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Preface

Coalition forces in Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF) were able to take
down Saddam Hussein’s regime in less than three weeks, at the cost
of relatively few Coalition casualties. This monograph draws on infor-
mation derived primarily from interviews with and interrogations of
senior Iraqi military and civilian officials, to examine why the Iraqi
resistance in March and April 2003 was so weak. The research focused
on two questions: (1) Why did the Iraqi Regular Army and Republican
Guard forces do so little fighting? and (2) Why did Iragi leaders fail to
adopt certain defensive measures that would have made the Coalition’s
task more difficult and costly?

These two questions encompass a number of related issues.
The monograph examines the battlefield consequences of Saddam
Hussein’s strategic misjudgments and preoccupation with internal
threats, the poorly designed and executed Iraqi military strategy and
operations, the weak motivation and morale that permeated all ranks
of the Iragi military, and the superiority in combat capability enjoyed
by the Coalition forces. It concludes with observations about why
decisionmakers should be careful about the lessons they may seek to
draw from OIF, how OIF paved the way for the insurgency that has
followed in Iraq, and how OIF may influence the behavior of future
United States adversaries.

The monograph is intended for the use of military and civilian
officials concerned with the management, planning, and conduct of
U.S. operations to deter and counter threats to U.S. interests from
enemy regimes and other hostile actors.
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The research for this monograph was sponsored by the Direc-
tor, Plans and Programs, Headquarters, Air Combat Command, and
was part of a larger study of OIF conducted within the Strategy and
Doctrine Program of RAND Project AIR FORCE. The research find-
ings also supported a larger study of OIF conducted within the Strat-
egy, Doctrine, and Resources Program of RAND Arroyo Center. The
Arroyo Center research was cosponsored by the Deputy Chief of Staff,
G-3, and the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8.

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND Corpo-
ration, is the U.S. Air Force’s federally funded research and develop-
ment center for studies and analyses. PAF provides the Air Force with
independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the development,
employment, combat readiness, and support of current and future aero-
space forces. Research is conducted in four programs: Aerospace Force
Development; Manpower, Personnel, and Training; Resource Manage-
ment; and Strategy and Doctrine.

Additional information about PAF is available on our Web site at
http://www.rand.org/paf.

RAND Arroyo Center

The RAND Arroyo Center is a federally funded research and develop-
ment center sponsored by the United States Army.

Additional information about RAND Arroyo Center is available
at http://www.rand.org/ard.
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Summary

In Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF), American forces were able to cap-
ture Baghdad and depose Saddam Hussein’s regime within a period
of less than three weeks, at the cost of relatively few U.S. killed and
wounded. The British units that constituted the other part of the Coali-
tion’s invasion force captured Basra, Iraq’s second-largest city, also with
minimal casualties. Drawing upon information derived primarily from
interviews with former senior Iraqi civilian and military officials, this
monograph focuses on two questions relating to the rapidity and ease
of that victory: (1) Why did the vast majority of Iraqi forces fail to offer
significant or effective resistance? and (2) Why did the Iraqi leaders fail
to adopt certain defensive measures that would have made the Coali-
tion invasion more difficult and costly?

The analysis shows that the rapid collapse of Iraqi resistance was
due to a combination of the following:

* Saddam’s strategic miscalculations and preoccupation with inter-
nal threats

e the flawed Iraqi strategy, poorly managed and executed battlefield
operations, and inferior equipment

* the poor motivation and morale of the Iragi Regular Army and
Republican Guard forces

e the superior firepower and other warfighting capabilities of U.S.
forces.

Any one of these shortcomings might have compromised an effective
Iraqi defense; collectively, they ensured a monumental rout.



x Why the Iraqgi Resistance to the Coalition Invasion Was So Weak

Saddam Made Strategic Miscalculations

A key reason for the weak Iragi defensive performance was Saddam
Hussein’s strategic miscalculations about the threat Iraq faced in early
2003. Saddam believed that (1) war with the United States could be
avoided, (2) if war occurred, the United States would not invade Iraq,
but would confine its operations to limited air attacks, and (3) in the
unlikely event an invasion occurred, the Iraqi resistance would be suf-
ficient to cause the United States and its Coalition allies to accept a
negotiated political settlement that would leave his regime in power.
(See pp. 18-27.)

Saddam’s propensity for strategic miscalculation can be attributed
to his congenital optimism, excessive self-confidence, and poor under-
standing of international and military affairs. The erroneous assump-
tions underlying his decisions went unchallenged because he was sur-
rounded by sycophants and equally uninformed subordinates who were
fearful of telling him truths that they believed he did not want to hear.
The climate of fear Saddam engendered within Iraq nurtured a cul-
ture of lying, whereby senior military officers routinely misled Saddam
about the readiness and fighting will of their forces. (See pp. 11-15.)

Because Saddam was the dominant decisionmaker in Iraq, his
strategic misjudgments shaped Iraq’s political and military behavior in
the run-up to and conduct of the 2003 war. By disregarding the poten-
tial peril his regime faced after September 11, 2001 (9/11), Saddam
failed to take the timely political steps—such as offering immediate
and full cooperation to international arms inspectors—that might have
helped to fend off a U.S. attack. The Iraqi leader’s misperception of the
threat fostered a lack of urgency in Iraqi defensive preparations, which
often were ad hoc and lase-minute. Saddam’s confidence that the Iraqi
military, using the strategy he had mandated, possessed the capability
to force a political settlement with the Coalition, even in the event of
an invasion, led him to eschew more draconian defensive options, such
as the systematic use of scorched-earth and urban-warfare measures,
that might have made OIF more difficult and costly for the Coalition.
(See pp. 27-29.)
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Saddam Was Preoccupied with Internal Threats

Saddam believed that much of the Iragi military and populace would
fight to defend Iraq; however, he trusted neither group as far as his
own personal security and that of his regime were concerned. Saddam
had been the target of multiple uprisings, coups, and assassination
attempts; as a result, he gave priority to the preservation of his personal
rule and his own security above all other matters. This overriding con-
cern with internal security measures weakened Iraqi defenses against
external attack. (See p. 31.)

To escape attacks on his person, Saddam moved frequently, con-
ducted business from a variety of safe houses, refused to use the tele-
phone, and limited information about his movements to a very small
circle. To forestall coups, Saddam filled Irag’s key defense positions
and battlefield commands with members of his family and his Tikriti
clan, even though such persons often were, at best, only marginally
competent in the military arts. He also established multiple competing
military and militia organizations, with separate chains of command,
in order to guard against anti-regime collusion; strictly controlled all
troop and equipment movements in the country; and forbade the
deployment of Regular Army or Republican Guard units inside Bagh-
dad. To deter potential uprisings, Saddam positioned military units to
prevent the infiltration of insurgent elements from Iran and ordered his
security operatives and Ba’ath Party officials to keep close watch over
the Iraqi civilian population. (See pp. 32-35.)

Saddam’s preoccupation with internal defense made a successful
decapitation air strike to remove him problematic. It also reduced the
possibility that any “shock and awe” effects created by the simultane-
ous bombing of dozens of leadership and other key targets would cause
Saddam’s regime to “crumble.” However, Saddam’s focus on internal
threats also undoubtedly weakened Iraqi capabilities to counter a con-
ventional invasion: It forestalled the adoption of an effective defen-
sive strategy, degraded the quality of Iraq’s military leadership and
battlefield decisionmaking, and prevented the coordination and uni-
fied command of the Iraqi forces charged with resisting the Coalition

advance. (See pp. 36-39.)
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Iraq’s Military Strategy and Operations Were Poorly
Designed and Executed

The warfighting strategy that Saddam imposed on his forces did little
to effectively support his overarching political-military objectives of
protracting the conflict, maximizing U.S. casualties, and thereby cre-
ating pressures for a negotiated solution that would leave his regime in
place. Indeed, the defensive scheme he adopted hastened Iraq’s defeat
by failing to exploit potential options for prolonging the conflict and
maximizing Coalition casualties. (See pp. 41-42.)

Among other shortcomings, Saddam’s defensive scheme left most
of the Iraqi Regular Army divisions in southern Iraq oriented to coun-
ter a threat from Iran and not well-positioned to meet an invasion
from Kuwait. These units, along with most of the Regular Army divi-
sions situated along the Green Line facing Kurdish-controlled terri-
tory in northern Iraq, remained close to their prewar deployment areas
throughout the conflict. His decision to have Republican Guard and
Regular Army divisions defend Baghdad from distant external defen-
sive locations made those divisions extremely vulnerable to piecemeal
destruction by U.S. air and ground forces. The immediate defense
of the cities was left largely to politically reliable, lightly armed mili-
tias, and to Special Republican Guard units in the case of Baghdad.
However, no fixed defenses or barricades were erected in the cities that
could have provided strong fighting positions for these forces. Mea-
sures that could have slowed the U.S. advance toward Baghdad, such as
the systematic mining of roads, destruction of bridges, and flooding of
choke points, were not incorporated in the Iragi defensive scheme. (See
pp- 42-55.)

Moreover, Iraqi defensive operations were poorly managed and
executed. These failures resulted from the Iraqi forces’ inept military
leadership, dysfunctional command arrangements and practices, poor
situational awareness, counterproductive positioning on the battlefield,
and poor training—even in skills as basic as marksmanship. The most
egregious example of Saddam’s wrongheaded battlefield management
was his April 2nd order to move Iraqi divisions defending against the

U.S. forces advancing from the south of Baghdad (which Saddam
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labeled a “strategic deception”), to the north of the capital in order to
meet the “real” attack, which he suddenly concluded would be coming
from Jordan. (See pp. 55-74.)

Aside from such mismanagement, Iraqi forces were further disad-
vantaged throughout the conflict by the fact that much of their armor
and other military equipment was old and markedly inferior to that of

the Coalition. (See pp. 74-76.)

Poor Motivation and Morale Decisively Undermined the
Iraqi Defense

The central reason for the lack of Iragi resistance in OIF was the Iraqgi
military’s extremely poor motivation and morale. Events showed that
the vast majority of the officers and troops in the Regular Army, Repub-
lican Guard, and Special Republican Guard did little if any fighting,
and that they mostly deserted their units before being engaged by
Coalition ground forces. In the course of the march up to Baghdad,
U.S. ground forces rarely confronted cohesive enemy units of even bat-
talion size. When major combat ended, not a single organized Iraqi
military unit remained intact, because all the Iraqi troops that had sur-
vived the war had “self-demobilized” by going home. (See p. 77.)

This lack of fighting will and the high desertion rate were attrib-
utable to (1) the harsh service conditions that had depressed morale in
Iraqi ranks even before the outbreak of hostilities, (2) the widespread
conviction on the part of Iraqi officers and enlisted personnel that resis-
tance against technologically superior U.S. forces would be futile, and
(3) the fact that Iraqis of high and low rank saw little, if any, reason to
fight and die for Saddam and his regime. The limited resistance that
Coalition forces encountered mainly came from Saddam Fedayeen
and Ba’athist militiamen, who had a major stake in the regime’s sur-
vival, and from foreign jihadists, who were committed to defending a
Muslim state against foreign infidels. (See pp. 77-86, 98—104.)

Desertions became commonplace, because the threat of eventual
punishment that had previously deterred would-be deserters from flee-
ing their units was no longer credible once it appeared that Saddam
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would be overthrown. Senior Iraqi officers no longer attempted to
enforce discipline in their units, and they frequently sanctioned and
facilitated the desertion of their troops. (See pp. 86-90.)

The physical and psychological effects of U.S. air attacks also had
a major influence on Iragi battlefield behavior. The lack of any Iraqi air
defense, combined with the precision and lethality of U.S. air strikes,
proved devastating to both Iraqi military equipment and troop morale.
The prospect of air attacks motivated Iraqi soldiers to stay away from
their armored vehicles and artillery, and engendered fears among the
troops about their personal survival and the safety of their families.
Former Iraqi commanders testified that U.S. bombing prompted mas-
sive numbers of their troops to abandon their equipment on the battle-
field, desert, and return home. (See pp. 90-97.)

The effects of Coalition psychological operations (PSYOPS) on
Iraqi morale and behavior are more difficult to gauge. The surrender of
Iraqi troops was a principal PSYOPS objective. That comparatively few
Iraqis surrendered suggests that PSYOPS effects were limited. However,
Iragi troop behavior did conform to the PSYOPS appeals for desertion
and weapon abandonment. The entry of U.S. forces into Baghdad was
a major psychological shock to Iraqi military and civilian leaders in the
capital, and it quickly undermined any remaining will to resist. When
Saddam abandoned Baghdad on April 10, there were no longer any
forces in the city for him to command. (See pp. 104-112.)

Superior Military Capabilities Gave Coalition Forces an
Overwhelming Advantage

The Coalition’s domination of the battlefield in OIF was also due to its
capability to deploy well-equipped and highly trained and motivated
fighting forces. The Coalition’s objective of securing a prompt, low-
casualty takedown of Saddam’s regime was also facilitated by a battle
plan that identified Baghdad as the Iragi regime’s center of gravity and
provided for a scheme of maneuver that would allow U.S. forces to

seize the capital rapidly. (See p. 113.)
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In virtually every aspect of the fighting, Coalition forces demon-
strated a marked superiority over their Iragi opponents. The discrep-
ancy in capabilities was particularly telling in the virtual immunity
of Coalition armor to enemy fire, the ability of Coalition ground and
air forces to deliver accurate, lethal fire on Iraqi targets and to attack
those targets at standoff ranges and at night. The Coalition’s ability to
maneuver ground forces rapidly and sustain them over long distances
also undermined the Iragi ability to mount a coherent defense. (See

pp- 113-121))

Be Careful About Drawing Lessons from OIF

Military and civilian decisionmakers should be careful not to draw
unwarranted lessons from OIF, particularly the notion that high-tech
weaponry and communications will inevitably enable smaller-sized
U.S. ground forces to be decisive against larger-sized, but less high-
tech enemy forces in future conflicts. Decisionmakers should also
be cautious about extrapolating operational lessons, such as whether
invasions can be conducted at minimal cost in U.S. casualties in the
absence of extended preparatory air campaigns. The extraordinary
battlefield advantages that Coalition forces enjoyed in Iraq during
March and April 2003 may not be replicated in future conflicts. (See
pp. 124-125))

The Iragi military proved to be an extremely weak and inept foe
in conventional conflict. While many of the Iragi military shortcom-
ings evident in OIF paralleled those observed 12 years earlier in Opera-
tion Desert Storm, the Iragi military establishment that the Coalition
faced in OIF was substantially more debilitated and hollow than was
the enemy the United States and its allies faced in 1991. As a conse-
quence, an Iraqi battlefield performance that was poor in 1991 was
even worse in 2003. (See pp. 125-128.)

The Coalition benefited greatly both from what Saddam Hus-
sein did and from what he did not do in the run-up to and conduct of
OIF. The Iraqi leader’s strategic misjudgments, propensity to focus on
internal threats, poor defensive schemes and command appointments,
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and inept battlefield management significantly weakened the Iraqi mil-
itary’s capability to mount even a semblance of an effective defense.
Indeed, it is difficult to think of other actions that Saddam might have
taken, short of unconditional surrender, that would have proven more
beneficial to the Coalition cause than the policies and practices that he
actually adopted. (See p. 129.)

But what Saddam did not do was perhaps even more important.
Had the Iraqi leader held a less benign view of the Coalition’s inten-
tions and recognized early on that his regime was in serious peril, he
might have adopted scorched-earth tactics, urban-centered defenses,
and other courses of action that could have increased the costs of OIF

to both the Coalition and to the Iraqi people. (See pp. 129-130.)

OIF Paved the Way for the Insurgency That Followed

Despite speculation to the contrary, Saddam did not plan for a pro-
tracted guerrilla war after an Iraqi defeat in the conventional conflict.
There were, however, a number of Iraqi actions before and during OIF
that helped facilitate and shape the insurgency that has emerged in
Iraq, including the large-scale arming of Ba’athist and other Saddam
loyalists, the widespread dispersal of munitions and weapon stockpiles,
the release of criminals from Iraqi prisons, the movement into Iraq
of thousands of highly motivated foreign jihadists, the recruitment of
Fedayeen Saddam militiamen and other persons willing to mount sui-
cidal or near-suicidal attacks against U.S. forces, and the employment
of unconventional tactics and weapons that eventually would become
the hallmark of Iraqi insurgent operations. (See pp. 131-134.)
Importantly, the rise of insurgency in Iraq was also facilitated by
the magnitude and nature of the Iraqi collapse, which was marked by
the desertion of essentially the entire Iragi military, security, and gov-
ernmental structures. This massive flight from duty stations released
into the Iraqi countryside numerous military officers and rank-and-
file militia fighters, security and intelligence personnel, and Ba’athist
officials who possessed the skills, resources, and potential motiva-
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tion to mount and sustain a resistance against the occupation. (See
pp. 133-134.)

The massive desertions also deprived the Coalition of the indig-
enous military forces and civilian officials that Coalition planners
had counted on to help stabilize and secure Iraq. The small size of the
OIF invasion force magnified the harmful effects resulting from the
absence of any compensating indigenous assets. Indeed, without the
active assistance of organized Iraqi military and police forces, Coali-
tion troops lacked the numerical strength to promptly stabilize the
country, which opened the way for widespread looting and lawlessness
that made reconstruction more difficult and costly and undermined
public support for the occupation. (See pp. 134-139.)

The lessons for future U.S. war planners seems clear: When taking
down an enemy government or otherwise invading a foreign land, U.S.
forces must be both appropriately configured and sufficiently robust to
promptly establish firm control over the areas they occupy, to guard
national borders, and to secure enemy arms depots and other sensitive
sites. (See pp. 138-139.)

Even if the United States had sent larger forces to Iraq and had not
disbanded the Iraqi military or banned full members of the Ba’ath Party
from government employment, and, indeed, had taken other actions to
dissuade potential opposition, such as holding early elections, some
degree of armed resistance in Iraq was probably inevitable. However, a
substantially larger U.S. military force could have restricted the loot-
ing, guarded munitions sites and borders, and significantly dampened
the lawlessness that swept over the country. These and other actions
aimed at preempting and reducing opposition probably could have pre-
vented the insurgency from gaining as strong a foothold in Iraq as it
now enjoys. (See pp. 139-140.)

OIF May Influence the Behavior of the United States’
Future Adversaries in Several Ways

The overwhelming conventional superiority that U.S. forces displayed
in OIF may further encourage countries that consider themselves to be
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potential military adversaries of the United States to seek nuclear weap-
ons in order to ward off submitting to coercion or catastrophic defeat by
technologically advanced U.S. military forces. In this respect, OIF may
constitute an additional spur to nuclear proliferation in countries such
as Iran and North Korea. However, OIF also carried another lesson
for potential adversaries: that the United States is willing to take mili-
tary action, including the takedown of hostile governments, to prevent
“rogue” states from acquiring or possessing weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD). The takedown of Saddam’s regime was apparently one of
the factors that contributed to Colonel Muammar Qaddafi’s decision
to abandon Libya’s WMD programs. (See pp. 140-142.)

Another major downside lesson that potential adversaries should
draw from OIF is that their armor, mechanized, and infantry forces—
even if modernized—cannot effectively fight U.S. ground forces so
long as U.S. air forces can gain and exploit air supremacy. To cope with
this reality, U.S. adversaries can be expected to attach high priority to
devising ways to deny U.S. forces air supremacy or, at least, to reduce
the adverse effects of that supremacy. Among other approaches, they
are likely to seek capabilities that will upgrade the effectiveness of their
own air defenses and improve their ability to deny U.S. aircraft the use
of proximate air bases. (See pp. 141-142.)

To make aerial attacks less effective and U.S. invasions of their
home territories more costly and time-consuming, future adversaries
are likely to adopt warfighting strategies that emphasize urban war-
fare and call for the deployment of heavy, as well as infantry, units in
built-up areas, in which they can fight U.S. ground forces from well-
prepared positions. (See p. 142.)

Potential adversaries may also draw one other important lesson
from OIF: the potential political-military utility of possessing a capa-
bility to wage insurgent warfare against U.S. invasion and occupa-
tion forces. To develop such a capability, adversaries would organize,
train, and equip their ground units for guerrilla-style warfare and posi-
tion hidden weapon and munitions caches throughout their country.
Selected members of the public would also be organized, motivated,
and trained to support resistance warfare. Potential adversaries may
calculate that the very prospect of becoming bogged down in a pro-



Summary  Xxix

tracted guerrilla conflict might serve to deter U.S. leaders from mount-
ing an invasion. If deterrence failed, then protracted insurgency might
be a promising strategy for imposing sufficient costs on the United
States to force a withdrawal or an agreement to a political settlement
acceptable to the enemy’s leadership. (See p. 142.)

Indeed, whenever U.S. ground forces become engaged with hos-
tile elements in future conflicts, they must anticipate the possibility
of a guerrilla-type response. In such contingencies, the United States
will need forces that are organized, trained, equipped, and culturally
sensitized for counterinsurgency warfare—attributes and capabilities
that, unfortunately, were lacking in many of the U.S. units that first
confronted the insurgent resistance in Iraq. (See p. 143.)
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

In Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), U.S. forces captured Baghdad
and deposed Saddam Hussein’s regime within a period of less than
three weeks. The British units that constituted the other part of the
Coalition’s invasion force were also able to capture Basra, Iraq’s second-
largest city, within a similar time period. This document focuses on
two questions relating to the rapidity and ease of that military success:
(1) Why did the vast majority of Iraqi forces fail to offer significant or
effective resistance? and (2) Why did the Iraqi leaders eschew adopting
certain defensive measures that would have made the Coalition inva-
sion more difficult and costly?

The Weak Iraqgi Resistance

The takedown of Saddam’s regime was accomplished without the hard
fighting that had been anticipated from Republican Guard units and
at the cost of relatively few allied casualties.! Between March 19, when
the Coalition’s attacks commenced, and April 30, 2003, the day before
President George W. Bush declared the end of significant combat, U.S.
forces lost some 109 personnel killed in action (KIA). Another 542

I Lieutenant General David McKiernan, Combined Forces Land Component Commander

(CFLCC), expected the fight with the Iragi Republican Guard units defending Baghdad
to be fierce. See Michael R. Gordon and General Bernard E. Trainor, Cobra II, New York:
Pantheon Books, 2006a, p. 311.



2 Why the Iraqgi Resistance to the Coalition Invasion Was So Weak

U.S. personnel were wounded in action.? British losses were propor-
tionately even lighter—the capture of Basra cost only three United
Kingdom (UK) KIA—in part because of the cautious tactics employed
by the UK commanders.?

The forces charged with defending Iraq numbered in excess of
350,000 troops and included some 17 Regular Army divisions (three
of which were armored and three mechanized), six Republican Guard
divisions (three of which were armored and one mechanized), one Spe-
cial Republican Guard Division, special operations and reserve forces,
and numerous militia units. The force was equipped with over 2,200
tanks, 2,400 armored personnel carriers (APCs), and 4,000 artillery
pieces.*

The armored and infantry divisions of the Iraqi Army Regular did
little if any fighting. Most importantly, some of those Iraqi units that
the Coalition had expected to put up the stiffest fight—the Republi-
can Guard armored and infantry divisions and the Special Republican
Guard elements—also offered very little resistance.> The only forces
that offered more sustained, although still limited, resistance were the
Fedayeen Saddam and Ba’athist militias and the foreign jihadists who

2 Of the wounded, 116 were returned to duty within 72 hours. See U.S. Department
of Defense, Washington Headquarters, DoD Personnel and Military Casualty Statistics,
“Operation Iraqi Freedom Military Deaths Through April 30, 2003,” as of September 2,
2006. Online at http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/personnel/ CASUALT Y//castop.htm (as of
June 14, 2007).

3 See Transcript, “The Invasion of Iraq: An Oral History” Frontline, PBS, posted March 9,
2004. Hereinafter cited as Frontline Transcript. Online at http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/
frontline/shows/invasion/etc/script.html (as of March 15, 2005).

4 The size of the regular Iraqi armed forces was estimated at between 330,000 and
430,000 men, including some 50,000 to 80,000 Republican Guard troops. See Colonel
Gregory Fontenot, U.S. Army, Retired, Lieutenant Colonel E. J. Degen, U.S. Army, and
Lieutenant Colonel David Tohn, U.S. Army (Operation Iragi Freedom Study Group, Office
of the Chief of Staff U.S. Army, Washington, D.C.), On Point, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas:
Combat Studies Institute Press, 2004, p. 100.

5> During OIF, Special Republican Guard elements played no role in combat as maneuver
units. See Charles Duelfer, Special Advisor to the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI),
Comprehensive Report of the Special Adviser to the DCI on Iraq’s WMD, September 30, 2004,
Volume I, p. 93.


http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/personnel/CASUALTY//castop.htm
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/invasion/etc/script.html
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/invasion/etc/script.html
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had come to Iraq for the express purpose of fighting the invaders. In
the course of the march up to Baghdad, U.S. ground forces rarely con-
fronted cohesive enemy units of even battalion size.

By the time U.S. forces entered Baghdad, the Iraqi Army had
largely dissolved. But formal Iraqi surrenders were comparatively few.
Out of a total enemy force of some 350,000, only about 7,000 (2 per-
cent) were taken prisoner by Coalition forces—a fraction of the more
than 85,000 Iraqis captured by Coalition forces in the 1991 Gulf War.¢
Not a single organized Iraqi military unit remained intact when major
combat ended. All the Iragis who had survived the war, including those
in units that had no contact with Coalition ground forces, had “self-
demobilized” by going home.”

The Iraqi Failure to Exploit More-Effective Defensive
Options

Saddam’s defensive deployments and combat strategy proved ineffec-
tive as U.S. units rapidly cut through a generally weak Iraqi defense and
occupied Baghdad. Surprisingly, the Iragis failed to employ a number
of tactics and defensive measures that would have made the Coalition’s
invasion more difficult and costly. Among other missed opportunities,
the Iraqis failed to

* mine the roads and destroy the many bridges that lay along the
routes of the Coalition’s advance

* flood the lower Tigris and Euphrates River Valleys and other
potential choke points by destroying dams and dikes

* ignite oil fields and other oil facilities, on a wide-scale, as they had
done in Kuwait in 1991

6 Stephen T. Hosmer, Effects of the Coalition Air Campaign Against Iraqi Ground Forces in
the Gulf War, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-305/1-AF, 2002, p. 170.

7 See Walter B. Slocombe, “To Build an Army,” The Washington Post, November 5, 2003,
p. A29.
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* prepare extensive hardened fighting positions and other defenses
in urban areas

* deploy a large portion of Irag’s infantry and armored forces in
Baghdad, Basra, and the other urban centers to fight in these
built-up areas.

Sources

Interviews with former senior Iraqi civilian and military officials,
combatant commanders, and enlisted personnel provide authorita-
tive insights into why the Iraqi resistance to the Coalition invasion
in spring 2003 was so weak. For purposes of this report, the author
has drawn upon two different sources of interviews: (1) former senior
Iraqi military officers who were not detained by Coalition forces but
who freely submitted to interviews by American and other correspon-
dents, and (2) so-called High Value Detainees, mostly held at Camp
Cropper in Baghdad, who were debriefed and interrogated under the
supervision of U.S. government personnel. The High Value Detainees
included Saddam Hussein and many of the key political and military
officials who populated his regime and senior officer corps. Much of
the substance of these governmental interrogations was published on
September 30, 2004, in Charles Duelfer’s Comprehensive Report of the
Special Adviser to the DCI on Iraq’s WMD. However, the interrogation
reports containing the statements of the various High Value Detainees
remain classified.

Caution must be exercised in weighing testimony from partici-
pants in a losing cause. There is the risk that the sources will present
their own actions in a self-serving light and blame others for Iraq’s poor
military showing and easy defeat. Statements by High Value Detain-
ees about their own role in the Iraqi regime and their own possible
liability for its nefarious activities must be viewed with particular cau-
tion, because the prospect of prosecution is likely to have constrained
the detainee’s candor and to have otherwise influenced their answers.
Moreover, some detainee testimony may have been contaminated by
the fact that the Iragis held at Camp Cropper were able to interact
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freely among themselves and exchange information about the ques-
tions they had been asked and the answers they had tendered.®

Even taking account of these cautionary considerations, the
author believes that the statements by Iragi sources concerning the
issues addressed in this report are, by and large, credible. First, this
study does not focus on topics (such as the past use of weapons of
mass destruction [WMD], abuse of human rights, and responsibility
for aggression) that are likely to be subjects of future criminal trials.
Second, there is a consistency between the information freely provided
by Iraqi sources to the news media and the information extracted from
High Value Detainees by official interrogators.” Third, the interviews
of Iraqi rank-and-file soldiers tend to confirm the statements of the
senior officers. Finally, the information the Iraqi sources presented
is entirely consistent with the Iraqi military and diplomatic behavior
observed during the period leading up to OIF and the Iraqi battlefield

performance during the course of the conflict that followed.

Organization of the Monograph

The analysis presented in the following chapters examines the vari-
ous causes for the surprisingly vulnerable Iraqi defensive posture at the
start of OIF and for the extraordinarily weak Iraqi resistance to the
Coalition invasion. The report examines the following key factors that
both singly and in combination produced the rapid Iraqi collapse:

e Saddam’s strategic miscalculations, which were of great impor-
tance in that all key decisions relating to the defense of Iraq rested
with the Iraqi leader

8 Duelfer (2004), p. 2.

9 One reporter who interviewed a number of Traqi officers after the war, found that “the
close parallels among experiences described by military leaders from field units, headquar-
ters, divisions, and special forces assigned to a wide variety of locations buttressed their cred-
ibility” (Molly Moore, “A Foe That Collapsed from Within,” 7he Washington Post, July 20,
2003, p. Al).
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* the consequences of Saddam’s preoccupation with internal threats
to his person and regime

* the shortcomings in strategy, leadership, command and control,
coordination, battlefield positioning, situational awareness, and
training that plagued the Iraqi forces, and the old equipment pro-
vided to those forces

* the poor initial motivation and morale of the vast majority of the
officers and enlisted personnel serving in the Regular Army and
Republican Guard, and the damaging effects of U.S. air strikes
on that morale

* the superior attributes of U.S. and other Coalition military forces,
particularly their training, mobility, and ability to apply accurate
firepower.

'The monograph concludes with a discussion of why U.S. decision-
makers should be careful about the lessons they draw from OIF, how
OIF set the stage for the insurgency that followed, and how OIF may
influence the calculations and behavior of the United States’ future
adversaries.



CHAPTER TWO
Saddam Made Strategic Miscalculations

That Saddam Hussein seriously miscalculated the prospects of conflict
with the United States, and the nature and intensity of the attacks that
Iraq might face, should war come about, was a major reason Iraq failed
to adopt the more robust defensive measures that could have made the
Coalition invasion more difficult and costly. Saddam had a propensity
for such miscalculation, stemming in large part from his dysfunctional
personality and cognitive traits, his limited grasp of international and
military affairs, and the cultures of “fear” and “lying” that his rule
engendered, which discouraged the offer of countervailing advice and
information from intimidated subordinates. Saddam’s misjudgments
about Coalition intentions and capabilities importantly shaped Iraqi
behavior both before and during the 2003 conflict.

Saddam Was the Only Decisionmaker Who Mattered

Because Saddam Hussein was the dominant decisionmaker in Iraq,
these miscalculations shaped Iraq’s political-military responses to the
crisis over Iraq’s presumed possession of WMD and the impending
Coalition attack.

Saddam’s writ in Iraq was both sweeping and absolute. He for-
mally controlled every state, administrative, Baath Party, and military
hierarchy in the country: He simultaneously held the posts of President,
Prime Minister, Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Coun-
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cil (RCC), General Secretary of the Ba’ath Party, and Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces.!

Saddam’s major strategic decisions were made by fiat, often with-
out consultation or reflection. He was prone to indulge in the micro-
management of all aspects of government. This propensity was most
evident in the early period of his rule. After the mid-1990s, when
Saddam became more security-conscious and reclusive (he took to
writing novels), he had less immediate contact with the government.>
During this later period, Saddam relied increasingly on verbal instruc-
tions passed to a network of family and other trusted subordinates to
administer Iraq’s affairs. When the Iraqi leader failed to provide spe-
cific guidance on a matter, his subordinates were forced to act “upon
what they perceived to be indirect or implied orders from him.”

But Saddam’s bent for micromanagement—particularly in mili-
tary and security areas—never disappeared and was still evident in the
final months of his rule. He maintained command over Irag’s armed
forces, militias, and intelligence services, and exercised direct authority
over the plans and operations of these organizations. Reporting directly
to Saddam—or to Saddam through his two sons, Qusay and Uday, or
through other loyal and pliable subordinate officials—were the Repub-
lican Guard (RG), the Special Republican Guard (SRG), the Regular
Army (RA), the Fedayeen Saddam militia, the Ba’athist militia, the Al
Quds Army, and Iraq’s four intelligence agencies.*

According to the former Iragi Minister of Defense, Staft Gen-
eral Sultan Hashim Ahmad Al T2’i, Saddam addressed military and
military-industrialization issues directly with the Minister of Defense
or the Minister of Military Industrialization without the intermedi-
ate filter of any Cabinet, RCC, or other governmental discussion.
However, these officials exercised little or no independent authority.
Except for issues involving the Republican Guard, over which he had

I Duelfer (2004), p. 5.

2 After 1998, Saddam manifested less grasp of details and would often come to ministers’
meetings unprepared. See Duelfer (2004), pp. 9 and 12.

3 Duelfer (2004), p. 5.
4 Duelfer (2004), pp. 5 and 16.
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no authority, the Iragi Minister of Defense is said to have forwarded
all military matters of any significance to Saddam for his consideration
and approval.’ Issues relating to the Republican Guard were discussed
directly by Saddam with his son Qusay, who had overall supervision
of the Republican Guard, and the Republican Guard Chief-of-Staff.¢
In addition, Saddam was also prone to giving instructions directly to
subordinate battlefield commanders.

Saddam’s Decisionmaking Was Seriously Flawed

Saddam’s propensity for strategic miscalculation can be attributed to
his congenital optimism, excessive self-confidence, and poor under-
standing of international and military affairs. The erroneous assump-
tions underlying his decisions went unchallenged because Saddam was
surrounded by equally uninformed sycophants and other subordinates
who were fearful of conveying bad news or telling him truths that they
believed he did not want to hear. The climate of fear Saddam engen-
dered gave rise to a “culture of lying,” whereby senior military officers
routinely misled Saddam about the readiness and fighting will of their
forces.

Saddam’s Decisions Were Distorted by Optimism and Overweening
Self-Confidence

Saddam’s penchant for miscalculation can be traced in part to his con-
genital optimism. One scholar, Amatzia Baram, has described Saddam
as a man who “always believes that things are going to turn out in his
favor, no matter how bad they mightlook to others.” This unabated opti-
mism was shaped by the Iraqi leader’s “life of achievements in the face
of overwhelming odds.” Saddam believed his mother had attempted to
abort him and that “his very birth was his first victory in a struggle to
survive.” According to Baram, Saddam’s “remarkable success in rising

5 Duelfer (2004), p- 16.

6 This according to the testimony of former Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs and later
Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz. See Duelfer (2004), p. 16.
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to the top and staying in power despite all of his initial disadvantages
had convinced him that he was marked out by destiny.””

That he was able to survive potentially fatal mistakes—such as
the invasions of Iran and Kuwait—only served to fuel his self-confi-
dence. Indeed, according to Saddam’s former presidential office direc-
tor, Hamid Yusif Hammadi, “after the Iran-Iraq War, Saddam was
intoxicated with conceit. He believed he was unbeatable.” Incongru-
ously, Saddam persistently claimed both privately and publicly that the
1991 Persian Gulf War had ended in an Iraqi victory.?

Saddam’s megalomania was manifest in his sometimes-stated
aspiration “to be remembered as a ruler who had been as significant to
Iraq as Hammurabi, Nebuchadnezzar and Salah-al-Din [Saladin].” As
a consequence, he was prone to manage his present affairs always with
a view to how his actions might be viewed by future generations.!

Moreover, when facing potential crises, Saddam had a propensity
to willfully distort facts and interpret events to fit his preconceived
notions. Once Saddam determined how he expected and wanted a sit-
uation to evolve, he tended to disregard evidence and interpretations
that might undercut his optimistic scenario and focused only on infor-
mation and explanations that would support what he wanted to be
true. Thus, he invariably interpreted “all of the available data to con-
form to what would be best for him.”! These propensities led Saddam
to take major risks.

7 See Amatzia Baram, “Would Saddam Husayn Abdicate?” Washington, D.C.: The Brook-
ings Institution, Iraq Memo No. 9, February 4, 2003, pp. 1-2.

8 Hammadi was Secretary of the President and presidential office director, 1982-1991.
Duelfer (2004), p. 26.

9 Saddam tended to see his life as a “relentless struggle against overwhelming odds, but
carried out with courage, perseverance and dignity.” In the context of the “Mother of All
Battles”—Saddam’s name for the 1991 Persian Gulf War—“Saddam showed a stubbornness
arising from such a mindset and a refusal to accept conventional definitions of defeat.” In
Saddam’s reckoning, even a hollow victory was a “real one” (Duelfer, 2004, p. 20).

10 Duyelfer (2004), p. 22.

11 Kenneth M. Pollack, 7he Threatening Storm: The Case for Invading Iraq, New York:
Random House, 2002b, p. 254.
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Saddam Had a Limited Grasp of International and Military Affairs
Saddam’s interests and experience had provided him with only a very
limited understanding of the outside world. Saddam rarely traveled
abroad, and his foreign-affairs interests focused primarily on Arab
nations. According to the assessment of his former Minister of Foreign
Affairs and later, Deputy Prime Minister, Tariq Aziz, Saddam “lacked
a full grasp of international affairs™

Saddam perceived Iragi foreign policy through the prism of the
Arab world and Arabic language. He listened to the Arabic ser-
vices of Voice of America and the BBC, and his press officers
would read him translations of foreign media, but he appeared
more interested in books and topics about the Arab world.!?

Saddam’s insight about the outside world was apparently also
gleaned from motion pictures. He watched classic U.S. movies and
told a U.S. interviewer that he relied on movies to understand Western
culture.’3

Saddam’s understanding of the United States was clouded at
best. He failed to understand U.S. interests and the internal and exter-
nal drivers that shaped U.S. policy. For example, he completely mis-
read the import of September 11, 2001 (9/11) as it might influence
U.S. attitudes toward Iraq. He was the only Arab leader who failed to
express sympathy to the American people and to condemn the terrorist
attacks. By failing to do so, Saddam’s colleagues believed he missed a
major opportunity to reduce tensions with the United States. Instead,
he “reinforced U.S. suspicions about his connections to Al Qa’ida and
certified Iraq’s credentials as a rogue state.”'4

12 Duelfer (2004), p. 8.
13 Duelfer (2004), p. 8.

14 Saddam reportedly rejected advice from his Cabinet to offer condolences to the United
States. According to the Duelfer report, “he told his ministers that after all the hardships
the Iraqi people had suffered under sanctions he could not extend official condolences to the
United States, the government most responsible for blocking sanctions relief. From a practi-
cal standpoint, Saddam probably also believed—mistakenly—that his behavior toward the
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Saddam viewed Iran as more of a threat to Iraqi security than he
did the United States.’> He and other senior Iraqi officials looked upon
Iran as Iraqs “abiding enemy” and sought to keep the threat posed
by Tehran in check. In addition to possible invasion, Saddam worried
that Iranian infiltrators might foment internal unrest in the country.'¢
Saddam’s interest in Iraq’s development of WMD was driven in part
by the growth of Iranian weapons capabilities. Saddam also worried
that Israel might be encouraged to attack Iraq if it knew that Iraq did
not possess WMD.!7 Because of his concerns about Iran and Israel,
Saddam was loath to publicly proclaim that Iraq no longer possessed
WMD. As the Duelfer report points out,

[tJhis led to a difhicult balancing act between the need to disarm to
achieve sanctions relief while at the same time retaining a strate-
gic deterrent. The Regime never resolved the contradiction inher-
ent in this approach. Ultimately, foreign perceptions of these ten-
sions contributed to the destruction of the Regime.!8

Some high-ranking Iragi detainees also attributed Saddam’s
unwillingness to categorically disavow possession of WMD to his fear

that he would lose face with his Arab neighbors, such as Saudi Arabia,

United States was of little consequence, as sanctions were on the verge of collapse” (Duelfer,

2004, pp. 33 and 57).

15 During the 1990s, Saddam and members of his inner circle considered a full-scale inva-
sion of Iraq by American forces “to be the most dangerous potential threat to unseating the
Regime, although Saddam rated the probability of an invasion as very low.” According to
Tariq Aziz, “Saddam did not consider the United States a natural adversary, as he did Iran
and Israel, and he hoped that Iraq might again enjoy improved relations with the United
States. . . .” (Duelfer, 2004, p. 31).

16 See Duelfer (2004), pp. 29-30, 72.

17 See Kevin M. Woods with Michael R. Pease, Mark E. Stout, Williamson Murray, and
James G. Lacey, lraqi Perspectives Project: A View of Operation Iraqi Freedom from Saddam’s
Senior Leadership, Norfolk, Va.: U.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Center for Operational
Analysis and Lessons Learned, 2006, p. 311. The study’s findings are based on “dozens of
interviews with senior Iraqi military and political leaders” and an analysis of “thousands of
official Iraqi documents.”

18 See Duelfer (2004), p. 34.
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Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, that paid him deference
because they thought he had weapons of mass destruction. Senior Iraqi
generals offered a similar view, stating that Saddam “had an inferior-
ity complex” and “wanted the whole region to look at him as a grand
leader.” But the generals also believed that “during the period when
the Americans were massing troops in Kuwait, he wanted to deter the
prospect of war.”? By this account, Saddam failed to grasp until it was
too late that the U.S. perception that Iraq possessed WMD was a spur
to invasion, not a deterrent to one.

Saddam was also largely unschooled in military affairs. Iragi gen-
eral officers captured during the 1991 Gulf War spoke disparagingly
of Saddam’s military knowledge. They characterized the Iraqi leader
as a “gambler” lacking in military judgment and experience. As one
senior Iraqi officer commenting on the Iraqi defeat put it: “Saddam has
never worn combat boots, dug a foxhole, done PT [physical training],
or lived through what soldiers live through. Yet he pretends to lead the
military, and we can see the results.”2

Saddam’s Advisers Were Uninformed, Timid, and Sycophantic
Saddam’s decisionmaking was further distorted by his exposure to little
countervailing information or opinion. Because his intelligence ser-
vices focused in the main on internal threats, they were not positioned
well to provide Saddam with a “comprehensive or objective picture of
his strategic situation.”!

The Iraqi leader’s key advisers were both loath to offer opinions
contrary to Saddam’s and largely untutored themselves in international
and military affairs. The members of the Committee of Four (the
Quartet)—who supposedly constituted Saddam’s most senior advisory
group—“had only a limited and hazy view of the United States, its

19" See Steve Coll, “Hussein Was Sure of Own Survival; Aide Says Confusion Reigned on
Eve of War,” The Washington Post, November 3, 2003, p. Al.

20 Hosmer (2002), p- 86.
21 Pollack (2002b), p. 255.
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interests, and how policy was formed and driven in Washington.”?
Moreover, the Quartet offered no proactive advice or recommenda-
tions contrary to what the Quartet members perceived to be Saddam’s
predisposition on issues. As a consequence, the Quartet failed to have a
significant effect on Saddam’s policy on any significant matter.?

Saddam employed violence and patronage as administrative
methods for ensuring loyalty and compliance with his orders and for
repressing criticism of any sort, helpful or not.>* His willingness to
order the jailing or execution of those he thought disloyal was in the
forefront of the minds of his subordinates. As a result, Saddam came to
be surrounded by sycophantic military and civili