Rumsfeld believed that CENTCOM could compensate for 

a reduction in the size of the US invasion force by employing the Iraqi Army to assist in post-

invasion stability operations.33  As a result, Rumsfeld asserted that he needed an invasion force 

of around 100,000 troops, which could be augmented by a military formations deployed into 

theater at a later date.34  Unfortunately, as will be examined later, the interconnected nature of 
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the US ground force’s size to the role of the Iraqi Army during a US occupation would be 

forgotten in the aftermath of the invasion.    

Based on the Afghanistan experience, when it came to the management of postwar Iraq, 

Secretary Rumsfeld believed that the entire campaign could be simplified by making it a 

Defense-led endeavor.  In August 2002, Secretary Rumsfeld directed the Pentagon’s 

Undersecretary for Policy, Doug Feith, to create a planning cell focused exclusively on Iraq.35  

Given the nondescript title of the Office of Special Plans (OSP), this organization was expected 

to drive policy planning for DOD efforts in Iraq, to include postwar efforts.  It was also intended 

to be the primary organization by which Defense coordinated with the NSC staff.36   

Over time, the OSP served as an able platform through which Rumsfeld could 

consolidate power inside the interagency for Iraq War planning.  Feith’s OSP became notorious 

for its inability to work well with other key players, including the NSC staff and the Department 

of State.  Since Defense was the lead for developing the initial invasion plan for Iraq, the rest of 

the interagency tended to be reactionary to the Pentagon’s plans.  By September 2002, Feith’s 

OSP became acknowledged as the de facto lead organization for interagency postwar planning.37  

Ironically, General Franks did not share Rumsfeld’s enthusiasm to lead USG postwar efforts, a 

fact he made clear during a brief to President Bush in December 2001.  Through this 

conversation, he sought to separate his command from the responsibility of reconstruction by 

informing the Commander-in-Chief that, “the military [does] not do nation building very well.”38  

Throughout the Iraq planning process, Franks maintained that postwar stability and rebuilding 

were not CENTCOM’s mission, but belonged to the Department of State.   



 
 

10 
 

The Emergence of Defense as the Lead Agency 

During the initial war planning, and despite the need for a cohesive interagency plan, a 

gap existed in the Iraq War campaign’s plan that characterized the separation between the 

parochial interests of the Departments of Defense and State.  Worse, the NSC staff could not 

reconcile this issue.  Much to Secretary Rumsfeld’s satisfaction, President Bush decided to cut 

through this dysfunction in October 2002 with the assignment of the Department of Defense as 

the lead government agency responsible for the entirety of the Iraq War.  It would be the 

Pentagon’s responsibility to build a campaign plan which accounted for both invasion and 

postwar operations through the reestablishment of governance in Iraq.39  With this organizational 

decision, the remainder of the interagency, to include the Department of State, became relegated 

to a supporting role to the Department of Defense’s efforts. 

Improvisation and Isolation from the Interagency 

 Upon receiving the leading role for all aspects of the Iraq campaign plan, Rumsfeld set 

about creating structure inside of his agency to manage postwar efforts.  To accomplish this, he 

decided to fashion from scratch two headquarters for postwar management.  One headquarters 

would be a military joint task force responsible for leading postwar security and the second 

would be a Defense-owned, civilian-led entity charged with overseeing reconstruction and 

governance.40  Fatefully, the creation of these headquarters inserted into Rumsfeld’s own chain 

of command, the civil-military divide traditionally present between State and Defense.  The 

primary difference in this case was that all the entities worked directly for Rumsfeld.  In theory, 

these organizations would be comprised of members from the interagency, working for a 

Defense-owned team.  In reality, Rumsfeld preferred to fill these organizations with “company 

men,” and was particularly suspicious of volunteers from the Department of State.41  As a result, 



 
 

11 
 

much of the postwar planning conducted by Defense occurred with little input or participation 

from the rest of the interagency.  This deficiency undermined the viability of Defense’s already-

inadequate, and improvised, postwar headquarters.  

Military Postwar Planning 

In December 2002, Rumsfeld stood up the first of his two ad hoc, postwar headquarters.  

Named Joint Task Force (JTF) 4, this organization was to be led by Brigadier General Steve 

Hawkins and was intended to be the nucleus of a future combined joint task force (CJTF) to run 

Iraq.  Hawkins’s mission proved next to impossible.  Led by a junior general officer, the under-

resourced JTF 4 struggled to fill its rosters with the requisite staff for operations.  With a 

nebulous mission, no budget, and scant resources, JTF 4 was poorly supported by the 

Department of Defense and was never a player for the larger interagency.  Even CENTCOM, 

technically JTF 4’s higher headquarters, distanced itself by subordinating Hawkins’s 

organization to 3rd Army, also known as the Combined Force Land Component Command 

(CFLCC).42   

Lieutenant General David McKiernan’s CFLCC was the senior tactical unit responsible 

for the Iraq ground invasion.  Headquartered in Camp Doha, Kuwait, McKiernan and his staff 

had been immersed in war planning since September 2002.43  They had given considerable 

thought towards the execution of the Iraq campaign, to include the transition period after the 

overthrow of the regime.  To this end, CFLCC initiated its own internal post-invasion planning 

cell led by Major General Albert Whitley, a British officer on McKiernan’s staff.  Despite their 

efforts, Whitley’s planners were limited by the fact that they did not have a higher headquarters 

concept or plan towards which they could align.  When JTF 4 arrived at Camp Doha, Kuwait 

with a roster of 58 members, Whitley’s planners hoped that they could resolve this knowledge 
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gap.  After learning that JTF 4 knew less about postwar operations than CFLCC, McKiernan 

subsumed Hawkins team into Whitley’s postwar operation, marking the end of JTF 4. 

Despite these challenges, Whitley’s planning team succeeded in producing OPLAN 

ECLIPSE II, named after the Allied plan for post-World War II Germany.44  In this document, 

Whitley’s planners presciently identified the need to control Iraq’s borders, protect key areas and 

infrastructure, maintain public order and safety, restore basic services, and assist in reinstating 

the Iraqi government.45  Critically, CFLCC staff recognized that with a reduced-sized invasion 

force, they did not have enough manpower to accomplish these tasks.  According to one planner, 

“The campaign would produce conditions at odds with meeting strategic objectives.”46  

CENTCOM maintained that the CFLCC’s manpower shortage during postwar operations could 

be compensated for by employing Iraqi military and government personnel.  Without interagency 

partners against with whom to test this assumption, CFLCC’s planners deferred to their higher 

headquarters. 

Civilian Postwar Planning 

In January 2003, with President Bush’s concurrence, Rumsfeld appointed retired 

Lieutenant General Jay Garner to serve as the leader of the civilian headquarters responsible for 

the initial postwar effort.  He chose Garner due to his standout performance providing 

humanitarian assistance to the Kurds during the Gulf War in 1991.47  Reporting for duty at the 

Pentagon on 16 January 2003, Rumsfeld informed Garner that he would work for Defense and be 

responsible for managing post-invasion Iraq.  On 20 January 2003, President Bush issued 

National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) 24, formally outlining the responsibilities of 

Garner’s office, named the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA).48   
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Garner’s responsibilities were significant.  NSPD 24 assigned nine key tasks for the 

ORHA:  

- Assisting with humanitarian relief 

- Dismantling weapons of mass destruction 

- Defeating and exploiting terrorist networks 

- Protecting natural resources and infrastructure 

- Facilitating the country’s reconstruction and protection of its infrastructure and 

economy 

- Assisting with the reestablishment of key civilian services, such as food supply, water, 

electricity, and healthcare 

- Reshaping the Iraqi military by establishing a reformed, civilian-controlled armed 

forces 

- Reshaping the other internal security institutions 

- Supporting the transition to Iraq-led authority over time49  

 

Further, the document instructed elements of the US interagency to assign senior members 

(GS15 or SES) to Garner’s staff.  Finally, NSPD 24 ambiguously conveyed that a “US Charge 

d’Affairs” would eventually assert itself in Iraq in the place of ORHA.50  Implied in NSPD 24 

was the need for Jay Garner to untangle the previously-laid web of interagency concepts for Iraq 

reconstruction, and put them back together into a coherent plan. 

In February, Garner travelled to the White House to meet with President Bush and his 

National Security Council to discuss the mission of his team.  During this meeting, Garner 

confirmed the importance of retaining 250,000 Iraqi soldiers to assist in postwar security and 

stabilization.51  This generally aligned with previous planning assumptions presented by 

CENTCOM and was roundly supported inside the NSC.  More concerningly, Garner warned the 

President that his small team could not possibly accomplish four of the tasks assigned in NSPD 

24, namely dismantling WMD, defeating terrorists, reshaping the Iraqi military, and reshaping 

the other internal Iraqi security institutions.  These tasks needed to be the responsibility of the 

military.  This assertion was unchallenged by any member in the NSC.52  With less than a month 

remaining until the invasion, questions remained unresolved regarding postwar Iraq. 
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Garner’s concerns were well-founded.  Similar to the challenges facing JTF 4, Garner’s 

duties to build, orient, and then employ his office in support of the mission bordered on the 

impossible.  An ad hoc organization, ORHA was chronically understaffed and struggled to 

attract serious interagency players.53  Two major factors contributed to this challenge.  First, 

while war planning occurred in earnest in the Department of Defense, the rest of the interagency 

took its signals from the White House and the Bush administration’s official position remained 

focused on finding a diplomatic solution to the WMD issue.  This incongruent narrative created 

challenges for Garner, who found elements of the interagency sympathetic to his needs to build a 

team, but unwilling to support until the administration’s plan clarified.54  Secondly and perhaps 

more significantly, Garner worked for the Department of Defense.  Bringing interagency players 

onto a team subordinate to Rumsfeld’s Pentagon was always going to be a tall order. 

With time running short, Garner sought to compile and reconcile interagency planning by 

holding a coordination meeting from 20-22 February in Fort McNair, Virginia.  During this 

conference, Garner became acquainted with the leader of the Department of State’s Future of 

Iraq project, Tom Warrick.  Shockingly, Garner was unaware of the existence of the FOI project.  

Excited to gain an important asset from the interagency, he immediately asked for Warrick to 

join his team.55  Within three days, Rumsfeld directed Garner to release Warrick.  Rumsfeld 

wanted people that were “truly committed” to the postwar mission and the State Department’s 

Warrick did not fit the bill.56  As a result, the Future of Iraq project was never incorporated into 

ORHA’s planning.57  This episode is emblematic of the interagency issues that prevailed after 

the establishment of Defense as the lead war agency.  Throughout this period, Rumsfeld’s 

Pentagon entrenched itself and actively chased off interagency support.  The decision to reject 

State’s FOI project completed Defense’s isolation from the rest of the interagency. 
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Reaping the Whirlwind in Execution 

The ORHA experience preparing for deployment was frustrating, but the staff soon found 

that the execution of their postwar mission was a greater challenge.  From the moment the 

ORHA arrived into theater, things fell apart.  Improvised, under-resourced, and inexperienced, 

Garner’s organization had scant contact with the rest of the interagency as well as an unclear 

relationship with the military forces on the ground.  Thus, in execution the ORHA proved 

woefully inadequate to solve the problems of transition from combat operations to 

reconstruction.  When this became evident following the invasion, Secretary Rumsfeld 

scrambled for a new, improvised headquarters by which to solve his postwar problems.  His 

solution, in the form of the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) caused more problems than it 

resolved. 

The ORHA in Iraq 

Garner deployed his team to Kuwait in March 2003, optimistic that proximity would 

improve his coordination with McKiernan’s CFLCC and allow him to clarify how the two 

headquarters would manage the post-conflict transition.58  He was disappointed.  Although 

responsible for postwar Iraq, the ORHA was largely sequestered from the CFLCC staff as an 

“outsider” agency.  Under the auspices of security concerns, McKiernan denied Garner’s ORHA 

permission to reside in the military facilities at Camp Doha.  They stayed in a Kuwait City hotel 

instead.59  Worse, when detailed coordination finally occurred between the headquarters, Garner 

learned that McKiernan’s operational design, focused on using a smaller force to exploit tempo 

and momentum against the Iraqi Army, invalidated aspects of the ORHA’s plan.60  CFLCC’s 

available manpower was fully taxed by the tactical mission; McKiernan had no units to spare to 

provide security for Garner’s ORHA.  In fact, the operational plan assumed that the ORHA 
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would not enter Iraq until after 60 days into the campaign.61  Based on CFLCC’s troop 

limitations, Garner would have to wait in Kuwait for Baghdad to be secured and would not have 

the opportunity to seriously impact matters on the ground in Iraq immediately following the 

invasion.62 

Ironically, preventing such dysfunction was the precise point of giving the Department of 

Defense ownership of the postwar portion of the campaign.  Ostensibly, the difficulties between 

the ORHA and CFLCC could have been resolved by Franks at CENTCOM, but for the 

informality of his relationship with Garner’s headquarters.  In fact, during discussions before 

Garner’s deployment, the two men agreed that they would approach the war as co-equals.63  As 

presented by Franks, this was an opportunity for Garner to have a direct line to Secretary 

Rumsfeld.  In reality, this approach enabled Franks to avoid the albatross of postwar 

reconstruction he so abhorred.  Worse, it prevented the unification of operational command in 

theater.   

The lack of a unified operational commander, and the absence of mutual support between 

CFLCC and ORHA, created disfunction as the invasion commenced.  By the time Garner and his 

staff arrived in Baghdad on April 21, the security situation had already deteriorated.64  Since 

hostilities continued after the capture of Baghdad in the second week of April, McKiernan’s 

forces continued to be focused on engaging the enemy north and west of the capital.  

Considering the uncertain situation prevailing in Baghdad during this period, it is surprising that 

Secretary Rumsfeld decided to curtail the prearranged flow of forces deploying into the 

CENTCOM theater.  On April 21, the 1st Cavalry Division’s deployment orders were officially 

rescinded notwithstanding the scenes of unrest in Iraq’s capital.65  Despite these challenges, Jay 

Garner continued to search for solutions in Baghdad. 
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Invoking his contacts from his prior Iraq experience, Garner’s team established the Iraqi 

Governing Council (IGC), consisting of a broad array of ethnic and religious groups to assist as a 

steering committee for reestablishing governance.  In another example of progress, the ORHA 

staff gained contact with several Iraqi Army commanders and attained rosters for 137,000 

soldiers.66  Garner’s team intended to initiate a program to pay these soldiers, bringing them back 

to help with security and reconstruction.  Before any of these actions were carried to fruition, the 

Bush administration became impatient.  Having lost confidence in the ORHA’s ability to deliver 

results in the chaotic aftermath of the invasion, the administration decided to make a change.67  

On April 24, three days after Garner arrived in Baghdad and before his first meeting with the 

IGC, Secretary Rumsfeld informed him that he would be replaced by a Presidential Envoy in the 

form of an administrator for the new Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA).68  After the war, 

Garner derisively noted that this change made him a “lame duck” before his work began.69     

Changing a Postwar Headquarters in Stride 

On 12 May 2003, Ambassador L. Paul Bremer III arrived in Iraq to assume the role of 

CPA administrator.  In keeping with NSPD 24, he was presumably expected to nest his efforts on 

top of the foundation established by the ORHA.  This was not to be.  From the beginning, the 

CPA experienced several problems.  The CPA’s reporting requirements were confusing; 

Ambassador Bremer worked for multiple masters.  He was the special-envoy to Iraq for 

President Bush, the administrative leader of the Iraqi people, the civilian leader of the 

international coalition, and finally, since his organization was dependent on the Department of 

Defense for support, he was tasked to report to the President through Secretary Rumsfeld.70  

Similar to Garner’s experience with the ORHA, Bremer’s relationship with the military forces in 

Iraq was unclear.71  Although an experienced diplomat, he had no Middle East experience and 
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was unfamiliar with the situation on the ground in Iraq.  During the creation of his team, Bremer 

experienced staffing problems similar to those of the ORHA, but on a grander scale.  With only 

weeks to composite, the CPA struggled to recruit personnel from across the interagency.72  The 

resulting staff was an incongruous mash-up of military, retired-DOS, and civilians of various 

backgrounds who arrived piecemeal into theater.  Worse, the CPA had not participated in pre-

invasion planning and even its key leaders possessed only a hazy understanding of the dynamic 

conditions on the ground in Iraq.  Accordingly, the poor coordination of the CPA’s initial efforts 

is unsurprising. 

The poorly coordinated change from the ORHA to the CPA proved fateful.  Within four 

days of arriving in Iraq, Bremer sought to make a drastic course correction with the issuance of 

the first of two momentous directives.  Coalition Provisional Authority Order Number 1 “De-

Ba’athification of Iraqi Society” was a terse document that disbanded the Ba’ath Party of Iraq.73  

The removal of Ba’athists from the senior leadership of the Iraqi government had always been 

part of the Bush administration’s plan for Iraq, but the depth of Order 1 represented a particularly 

aggressive revision to policy previously considered by the NSC.  For his part, Garner protested 

that this change was too severe, and that this edict would drive thousands of Ba’athists 

underground, including elements critical for reconstruction, but Bremer remained steadfast.74  

Events proved Garner right.  After decades of living under a brutal totalitarian regime, most Iraqi 

governmental officials chose to simply disappear rather than risk being subjected to criminal 

proceedings from an occupying military force.  Order 1 irreversibly eliminated the possibility of 

retaining Iraqi governing partners, or senior members of the Iraqi military, to work with the 

CPA.  The new Iraq ministries would be built from scratch.   
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On 23 May 2003, Bremer made another drastic change by issuing CPA Order Number 2, 

“The Dissolution of Entities.”  In this directive, Bremer dissolved the Iraqi military, intending to 

rebuild it from scratch.  In their 2008 analysis of the CPA, the RAND Corporation estimates that 

this decision resulted in the disaffection of approximately 230,000 Iraqi servicemembers.75  

Similar to de-Ba’athification, demobilization of the army was an integral part the ORHA’s NSC-

approved prewar planning.76  The assumption that the Iraqi Army would be incorporated into 

coalition’s reconstruction efforts was integral to both Franks’s and Garner’s plans.  Bremer’s ill-

conceived directives undermined essential campaign assumptions.  Further, they initiated 

widespread protests by former-members of the Iraqi Army, fostering the conditions of unrest 

which eventually progressed into the Iraqi insurgency.77 

Even in hindsight, the origin of these decisions is uncertain.  What is known is that when 

Garner pushed back on Bremer’s changes by appealing directly to the Pentagon, Rumsfeld 

dodged saying, “This is not coming from this building.”78  Paradoxically, APNSA Rice notes in 

her biography that she was unaware of Bremer’s intentions and that they were different from 

decisions agreed upon previously in the NSC and approved by the President.  She contends that 

she learned about Bremer’s controversial decisions by reading the newspaper.79  For his part, 

Bremer insisted that he received instructions regarding his actions from Rumsfeld, via 

Undersecretary Feith.80  The decisions even caught CENTCOM by surprise.81  The fact that 

confusion abounded reveals the convoluted nature of the postwar’s improvised organizational 

structure and its lack of NSC accountability.  This uncertainty also predominated inside the CPA 

where its members were unsure exactly what authorities the organization possessed.  In his 2006 

book, Fiasco, Ricks quotes a former CPA official as saying, “Chain of command, of all the 

problems in Iraq, this was the biggest problem.”82  Ironically, even though Rumsfeld was 
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Bremer’s immediate US superior during the beginning of the CPA’s tenure, the ad hoc nature of 

the arrangement ensured that confusion abounded throughout the US Government and on the 

ground in Iraq.83   

In the chaos of postwar Iraq, the Bush administration reaped the whirlwind of its attempt 

to unconventionally manage the Iraq Campaign.  Bremer’s edicts, made possible by the 

fluctuating and uncertain chain of command, dashed the last of the United States’ hope for a 

smooth transition from combat operations into stabilization.  As a result, the Iraqi government 

and its army went underground and then mobilized into an active resistance to the US 

occupation.  Meanwhile, the US military on the ground was unnecessarily shorthanded and 

confused regarding its relationship to both the ORHA and the CPA.  In these early days of the 

war, the seeds for a lengthy insurgency were unwittingly sown thanks to a convoluted and 

extemporized decision-making apparatus that resulted in self-defeating policies. 

Analysis of Defense’s Role Leading the Interagency 

The previous sections present the progression of US Government planning for the Iraq 

War.  Iraq planning began as separate interagency efforts with supervision from the NSC.  As 

war with Iraq increased in likelihood, the Bush administration decided to change to a “single 

agency approach” with the Department of Defense in the lead.  Initial planning inside Defense 

underneath Feith’s OSP, gave way to the tactical-level offices of JTF4 and the ORHA.  Created 

to help bridge the civil-military divide, these offices were ad hoc and lacked legitimacy.  When 

these headquarters failed to reconcile a campaign plan with McKiernan’s CFLCC, they were 

replaced by the CPA.  The CPA’s authorities and responsibilities were even more confusing than 

its predecessors.  The net result of the ever-changing assortment of postwar offices was 
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confusion in both DOD and the greater interagency.  Without clear and understood postwar 

leadership structure, the Iraq War spiraled out of control. 

Overall, consolidation of all power under Defense was intended to create a unified 

command structure that would synchronize the efforts of military and civilian leaders while 

streamlining decisions.84  For Defense, this rise to a leading role for Iraq was an opportunity to 

correct mistakes from Afghanistan where reconstruction efforts were tainted by interagency 

disagreement.  In reality, Defense lacked the broad expertise required to tackle the problem.85  

Rather than reaching across the government for important, if sometimes divergent input from 

partner agencies such as State, DOD chose instead to freeze others out.  Secretary Rumsfeld 

resisted outsider participation in the ORHA and actively worked to isolate his postwar 

organization from the rest of the interagency.  This construct removed important stakeholders 

from campaign planning below NSC-level discussions.  Assigning DOD as the lead for the entire 

Iraq War effort empowered a single agency for unity purposes at the expense of input from the 

rest of the interagency, to include the NSC staff.  As a result, the NSC struggled to ensure that 

Defense planning incorporated, or even considered, the concerns of adjacent government 

agencies.  Perhaps most importantly, this approach cut out APNSA Rice’s ability to actively 

oversee interagency support for the war, leaving her aloof and unable to provide timely and 

informed advice to President Bush.  The damaging effects of this anemic construct were readily 

visible when Bremer issued his two initial CPA proclamations without any consultation with the 

NSC.86  In the end, the decision to center all planning under Defense caused more problems than 

it solved and was detrimental to national policy goals. 

Perhaps this parochial approach could be overlooked if Defense had managed to unify 

campaign planning inside of its own agency, particularly between Garner’s ORHA and 
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McKiernan’s CFLCC, delivering a coherent transition from combat to reconstruction.  

Unfortunately, without the unifying function of a Joint Task Force (JTF) headquarters to 

coordinate actions between the ORHA and CFLCC, coordination between the two entities 

floundered.  Because Franks retained operational control of the Iraq War, this coordination was 

his responsibility.  However, he neither wanted the role of supervising reconstruction, nor was he 

properly equipped to personally manage a JTF-type responsibility given his broader obligation to 

the entire CENTCOM area of operations, not to mention the ongoing war in Afghanistan.  As a 

result, when the poorly supported and makeshift headquarters of the ORHA deployed forward, it 

was quickly overwhelmed by the postwar conditions of Iraq and received scant assistance from 

either CENTCOM or the greater US Government.  When the ORHA struggled to manage the 

postwar situation, Secretary Rumsfeld decided to hastily construct a new organization to replace 

the ORHA.  Rather than helping solve the coordination problems inside the Defense chain of 

command, the CPA created larger problems.  With the issuance of his now-infamous first two 

CPA orders, Bremer effectively eliminated any near-term chance of utilizing Iraqi institutions to 

rebuild the nation.  Moreover, he inflamed a smoldering insurgency against the US occupiers.  

Concerningly, not only were these moves poorly conceived, but they were expressly counter to 

the courses of action approved by President Bush with the input from the NSC.87  The 

informality of the DOD chain of command created ambiguity and eliminated accountability for 

its most important decision-makers.88 

Despite attempting to consolidate power in the Department of Defense to avoid the 

dysfunction present during interagency coordination in Afghanistan, confusion reigned anyways.  

Challenges in planning the transition from invasion into reconstruction are expected regardless of 

the organizational approach employed by the US Government.  However, this time, the civil-
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military rift lacked the supervision of an honest broker, in the form of the NSC.  As a result, 

beyond causing problems during planning, it ensured that the Iraq War spiraled out of control in 

execution. 

Implications for the Future 

The key implication from the Iraq experience for future US campaigns is the need for 

improved organizational approach to planning and managing a campaign.  The US experiences 

in Iraq, as well as Afghanistan, were unique in that both campaigns were conducted with the 

intent of defeating and replacing a totalitarian regime.  In execution, neither campaign proceeded 

smoothly after the defeat of the belligerent government.  Instead, a breakdown in campaign 

continuity occurred during the transition from combat operations into stability and 

reconstruction.  This paper analyzed the organizational failings of the US Government in Iraq 

and how these contributed to a fumbled campaign.  It is essential that moving into the future, the 

US Government attempt to find a solution to resolve the vexing problem of interagency planning 

for campaign transitions.  This is particularly important considering the ongoing possibility of a 

military confrontation with totalitarian regimes in places such as Iran and North Korea.  To 

increase the likelihood of a successful outcome to such a campaign, the US Government must 

improve its structural approach to developing a whole-of-government campaign plan.    

In a future regime change scenario, a more traditional approach to developing a whole-of-

government campaign plan should be embarked upon, leveraging the full participation of both 

Defense and State.  The first step in such an endeavor would be to stand up a CJTF to provide a 

singular headquarters with responsibility for the mission.  Depending on the anticipated duration 

of the operation, it is possible that this CJTF might eventually be grown into a subunified 

command.89  Whichever approach is adopted, creating this organization at the commencement of 
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planning empowers the interagency to work with a single military organization charged with the 

success of the operation.  Of note, this does not absolve the Geographic Combatant Commander 

from coordinating with the Pentagon or other members of national leadership; rather, it elevates 

the CJTF to a level where it can directly impact national-level discussions.  A CJTF commander 

would likely have the opportunity for an unfiltered audience with the President of the United 

States to ensure he fully understood his assignment, as was the case for General Petraeus while 

he was commander of Multi-National Force – Iraq.  This relationship is important because it 

places the CJTF commander in the position of operationally bridging the void between 

policymakers in Washington and tactical execution of the mission in his theater of operations.  It 

also avoids the shell-game of blame which existed in the Iraq War where General Franks 

attempted to manage the war from his chair in CENTCOM without a subordinate CJTF.   

In addition to providing a more suitable command and control function inside the military 

chain of command, the use of a properly organized CJTF could alleviate some of the civil-

military challenges faced in Iraq.  During a campaign where regime change is an objective, it is 

inevitable that the Department of Defense will serve in a leading role during the initial phases, 

however, this role will eventually be passed on to other interagency partners, particularly the 

State Department.  Crucially, developing a campaign with a whole-of-government input enables 

the determination of how and when this transition of leading responsibility occurs based on 

desired conditions on the ground.  A systematic campaign approach to this handover prevents the 

chaotic environment which persisted in the immediate aftermath of the Iraq invasion.  To 

construct a campaign plan in this manner, rather than attempting to recreate State capabilities 

inside the Defense establishment through makeshift headquarters such as the ORHA, Defense 
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should focus on incorporating important interagency planners into its concept development at an 

early stage.   

Collaborative planning with the interagency can be done through an interagency planning 

cell inside the CJTF in the form of a Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG).  According 

to joint doctrine, a JIACG, “is an interagency staff group that establishes regular, timely, and 

collaborative working relationships between civilian and military operational planners.  

Composed of USG civilian and military experts accredited to the [Combatant Commander 

(CCDR)] and tailored to meet a supported CCDR’s requirements, the JIACG (or equivalent 

organization) provides the CCDR with the capability to collaborate at the operational level with 

other USG civilian departments and agencies.”90  Utilizing a JIACG below the GCC-level, as a 

part of the CJTF staff, allows for interagency coordination while providing an appropriate level 

of detail back to parent agencies, and by extension the NSC, regarding military planning.  The 

JIACG would be scalable in keeping with the CJTF’s life cycle.  It would begin as a relatively 

small element, staffed by junior members, but would grow in seniority and size as planning 

progressed.  The JIACG could eventually be expanded to include senior interagency members, 

some of whom might eventually leave the CJTF to form the nucleus of their agency efforts as 

operations commence. 
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Although the JIACG provides an opportunity for tactical-level interagency coordination, 

it is not a panacea.  It does not eliminate the need for national-level coordination between 

Defense and State, it only ensures that interagency touch points occur both in Washington and 

inside the CJTF.  This construct addresses interagency collaboration and assigns the issue of 

transition to the CJTF staff, while accepting that the plan will be closely observed at the NSC-

level.  To this end, the CJTF must still design an operational plan that aims towards turning over 

its campaign to civilian counterparts in the final stages.  Here, the JIACG helps avoid the Iraq 

War pitfalls of isolationism, improvisation, and confusing chains of command.  Further, by 

maintaining the integrity of the DOD and DOS responsibilities, this construct ensures that where 

critical civil-military differences arise that cannot be resolved through the JIACG, the NSC 

retains the ability to intercede. 

Figure 1: Contrasting Command and Control Options 
Comparing the organizational structure used in Iraq circa April 2003 to a CJTF with JIACG Organizational Structure 
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Counterarguments 

This paper argues that the post-invasion planning for the Iraq War faltered in large part 

due to the organizational approach used by the Bush administration which centered power in the 

Department of Defense.  The counterargument to this assertion is that the postwar planning for 

Iraq did not suffer based on organizational flaws, but it failed due to the inability of key 

stakeholders to work together effectively.  Numerous accounts of planning for the Iraq war note 

the commonness of discord amongst key leaders.  For example, Vice President Cheney and 

several members of the Defense establishment, including Secretary Rumsfeld and Deputy 

Secretary Wolfowitz, were eager to use military power to topple Saddam from power.  These 

individuals were generally opposed by Secretary Powell, who saw the Iraq problem as a morass 

to be managed rather than attacked.  For her part, APNSA Rice was unable to channel these 

disagreements into a useful discourse which sharpened decision making.  Instead, these 

disagreements became personal to the point of hindering interagency coordination for the war.  

Therefore, it is conceivable that with a different array of personalities directing the Iraq War 

effort, the Defense-led approach might have proven successful.   

Upon consideration, this argument’s premise rests upon the hope of a utopian collection 

of personalities working homogenously in support of the President’s agenda.  In reality, the turf 

wars and rice bowl politics that detracted from the unity of effort for the Iraq War, are hardly 

uncommon.  Indeed, it is exceedingly rare for Presidents to oversee national security teams that 

are not awash with political infighting and maneuvering.  In fact, the executive branch’s cabinet 

system recognizes that properly managed parochialism amongst its principals can be a source of 

strength.  This arrangement ensures robust NSC discussions with diverse perspectives, and it 

avoids the danger of centering power in a single agency at the expense of others.  Based on this 

assessment, the best way to conduct interagency campaign planning remains utilizing the NSC 
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for its expressed purpose, while conducting detailed operational planning at a JTF-level with the 

active participation of adjacent government partners.  

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, the war in Iraq provides a useful lesson on how poor organizational design 

can lead to interagency dysfunction, eventually undermining the mission.  The Bush 

administration’s decision to centralize war planning under the Department of Defense resulted in 

the exclusion of the rest of the interagency.  The capabilities of DOD to serve in this capacity 

and deliver a coherent product were overestimated.  Not only did the Pentagon fail to incorporate 

expertise from across the interagency to refine its operational plans, but it subsequently 

partitioned its command architecture into military and civilian segments, forcing it to create 

several improvised postwar headquarters.  This approach disrupted unity of command below the 

national level while placing an unmanageable operational burden on the Pentagon.  It facilitated 

a campaign plan that suffered from stovepiped planning inside DOD while delivering 

uncoordinated actions in theater.  Feedback from tactical level planners was filtered by 

intermediaries in Defense.  Further, despite the opportunity to do otherwise, this information was 

not properly collated by Defense to provide a clear picture to NSC-level decision makers.   

This is not to say that circumstances would have been perfect had the planning for the 

Iraq War been conducted simultaneously by DOS and DOD with the NSC staff providing 

mediation.  This arrangement is cumbersome, lacks granularity, and is poorly suited for detailed 

deconfliction.  While the bifurcated system where Defense and State are coequals creates 

challenges of its own, it is preferable to a situation that promotes bureaucratic totalitarianism.  

The national security process is messy and convoluted, but for all its shortcomings, employed 

properly, it facilitates healthy discourse and informed decisions.  Regardless of its challenges, the 
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interagency process creates a critical balance that protects America’s executive branch from 

insularism.   By utilizing the structures available and familiar to USG agencies, such as the NSC 

for policy development and refinement, and CJTFs for operational planning with interagency 

involvement, the US can avoid retracing its steps down the tragic road in Iraq, where a poor 

organizational approach snatched defeat from the jaws of victory. 
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APPENDIX A 

Timeline for the Iraq War 

 

2001 

21 November  President directs SECDEF to initiate Iraq planning 

27 November  Plan Order from SECDEF to CENTCOM for Iraq  

 

 

2002 

August   NSC Staff’s ESG established 

August   OSP established by Undersecretary Feith 

16 October  DOD lead approved by President Bush 

18 December  Brigadier General Hawkins arrives at the Pentagon to run TF IV 

 

 

2003  

9 January  Jay Garner contacted by SECDEF office regarding ORHA job 

16 January  Garner meets with Rumsfeld and Feith at the Pentagon 

20 January  NSPD 24 signed by President Bush 

21-22 February ORHA interagency ROC at NDU campus 

16 March  Jay Garner arrives in Kuwait 

21 March   US Ground invasion begins  

9 April   US forces enter Baghdad 

11 April  President Bush briefed on CPA concept 

16 April  CPA created by proclamation of Tommy Franks 

21 April  Garner arrives in Baghdad from Kuwait 

24 April  Rumsfeld briefs Garner he will be replaced by Bremer   

6 May   Bremer announced to the appointment of Presidential Envoy 

12 May  Bremer arrives in Baghdad  

16 May  CPA Order No. 1 - "De-Baathification of Iraqi Society" signed 

23 May  CPA Order No. 2 - "The Dissolution of Entities" signed 

7 July   General Franks retires 

16 July   General Abizaid takes over CENTCOM, declares Iraq a guerrilla-type war



 
 

34 
 

 

Bibliography 

Bensahel, Nora, Olga Oliker, Keith Crane, Richard R. Brennan, Jr., Heather S. Gregg, Thomas 

Sullivan, Andrew Rathmell. After Saddam: Prewar Planning and the Occupation of 

Iraq. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2008. 

 

Bush, George. “Address to the United Nations (UN) Assembly.” CSPAN video, 12 September 

2002. https://www.c-span.org/video/?172611-2/us-president-speech. 

 

Cloud, Stanley. “Gathering Storm. (Cover Story).” Time. September 3, 1990, 24 

 

Dobbins, James, Seth Jones, Benjamin Runkle, and Siddharth Mohandas.  Occupying Iraq: A 

History of the Coalition Provisional Authority. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 

2009. 

 

Dower, John. “Warning from History: Don’t Expect Democracy in Iraq.” The Asia-Pacific 

Journal: Japan Focus. Vol 1, Issue 4 (April 10, 2003). Accessed November 2, 2017. 

http://apjjf.org/-John-W.-Dower/1578/article.html. 
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