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Throughout the past 50 years, Lower Bucks 

County DAV Chapter #117’s leadership and its 
members have never failed to remember their 
primary objective: to come to the aid of vet-
erans and to be an active service organization 
within the community it serves. I commend 
DAV Chapter #117 for its continued leader-
ship, and I wish it all the best as it enters its 
next 50 years of service.
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PAWNEE SESQUICENTENNIAL 
RECOGNITION 

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay special tribute to the Village of Pawnee, Il-
linois, as they celebrate their sesquicentennial. 
Established in 1854, the people of Pawnee 
have prospered while giving so much to this 
great nation. 

In the middle of the 19th century, the Village 
of Pawnee started as a settlement at the bot-
tom of a hill next to a creek in central Illinois. 
In the past, the small town boasted its own 
coalmine and railroad. Pawnee’s earliest in-
habitants were farmers, coalminers, common 
folk, and businessmen. Today, because of its 
outstanding school system, churches, and low 
crime rate, the town has blossomed into a vil-
lage of 2,800 residents. 

I am proud to represent the great people of 
the Village of Pawnee and to share in this 
special occasion with them. I thank them for 
all they give to this great nation and I wish 
them many successes in the years to come. 
Congratulations! 

For those today who don’t know enough 
about Pawnee, Illinois I have included this 
brief history of the town by Skip Minder: 

‘‘Justus Henkle and his family were the first 
Pawnee area settlers, arriving in the middle of 
March, 1818. They were followed by other 
early settlers, many of who settled at the bot-
tom of a hill next to a creek, thus assuring a 
water supply. 

The small settlement became known as the 
Horse Creek Settlement. In 1854, it petitioned 
the U.S. Post Office Department for a post of-
fice. The Post Office Department did not like 
the Horse Creek Settlement name and arbi-
trarily changed it to Pawnee, and so it has 
been from that time forward. 

The Village of Pawnee was incorporated on 
November 9, 1891, and was and is still gov-
erned by a Village President and six Village 
Trustees. 

In its early days the town boasted its own 
coalmine, the Horse Creek Coal Company, 
which later became the Peabody Coal Com-
pany Mine #5, and its own railroad known as
the Pawnee Railroad. That railroad was the 
forerunner of the current Chicago and Illinois 
Midland Railroad (C&IM). 

One of Pawnee’s inhabitants was a man 
named Edward A. Baxter (1847–1934). At age 
14, he enlisted in Indiana as a Union soldier 
during the Civil War along with six of his 
brothers. They became known as the ‘‘seven 
fighting Baxter brothers’’. All survived the war. 

In 1865, young soldier, Ed Baxter, stood in 
the honor guard at the head of Abraham Lin-
coln’s casket during funeral services for Lin-
coln in Indianapolis, Indiana. Lincoln’s body 

was then transported to Springfield, Illinois for 
burial. Later, Baxter came to Pawnee in the 
summer of 1870 and remained until his death 
in 1934. 

Another prominent citizen was Harry 
Howland Mason (1873–1946). He was the 
publisher of the Pawnee Herald newspaper 
until he was elected to the U.S. Congress in 
1934 as Representative for the 21st Congres-
sional District. 

Pawnee’s earliest inhabitants were farmers, 
and later farmers and coal miners, common 
folk, and businessmen. Today it has blos-
somed into a village of 2,800 residents. Rather 
than growth in its business and agricultural 
areas, growth is attributed to its outstanding 
school system, churches, and low crime rate. 
Many residents choose to reside in Pawnee 
and commute to their employment in other 
communities. 

In June of this year it will celebrate its ses-
quicentennial, 150 years of being. It looks for-
ward to at least 150 more years!’’
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BLIND INTO BAGHDAD 

HON. DAVID R. OBEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, anyone interested 
in why there has been such chaos in post-war 
Iraq needs to read the article I am inserting in 
the RECORD by James Fallows which ap-
peared in the most recent issue of the Atlantic 
Monthly.

[From the Atlantic Monthly, January/
February 2004] 

BLIND INTO BAGHDAD 
(By James Fallows) 

On a Friday afternoon last November, I 
met Douglas Feith in his office at the Pen-
tagon to discuss what has happened in Iraq. 
Feith’s title is undersecretary of defense for 
policy, which places him, along with several 
other undersecretaries, just below Secretary 
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Deputy Sec-
retary Paul Wolfowitz in the Pentagon’s hi-
erarchy. Informally he is seen in Washington 
as ‘‘Wolfowitz’s Wolfowitz’’—that is, as a 
deputy who has a wide range of responsibil-
ities but is clearly identified with one par-
ticular policy. That policy is bringing re-
gime change to Iraq—a goal that both 
Wolfowitz and Feith strongly advocated 
through the 1990s. To opponents of the war in 
Iraq, Feith is one of several shadowy, 
Rasputinlike figures who are shaping U.S. 
policy. He is seen much the way enemies of 
the Clinton Administration saw Hillary Clin-
ton. Others associated with the Bush Admin-
istration who are seen this way include the 
consultant Richard Perle; Lewis ‘‘Scooter’’ 
Libby, the chief of staff for Vice President 
Dick Cheney; and the Vice President himself. 
What these officials have in common is their 
presumably great private influence and—
even in the case of the Vice President—their 
limited public visibility and accountability. 

In person Douglas Feith is nothing like 
Rasputin. Between a Reagan-era stint in the 
Pentagon and his current job he was a Wash-
ington lawyer for fifteen years, and he an-
swered my questions with a lawyer’s affa-
bility in the face of presumed disagreement. 
I could be biased in Feith’s favor, because he 
was the most senior Administration official 
who granted my request for an interview 
about postwar Iraq. Like Donald Rumsfeld, 
Feith acts and sounds younger than many 

others of his age (fifty). But distinctly un-
like Rumsfeld at a press conference, Feith in 
this interview did not seem at all arrogant 
or testy. His replies were relatively candid 
and unforced, in contrast to the angry or re-
lentlessly on-message responses that have 
become standard from senior Administration 
officials. He acknowledged what was ‘‘be-
coming the conventional wisdom’’ about the 
Administration’s failure to plan adequately 
for events after the fall of Baghdad, and then 
explained—with animation, dramatic pauses, 
and gestures—why he thought it was wrong. 

Feith offered a number of specific illustra-
tions of what he considered underappreciated 
successes. Some were familiar—the oil wells 
weren’t on fire, Iraqis didn’t starve or flee—
but others were less so. For instance, he de-
scribed the Administration’s careful effort to 
replace old Iraqi dinars, which carried Sad-
dam Hussein’s image (‘‘It’s interesting how 
important that is, and it ties into the whole 
issue of whether people think that Saddam 
might be coming back’’), with a new form of 
currency, without causing a run on the cur-
rency. 

But mainly he challenged the premise of 
most critics: that the Administration could 
have done a better job of preparing for the 
consequences of victory. When I asked what 
had gone better than expected, and what had 
gone worse, he said, ‘‘We don’t exactly deal 
in ‘expectations.’ Expectations are too close 
to ‘predictions.’ We’re not comfortable with 
predictions. It is one of the big strategic 
premises of the work that we do.’’ 

The limits of future knowledge, Feith said, 
were of special importance to Rumsfeld, 
‘‘who is death to predictions.’’ ‘‘His big stra-
tegic theme is uncertainty,’’ Feith said. 
‘‘The need to deal strategically with uncer-
tainty. The inability to predict the future. 
The limits on our knowledge and the limits 
on our intelligence.’’ 

In practice, Feith said, this meant being 
ready for whatever proved to be the situa-
tion in postwar Iraq. ‘‘You will not find a 
single piece of paper . . . . If anybody ever 
went through all of our records—and some-
day some people will, presumably—nobody 
will find a single piece of paper that says, 
‘Mr. Secretary or Mr. President, let us tell 
you what postwar Iraq is going to look like, 
and here is what we need plans for.’ If you 
tried that, you would get thrown out of 
Rumsfeld’s office so fast—if you ever went in 
there and said,‘Let me tell you what some-
thing’s going to look like in the future,’ you 
wouldn’t get to your next sentence!’’ 

‘‘This is an important point,’’ he said, ‘‘be-
cause of this issue of What did we believe? 
. . . . The common line is, nobody planned 
for security because Ahmed Chalabi told us 
that everything was going to be swell.’’ 
Chalabi, the exiled leader of the Iraqi Na-
tional Congress, has often been blamed for 
making rosy predictions about the ease of 
governing postwar Iraq. ‘‘So we predicted 
that everything was going to be swell, and 
we didn’t plan for things not being swell.’’ 
Here Feith paused for a few seconds, raised 
his hands with both palms up, and put on a 
‘‘Can you believe it?’’ expression. ‘‘I mean—
one would really have to be a simpleton. And 
whatever people think of me, how can any-
body think that Don Rumsfeld is that dumb? 
He’s so evidently not that dumb, that how 
can people write things like that?’’ He 
sounded amazed rather than angry. 

No one contends that Donald Rumsfeld, or 
Paul Wolfowitz, or Douglas Feith, or the Ad-
ministration as a whole is dumb. The wisdom 
of their preparations for the aftermath of 
military victory in Iraq is the question. 
Feith’s argument was a less defensive-sound-
ing version of the Administration’s general 
response to criticisms of its postwar policy: 
Life is uncertain, especially when the lid 
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comes off a long-tyrannized society. Amer-
ican planners did about as well as anyone 
could in preparing for the unforeseeable. 
Anyone who says otherwise is indulging in 
lazy, unfair second-guessing. ‘‘The notion 
that there was a memo that was once writ-
ten, that if we had only listened to that 
memo, all would be well in Iraq, is so prepos-
terous,’’ Feith told me. 

The notion of a single memo’s changing 
history is indeed farfetched. The idea that a 
substantial body of knowledge could have 
improved postwar prospects is not. The Ad-
ministration could not have known every-
thing about what it would find in Iraq. But 
it could have—and should have—done far 
more than it did. 

Almost everything, good and bad, that has 
happened in Iraq since the fall of Saddam 
Hussein’s regime was the subject of exten-
sive pre-war discussion and analysis. This is 
particularly true of what have proved to be 
the harshest realities for the United States 
since the fall of Baghdad: that occupying the 
country is much more difficult than con-
quering it; that a breakdown in public order 
can jeopardize every other goal; that the am-
bition of patiently nurturing a new democ-
racy is at odds with the desire to turn con-
trol over to the Iraqis quickly and get U.S. 
troops out; that the Sunni center of the 
country is the main security problem; that 
with each passing day Americans risk being 
seen less as liberators and more as occupiers, 
and targets.

All this, and much more, was laid out in 
detail and in writing long before the U.S. 
government made the final decision to at-
tack. Even now the collective efforts at plan-
ning by the CIA, the State Department, the 
Army and the Marine Corps, the United 
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, and a wide variety of other groups in-
side and outside the government are under-
appreciated by the public. The one pre-war 
effort that has received substantial recent 
attention, the State Department’s Future of 
Iraq project, produced thousands of pages of 
findings, barely one paragraph of which has 
until now been quoted in the press. The Ad-
ministration will be admired in retrospect 
for how much knowledge it created about the 
challenge it was taking on. U.S. government 
predictions about postwar Iraq’s problems 
have proved as accurate as the assessments 
of pre-war Iraq’s strategic threat have 
proved flawed. 

But the Administration will be condemned 
for what it did with what was known. The 
problems the United States has encountered 
are precisely the ones its own expert agen-
cies warned against. Exactly what went 
wrong with the occupation will be studied 
for years—or should be. The missteps of the 
first half year in Iraq are as significant as 
other classic and carefully examined failures 
in foreign policy, including John Kennedy’s 
handling of the Bay of Pigs invasion, in 1961, 
and Lyndon Johnson’s decision to escalate 
U.S. involvement in Vietnam, in 1965. The 
United States withstood those previous fail-
ures, and it will withstand this one. Having 
taken over Iraq and captured Saddam Hus-
sein, it has no moral or practical choice 
other than to see out the occupation and to 
help rebuild and democratize the country. 
But its missteps have come at a heavy cost. 
And the ongoing financial, diplomatic, and 
human cost of the Iraq occupation is the 
more grievous in light of advance warnings 
the government had. 

BEFORE SEPTEMBER 11, 2001: THE EARLY DAYS 
Concern about Saddam Hussein pre-dated 

the 9/11 attacks and even the inauguration of 
George W. Bush. In 1998 Congress passed and 
President Bill Clinton signed the Iraq Lib-
eration Act, which declared that ‘‘it should 

be the policy of the United States to support 
efforts to remove the regime headed by Sad-
dam Hussein from power.’’ During the 2000 
presidential campaign Al Gore promised to 
support groups working to unseat Saddam 
Hussein. In the week before Bush took office, 
Nicholas Lemann reported in The New York-
er that ‘‘the idea of overthrowing Saddam is 
not an idle fantasy—or, if it is, it’s one that 
has lately occupied the minds of many Amer-
ican officials, including people close to 
George W. Bush.’’ But the intellectual case 
for regime change, argued during the Clinton 
years by some Democrats and notably by 
Paul Wolfowitz, then the dean of the Johns 
Hopkins School of Advanced International 
Studies, shifted clearly toward operational 
planning after the destruction of the World 
Trade Center. 

For much of the public this case for war 
against Iraq rested on an assumed connec-
tion (though this was never demonstrated, 
and was officially disavowed by the Presi-
dent) between Saddam Hussein’s regime and 
the terrorist hijackers. Within the govern-
ment the case was equally compelling but 
different. September 11 had shown that the 
United States was newly vulnerable; to pro-
tect itself it had to fight terrorists at their 
source; and because Saddam Hussein’s re-
gime was the leading potential source of fu-
ture ‘‘state-sponsored’’ terrorism, it had be-
come an active threat, whether or not it 
played any role in 9/11. The very next day, 
September 12, 2001, James Woolsey, who had 
been Clinton’s first CIA director, told me 
that no matter who proved to be responsible 
for this attack, the solution had to include 
removing Saddam Hussein, because he was so 
likely to be involved next time. A military 
planner inside the Pentagon later told me 
that on September 13 his group was asked to 
draw up scenarios for an assault on Iraq, not 
just Afghanistan.

Soon after becoming the Army Chief of 
Staff, in 1999, General Eric Shinseki had 
begun ordering war-game exercises to judge 
strategies and manpower needs for possible 
combat in Iraq. This was not because he as-
sumed a war was imminent. He thought that 
the greater Caspian Sea region, including 
Iraq, would present a uniquely difficult chal-
lenge for U.S. troops, because of its geog-
raphy and political tensions. After 9/11, 
Army war games involving Iraq began in ear-
nest. 

In his first State of the Union address, on 
January 29, 2002, President Bush said that 
Iraq, Iran, and North Korea were an ‘‘axis of 
evil’’ that threatened world peace. ‘‘By seek-
ing weapons of mass destruction, these re-
gimes pose a grave and growing danger. They 
could provide these arms to terrorists, giving 
them the means to match their hatred. They 
could attack our allies or attempt to black-
mail the United States.’’ 

By the time of this speech efforts were 
afoot not simply to remove Saddam Hussein 
but also to imagine what Iraq would be like 
when he was gone. In late October of 2001, 
while the U.S. military was conducting its 
rout of the Taliban from Afghanistan, the 
State Department had quietly begun its 
planning for the aftermath of a ‘‘transition’’ 
in Iraq. At about the time of the ‘‘axis of 
evil’’ speech, working groups within the de-
partment were putting together a list of 
postwar jobs and topics to be considered, and 
possible groups of experts to work on them. 

ONE YEAR BEFORE THE WAR: THE ‘‘FUTURE OF 
IRAQ’’

Thus was born the Future of Iraq project, 
whose existence is by now well known, but 
whose findings and potential impact have 
rarely been reported and examined. The 
State Department first publicly mentioned 
the project in March of 2002, when it quietly 

announced the lineup of the working groups. 
At the time, media attention was over-
whelmingly directed toward Afghanistan, 
where Operation Anaconda, the half-success-
ful effort to kill or capture al-Qaeda and 
Taliban fighters, was under way. 

For several months before announcing the 
project the State Department had been at-
tempting to coordinate the efforts of the 
many fractious Iraqi exile organizations. The 
Future of Iraq project held the potential for 
harnessing, and perhaps even harmonizing, 
the expertise available from the exile groups. 

It was also in keeping with a surprisingly 
well established U.S. government tradition 
of preparing for postwar duties before there 
was a clear idea of when fighting would 
begin, let alone when it would end. Before 
the United States entered World War II, 
teams at the Army War College were study-
ing what went right and wrong when Amer-
ican doughboys occupied Germany after 
World War I. Within months of the attack on 
Pearl Harbor, a School of Military Govern-
ment had been created, at the University of 
Virginia, to plan for the occupation of both 
Germany and Japan. In 1995, while U.S. nego-
tiators, led by Richard Holbrooke, were still 
working at the Dayton peace talks to end 
the war in the Balkans, World Bank rep-
resentatives were on hand to arrange loans 
for the new regimes. 

Contemplating postwar plans posed a prob-
lem for those who, like many in the State 
Department, were skeptical of the need for 
war. Were they making a war more likely if 
they prepared for its aftermath? Thomas 
Warrick, the State Department official who 
directed the Future of Iraq project, was con-
sidered to be in the antiwar camp. But ac-
cording to associates, he explained the im-
portance of preparing for war by saying, 
‘‘I’m nervous that they’re actually going to 
do it—and the day after they’ll turn to us 
and ask, ‘Now what?’ ’’ So he pushed ahead 
with the project, setting up numerous con-
ferences and drafting sessions that would 
bring together teams of exiles—among them 
Kanan Makiya, the author of the influential 
anti-Saddam book, Republic of Fear, first 
published in 1989. A small number of ‘‘inter-
national advisers,’’ mainly from the United 
States, were also assigned to the teams. 
Eventually there would be seventeen work-
ing groups, designed systematically to cover 
what would be needed to rebuild the political 
and economic infrastructure of the country. 
‘‘Democratic Principles and Procedures’’ was 
the name of one of the groups, which was as-
signed to suggest the legal framework for a 
new government; Makiya would write much 
of its report. The ‘‘Transitional Justice’’ 
group was supposed to work on reparations, 
amnesty, and de-Baathification laws. Groups 
studying economic matters included ‘‘Public 
Finance,’’ ‘‘Oil and Energy,’’ and ‘‘Water, 
Agriculture and Environment.’’ 

In May of 2002 Congress authorized $5 mil-
lion to fund the project’s studies. In the flur-
ry of news from Afghanistan the project 
went unnoticed in the press until June, when 
the State Department announced that the 
first meetings would take place in July. 
‘‘The role of the U.S. government and State 
Department is to see what the Iraqis and 
Iraqi-Americans want,’’ Warrick said at a 
conference on June 1, 2002. ‘‘The impetus for 
change comes from [Iraqis], not us. This is 
the job of Iraqis inside and outside.’’ 

That same day President Bush delivered a 
graduation speech at West Point, giving a 
first look at the doctrine of pre-emptive war. 
He told the cadets, to cheers, ‘‘Our security 
will require all Americans to be forward-
looking and resolute, to be ready for pre-
emptive action when necessary to defend our 
liberty and to defend our lives.’’ Later in the 
summer the doctrine was elaborated in a new 
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National Security Strategy, which explained 
that since ‘‘rogue states’’ could not be con-
tained or deterred, they needed to be de-
stroyed before they could attack. 

Whenever National Security Adviser 
Condoleezza Rice was interviewed that sum-
mer, she talked mainly about the thinking 
behind the new policy. When Vice President 
Dick Cheney was interviewed, he talked 
mainly about Saddam Hussein’s defiance of 
international law. But when Secretary of 
State Colin Powell was interviewed, he con-
stantly stressed the value of an inter-
national approach to the problem and the 
need to give UN arms inspectors adequate 
time to do their job. 

War with Iraq was not inevitable at this 
point, but it seemed more and more likely. 
Daily conversation in Washington, which 
usually reverts to ‘‘So, who do you think will 
be the next President?,’’ switched instead to 
‘‘So, when do you think we’re going to war?’’ 

It was in these circumstances that the Fu-
ture of Iraq project’s working groups delib-
erated. Most of the meetings were in Wash-
ington. Some were in London, and one ses-
sion, in early September, took place in Sur-
rey, where representatives of a dozen mutu-
ally suspicious exile groups discussed pros-
pects for democratic coexistence when Sad-
dam Hussein was gone. (Along with Chalabi’s 
INC the meeting included several rival Kurd-
ish groups, Assyrian and Turkomen organi-
zations, the Iraqi Constitutional Monarchy 
Movement, and others.) 

The project did not overcome all the ten-
sions among its members, and the results of 
its deliberations were uneven. Three of its 
intended working groups never actually 
met—including, ominously, ‘‘Preserving 
Iraq’s Cultural Heritage.’’ The ‘‘Education’’ 
group finally produced a report only six 
pages long, in contrast to many hundreds of 
pages from most others. Some recommenda-
tions were quirky or reflected the tastes of 
the individual participants who drafted 
them. A report titled ‘‘Free Media’’ proposed 
that all Iraqi journalists be taken out of the 
country for a month-long re-education proc-
ess: ‘‘Those who ‘get it’ go back as reporters; 
others would be retired or reassigned.’’ A 
group that was considering ways of inform-
ing Iraq about the realities of democracy 
mentioned Baywatch and Leave It to Beaver 
as information sources that had given Iraqis 
an imprecise understanding of American so-
ciety. It recommended that a new film, Colo-
nial America: Life in a Theocracy, be shot, 
noting, ‘‘The Puritan experiments provide 
amazing parallels with current Moslem fun-
damentalism. The ultimate failures of these 
US experiments can also be vividly illus-
trated—witch trials, intolerance, etc.’’ 

But whatever may have been unrealistic or 
factional about these efforts, even more of 
what the project created was impressive. The 
final report consisted of thirteen volumes of 
recommendations on specific topics, plus a 
one-volume summary and overview. These I 
have read—and I read them several months 
into the occupation, when it was unfairly 
easy to judge how well the forecast was 
standing up. (Several hundred of the 2,500 
pages were in Arabic, which sped up the 
reading process.) The report was labeled 
‘‘For Official Use Only’’—an administrative 
term that implies confidentiality but has no 
legal significance. The State Department 
held the report closely until, last fall, it 
agreed to congressional requests to turn over 
the findings. 

Most of the project’s judgments look good 
in retrospect—and virtually all reveal a 
touching earnestness about working out the 
details of reconstructing a society. For in-
stance, one of the thickest volumes consid-
ered the corruption endemic in Iraqi life and 
laid out strategies for coping with it. (These 

included a new ‘‘Iraqi Government Code of 
Ethics,’’ which began, ‘‘Honesty, integrity, 
and fairness are the fundamental values for 
the people of Iraq.’’) The overview volume, 
which appears to have been composed as a 
series of PowerPoint charts, said that the 
United States was undertaking this effort 
because, among other things, ‘‘detailed pub-
lic planning’’ conveys U.S. government ‘‘se-
riousness’’ and the message that the U.S. 
government ‘‘wants to learn from past re-
gime change experiences.’’ 

For their part, the Iraqi participants em-
phasized several points that ran through all 
the working groups’ reports. A recurring 
theme was the urgency of restoring elec-
tricity and water supplies as soon as possible 
after regime change. The first item in the 
list of recommendations from the ‘‘Water, 
Agriculture and Environment’’ group read, 
‘‘Fundamental importance of clean water 
supplies for Iraqis immediately after transi-
tion. Key to coalition/community relations.’’ 
One of the groups making economic rec-
ommendations wrote, ‘‘Stressed importance 
of getting electrical grid up and running im-
mediately—key to water systems, jobs. 
Could go a long way to determining Iraqis’ 
attitudes toward Coalition forces.’’ 

A second theme was the need to plan care-
fully for the handling and demobilization of 
Iraq’s very sizable military. On the one hand, 
a functioning army would be necessary for 
public order and, once coalition forces with-
drew, for the country’s defense. (‘‘Our vision 
of the future is to build a democratic civil 
society. In order to make this vision a re-
ality, we need to have an army that can 
work alongside this new society.’’) On the 
other hand, a large number of Saddam’s 
henchmen would have to be removed. The 
trick would be to get rid of the leaders with-
out needlessly alienating the ordinary 
troops—or leaving them without income. 
One group wrote, ‘‘All combatants who are 
included in the demobilization process must 
be assured by their leaders and the new gov-
ernment of their legal rights and that new 
prospects for work and education will be pro-
vided by the new system.’’ Toward this end it 
laid out a series of steps the occupation au-
thorities should take in the ‘‘disarmament, 
demobilization, and reintegration’’ process. 
Another group, in a paper on democratic 
principles, warned, ‘‘The decommissioning of 
hundreds of thousands of trained military 
personnel that [a rapid purge] implies could 
create social problems.’’ 

Next the working groups emphasized how 
disorderly Iraq would be soon after libera-
tion, and how difficult it would be to get the 
country on the path to democracy—though 
that was where it had to go. ‘‘The removal of 
Saddam’s regime will provide a power vacu-
um and create popular anxieties about the 
viability of all Iraqi institutions,’’ a paper on 
rebuilding civil society said. ‘‘The traumatic 
and disruptive events attendant to the re-
gime change will affect all Iraqis, both 
Saddam’s conspirators and the general popu-
lace.’’ Another report warned more explicitly 
that ‘‘the period immediately after regime 
change might offer these criminals the op-
portunity to engage in acts of killing, plun-
der and looting.’’ In the short term the occu-
pying forces would have to prevent disorder. 
In the long term, according to a report writ-
ten by Kanan Makiya, they would need to 
recognize that ‘‘the extent of the Iraqi to-
talitarian state, its absolute power and con-
trol exercised from Baghdad, not to mention 
the terror used to enforce compliance, can-
not be overestimated in their impact on the 
Iraqi psyche and the attendant feeling of 
fear, weakness, and shame.’’ Makiya contin-
ued, ‘‘These conditions and circumstances do 
not provide a strong foundation on which to 
build new institutions and a modern nation 
state.’’ 

Each of the preceding themes would seem 
to imply a long, difficult U.S. commitment 
in Iraq. America should view its involvement 
in Iraq, the summary report said, not as it 
had Afghanistan, which was left to stew in 
lightly supervised warlordism, but as it had 
Germany and Japan, which were rebuilt over 
many years. But nearly every working group 
stressed one other point: the military occu-
pation itself had to be brief. ‘‘Note: Military 
government idea did not go down well,’’ one 
chart in the summary volume said. The ‘‘Oil 
and Energy’’ group presented a ‘‘key con-
cept’’: ‘‘Iraqis do not work for American con-
tractors; Americans are seen assisting 
Iraqis.’’ 

Americans are often irritated by the illogic 
of ‘‘resentful dependence’’ by weaker states. 
South Koreans, for example, complain bit-
terly about U.S. soldiers in their country but 
would complain all the more bitterly if the 
soldiers were removed. The authors of the 
Future of Iraq report could by those stand-
ards also be accused of illogical thinking, in 
wanting U.S. support but not wanting U.S. 
control. Moreover, many of the project’s 
members had a bias that prefigured an im-
portant source of postwar tension: they were 
exiles who considered themselves the 
likeliest beneficiaries if the United States 
transferred power to Iraqis quickly—even 
though, precisely because of their exile, they 
had no obvious base of support within Iraq. 

To skip ahead in the story: As chaos in-
creased in Baghdad last summer, the chief 
U.S. administrator, L. Paul ‘‘Jerry’’ Bremer, 
wrestled constantly with a variant of this 
exile paradox. The Iraqi Governing Council, 
whose twenty-five members were chosen by 
Americans, was supposed to do only the pre-
paratory work for an elected Iraqi govern-
ment. But the greater the pressure on 
Bremer for ‘‘Iraqification,’’ the more tempt-
ed he was to give in to the council’s demand 
that he simply put it in charge without wait-
ing for an election. More than a year earlier, 
long before combat began, the explicit rec-
ommendations and implicit lessons of the 
Future of Iraq project had given the U.S. 
government a very good idea of what polit-
ical conflicts it could expect in Iraq. 
TEN MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR: WAR GAMES AND 

WARNINGS 
As combat slowed in Afghanistan and the 

teams of the Future of Iraq project contin-
ued their deliberations, the U.S. government 
put itself on a wartime footing. In late May 
the CIA had begun what would become a long 
series of war-game exercises, to think 
through the best- and worst-case scenarios 
after the overthrow of Saddam Hussein. Ac-
cording to a person familiar with the proc-
ess, one recurring theme in the exercises was 
the risk of civil disorder after the fall of 
Baghdad. The exercises explored how to find 
and secure the weapons of mass destruction 
that were then assumed to be in and around 
Baghdad, and indicated that the hardest task 
would be finding and protecting scientists 
who knew about the weapons before they 
could be killed by the regime as it was going 
down. 

The CIA also considered whether a new 
Iraqi government could be put together 
through a process like the Bonn conference, 
which was then being used to devise a post-
Taliban regime for Afghanistan. At the Bonn 
conference representatives of rival political 
and ethnic groups agreed on the terms that 
established Hamid Karzai as the new Afghan 
President. The CIA believed that rivalries in 
Iraq were so deep, and the political culture 
so shallow, that a similarly quick transfer of 
sovereignty would only invite chaos. 

Representatives from the Defense Depart-
ment were among those who participated in 
the first of these CIA war-game sessions. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:54 Feb 11, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10FE8.036 E10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E145February 10, 2004
When their Pentagon superiors at the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) found out 
about this, in early summer, the representa-
tives were reprimanded and told not to par-
ticipate further. ‘‘OSD’’ is Washington short-
hand, used frequently in discussions about 
the origins of Iraq war plans, and it usually 
refers to strong guidance from Rumsfeld, 
Wolfowitz, Feith, and one of Feith’s depu-
ties, William Luti. Their displeasure over 
the CIA exercise was an early illustration of 
a view that became stronger throughout 
2002: that postwar planning was an impedi-
ment to war. 

Because detailed thought about the post-
war situation meant facing costs and poten-
tial problems, and thus weakened the case 
for launching a ‘‘war of choice’’ (the Wash-
ington term for a war not waged in imme-
diate self-defense), it could be seen as an 
‘‘antiwar’’ undertaking. The knowledge that 
U.S. soldiers would still be in Germany and 
Japan sixty-plus years after Pearl Harbor 
would obviously not have changed the deci-
sion to enter World War II, and in theory the 
Bush Administration could have presented 
the overthrow of Saddam Hussein in a simi-
lar way: as a job that had to be done, even 
though it might saddle Americans with costs 
and a military presence for decades to come. 
Everyone can think of moments when Bush 
or Rumsfeld has reminded the nation that 
this would be a longterm challenge. But dur-
ing the months when the Administration was 
making its case for the war—successfully to 
Congress, less so to the United Nations—it 
acted as if the long run should be thought 
about only later on. 

On July 31, 2002, the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee invited a panel of experts 
to discuss the case for war against Iraq. On 
August 1 it heard from other experts about 
the likely ‘‘day after’’ consequences of mili-
tary victory. Senator Joseph Biden, a Demo-
crat from Delaware, was then the chairman 
of the committee. That first day Biden said 
that the threat of WMD might force him to 
vote in favor of the war (as he ultimately 
did). But he worried that if the United States 
invaded without full allied support, ‘‘we may 
very well radicalize the rest of the world, we 
may pick up a bill that’s $70 billion, $80 bil-
lion, we may have to have extensive commit-
ment of U.S. forces for an extended period of 
time in Iraq.’’ 

Phebe Marr, an Iraq scholar retired from 
the National Defense University, told the 
committee that the United States ‘‘should 
assume that it cannot get the results it 
wants on the cheap’’ from regime change. ‘‘It 
must be prepared to put some troops on the 
ground, advisers to help create new institu-
tions, and above all, time and effort in the 
future to see the project through to a satis-
factory end. If the United States is not will-
ing to do so, it had best rethink the project.’’ 
Rend Rahim Francke, an Iraqi exile serving 
on the Future of Iraq project (and now the 
ambassador from Iraq to the United States), 
said that ‘‘the system of public security will 
break down, because there will be no func-
tioning police force, no civil service, and no 
justice system’’ on the first day after the 
fighting. ‘‘There will be a vacuum of polit-
ical authority and administrative author-
ity,’’ she said. ‘‘The infrastructure of vital 
sectors will have to be restored. An adequate 
police force must be trained and equipped as 
quickly as possible. And the economy will 
have to be jump-started from not only stag-
nation but devastation.’’ Other witnesses 
discussed the need to commit U.S. troops for 
many years—but to begin turning constitu-
tional authority over to the Iraqis within six 
months. The upshot of the hearings was an 
emphasis on the short-term importance of 
security, the medium-term challenge of 
maintaining control while transferring sov-

ereignty to the Iraqis, and the long-term re-
ality of commitments and costs. All the ex-
perts agreed that what came after the fall of 
Baghdad would be harder for the United
States than what came before. 

SIX MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR: GETTING 
SERIOUS 

One week before Labor Day, while Presi-
dent Bush was at his ranch in Texas, Vice 
President Cheney gave a speech at a Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars convention in Nash-
ville. ‘‘There is no doubt that Saddam Hus-
sein now has weapons of mass destruction 
[and that he will use them] against our 
friends, against our allies, and against us,’’ 
Cheney said. Time was running out, he con-
cluded, for America to remove this threat. A 
few days later CNN quoted a source ‘‘inti-
mately familiar with [Colin] Powell’s think-
ing’’ as saying that Powell was still insistent 
on the need for allied support and would op-
pose any war in which the United States 
would ‘‘go it alone . . . as if it doesn’t give a 
damn’’ about other nations’ views. Just after 
Labor Day, Powell apparently won a battle 
inside the Administration and persuaded 
Bush to take the U.S. case to the United Na-
tions. On September 12 Bush addressed the 
UN General Assembly and urged it to insist 
on Iraqi compliance with its previous resolu-
tions concerning disarmament. 

Before the war the Administration exer-
cised remarkable ‘‘message discipline’’ about 
financial projections. When asked how much 
the war might cost, officials said that so 
many things were uncertain, starting with 
whether there would even be a war, that 
there was no responsible way to make an es-
timate. In part this reflected Rumsfeld’s em-
phasis on the unknowability of the future. It 
was also politically essential, in delaying the 
time when the Administration had to argue 
that regime change in Iraq was worth a spe-
cific number of billions of dollars. 

In September, Lawrence Lindsay, then the 
chief White House economic adviser, broke 
discipline. He was asked by The Wall Street 
Journal how much a war and its aftermath 
might cost. He replied that it might end up 
at one to two percent of the gross domestic 
product, which would mean $100 billion to 
$200 billion. Lindsay added that he thought 
the cost of not going to war could conceiv-
ably be greater—but that didn’t placate his 
critics within the Administration. The Ad-
ministration was further annoyed by a re-
port a few days later from Democrats on the 
House Budget Committee, which estimated 
the cost of the war at $48 billion to $93 bil-
lion. Lindsay was widely criticized in ‘‘back-
ground’’ comments from Administration of-
ficials, and by the end of the year he had 
been forced to resign. His comment ‘‘made it 
clear Larry just didn’t get it,’’ an unnamed 
Administration official told The Washington 
Post when Lindsay left. Lindsay’s example 
could hardly have encouraged others in the 
Administration to be forthcoming with fi-
nancial projections. Indeed, no one who re-
mained in the Administration offered a plau-
sible cost estimate until months after the 
war began. 

In September, the United States Agency 
for International Development began to 
think in earnest about its postwar respon-
sibilities in Iraq. It was the natural contact 
for nongovernmental organizations, or 
NGOs, from the United States and other 
countries that were concerned with relief ef-
forts in Iraq. 

USAID’s administrator, Andrew Natsios, 
came to the assignment with a complex set 
of experiences and instincts. He started his 
career, in the 1970s, as a Republican state 
legislator in Massachusetts, and before the 
Bush Administration he had been the admin-
istrator of the state’s ‘‘Big Dig,’’ the largest 

public-works effort ever in the country. Be-
fore the Big Dig, Natsios spent five years as 
an executive at a major humanitarian NGO 
called World Vision. He also served in the 
Persian Gulf during the 1991 Gulf War, as an 
Army Reserve officer. By background he was 
the Administration official best prepared to 
anticipate the combination of wartime and 
postwar obligations in Iraq. 

At any given moment USAID is drawing up 
contingency plans for countries that might 
soon need help. ‘‘I actually have a list, which 
I will not show you,’’ Natsios told me in the 
fall, ‘‘of countries where there may not be 
American troops soon, but they could fall 
apart—and if they do, what we could do for 
them.’’ By mid-September of 2002, six 
months before the official beginning of Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom, Natsios had additional 
teams working on plans for Iraq. Representa-
tives of about a dozen relief organizations 
and NGOs were gathering each week at 
USAID headquarters for routine coordina-
tion meetings. Iraq occupied more and more 
of their time through 2002. On October 10, 
one day before Congress voted to authorize 
the war, the meetings were recast as the Iraq 
Working Group. 
FIVE MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR: OCCUPIERS OR 

LIBERATORS? 
The weekly meetings at USAID quickly 

settled into a pattern. The representatives of 
the NGOs would say, ‘‘We’ve dealt with situ-
ations like this before, and we know what to 
expect.’’ The U.S. government representa-
tives would either say nothing or else reply, 
No, this time it will be different. 

The NGOs had experience dealing with a 
reality that has not fully sunk in for most of 
the American public. In the nearly three dec-
ades since U.S. troops left Vietnam, the 
American military has fought only two wars 
as most people understand the term: the two 
against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. But through 
the past thirty years U.S. troops have almost 
continuously been involved in combat some-
where. Because those engagements—in Gre-
nada, Lebanon, Panama, Haiti, Somalia, 
Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and else-
where—have no obvious connection with one 
another, politicians and the public usually 
discuss them as stand-alone cases. Each one 
seems an aberration from the ‘‘real’’ wars 
the military is set up to fight. 

To the NGO world, these and other modern 
wars (like the ones in Africa) are not the ex-
ception but the new norm: brutal localized 
encounters that destroy the existing polit-
ical order and create a need for long-term 
international supervision and support. With-
in the U.S. military almost no one welcomes 
this reality, but many recognize that peace-
keeping, policing, and, yes, nation-building 
are now the expected military tasks. The 
military has gotten used to working along-
side the NGOs—and the NGOs were ready 
with a checklist of things to worry about 
once the regime had fallen. 

An even larger question about historical 
precedent began to surface. When Adminis-
tration officials talked about models for 
what would happen in Iraq, they almost al-
ways referred to the lasting success in Japan 
and Germany—or else to countries of the 
former Soviet bloc in Eastern Europe. (A ci-
vilian adviser who went to Baghdad early in 
the occupation recalls looking at his fellow 
passengers on the military transport plane. 
The ones who weren’t asleep or flipping 
through magazines were reading books about 
Japan or Germany, not about the Arab 
world. ‘‘That was not a good sign,’’ he told 
me.) If one thought of Iraq as Poland, or as 
the former East Germany, or as the former 
Czechoslovakia, or as almost any part of the 
onetime Soviet empire in Eastern Europe 
other than Romania, one would naturally 
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conclude that regime change in itself would 
set the country well along the path toward 
recovery. These countries were fine once 
their repressive leaders were removed; so 
might Iraq well be. And if the former Yugo-
slavia indicated darker possibilities, that 
could be explained as yet another failure of 
Clinton-era foreign policy. 

Many NGO representatives assumed that 
postwar recovery would not be so automatic, 
and that they should begin working on prep-
arations before the combat began. ‘‘At the 
beginning our main message was the need for 
access,’’ I was told by Sandra Mitchell, the 
vice-president of the International Rescue 
Committee, who attended the USAID meet-
ings. Because of U.S. sanctions against Iraq, 
it was illegal for American humanitarian or-
ganizations to operate there. (Journalists 
were about the only category of Americans 
who would not get in trouble with their own 
government by traveling to and spending 
money in Iraq.) ‘‘Our initial messages were 
like those in any potential crisis situation,’’ 
Mitchell said, ‘‘but the reason we were so in-
sistent in this case was the precarious situa-
tion that already existed in Iraq. The inter-
nal infrastructure was shot, and you couldn’t 
easily swing in resources from neighboring 
countries, like in the Balkans.’’ The NGOs 
therefore asked, as a first step, for a presi-
dential directive exempting them from the 
sanctions. They were told to expect an an-
swer to this request by December. That dead-
line passed with no ruling. By early last year 
the NGOs felt that it was too dangerous to 
go to Iraq, and the Administration feared 
that if they went they might be used as hos-
tages. No directive was ever issued. 

Through the fall and winter of 2002 the 
International Rescue Committee, Refugees 
International, InterAction, and other groups 
that met with USAID kept warning about 
one likely postwar problem that, as it turned 
out, Iraq avoided—a mass flow of refugees—
and another that was exactly as bad as ev-
eryone warned: the lawlessness and looting 
of the ‘‘day after’’ in Baghdad. The Bush Ad-
ministration would later point to the ab-
sence of refugees as a sign of the occupa-
tion’s underreported success. This achieve-
ment was, indeed, due in part to a success: 
the speed and precision of the military cam-
paign itself. But the absence of refugees was 
also a sign of a profound failure: the mis-
taken estimates of Iraq’s WMD threat. All 
pre-war scenarios involving huge movements 
of refugees began with the assumption that 
Saddam Hussein would use chemical or bio-
logical weapons against U.S. troops or his 
own Kurdish or Shiite populations—and that 
either the fact or the fear of such assaults 
would force terrified Iraqis to evacuate. 

The power vacuum that led to looting was 
disastrous. ‘‘The looting was not a surprise,’’ 
Sandra Mitchell told me. ‘‘It should not have 
come as a surprise. Anyone who has wit-
nessed the fall of a regime while another 
force is coming in on a temporary basis 
knows that looting is standard procedure. In 
Iraq there were very strong signals that this 
could be the period of greatest concern for 
humanitarian response.’’ One lesson of post-
war reconstruction through the 1990s was 
that even a short period of disorder could 
have long-lasting effects. 

The meetings at USAID gave the veterans 
of international relief operations a way to 
register their concerns. The problem was 
that they heard so little back. ‘‘The people 
in front of us were very well-meaning,’’ says 
Joel Chamy, who represented Refugees Inter-
national at the meetings. ‘‘And in fairness, 
they were on such a short leash. But the dia-
logue was one-way. We would tell them stuff, 
and they would nod and say, Everything’s 
under control. To me it was like the old four-
corners offense in basketball. They were 

there to just dribble out the clock but be 
able to say they’d consulted with us.’’ 

And again the question arose of whether 
what lay ahead in Iraq would be similar to 
the other ‘‘small wars’’ of the previous dec-
ade-plus or something new. If it was similar, 
the NGOs had their checklists ready. These 
included, significantly, the obligations 
placed on any ‘‘occupying power’’ by the 
Fourth Geneva Convention, which was 
signed in 1949 and is mainly a commonsense 
list of duties—from protecting hospitals to 
minimizing postwar reprisals—that a vic-
torious army must carry out. ‘‘But we were 
corrected when we raised this point,’’ Sandra 
Mitchell says. ‘‘The American troops would 
be ‘liberators’ rather than ‘occupiers,’ so the 
obligations did not apply. Our point was not 
to pass judgment on the military action but 
to describe the responsibilities.’’ 

In the same mid-October week that the 
Senate approved the war resolution, a team 
from the Strategic Studies Institute at the 
Army War College, in Carlisle Barracks, 
Pennsylvania, began a postwar-planning ex-
ercise. Even more explicitly than the NGOs, 
the Army team insisted that America’s mili-
tary past, reaching back to its conquest of 
the Philippines, in 1898, would be a useful 
guide to its future duties in Iraq. As a rule, 
professional soldiers spend more time think-
ing and talking about history than other 
people do; past battles are the only real evi-
dence about doctrine and equipment. The in-
stitute—in essence, the War College’s think 
tank—was charged with reviewing recent oc-
cupations to help the Army ‘‘best address 
the requirements that will necessarily follow 
operational victory in a war with Iraq,’’ as 
the institute’s director later said in a fore-
word to the team’s report. ‘‘As the possi-
bility of war with Iraq looms on the horizon, 
it is important to look beyond the conflict to 
the challenges of occupying the country.’’ 

The study’s principal authors were Conrad 
Crane, who graduated from West Point in the 
early 1970s and taught there as a history pro-
fessor through the 1990s, and Andrew Terrill, 
an Army Reserve officer and a strategic-
studies professor. With a team of other re-
searchers, which included representatives 
from the Army and the joint staff as well as 
other government agencies and think tanks, 
they began high-speed work on a set of de-
tailed recommendations about postwar pri-
orities. The Army War College report was 
also connected to a pre-war struggle with yet 
another profound postwar consequence: the 
fight within the Pentagon, between the civil-
ian leadership in OSD and the generals run-
ning the Army, over the size and composi-
tion of the force that would conquer Iraq. 
FOUR MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR: THE BATTLE IN 

THE PENTAGON 
On November 5, 2002, the Republicans re-

gained control of the Senate and increased 
their majority in the House in national mid-
term elections. On November 8 the UN Secu-
rity Council voted 15–0 in favor of Resolution 
1441, threatening Iraq with ‘‘serious con-
sequences’’ if it could not prove that it had 
abandoned its weapons programs. 

Just before 9/11 Donald Rumsfeld had been 
thought of as standing on a banana peel. The 
newspapers were full of leaked anonymous 
complaints from military officials who 
thought that his efforts to streamline and 
‘‘transform’’ the Pentagon were unrealistic 
and damaging. But with his dramatic meta-
morphosis from embattled Secretary of De-
fense to triumphant Secretary of War, Rums-
feld’s reputation outside the Administration 
and his influence within it rose. He was oper-
ating from a position of great power when, in 
November, he decided to ‘‘cut the TPFDD.’’ 

‘‘Tipfid’’ is how people in the military pro-
nounce the acronym for ‘‘time-phased force 

and deployment data,’’ but what it really 
means to the armed forces, in particular the 
Army, is a way of doing business that is me-
thodical, careful, and sure. The TPFDD for 
Iraq was an unbelievably complex master 
plan governing which forces would go where, 
when, and with what equipment, on which 
planes or ships, so that everything would be 
coordinated and ready at the time of attack. 
One reason it took the military six months 
to get set for each of its wars against Iraq, a 
comparatively pitiful foe, was the thorough-
ness of TPFDD planning. To its supporters, 
this approach is old-school in the best sense: 
if you fight, you really fight. To its detrac-
tors, this approach is simply old—ponderous, 
inefficient, and, although they don’t dare 
call it cowardly, risk-averse at the least. 

A streamlined approach had proved suc-
cessful in Afghanistan, at least for a while, 
as a relatively small U.S. force left much of 
the ground fighting to the Northern Alli-
ance. In the longer run the American strat-
egy created complications for Afghanistan, 
because the victorious Northern Alliance 
leaders were newly legitimized as warlords. 
Donald Rumsfeld was one member of the Ad-
ministration who seemed still to share the 
pre-9/11 suspicion about the risks of nation-
building, and so didn’t much care about the 
postwar consequences of a relatively small 
invasion force. (His deputy, Paul Wolfowitz, 
was more open to the challenge of rebuilding 
Iraq, but he would never undercut or disobey 
Rumsfeld.) In November, Rumsfeld began 
working through the TPFDD, with the goal 
of paring the force planned for Iraq to its 
leanest, lightest acceptable level. 

The war games run by the Army and the 
Pentagon’s joint staff had led to very high 
projected troop levels. The Army’s rec-
ommendation was for an invasion force 
400,000 strong, made up of as many Ameri-
cans as necessary and as many allied troops 
as possible. ‘‘All the numbers we were com-
ing up with were quite large,’’ Thomas 
White, a retired general (and former Enron 
executive) who was the Secretary of the 
Army during the war, told me recently. But 
Rumsfeld’s idea of the right force size was 
more like 75,000. The Army and the mili-
tary’s joint leadership moderated their re-
quests in putting together the TPFDD, but 
Rumsfeld began challenging the force num-
bers in detail. When combat began, slightly 
more than 200,000 U.S. soldiers were massed 
around Iraq. 

‘‘In what I came to think of as Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s style,’’ an Army official who was 
involved in the process told me recently, ‘‘he 
didn’t directly say no but asked a lot of hard 
questions about the plan and sent us away 
without approval. He would ask questions 
that delayed the activation of units, because 
he didn’t think the planned flow was right. 
Our people came back with the under-
standing that their numbers were far too big 
and they should be thinking more along the 
lines of Afghanistan’’—that is, plan for a 
light, mobile attack featuring Special Forces 
soldiers. Another participant described 
Rumsfeld as looking line by line at the de-
ployments proposed in the TPFDD and say-
ing, ‘‘Can’t we do this with one company?’’ 
or ‘‘Shouldn’t we get rid of this unit?’’ Mak-
ing detailed, last-minute adjustments to the 
TPFDD was, in the Army’s view, like pulling 
cogs at random out of a machine. According 
to an observer, ‘‘The generals would say, Sir, 
these changes will ripple back to every rail-
head and every company.’’ 

The longer-term problem involved what 
would happen after Baghdad fell, as it inevi-
tably would. This was distinctly an Army 
rather than a general military concern. 
‘‘Where’s the Air Force now?’’ an Army offi-
cer asked rhetorically last fall. ‘‘They’re 
back on their bases—and they’re better off, 
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since they don’t need to patrol the ‘no-fly’ 
zones [in northern and southern Iraq, which 
U.S. warplanes had patrolled since the end of 
the Gulf War]. The Navy’s gone, and most of 
the Marines have been pulled back. It’s the 
Army holding the sack of shit.’’ A related 
concern involved what a long-term commit-
ment to Iraq would do to the Army’s ‘‘ops 
tempo,’’ or pace of operations—especially if 
Reserve and National Guard members, who 
had no expectations of long-term foreign 
service when they signed up, were posted in 
Iraq for months or even years. 

The military’s fundamental argument for 
building up what Rumsfeld considered a 
wastefully large force is that it would be 
even more useful after Baghdad fell than 
during actual combat. The first few days or 
weeks after the fighting, in this view, were 
crucial in setting long-term expectations. Ci-
vilians would see that they could expect a 
rapid return to order, and would behave ac-
cordingly—or they would see the opposite. 
This was the ‘‘shock and awe’’ that really 
mattered, in the Army’s view: the ability to 
make clear who was in charge. ‘‘Insights 
from successful occupations suggest that it 
is best to go in real heavy and then draw 
down fast,’’ Conrad Crane, of the Army War 
College, told me. That is, a larger force 
would be necessary during and immediately 
after the war, but might mean a much small-
er occupation presence six months later. 

‘‘We’re in Baghdad, the regime is toppled—
what’s next?’’ Thomas White told me, re-
counting discussions before the war. One of 
the strongest advocates of a larger force was 
General Eric Shinseki, the Army Chief of 
Staff. White said, ‘‘Guys like Shinseki, who 
had been in Bosnia [where he supervised the 
NATO force], been in Kosovo, started run-
ning the numbers and said, ’Let’s assume the 
world is linear.’ For five million Bosnians we 
had two hundred thousand people to watch 
over them. Now we have twenty-five million 
Iraqis to worry about, spread out over a 
state the size of California. How many people 
is this going to take?’’ The heart of the 
Army’s argument was that with too few sol-
diers, the United States would win the war 
only to be trapped in an untenable position 
during the occupation. 

A note of personal rancor complicated 
these discussions, as it did many disagree-
ments over postwar plans. In our interview 
Douglas Feith played this down—maintain-
ing that press reports had exaggerated the 
degree of quarreling and division inside the 
Administration. These reports, he said, 
mainly reflected the experience of lower-
level officials, who were embroiled in one 
specific policy area and ‘‘might find them-
selves pretty much always at odds with their 
counterparts from another agency.’’ Higher 
up, where one might be ‘‘fighting with some-
one on one issue but allied with them on 
something else,’’ relations were more colle-
gial. Perhaps so. But there was no concealing 
the hostility within the Pentagon between 
most uniformed leaders, especially in the 
Army, and the civilians in OSD. 

Donald Rumsfeld viewed Shinseki as a 
symbol of uncooperative, old-style thinking, 
and had in the past gone out of his way to 
humiliate him. In the spring of 2002, fourteen 
months before the scheduled end of 
Shinseki’s term, Rumsfeld announced who 
his successor would be; such an announce-
ment, which converts the incumbent into a 
lame duck, usually comes at the last minute. 
The action was one of several calculated in-
sults. 

From OSD’s point of view, Shinseki and 
many of his colleagues were dragging their 
feet. From the Army’s point of view, OSD 
was being reckless about the way it was 
committing troops and highhanded in dis-
regarding the military’s professional advice. 

One man who was then working in the Pen-
tagon told me of walking down a hallway a 
few months before the war and seeing Army 
General John Abizaid standing outside a 
door. Abizaid, who after the war succeeded 
Tommy Franks as commander of the Central 
Command, or CENTCOM, was then the direc-
tor of the Joint Staff—the highest uniformed 
position in the Pentagon apart from the 
Joint Chiefs. A planning meeting for Iraq op-
erations was under way. OSD officials told 
him he could not take part. 

The military-civilian difference finally 
turned on the question of which would be 
harder: winning the war or maintaining the 
peace. According to Thomas White and sev-
eral others, OSD acted as if the war itself 
would pose the real challenge. As White put 
it, ‘‘The planning assumptions were that the 
people would realize they were liberated, 
they would be happy that we were there, so 
it would take a much smaller force to secure 
the peace than it did to win the war. The re-
sistance would principally be the remnants 
of the Baath Party, but they would go away 
fairly rapidly. And, critically, if we didn’t 
damage the infrastructure in our military 
operation, as we didn’t, the restart of the 
country could be done fairly rapidly.’’ The 
first assumption was clearly expressed by 
Cheney three days before the war began, in 
an exchange with Tim Russert on Meet the 
Press: 

RUSSERT: ‘‘If your analysis is not correct, 
and we’re not treated as liberators but as 
conquerors, and the Iraqis begin to resist, 
particularly in Baghdad, do you think the 
American people are prepared for a long, 
costly, and bloody battle with significant 
American casualties?’’ 

CHENEY: ‘‘Well, I don’t think it’s likely to 
unfold that way, Tim, because I really do be-
lieve that we will be greeted as liberators 
. . . The read we get on the people of Iraq is 
there is no question but what they want to 
get rid of Saddam Hussein and they will wel-
come as liberators the United States when 
we come to do that.’’

Through the 1990s Marine General Anthony 
Zinni, who preceded Tommy Franks as 
CENTCOM commander, had done war-gam-
ing for a possible invasion of Iraq. His exer-
cises involved a much larger U.S. force than 
the one that actually attacked last year. 
‘‘They were very proud that they didn’t have 
the kind of numbers my plan had called for,’’ 
Zinni told me, referring to Rumsfeld and 
Cheney. ‘‘The reason we had those two extra 
divisions was the security situation. Revenge 
killings, crime, chaos—this was all foresee-
able.’’ 

Thomas White agrees. Because of rea-
soning like Cheney’s, ‘‘we went in with the 
minimum force to accomplish the military 
objectives, which was a straightforward 
task, never really in question,’’ he told me. 
‘‘And then we immediately found ourselves 
shorthanded in the aftermath. We sat there 
and watched people dismantle and run off 
with the country, basically.’’ 

THREE MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR 
In the beginning of December, Iraq sub-

mitted its 12,000–page declaration to the UN 
Security Council contending that it had no 
remaining WMD stores. Near the end of De-
cember, President Bush authorized the dis-
patch of more than 200,000 U.S. soldiers to 
the Persian Gulf. 

There had still been few or no estimates of 
the war’s cost from the Administration—
only contentions that projections like Law-
rence Lindsay’s were too high. When pressed 
on this point, Administration officials re-
peatedly said that with so many uncertain-
ties, they could not possibly estimate the 
cost. But early in December, just before 
Lindsay was forced out, The New York Re-

view of Books published an article by Wil-
liam Nordhaus titled ‘‘Iraq: The Economic 
Consequences of War,’’ which included care-
fully considered estimates. Nordhaus, an 
economist at Yale, had served on Jimmy 
Carter’s Council of Economic Advisers; the 
article was excerpted from a much longer 
economic paper he had prepared. His range of 
estimates was enormous, depending on how 
long the war lasted and what its impact on 
the world economy proved to be. Nordhaus 
calculated that over the course of a decade 
the direct and indirect costs of the war to 
the United States could be as low as $121 bil-
lion or as high as $1.6 trillion. This was a 
more thoroughgoing approach than the con-
gressional budget committees had taken, but 
it was similar in its overall outlook. 
Nordhaus told me recently that he thinks he 
should have increased all his estimates to ac-
count for the ‘‘opportunity costs’’ of sta-
tioning soldiers in Iraq—that is, if they are 
assigned to Iraq, they’re not available for de-
ployment somewhere else. 

On the last day of December, Mitch Dan-
iels, the director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, told The New York Times 
that the war might cost $50 billion to $60 bil-
lion. He had to backtrack immediately, his 
spokesman stressing that ‘‘it is impossible to 
know what any military campaign would ul-
timately cost.’’ The spokesman explained 
Daniels’s mistake by saying, ‘‘The only cost 
estimate we know of in this arena is the Per-
sian Gulf War, and that was a sixty-billion-
dollar event.’’ Daniels would leave the Ad-
ministration, of his own volition, five 
months later. 

In the immediate run-up to the war the 
Administration still insisted that the costs 
were unforeseeable. ‘‘Fundamentally, we 
have no idea what is needed unless and until 
we get there on the ground,’’ Paul Wolfowitz 
told the House Budget Committee on Feb-
ruary 27, with combat less than three weeks 
away. ‘‘This delicate moment—when we are 
assembling a coalition, when we are mobi-
lizing people inside Iraq and throughout the 
region to help us in the event of war, and 
when we are still trying, through the United 
Nations and by other means, to achieve a 
peaceful solution without war—is not a good 
time to publish highly suspect numerical es-
timates and have them drive our declaratory 
policy.’’ 

Wolfowitz’s stonewalling that day was in 
keeping with the policy of all senior Admin-
istration officials. Until many months after 
combat had begun, they refused to hazard 
even the vaguest approximation of what fi-
nancial costs it might involve. Shinseki, so 
often at odds with OSD, contemplated taking 
a different course. He was scheduled to tes-
tify, with Thomas White, before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on March 19, 
which turned out to be the first day of actual 
combat. In a routine prep session before the 
hearing he asked his assistants what he 
should say about how much the operations in 
Iraq were going to cost. ‘‘Well, it’s impos-
sible to predict,’’ a briefer began, reminding 
him of the official line. 

Shinseki cut him off. ‘‘We don’t know ev-
erything,’’ he said, and then he went through 
a list of the many things the military al-
ready did know. ‘‘We know how many troops 
are there now, and the projected numbers. 
We know how much it costs to feed them 
every day. We know how much it cost to 
send the force there. We know what we have 
spent already to prepare the force and how 
much it would cost to bring them back. We 
have estimates of how much fuel and ammu-
nition we would use per day of operations.’’ 
In short, anyone who actually wanted to 
make an estimate had plenty of information 
on hand. 

At this point Jerry Sinn, a three-star gen-
eral in charge of the Army’s budget, said 
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that in fact he had worked up some num-
bers—and he named a figure, for the Army’s 
likely costs, in the tens of billions of dollars. 
But when Senator Byron Dorgan, of North 
Dakota, asked Shinseki at hearings on 
March 19 how much the war just beginning 
would cost, Shinseki was loyally vague 
(‘‘Any potential discussion about what an 
operation in Iraq or any follow-on probably 
is undefined at this point’’). 

When Administration officials stopped 
being vague, they started being unrealistic. 
On March 27, eight days into combat, mem-
bers of the House Appropriations Committee 
asked Paul Wolfowitz for a figure. He told 
them that whatever it was, Iraq’s oil sup-
plies would keep it low. ‘‘There’s a lot of 
money to pay for this,’’ he said. ‘‘It doesn’t 
have to be U.S. taxpayer money. We are deal-
ing with a country that can really finance 
its own reconstruction, and relatively soon.’’ 
On April 23 Andrew Natsios, of USAID, told 
an incredulous Ted Koppel, on Nightline, 
that the total cost to America of recon-
structing Iraq would be $1.7 billion. Koppel 
shot back, ‘‘I mean, when you talk about 
one-point-seven, you’re not suggesting that 
the rebuilding of Iraq is gonna be done for 
one-point-seven billion dollars?’’ Natsios was 
clear: ‘‘’Well, in terms of the American tax-
payers’’ contribution, I do; this is it for the 
U.S. The rest of the rebuilding of Iraq will be 
done by other countries who have already 
made pledges . . . But the American part of 
this will be one-point-seven billion dollars. 
We have no plans for any further-on funding 
for this.’’ Only in September did President 
Bush make his request for a supplemental 
appropriation of $87 billion for operations in 
Iraq. 

Planning for the postwar period intensified 
in December. The Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, working with the Baker Institute for 
Public Policy, at Rice University, convened 
a working group on ‘‘guiding principles for 
U.S. post-war conflict policy in Iraq.’’ Leslie 
Gelb, then the president of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, said that the group would 
take no position for or against the war. But 
its report, which was prepared late in Janu-
ary of last year, said that ‘‘U.S. and coali-
tion military units will need to pivot quickly 
from combat to peacekeeping operations in 
order to prevent post-conflict Iraq from de-
scending into anarchy.’’ The report contin-
ued, ‘‘Without an initial and broad-based 
commitment to law and order, the logic of 
score-settling and revenge-taking will reduce 
Iraq to chaos.’’ 

The momentum toward war put officials at 
the United Nations and other international 
organizations in a difficult position. On the 
one hand, they had to be ready for what was 
coming; on the other, it was awkward to be 
seen discussing the impending takeover of 
one of their member states by another. ‘‘Off-
the-record meetings were happening in every 
bar in New York,’’ one senior UN official told 
me in the fall. An American delegation that 
included Pentagon representatives went to 
Rome in December for a confidential meet-
ing with officials of the UN’s World Food 
Programme, to discuss possible food needs 
after combat in Iraq. As The Wall Street 
Journal later reported, the meeting was un-
comfortable for both sides: the Americans 
had to tell the WFP officials, as one of them 
recalled, ‘‘It is looking most probable you 
are going to witness one of the largest mili-
tary engagements since the Second World 
War.’’ This was hyperbole (Korea? Viet-
nam?), but it helped to convince the WFP 
that relief preparations should begin. 

On December 11 an ice storm hit the Mid-
Atlantic states. For Conrad Crane and his as-
sociates at the Army War College, deep in 
their crash effort to prepare their report on 
postwar Army challenges, this was a bless-

ing. ‘‘The storm worked out perfectly,’’ 
Crane told me afterward. ‘‘We were all on the 
post, there was no place anyone could go, we 
basically had the whole place to ourselves.’’ 

By the end of the month the War College 
team had assembled a draft of its report, 
called ‘‘Reconstructing Iraq: Insights Chal-
lenges and Missions for Military Forces in a 
Post-Conflict Scenario.’’ It was not classi-
fied, and can be found through the Army War 
College’s Web site. 

The War College report has three sections. 
The first is a review of twentieth-century oc-
cupations—from the major efforts in Japan 
and Germany to the smaller and more recent 
ones in Haiti, Panama, and the Balkans. The 
purpose of the review is to identify common 
situations that occupiers might face in Iraq. 
The discussion of Germany, for instance, in-
cludes a detailed account of how U.S. occu-
piers ‘‘de-Nazified’’ the country without to-
tally dismantling its bureaucracy or exclud-
ing everyone who had held a position of re-
sponsibility. (The main tool was a 
Fragebogen, or questionnaire, about each 
person’s past activities, which groups of 
anti-Nazi Germans and Allied investigators 
reviewed and based decisions on.) 

The second section of the report is an as-
sessment of the specific problems likely to 
arise in Iraq, given its ethnic and regional 
tensions and the impact of decades of 
Baathist rule. Most Iraqis would welcome 
the end of Saddam Hussein’s tyranny, it said. 
Nonetheless, ‘‘Long-term gratitude is un-
likely and suspicion of U.S. motives will in-
crease as the occupation continues. A force 
initially viewed as liberators can rapidly be 
relegated to the status of invaders should an 
unwelcome occupation continue for a pro-
longed time. Occupation problems may be es-
pecially acute if the United States must im-
plement the bulk of the occupation itself 
rather than turn these duties over to a post-
war international force.’’ 

If these views about the risk of disorder 
and the short welcome that Americans would 
enjoy sound familiar, that is because every 
organization that looked seriously into the 
situation sounded the same note. 

The last and most distinctive part of the 
War College report is its ‘‘Mission Matrix’’—
a 135-item checklist of what tasks would 
have to be done right after the war and by 
whom. About a quarter of these were ‘‘crit-
ical tasks’’ for which the military would 
have to be prepared long before it reached 
Baghdad: securing the borders so that for-
eign terrorists would not slip in (as they in 
fact did), locating and destroying WMD sup-
plies, protecting religious sites, performing 
police and security functions, and so on. The 
matrix was intended to lay out a phased 
shift of responsibilities, over months or 
years, from a mainly U.S. occupation force 
to international organizations and, finally, 
to sovereign Iraqis. By the end of December 
copies of the War College report were being 
circulated throughout the Army. 

According to the standard military model, 
warfare unfolds through four phases: ‘‘deter-
rence and engagement,’’ ‘‘seize the initia-
tive,’’ ‘‘decisive operations,’’ and ‘‘post-con-
flict.’’ Reality is never divided quite that 
neatly, of course, but the War College report 
stressed that Phase IV ‘‘post-conflict’’ plan-
ning absolutely had to start as early as pos-
sible, well before Phase III ‘‘decisive oper-
ations’’—the war itself. But neither the 
Army nor the other services moved very far 
past Phase III thinking. ‘‘All the A-Team 
guys wanted to be in on Phase III, and the B-
team guys were put on Phase IV,’’ one man 
involved in Phase IV told me. Frederick Bar-
ton, of the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, who was involved in post-
war efforts in Haiti, Rwanda, and elsewhere, 
put it differently. ‘‘If you went to the Pen-

tagon before the war, all the concentration 
was on the war,’’ he said. ‘‘If you went there 
during the war, all the concentration was on 
the war. And if you went there after the war, 
they’d say, ‘That’s Jerry Bremer’s job.’ ’’ 
Still, the War College report confirmed what 
the Army leadership already suspected: that 
its real challenges would begin when it took 
control of Baghdad. 

TWO MONTHS BEFORE THE WAR 
On January 27, 2003, the chief UN weapons 

inspector, Hans Blix, reported that ‘‘Iraq ap-
pears not to have come to a genuine accept-
ance, not even today, of the disarmament 
that was demanded of it.’’ Twenty-four hours 
later, in his State of the Union address, 
President Bush said that the United States 
was still hoping for UN endorsement of an 
action against Iraq—but would not be lim-
ited by the absence of one. 

Increasingly the question in Washington 
about war was When? Those arguing for 
delay said that it would make everything 
easier. Perhaps Saddam Hussein would die. 
Perhaps he would flee or be overthrown. Per-
haps the UN inspectors would find his weap-
ons, or determine conclusively that they no 
longer existed. Perhaps the United States 
would have time to assemble, if not a broad 
alliance for the battle itself, at least support 
for reconstruction and occupation, so that 
U.S. soldiers and taxpayers would not be left 
with the entire job. Even if the responsi-
bility were to be wholly America’s, each 
passing month would mean more time to 
plan the peace as thoroughly as the war: to 
train civil-affairs units (which specialize in 
peacekeeping rather than combat), and to 
hire Arabic-speakers. Indeed, several months 
into the U.S. occupation a confidential Army 
‘‘lessons learned’’ study said that the ‘‘lack 
of competent interpreters’’ throughout Iraq 
had ‘‘impeded operations.’’ Most of the 
‘‘military linguists’’ who were operating in 
Iraq, the study said, ‘‘basically [had] the 
ability to tell the difference between a burro 
and a burrito.’’ 

Those arguing against delay said that the 
mere passage of time wouldn’t do any good 
and would bring various risks. The world had 
already waited twelve years since the Gulf 
War for Saddam Hussein to disarm. Congress 
had already voted to endorse the war. The 
Security Council had already shown its re-
solve. The troops were already on their way. 
Each passing day, in this view, was a day in 
which Saddam Hussein might deploy his 
weapons of terror. 

Early in January the National Intelligence 
Council, at the CIA, ran a two-day exercise 
on postwar problems. Pentagon representa-
tives were still forbidden by OSD to attend. 
The exercise covered issues similar to those 
addressed in the Future of Iraq and Army 
War College reports—and, indeed, to those 
considered by the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee: political reconstruction, public 
order, border control, humanitarian prob-
lems, finding and securing WMD.

On January 15 the humanitarian groups 
that had been meeting at USAID asked for a 
meeting with Donald Rumsfeld or Paul 
Wolfowitz. They never got one. At an earlier 
meeting, according to a participant, they 
had been told, ‘‘The President has already 
spent an hour on the humanitarian issues.’’ 
The most senior Pentagon official to meet 
with them was Joseph Collins, a deputy as-
sistant secretary of defense. The representa-
tives of the NGOs were generally the most 
senior and experienced figures from each or-
ganization; the government representatives 
were not of the same stature. ‘‘Without nam-
ing names, the people we met were not real 
decision-makers,’’ Joel Charny says. 

On January 24 a group of archaeologists 
and scholars went to the Pentagon to brief 
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Collins and other officials about the most 
important historic sites in Iraq, so that they 
could be spared in bombing. Thanks to preci-
sion targeting, the sites would indeed sur-
vive combat. Many, of course, were pillaged 
almost immediately afterward. 

On January 30 the International Rescue 
Committee, which had been participating in 
the weekly Iraq Working Group sessions, 
publicly warned that a breakdown of law and 
order was likely unless the victorious U.S. 
forces acted immediately, with martial law 
if necessary, to prevent it. A week later Ref-
ugees International issued a similar warning. 

At the end of January, Sam Gardiner en-
tered the picture. Gardiner is a retired Air 
Force colonel who taught for years at the 
National War College in Washington. His 
specialty is war gaming, and through the 
1990s he was involved once or twice a year in 
major simulations involving an attack on 
Baghdad. In the late 1990s Gardiner had been 
a visiting scholar at the Swedish National 
Defense University, where he studied the ef-
fects of the bombing of Serbia’s electrical 
grid. The big discovery was how long it took 
to get the system up and running again, 
after even a precise and limited attack. ‘‘De-
capitation’’ attacks on a regime, like the one 
planned for Iraq, routinely begin with dis-
abling the electrical grid. Gardiner warned 
that this Phase III step could cause big 
Phase IV problems. 

Late in 2002 Gardiner had put together 
what he called a ‘‘net assessment’’ of how 
Iraq would look after a successful U.S. at-
tack. His intended audience, in government, 
would recognize the designation as droll. 
‘‘Net assessment’’ is a familiar term for a 
CIA-style intelligence analysis, but Gardiner 
also meant it to reflect the unusual origin of 
his data: none of it was classified, and all of 
it came from the Internet. Through the 
power of search engines Gardiner was able to 
assemble what in other days would have 
seemed like a secret inside look at Iraq’s in-
frastructure. He found electricity diagrams 
for the pumps used at Iraq’s main water sta-
tions; he listed replacement parts for the 
most vulnerable elements of the electrical 
grid. He produced a scheme showing the ele-
ments of the system that would be easiest to 
attack but then quickest to repair. As it 
happened, damage to the electrical grid was 
a major postwar problem. Despite the preci-
sion of the bombing campaign, by mid-April 
wartime damage and immediate postwar 
looting had reduced Baghdad’s power supply 
to one fifth its pre-war level, according to an 
internal Pentagon study. In mid-July the 
grid would be back to only half its pre-war 
level, working on a three-hours-on, three-
hours-off schedule. 

On January 19 Gardiner presented his net 
assessment, with information about Iraq’s 
water, sewage, and public-health systems as 
well as its electrical grid, at an unclassified 
forum held by the RAND Corporation, in 
Washington. Two days later he presented it 
privately to Zalmay Khalilzad. Khalilzad was 
a former RAND analyst who had joined the 
Bush Administration’s National Security 
Council and before the war was named the 
President’s ‘‘special envoy and ambassador-
at-large for Free Iraqis.’’ (He has recently 
become the U.S. ambassador to Afghani-
stan.) Gardiner told me recently that 
Khalilzad was sobered by what he heard, and 
gave Gardiner a list of other people in the 
government who should certainly be shown 
the assessment. In the next few weeks Gar-
diner presented his findings to Bear McCon-
nell, the USAID official in charge of foreign 
disaster relief, and Michael Dunn, an Air 
Force general who had once been Gardiner’s 
student and worked with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as acting director for strategic plans 
and policy. A scheduled briefing with Joseph 

Collins, who was becoming the Pentagon’s 
point man for postwar planning, was can-
celed at the last minute, after a description 
of Gardiner’s report appeared in Inside the 
Pentagon, an influential newsletter. 

The closer the nation came to war, the 
more the Administration seemed to view 
people like Gardiner as virtual Frenchmen—
that is, softies who would always find some 
excuse to oppose the war. In one sense they 
were right. ‘‘It became clear that what I was 
really arguing was that we had to delay the 
war,’’ Gardiner told me. ‘‘I was saying, ’We 
aren’t ready, and in just six or eight weeks 
there is no way to get ready for everything 
we need to do.’’’ (The first bombs fell on 
Baghdad eight weeks after Gardiner’s meet-
ing with Khalilzad.) ‘‘Everyone was very in-
terested and very polite and said I should 
talk to other people,’’ Gardiner said. ‘‘But 
they had that ‘Stalingrad stare’—people who 
had been doing stuff under pressure for too 
long and hadn’t had enough sleep. You want 
to shake them and say, ’Are you really with 
me?’’’ 

At the regular meeting of the Iraq Working 
Group on January 29, the NGO representa-
tives discussed a recent piece of vital news. 
The Administration had chosen a leader for 
all postwar efforts in Iraq: Jay M. Garner, a 
retired three-star Army general who A car-
toon by Sage Stossel. had worked success-
fully with the Kurds at the end of the Gulf 
War. The NGO representatives had no fault 
to find with the choice of Garner, but they 
were concerned, because his organization 
would be a subunit of the Pentagon rather 
than an independent operation or part of a 
civilian agency. ‘‘We had been pushing con-
stantly to have reconstruction authority 
based in the State Department,’’ Joel 
Charny told me. He and his colleagues were 
told by Wendy Chamberlin, a former ambas-
sador to Pakistan who had become USAID’s 
assistant administrator for the area includ-
ing Iraq, that the NGOs should view Garner’s 
appointment as a victory. After all, Garner 
was a civilian, and his office would draw rep-
resentatives from across the government. 
‘‘We said,’C’mon, Wendy, his office is in the 
Pentagon!’’’ Charny says. Jim Bishop, a 
former U.S. ambassador who now works for 
InterAction, pointed out that the NGOs, like 
the U.S. government, were still hoping that 
other governments might help to fund hu-
manitarian efforts. Bishop asked rhetori-
cally, ‘‘Who from the international commu-
nity is going to fund reconstruction run 
through the Pentagon?’’ 

Garner assembled a team and immediately 
went to work. What happened to him in the 
next two months is the best-chronicled part 
of the postwar fiasco. He started from 
scratch, trying to familiarize himself with 
what the rest of the government had already 
done. On February 21 he convened a two-day 
meeting of diplomats, soldiers, academics, 
and development experts, who gathered at 
the National Defense University to discuss 
postwar plans. ‘‘The messiah could not have 
organized a sufficient relief and reconstruc-
tion or humanitarian effort in that short a 
time,’’ a former CIA analyst named Judith 
Yaphe said after attending the meeting, ac-
cording to Mark Fineman, Doyle McManus, 
and Robin Wright, of the Los Angeles Times. 
(Fineman died of a heart attack last fall, 
while reporting from Baghdad.) Garner was 
also affected by tension between OSD and 
the rest of the government. Garner had 
heard about the Future of Iraq project, al-
though Rumsfeld had told him not to waste 
his time reading it. Nonetheless, he decided 
to bring its director, Thomas Warrick, onto 
his planning team. Garner, who clearly does 
not intend to be the fall guy for postwar 
problems in Baghdad, told me last fall that 
Rumsfeld had asked him to kick Warrick off 

his staff. In an interview with the BBC last 
November, Garner confirmed details of the 
firing that had earlier been published in 
Newsweek. According to Garner, Rumsfeld 
asked him, ‘‘Jay, have you got a guy named 
Warrick on your team?’’ ‘‘I said, ‘Yes, I do.’ 
He said, ‘Well, I’ve got to ask you to remove 
him.’ I said, ‘I don’t want to remove him; 
he’s too valuable.’ But he said, ‘This came to 
me from such a high level that I can’t over-
turn it, and I’ve just got to ask you to re-
move Mr. Warrick.’ ’’ Newsweek’s conclusion 
was that the man giving the instructions was 
Vice President Cheney. 

This is the place to note that in several 
months of interviews I never once heard 
someone say ‘‘We took this step because the 
President indicated . . .’’ or ‘‘The President 
really wanted . . .’’ Instead I heard ‘‘Rums-
feld wanted,’’ ‘‘Powell thought,’’ ‘‘The Vice 
President pushed,’’ ‘‘Bremer asked,’’ and so 
on. One need only compare this with any dis-
cussion of foreign policy in Reagan’s or Clin-
ton’s Administration—or Nixon’s, or Ken-
nedy’s, or Johnson’s, or most others—to 
sense how unusual is the absence of the 
President as prime mover. The other con-
spicuously absent figure was Condoleezza 
Rice, even after she was supposedly put in 
charge of coordinating Administration pol-
icy on Iraq, last October. It is possible that 
the President’s confidants are so discreet 
that they have kept all his decisions and in-
structions secret. But that would run 
counter to the fundamental nature of bu-
reaucratic Washington, where people cite a 
President’s authority whenever they pos-
sibly can (‘‘The President feels strongly 
about this, so . . .’’). 

To me, the more likely inference is that 
Bush took a strong overall position—fighting 
terrorism is this generation’s challenge—and 
then was exposed to only a narrow range of 
options worked out by the contending forces 
within his Administration. If this interpreta-
tion proves to be right, and if Bush did in 
fact wish to know more, then blame will fall 
on those whose responsibility it was to 
present him with the widest range of choices: 
Cheney and Rice. 

ONE MONTH BEFORE THE WAR 
On February 14 Hans Blix reaffirmed to the 

United Nations his view that Iraq had de-
cided to cooperate with inspectors. The divi-
sion separating the United States and Brit-
ain from France, Germany, and Russia be-
came stark. On February 15 antiwar dem-
onstrators massed in major cities around the 
world: a million in Madrid, more than a mil-
lion in Rome, and a million or more in Lon-
don, the largest demonstration in Britain’s 
history. 

On February 21 Tony Blair joined George 
Bush at Camp David, to underscore their 
joint determination to remove the threat 
from Iraq. 

THREE WEEKS BEFORE THE WAR 
As the war drew near, the dispute about 

how to conduct it became public. On Feb-
ruary 25 the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee summoned all four Chiefs of Staff to 
answer questions about the war—and its 
aftermath. The crucial exchange began with 
a question from the ranking Democrat, Carl 
Levin. He asked Eric Shinseki, the Army 
Chief of Staff, how many soldiers would be 
required not to defeat Iraq but to occupy it. 
Well aware that he was at odds with his ci-
vilian superiors at the Pentagon, Shinseki at 
first deflected the question. ‘‘In specific 
numbers,’’ he said, ‘‘I would have to rely on 
combatant commanders’ exact requirements. 
But I think . . .’’ and he trailed off.

‘‘How about a range?’’ Levin asked. 
Shinseki replied—and recapitulated the ar-
gument he had made to Rumsfeld. 

‘‘I would say that what’s been mobilized to 
this point, something on the order of several 
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hundred thousand soldiers, are probably, you 
know, a figure that would be required. 

‘‘We’re talking about post-hostilities con-
trol over a piece of geography that’s fairly 
significant, with the kinds of ethnic tensions 
that could lead to other problems. And so, it 
takes significant ground force presence to 
maintain safe and secure environment to en-
sure that the people are fed, that water is 
distributed, all the normal responsibilities 
that go along with administering a situation 
like this.’’

Two days later Paul Wolfowitz appeared 
before the House Budget Committee. He 
began working through his prepared state-
ment about the Pentagon’s budget request 
and then asked permission to ‘‘digress for a 
moment’’ and respond to recent com-
mentary, ‘‘some of it quite outlandish, about 
what our postwar requirements might be in 
Iraq.’’ Everyone knew he meant Shinseki’s 
remarks. 

‘‘I am reluctant to try to predict anything 
about what the cost of a possible conflict in 
Iraq would be,’’ Wolfowitz said, ‘‘or what the 
possible cost of reconstructing and stabi-
lizing that country afterwards might be.’’ 
This was more than reluctance—it was the 
Administration’s consistent policy before 
the war. ‘‘But some of the higher-end pre-
dictions that we have been hearing recently, 
such as the notion that it will take several 
hundred thousand U.S. troops to provide sta-
bility in post-Saddam Iraq, are wildly off the 
mark.’’ 

This was as direct a rebuke of a military 
leader by his civilian superior as the United 
States had seen in fifty years. Wolfowitz of-
fered a variety of incidental reasons why his 
views were so different from those he alluded 
to: ‘‘I would expect that even countries like 
France will have a strong interest in assist-
ing Iraq’s reconstruction,’’ and ‘‘We can’t be 
sure that the Iraqi people will welcome us as 
liberators . . . [but] I am reasonably certain 
that they will greet us as liberators, and 
that will help us to keep requirements 
down.’’ His fundamental point was this: ‘‘It’s 
hard to conceive that it would take more 
forces to provide stability in post-Saddam 
Iraq than it would take to conduct the war 
itself and to secure the surrender of 
Saddam’s security forces and his army. Hard 
to imagine.’’ 

None of the government working groups 
that had seriously looked into the question 
had simply ‘‘imagined’’ that occupying Iraq 
would be more difficult than defeating it. 
They had presented years’ worth of experi-
ence suggesting that this would be the cen-
tral reality of the undertaking. Wolfowitz ei-
ther didn’t notice this evidence or chose to 
disbelieve it. What David Halberstam said of 
Robert McNamara in The Best and the 
Brightest is true of those at OSD as well: 
they were brilliant, and they were fools. 

TWO WEEKS BEFORE THE WAR 
At the beginning of March, Andrew Natsios 

won a little-noticed but crucial battle. Be-
cause the United States had not yet offi-
cially decided whether to go to war, Natsios 
had not been able to persuade the Office of 
Management and Budget to set aside the 
money that USAID would need for imme-
diate postwar efforts in Iraq. The battle was 
the more intense because Natsios, unlike his 
counterparts at the State Department, was 
both privately and publicly supportive of the 
case for war. Just before combat he was able 
to arrange an emergency $200 million grant 
from USAID to the World Food Programme. 
This money could be used to buy food imme-
diately for Iraqi relief operations—and it 
helped to ensure that there were no postwar 
food shortages. 

ONE WEEK BEFORE THE WAR 
On March 13 humanitarian organizations 

had gathered at USAID headquarters for 

what was effectively the last meeting of the 
Iraq Working Group. Wendy Chamberlin, the 
senior USAID official present, discussed the 
impending war in terms that several partici-
pants noted, wrote down, and later men-
tioned to me. ‘‘It’s going to be very quick,’’ 
she said, referring to the actual war. ‘‘We’re 
going to meet their immediate needs. We’re 
going to turn it over to the Iraqis. And we’re 
going to be out within the year.’’ 

On March 17 the United States, Britain, 
and Spain announced that they would aban-
don their attempt to get a second Security 
Council vote in favor of the war, and Presi-
dent Bush gave Saddam Hussein an ulti-
matum: leave the country within forty-eight 
hours or suffer the consequences. On March 
19 the first bombs fell on Baghdad. 

AFTERWARD 
On April 9 U.S. forces took Baghdad. On 

April 14 the Pentagon announced that most 
of the fighting was over. On May 1 President 
Bush declared that combat operations were 
at an end. By then looting had gone on in 
Baghdad for several weeks. ‘‘When the 
United States entered Baghdad on April 9, it 
entered a city largely undamaged by a care-
fully executed military campaign,’’ Peter 
Galbraith, a former U.S. ambassador to Cro-
atia, told a congressional committee in 
June. ‘‘However, in the three weeks fol-
lowing the U.S. takeover, unchecked looting 
effectively gutted every important public in-
stitution in the city—with the notable ex-
ception of the oil ministry.’’ On April 11, 
when asked why U.S. soldiers were not stop-
ping the looting, Donald Rumsfeld said, 
‘‘Freedom’s untidy, and free people are free 
to make mistakes and commit crimes and do 
bad things. They’re also free to live their 
lives and do wonderful things, and that’s 
what’s going to happen here.’’ 

This was a moment, as when he tore up the 
TPFDD, that Rumsfeld crossed a line. His 
embrace of ‘‘uncertainty’’ became a reckless 
evasion of responsibility. He had only dis-
dain for ‘‘predictions,’’ yes, and no one could 
have forecast every circumstance of postwar 
Baghdad. But virtually everyone who had 
thought about the issue had warned about 
the risk of looting. U.S. soldiers could have 
prevented it—and would have, if so in-
structed. 

The looting spread, destroying the infra-
structure that had survived the war and cre-
ating the expectation of future chaos. 
‘‘There is this kind of magic moment, which 
you can’t imagine until you see it,’’ an 
American civilian who was in Baghdad dur-
ing the looting told me. ‘‘People are used to 
someone being in charge, and when they re-
alize no one is, the fabric rips.’’ 

On May 6 the Administration announced 
that Bremer would be the new U.S. adminis-
trator in Iraq. Two weeks into that job 
Bremer disbanded the Iraqi army and other 
parts of the Baathist security structure. 

If the failure to stop the looting was a 
major sin of omission, sending the Iraqi sol-
diers home was, in the view of nearly every-
one except those who made the decision, a 
catastrophic error of commission. There 
were two arguments for taking this step. 
First, the army had ‘‘already disbanded 
itself,’’ as Douglas Feith put it to me—sol-
diers had melted away, with their weapons. 
Second, the army had been an integral part 
of the Sunni-dominated Baathist security 
structure. Leaving it intact would be the 
wrong symbol for the new Iraq—especially 
for the Shiites, whom the army had op-
pressed.

‘‘These actions are part of a robust cam-
paign to show the Iraqi people that the Sad-
dam regime is gone, and will never return,’’ 
a statement from Bremer’s office said. 

The case against wholesale dissolution of 
the army, rather than a selective purge at 

the top, was that it created an instant 
enemy class: hundreds of thousands of men 
who still had their weapons but no longer 
had a paycheck or a place to go each day. 
Manpower that could have helped on secu-
rity patrols became part of the security 
threat. Studies from the Army War College, 
the Future of Iraq project, and the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies, to name 
a few, had all considered exactly this prob-
lem and suggested ways of removing the nox-
ious leadership while retaining the ordinary 
troops. They had all warned strongly against 
disbanding the Iraqi army. The Army War 
College, for example, said in its report, ‘‘To 
tear apart the Army in the war’s aftermath 
could lead to the destruction of one of the 
only forces for unity within the society.’’ 

‘‘This is not something that was dreamed 
up by somebody at the last minute,’’ Walter 
Slocombe—who held Feith’s job, undersecre-
tary of defense for policy, during the Clinton 
Administration, and who is now a security 
adviser on Bremer’s team—told Peter Slevin, 
of The Washington Post, last November. He 
said that he had discussed the plan with 
Wolfowitz at least once and with Feith sev-
eral times, including the day before the 
order was given. ‘‘The critical point,’’ he told 
Slevin, ‘‘was that nobody argued that we 
shouldn’t do this.’’ No one, that is, the Ad-
ministration listened to. 

Here is the hardest question: How could 
the Administration have thought that it was 
safe to proceed in blithe indifference to the 
warnings of nearly everyone with oper-
ational experience in modern military occu-
pations? Saying that the Administration 
considered this a truly urgent ‘‘war of neces-
sity’’ doesn’t explain the indifference. Even 
if it feared that Iraq might give terrorists 
fearsome weapons at any moment, it could 
still have thought more carefully about the 
day after the war. World War II was a war of 
absolute necessity, and the United States 
still found time for detailed occupation plan-
ning. 

The President must have known that how-
ever bright the scenarios, the reality of Iraq 
eighteen months after the war would affect 
his re-election. The political risk was enor-
mous and obvious. Administration officials 
must have believed not only that the war 
was necessary but also that a successful oc-
cupation would not require any more fore-
thought than they gave it. 

It will be years before we fully understand 
how intelligent people convinced themselves 
of this. My guess is that three factors will be 
important parts of the explanation. 

One is the panache of Donald Rumsfeld. He 
was near the zenith of his influence as the 
war was planned. His emphasis on the vagar-
ies of life was all the more appealing within 
his circle because of his jauntiness and 
verve. But he was not careful about remem-
bering his practical obligations. Precisely 
because he could not foresee all hazards, he 
should have been more zealous about avoid-
ing the ones that were evident—the big and 
obvious ones the rest of the government 
tried to point out to him. 

A second is the triumphalism of the Ad-
ministration. In the twenty-five years since 
Ronald Reagan’s rise, political conservatives 
have changed position in a way they have 
not fully recognized. Reagan’s arrival 
marked the end of a half century of Demo-
crat-dominated government in Washington. 
Yes, there has been one Democratic Presi-
dent since Reagan, and eventually there will 
be others. But as a rule the Republicans are 
now in command. Older Republicans—those 
who came of age in the 1960s and 1970s, those 
who are now in power in the Administra-
tion—have not fully adjusted to this reality. 
They still feel like embattled insurgents, as 
if the liberals were in the driver’s seat. They 
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recognize their electoral strength but feel 
that in the battle of ideology their main 
task is to puncture fatuous liberal ideas. 

The consequence is that Republicans are 
less used to exposing their own ideas to chal-
lenges than they should be. Today’s liberals 
know there is a challenge to every aspect of 
their world view. All they have to do is turn 
on the radio. Today’s conservatives are more 
likely to think that any contrary ideas are 
leftovers from the tired 1960s, much as lib-
erals of the Kennedy era thought that con-
servatives were in thrall to Herbert Hoover. 
In addition, the conservatives’ under-
standing of modem history makes them 
think that their instincts are likely to be 
right and that their critics will be proved 
wrong. Europeans scorned Ronald Reagan, 
and the United Nations feared him, but in 
the end the Soviet Union was gone. So for 
reasons of personal, political, and intellec-
tual history, it is understandable that mem-
bers of this Administration could proceed 
down one path in defiance of mounting evi-
dence of its perils. The Democrats had simi-
lar destructive self-confidence in the 1960s, 
when they did their most grandiose Great 
Society thinking. 

The third factor is the nature of the Presi-
dent himself. Leadership is always a balance 
between making large choices and being 
aware of details. George W. Bush has an ob-
vious preference for large choices. This gave 
him his chance for greatness after the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. But his lack of curiosity 
about significant details may be his fatal 
weakness. When the decisions of the past 
eighteen months are assessed and judged, the 
Administration will be found wanting for its 
carelessness. Because of warnings it chose to 
ignore, it squandered American prestige, for-
tune, and lives.

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO ORVILLE 
ROUCH 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
heavy heart that I rise before you today to pay 
tribute to a remarkable man from my district. 
Orville Rouch of Pueblo, Colorado, died re-
cently at the age of eighty-five. Orville was a 
patriot, a devoted family man and a father who 
will be missed by many in the community. I 
think it appropriate that we remember his life 
here today. 

After serving his nation in the Army during 
World War II, Orville returned to the states 
and enrolled in the San Francisco College of 
Mortuary Science. He soon joined the family 
business started by his parents, the Rouch 
Funeral Home, which has served the commu-
nity for over eighty years. Orville was an ac-
tive member of the Pueblo Charter Lions Club, 
Pueblo Masonic Lodge 17, and the First 
United Methodist Church. Orville cherished the 
relationships he established in the civic com-
munity. He will be forever remembered for his 
dedication to his business and community, 
and most of all, Orville will be remembered as 
a loving father to his two sons. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to rise before 
this body of Congress to pay tribute to the life 
of Orville Rouch. Orville was remarkable man 
who served the Pueblo community and State 
of Colorado selflessly. My heart goes out to 
his family during this difficult time of bereave-
ment.

TRIBUTE TO MARTHA LAFFER 
ZIEGLER 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I invite my col-
leagues to join me today in paying tribute to 
Martha Laffer Ziegler who passed away during 
the congressional recess. Martha served as 
the District Representative in my congres-
sional office from 1981 until 1985, but her 
public service long predated our association, 
and she continued to work for the community 
after she moved on to the private sector. 

Martha Ziegler played an active role in the 
political life of San Mateo County for nearly 
four decades beginning in the 1960s. She de-
veloped her political skills working to elect 
Governor Edmund G. ‘‘Pat’’ Brown in 1958 
and 1962. She fought for civil rights, women’s 
rights, and the environment, and was an advo-
cate against the Vietnam war. With a reputa-
tion as a skilled political organizer, she di-
rected numerous campaigns in San Mateo 
County, including the McGovern presidential 
campaign in 1972. 

In 1980, Martha joined me in my first cam-
paign for Congress. In that year of the Reagan 
landslide, Mr. Speaker, I was the only Demo-
cratic challenger to defeat an un-indicted Re-
publican incumbent. I am grateful for Martha’s 
help in that effort. After my election, I asked 
Martha to be my District Representative in my 
office in San Mateo, California. We worked to-
gether for four years, until she took a position 
in the private sector. She continued to play an 
active political roll, serving as a member of the 
Northern California Steering Committee for the 
Gore presidential campaign in 1988. She also 
assisted in fund raising for the Clinton-Gore 
campaigns in 1992 and 1996. 

Mr. Speaker, Martha Laffer was born in 
Jewell, Kansas, in 1926. She received a de-
gree in economics from the University of Kan-
sas in 1947 and on June 17, 1948, married 
Robert Boynton Ziegler. They settled in the 
Bay Area, where her husband established a 
medical practice, and in 1957 they moved to 
Redwood City. Martha and Robert Ziegler 
were the parents of four children—Robert, 
Nancy, David and Daniel. 

In addition to her extensive community and 
political service, Martha was a devoted wife 
and mother, lover of animals, and wonderful 
cook and gardener, with a passion for music 
and literature. She was a singer, first with the 
West Bay Opera Company and later with the 
California Bach Society, which she co-founded 
in 1974 with music director Edwin Flath. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1990, Martha and Bob Zie-
gler moved from Redwood City to 
Heraldsburg, California, where they were 
winegrowers and active in the community for 
over a decade. Martha passed away in 
Heraldsburg last December. I invite my col-
leagues to join me in paying tribute to her.

f 

TRIBUTE TO LON MANN 

HON. MARION BERRY 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor one of Arkansas’ finest citizens, Lon 

Mann. I am proud to recognize Lon in the 
Congress for his invaluable contributions and 
service to his profession, his family, his state 
and this nation. 

A third generation farmer, Mr. Mann re-
turned from World War II to continue in the 
family tradition as a cotton producer and gin-
ner as a partner at McClendon Mann & Felton 
Gin Company in Marianna, AR. He was a 
leader in the revitalization of the National Cot-
ton Council of America and served as its 
president as he advocated for America’s cot-
ton farmers. He also served as president of 
the Mid-South Ginners Council and the Agri-
cultural Council of Arkansas, as a trustee of 
the National Cotton Council’s Cotton Founda-
tion and was rightfully inducted into the Arkan-
sas Agricultural Hall of Fame. Mr. Mann was 
the recipient of numerous awards including the 
University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension 
Service ‘‘Cotton Achievement’’ award, the 
Harry Baker Award from the National Cotton 
Council and the Horace Hayden Cotton Ginner 
of the Year Award in 2000. 

Mr. Mann’s efforts extended beyond the cot-
ton fields into the community as Chairman of 
the Board of Methodist Hospital and Health 
Systems in Memphis, TN, and president of the 
Marianna-Lee County School Board. 

Lon Mann was a faithful and dedicated hus-
band to his wife, June, a loving father to 
daughters June, Louise and Burkley and son 
William, and the proud grandfather of six 
grandchildren. Throughout his life, he was 
dedicated to serving his fellow citizens as a 
leader in both his profession and his commu-
nity, and he deserves our respect and grati-
tude for his priceless contributions. I will be 
forever honored by our friendship. 

On behalf of the Congress, I extend sym-
pathies to Lon’s family, and gratitude for all he 
did.

f 

TRIBUTE TO JAY LAWHON 

HON. MARION BERRY 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a great Arkansan and an out-
standing citizen. I am proud to recognize Jay 
Lawhon in the Congress for his invaluable 
contributions and service to his community, his 
family, his state and this nation. 

Mr. Lawhon was born on a small farm near 
Harrison in northwest Arkansas in 1919. After 
serving in the Navy in World War II, Mr. 
Lawhon moved to southeast Arkansas to be-
come a vocational agriculture teacher. He 
served as principal of McCrory High School 
before beginning his career in the seed indus-
try. Mr. Lawhon opened Lawhon Farm Supply 
in the late 1950’s, and passed the thriving 
business to his son, Noal, in 1975 in order to 
begin his work as a missionary. 

As lay leader in McCrory’s Methodist 
Church and founder of the World Christian Re-
lief Fund, Mr. Lawhon made several humani-
tarian trips to Bangladesh when floods and 
famine struck in the 1970’s. He later traveled 
to Haiti to help build a hospital and continued 
to visit the country to teach Haitians to drill 
and repair wells for water and plant trees. 

Jay Lawhon was a faithful and dedicated 
husband to his wife, Lillian, a loving father to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:54 Feb 11, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A10FE8.055 E10PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-15T16:48:55-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




