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MR.
:  It’s an honor to have you here, Linda.  As you will see, she’s an award-winning officer and a best-selling author.  Sometimes you don’t get to do both of those; but she’s accomplished that.  She’s a distinguished journalist.  I think her books really tell the story of why we’re so excited to have her here.  Her first book was a New York Times bestseller, “Masters of Chaos: The Secret History of the Special Forces” – highly acclaimed book.  Her newest book, which I happen to have my copy here handy for signing, “Tell Me How the Story Ends: General David Petraeus and the Search for a Way Out in Iraq.”  And if you’ve read this, it is a phenomenal read.  I got my AUSA magazine last night and if you look in there you’ll find a book review by John Nagl of the book.  And I think he summed it all up at the end when he said, you just have to read this.  There’s no way around it.  It is almost required reading for anybody interested in what’s going on in Iraq national security or really the protection of this country.  It’s a fundamental read.  And John’s not an easy guy to please, for those of you who know him.

Ms. Robinson’s credentials include she was a senior writer for US News & World Report.  She was a senior editor for Foreign Affairs journal, a Neiman fellow at Harvard University, and is currently author in residence at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies – a marvelous career that continues on with her publication of this book.  And it’s an honor to welcome you to the Marshall Hall Lecture Series.  Thank you for being here.

(Applause.)  

LINDA ROBINSON:  Thank you so much.  Good afternoon.  I am really delighted to be here, and I’m so glad you all could make time to come and talk about the book.  And that’s really what I would like to do.  I’m going to make some remarks, very broad remarks, to try to give you a tour of the book, for those who haven’t had a chance to read it.  But obviously since so many people have their own experiences deployed, I feel that having read the book was certainly not a requirement to come here today and participate in this discussion.  So what I’d like to do is spend no more than half the time making some remarks and leave the full other half so that we can engage in talking about any facet of this that you would like. 
I want to first, though, thank those who invited me here to Fort Leavenworth.  I feel this is probably the most important stop I’m making in my book tour, for many reasons.  Probably this was the most important U.S. venue that contributed to and informed my research for the book.  I actually met General Petraeus here during the February 2006 COIN manual workshop, to which he had invited a number of journalists as well as all kinds of stray cats and dogs – human rights groups, journalists, academics – to help critique the first draft of the manual.  General Caldwell, very key individual in Iraq and informed my research – has been very generous in his time.  And frankly there are so many people that I could name.  I’m kind of afraid that if I start naming names I’m going to leave someone out, but the folks at the Combat Studies Institute; numerous SAMS graduates; the FA-30 class I’ve spoken to on many occasions; the SofTrack (ph); the Military Review folks; the Center for Army Lessons Learned; Colonel Steve Boylan, who is here in the audience.  Lots of people associated with Fort Leavenworth and the Combined Arms Center have been integral to my education.
But most of all, for me it’s very important.  I’ve done a lot of speaking to public groups who have sometimes a very good grasp of what’s going on in Iraq and what’s gone on in Iraq, but very often they have a headline view and they have a partial view, and I feel so grateful to have this chance to come and talk with those of you who are out there doing it.  So when I thought about what in my remarks could I make that would be of most use to you, I thought I would really tell the story of how I attempted to understand the Iraq war because that’s what the book was for me, was a chance to pull together the reporting that I’d done.  

I first went into Iraq with the major combat phase in March of 2003 and spent two and a half months there for the first part of the war.  And then I went back at roughly six-month intervals for extended trips.  So I got to see – at least take snapshots of the various phases of the war as it evolved.  And then a couple of days after General Petraeus was nominated for the MNFI commander position, the publisher of my previous book, “Masters of Chaos,” called me and said, would you like to write a book on this phase of the Iraq war?

And I consulted with my husband, who knew that it would mean a lot more Iraq travel, but frankly I leapt at the chance because it really was, in my view, a chance to try to synthesize an understanding of this biggest war that we’ve been involved in since Vietnam.  To me it’s really a conflict that is defining in many respects and it is my hope that we will continue to learn and apply the lessons of Iraq in the engagements that we have in the future.  I don’t see how we can do otherwise, frankly, having expended so much effort and so many lives in this quest.  So I feel quite, I guess, personally attached to and passionate about the eventual outcome of this war.  

And my metaphor for this, the writers and commentators and those of us who have been attempting to chronicle this war, I often think of that story about the blind man and the elephant because I think that people tend to grab a hold of one particular period of time in Iraq, one particular area of Iraq or one particular aspect of the conflict, and say, ha-ha, this is what defines the war and this is the truth about the war, and there are many conflicting versions.  And I think it’s just – it’s a complex conflict and that has given rise to many of these competing versions.  But I also think it’s just the nature of the complexity of the war that we will probably be arguing about what are the fundamental dynamics, the causes, and what were the fundamental features that produced the turnaround that we have seen in the 2007-2008 period.  And that’s a dialogue that I would very much like to have with you.
But let me first give a quick overview of what the book’s main topics and conclusions are.  Even though the bulk of it focuses on the surge period, I could not write this book without coming up with an analysis based on my reporting and additional interviewing I did during the book phase to determine the fundamental dynamic of the 2003-2006 period.  And I’ve reduced it in the talks that I’m giving.  The chapter is also a reduction.  We left 200 pages on the cutting-room floor because my publisher said, you can’t publish a doorstop book; no one will buy it.  But in an attempt to write, you know, the journalist first draft of history, I really did want to try to include all the data that I was gathering.

That said, what I believe was and is now perhaps entering into some degree of the received conventional wisdom, I believe that the so-called Decrees 1 and 2 of the original Coalition Provisional Authority really did set up the insurgency in Iraq.  That is not to say that it might not have occurred otherwise, but I think that those two decrees really went far down the road of ensuring that there was going to be a reaction to the U.S. intervention in Iraq because we had disenfranchised and dislodged an entire class of people, not just the Iraqi security forces but the entire Baathist Party structure that was in charge of the governance administering of the polity as well as the economy.  And I think that’s obviously very easy in hindsight to see.

Less, perhaps, well known and perhaps still controversial are the series of decisions that led to the holding of elections in January 2005 without the participation of the Sunnis.  I think that that was – that decision to go forward even when the Sunnis were bent on a course of boycotting those elections was a fateful decision, and then when the body that was elected went ahead to write a constitution that was not going to be embraced by that substantial minority of the country, and the subsequent agreement – arrangement that Ambassador Zal Khalizad reached with both the Iraqi elected officials and key members of the Sunni community in order to get them to participate both in the referendum on the constitution and the December 2005 elections, the agreement was made that there would be constitutional revisions considered and implicitly a guarantee that some at least would be adopted within four months of the seating of the new parliament.  And that agreement was never honored, still has not been to this day.
So I think that, just to give you an idea of where I come from in terms of the political drivers of this conflict, I think that those key points, apart from what actions were taken on the military front – and when I set about to do this book I realized I had to go to school on Iraqi politics.  I could not write this book as a purely military history book, a contemporaneous account of military operations.  I had to understand the conflict from the political point of view:  What were the motivations of those people fighting?  What were the political causes of the war?  And I think that there has been a fair amount of lip service given to that, but for me at least it involved getting intimately involved in getting to know some of these political actors and getting to know the finer points of the Iraqi elected system, such as it was.  For example, I don’t know how many people here know that the UIA, the governing Shia-Islamist coalition has only a plurality – it was only a plurality – it was only elected with a plurality, not a majority, in the Iraqi parliament, and that’s a very significant fact.  We can talk a little bit more about the politics later. That coalition has now fractured and that has very important implications for the future.
So, to me, I set myself up for a task of going to school on the Iraqi politics and also on the regional politics because the regional dynamics were very much influencing the course of this conflict.  I also had to make up my mind – find out about and make up my mind about certain policy issues, decisions that were being made and perceptions that were held at the White House level because, again, if you just take the slice down at the level of military operations, military strategy, how is that being informed by decisions made a level above?  And I had to delve into that and reach certain conclusions about what was going on there.  

At the level of strategy, I could not devote the same amount of time to the formulation of strategy and application of strategy under the MNFI period of General Casey since my book had to remain under this magic page number limit, but I did devote a lot of time to researching how General Petraeus approached the formulation of his joint campaign plan.  And as many, perhaps all of you, know, the first thing he did was to form the Joint Strategic Assessment Team, that was led by Colonel – now General – H.R. McMaster and a diplomat named David Pearce, and that’s a very key point.  This was not a military exercise; it was a very eclectic group including civilians, academics, diplomats, British, Australian – a very wide-ranging group of people with expertise in all aspects of Iraqi affairs, from the politics to the oil industry.  
And the second key fact about that effort was he gave them three months – and that’s extraordinary when you think about the situation that Iraq was in as of early 2007 and the general perception was the war was, if not lost, on its way to being lost.  So I think that took quite a bit of fortitude to say, okay, go away, study the problem, come back to me when you’re done.  And I think that that time was well spent because if the problem was not correctly analyzed, if this study group could not come up with an accurate diagnosis of the current phase of the conflict, any strategy or campaign plan built would not have a chance of succeeding unless it addressed the problem at hand.  I think that the joint campaign plan that flowed from it, even though it did not adopt all of the JSAT conclusions, had two signal features.  It was based on the primary diagnosis of the JSAT, which was that the conflict had become primarily a communal struggle.  I will say civil war because to me, communal struggle/civil war, sectarian conflict.  
We were there, and anyone who was there in 2006, especially in the epicenter of central Iraq, that is what was going on, and there were people who were aware of that, and I don’t want to imply – there’s some people who have reacted to the recent events – 2007, 2008 – by saying, well, it’s not a black and white; it’s not all good in 2007, ’8; it wasn’t all bad before then.  We can talk about that conflict that’s developed in some commentator circles in the Q&A.  But what was different?  Was this joint campaign plan decided – mandated that all the logical lines of operation were to be directed toward achieving political accommodation – i.e., addressing the sectarian conflict that was tearing Iraq apart?  The overlay of al Qaeda and this multi-faceted insurgency notwithstanding, the primary engine driving the conflict at that point was Sunni-on-Shia violence, and there had not been political accommodation reached among the primary factions of Iraq that would address that central dynamic, that central engine of the conflict.  
The other key feature of the joint campaign plan was that it was forged with the participation of the embassy team, and I think that – if you’re looking at this, as you can see I’m going kind of from the top down, echelon-wise.  The partnership that General Petraeus formed with Ambassador Ryan Crocker was absolutely key.  A lot of people in the academic quarters discussed the need for unity of command, and in fact that was discussed at length within the JSAT circle.  Unity of effort was achieved, in my view.  What General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker achieved was as good a textbook case of unity of effort in a war as I know of, and at a level down, the embedded PRTs, those PRTs that were added and put into the brigade formations, did achieve a unity of command, and the brigade commanders that I got to know said that they would never use that authority to fail to respond to a need or request of the PRT leader.  So I think that those from the civilian side who feared that that formulation would lead to an overly militarized PRT or application of the PRT asset proved to be wrong.  I saw very good relations develop in the field in that regard.  And I think there’s a lot of research left to do on the PRT experience out there.  I know the military institution devotes a huge amount of its time and resources to doing after action reviews and in-depth studies, and I hope on the civilian side they take seriously the PRT experience and attempt to learn the lessons from that.
One step down from the strategic level, actually preceding the writing of the Joint Campaign Plan, was the writing of the Baghdad Security Plan, and this was carried out by the MNDB, the Multinational Division Baghdad, which at that time was the First Cavalry Division.  And in the book I go through some of the individuals who were key in the crafting of the plan, which originally started out to be a battalion-based, Galula-based approach to population-centric counterinsurgency.  There was another element added to that, but this was the basic plan that was implemented throughout greater Baghdad, and then elements of that were adopted elsewhere as well as they saw how this dispersion of the battalion-based units was working into the joint security stations and the combat outposts. 
At the same time that this was going on – and I think this is very key for people who tend to look at this as simply a chronicle of military actions taken – there was a parallel effort going on to forge some of the political compromises in the Iraqi parliament and with the Iraqi parties.  Many people had written this off as impossible, but Ryan Crocker, who in my view is absolutely one of the heroes of this war, he put together a team; he brought three ambassadors, who gave up their posts – this is like asking a combatant commander to give up his post, or another general to give up his command and come and join another general’s effort.   Three ambassadors gave up their post to come and join Ryan Crocker.  Three deputy chiefs of mission gave up their positions and came to live in trailers behind the Republican Guard Palace, the embassy annex.  So he really did put together an A team – people who were competent in the areas to which they were assigned, the best of the best that we have in the diplomatic corps. 
And they did it for him.  They did it because they had a tremendous respect for this man, who was the typical muddy-boots diplomat.  And they do exist.  I know a lot of people in the military lament that there hasn’t been more effort on the civilian side, but there are individuals who do have both the capability and the will to do it.  And Crocker – Arabist, five-time ambassador out in the region – he only served one tour in Washington – he’s going to be a very, very hard man to replace, and we need more of him.  But he put his people to work in forging some of the legislative compromises that did eventually pass in the parliament, and was subject – and I recount this in the book.  There were some interim agreements made along the way – and, again, these got no notice at all in the press because people were just very cynical and said there’s nothing that’s every going to be done on this front; political compromises can’t be forged.  But they doggedly kept at it.

In the same fashion, they took on the budget execution issue because Iraq of course – one of the bright spots in Iraq is they have tremendous resources, and those resources were employed, primarily devoted to getting money flowing to the provinces, and particularly – or of particular importance, as far as the conflict was concerned, to those provinces that were not dominated by the Shia parties or the Shia Islamist parties.  So there was a concerted effort made to get funds flowing to Anbar, to Mosul, to Diyala, to other places, and to train the people in the convoluted Iraqi process of requesting funds, creating budgets.  It’s a very elaborate process.  So there were people doing that fulltime.  And then the energy fusion cell, which was both military and civilian – all these were combined efforts at trying to get the electrical supply once and for all flowing at greater rates.  That to me was just a heroic effort, and someone could write an entire book about that because that was one of the key complaints after security, the lack of power that people were getting as would go around to people’s homes.  You know, in Baghdad in the heat of the summer is just unbearable – anywhere in the country, frankly, except the north.  So this was a very critical issue and that discontent was helping to fuel the conflict. 

So I want to pair that with what was going on with the Baghdad Operational Command, because it was going on simultaneously.  And that’s, I think, the real secret to the turnaround is the massing of these effects.  There were a lot of things going on at once that bore fruit more or less simultaneously, because you can’t just win a war on one of these lines.  The Baghdad Operational Command deserves a quick little footnote, and we can talk about this more, but there was a great maturation that I witnessed on the part of Lieutenant General Abud Qanbar, who became quite a leader in terms of the mentoring that he did of the Iraqi army units that were being both posted to and flowed into the Baghdad area, and reading out to the Sons of Iraq, the insurgents who were coming in from the field, the supporters of the insurgency who were coming in – coming over from the other side.  
On many occasions when I was going out with him and General Campbell, who was the ADC for the First Cav. Division, the MNDB guy who was out in the field every day, day after day, General Abud would often say, oh – this man is coming up to greet him, they’re talking – he said, oh, he was a colonel when I was back in the army; he was so and so.  He knew a lot of these people, and he, I think, was really the key person within the Iraqi officialdom who realized that these people were going to be highly useful, that they were not beyond the pale.  You know, there is an attempt to demonize all those who had been fighting as jihadists or terrorists or whatever.  These were individuals who had been pushed out of the system, and what were you going to do?  Kill them, marginalize them, push them out of the country, deny them any role in the future of Iraq?  And he would go and make these arguments to the Iraqi civilians, to Prime Minster Maliki and others, and I think he helped – to the degree that argument has found fertile ground, I think he deserves a lot of credit.  And there was also just a maturation of all of the command functions and a change-around from the Iraqi habit of having units come and call on the commander.  Instead, the battlefield circulation concept became very well implanted, and that was one thing I saw develop over time.  

I’d like to make a couple of quick comments about the units on the ground, and I know probably most – actually, let me just ask you.  How many individuals here have served in Iraq or Afghanistan, for that matter?  And how many on multiple tours?  So I’m not telling you anything you don’t know, but I do feel I couldn’t make remarks to this group without acknowledging what I feel was the key contribution made by those on the ground.  The units that I followed most closely, as those of you know who read the book, were the 4-1 in East and West Rasheed, South Baghdad, Colonel Ricky Gibbs and the units assigned to him; 1-5 over in Amiriya, and J.B. Burton’s brigade in general.  He, of course, was the brigade commander for 1-2-6, which was based over in Adhamiya on the east side of the river.
And a war isn’t – it’s fought by individuals, and I think that the quality and caliber of the individuals that this institution has produced really awes me.  On my repeat visits over to the Blue Spaders AO in Adhamiya, both before and as and after their inferno, as I call it, was – they were going through this experience, the staff really held together and maintained the professionalism of this unit.  Major John Meyer was the officer, and he was out there every day, and after the battalion commander, Eric Schacht, lost his son, he went home, went to Germany, and I was quite awed by the way that unit held together – a new commander coming in.  They made that transition successfully.  
And the lieutenant in the book, Matt Martinez, who – I have not seen a finer lieutenant.  I think that the degree of wisdom and ability to maintain his analytical faculties under fire is just a testament, and I’m sure many of you have either demonstrated those qualities or witnessed them, but I want everyone to know that this is – I try to make a point of this to everyone that I speak to so that they know what caliber of individuals are out there.  He also was very frank in sharing his assessment with me, because he felt that they did not have enough troops in Adhamiya, and he was – you know, he knew I was a reporter.  He didn’t really worry about his career, he just – he had his views and he was happy to share them.  And he did also have, I think, individuals in his platoon who were very frustrated.  They really felt that they were being put out for the slaughter, and he managed that.  He managed that frustration and anger and rage.  And that’s one of the realities of war, and they never had an incident.  And I think that was one of the things that unit could take home with them, was they stood up, they bore up under the most unimaginable onslaught. 

Same caliber of individuals over in 1-5 that I witnessed.  I actually went back to see the successor unit to see how Amiriya was doing in September, just before the book was published, and there was – the captain, Joe Reyes, who had taken over, he, I though, hit the nail on the head when he described what his challenge was.  He said, this is a soap opera.  This neighborhood’s a soap opera.  And he didn’t mean that in a light way.  It really was – in order to understand the conflict at his level down on the ground, he had to understand if so and so was killed by so and so because of some blood feud or because of some personal dispute, or was this part of a larger orchestrated conflict?  And that unit had not had the experience of fighting and dying in that neighborhood and then having the partnership develop with Abu Abed and the Sons of Iraq.  Of course, they were caught in that part of the neighborhood for – I’m sorry – for Son al-Rafeeuddin (ph), the Knights of Amiriya.  
So they were a little bit more skeptical about who were these allies they had, these former insurgents and supporters of the insurgency, and they had a little bit different take on them.  But I talked to the successor of Abu Abed, because Abu Abed is now in Jordan.  Abu Ibrahim is now the current leader of those Sons of Iraq in that part of the neighborhood, and he was openly skeptical about what his future was going to be.  He’s a resident.  He doesn’t plan to leave.  He’s lived in that neighborhood for 20 years, but he said, I fully expect my future is going to be in Abu Ghraib cemetery of in the detention center at Camp Justice – the Iraqi detention center.  He was fairly skeptical that the Iraqi government was going to embrace many more of his group than had been embraced, but some had been embraced.  In fact, they were the bulk – 99 percent of the Iraqi police force in Amiriya is the former Sons of Iraq in that area, but the overall numbers – you know, this is part of the endgame that has yet to play out, and we can talk about that in just a minute.
Page 324, I go through the collection of TTPs that I think resulted in the turnaround, what produced the remarkable decline in violence, and I think, again, it was the combination of all of those elements: the biometric registry that created a computerized, sharable database of potential insurgents; the building of the walls in a massive way around both the neighborhoods from which car bombs were emanating and the markets where they were being exploded and the highest casualties were being – civilian casualties were being caused; the various population security techniques.  The primary, in my view, very key: the Sons of Iraq, the reaching out to the Sunni insurgency and their support base.  I always couple that because that 90,000 that eventually came over and signed up for the checkpoint and guard duty and neighborhood watch had not all been fighters before, but most of them had been supporters of the insurgency.  
There are a couple of myths, though.  There are many people – or I’m going to call them myths.  You can argue with me and I’m happy to argue.  All I’m giving you today is my take, my best attempt to understand this.  But to me there’s a very pernicious argument being made out there by some people, many of them who have not spent time recently in Iraq, that somehow this remarkable decline in violence was due to the spontaneous conversion of both the Shia militias who were fighting and the Sunni insurgents.  And if anyone cares to make that argument, we can go into that in the Q&A, but in my view, this combination – the strategic insights, the joint campaign plan, and the way it was applied on the ground – absolutely brought about this transition.
Now, you would not have gotten it without the violence of ’06.  I think that what happened during ’06 after the Maliki government came into office, and there was no hand reached out, there was no parliament convening to revise the constitution; instead you had sectarian cleansing going on at new levels of ferocity throughout Baghdad, and the message to the Sunni population was, we’re going to kill you or force you out.  And so that, seeing the whites of the eyeballs of the other side, I think laid the groundwork for them accepting the outstretched hand of the U.S. coalition-led forces in 2007.  And I have yet to find – I know there are a couple of individuals who still hold out hopes of bringing back and coming back in their positions of power.  But my view is the Sunni minority now simply wants a place in the new Iraq.  They want to have a role in the political life, the economic life and the security life of the country.  Again, Linda’s opinion, and we can argue that further if you like.

The other myth – or it’s not a myth.  I’m really exaggerating by calling these myths.  These are alternative explanations.  Many people were saying, oh, the surge really didn’t do it; the Anbar awakening was already going on before the extra 30,000 troops got there, and let me just give you quickly my take on that.  The Anbar awakening had been going on – in fact, there had been multiple attempts to engage with tribes, and it had been tribes that had come in, many of them only to be slaughtered as al Qaeda in Iraq would retaliate for those tentative and nascent attempts at linking up with U.S. forces.  
What I believe happened during the surge period to solidify the gains in Anbar was the fight in Ramadi – you really had to regain control of Ramadi, so on the kinetic side that happened and that was critical, but I view as even more important the institutionalization of the flipping of the insurgency.  Seats were offered to the Sunni awakening groups on the Anbar Provincial Council.  So they had a place in the political system.  Money, thanks to Barham Salih, my hero in the Iraqi panoply of figures – that man is a true statesman.  He’s a deputy prime minister.  He worked ceaselessly to get money sent out to Anbar.  And finally Maliki agreed to let the Anbari awakening figures join the Iraqi police there and also the Iraqi army.  Originally there was a deal where they would not – the army units would not be deployed elsewhere for the first year at least of their tour.  That was – they were sent, deployed elsewhere eventually.  But those were the ingredients I think that solidified the peace in Anbar.
And I think it’s, to me, unnecessary to set up competing versions here.  You did have a process going on in Anbar, and what General Petraeus did – heavily influenced by people like Graeme Lamb, his deputy commanding general, the British general on the staff – that you’ve got to reach out to the insurgency, so it became a nationwide policy.
The final myth that I’d like to touch on briefly is the – what happened with the Sadrist militias.  Again, there are some people who hold that they just came over willingly and declared their ceasefire willingly.  There are some people who say, well, the Iranians brought them around and brokered the ceasefire.  What actually happened was a very complicated carrot and stick series of events over the course of 2007, culminating – in my view culminating in the August 2007 ceasefire that Sadr declared.  He did not do that spontaneously.  Maliki went down to Karbala after his militiamen had attacked the shrine – one of the two shrines in Karbala, and personally led the assault on the Sadrist forces.  He had had it.  He had reached that limit because there had been two governors assassinated in the previous two months of that summer, and he had been given information that the U.S. had found, with the capture of the Iranian and the Lebanese Hezbollah operatives.  

So he was convinced that the Lebanonization of Iraq was a real possibility, even though the Iranians were telling him, we’re not arming, or if we were, we’re not arming any longer.  Then when he went down to Basra he was ready to – persuaded of the need to go down to Basra.  There was – what I believe the catalyst for him actually doing it was an episode that hasn’t been reported of his national security advisor being, in essence, kidnapped by some JAM militiamen up in the Shula neighborhood, and shortly thereafter they launched the offensive in Basra.  And when in Basra, huge arms caches were discovered, of recent Iranian manufacture.
So I think this was a process of the splitting of the Shia-Islamist coalition, and I think that the splitting of these Shia-Islamist groups is what creates the possibility of new political formations and why my – I’m going to leave my way-ahead recommendations for later.  I’ve written a few op-ed pieces and they’re out there, and it’s in the last chapter of the book, but I think that the task now is largely political, and for us to support a political process that will incorporate people who have not been incorporated into the political system and to allow the formation of new groups, starting with the provincial elections.  But my view is we have misread the Iraqi political body politic in a fundamental way.  I think the country is both less sectarian than we commonly view it as, and I think it’s more nationalistic than we see it as.  

This is not a country that wants to become an appendage of Iran.  I know Bob Bair (sp) is making this argument in a new book he has out, and I’ve had enough conversations with Iraqis that I simply don’t buy it.  And I think that that is the main reason why I think that is the main reason why I think that Iraq will want some role – some help from the U.S. going on in the years ahead – a very tricky period now to manage the end game, to manage a drawdown to some level and a transition to a trained and equipped and a supportive mission.  And I’m very – I think that there are certain things that absolutely have to happen and the U.S. ought to insist upon a small list of conditions in exchange for its continued support, but to simply leave and turn all of our attention to the South Asia – very important South Asia AO – I’m not saying we don’t have to do that, but I just very much hope that after all that has been poured into Iraq, that this country will have enough strategic patience to see this thing through.
I have talked too long and I’m sorry, but I am wiling and ready to answer any questions that you’d like to ask.

QUESTION 1:  (Off mike) – the last several weeks – (off mike) – giant sucking sound – (off mike) – Iraq.
MS. ROBINSON:  Well, I think that – as I just mentioned, I think that anything precipitous could run that risk.  I mean, there are going to be – just like the stock market.  I mean, it’s going to go up and down, and I don’t think that you can make firm conclusions from any blip on the radar screen.  Implementing this SOFA is going to be tricky.  It’s a new environment, right?  We’re not going to have the U.N. Security Council resolution, we’re not going to have the ability to do independent ops, and there are allies within the Iraqi system.  And in general I believe that the Iraqi security forces, particularly the army, are on a good glide path toward professionalization.  The concern is, in my view, the sectarian impulses coming from the civilian elected officials, but, again, I think there are certain countervailing impulses too, such as, primarily, the wish to have us there as a counterweight to Iran.
You know, we do not know yet, of course, what policy the next administration is going to adopt, but I think the recent signs all point toward a willingness to manage it very carefully.  There is no question that troop levels are going down, but I don’t think that’s a problem.  I do not believe it’s a combat mission now.  It’s not.  It’s an advise, assist and influence mission, and I believe that it is one, above all, of political work, and to me that means having the right policy, having the right ambassador.  I believe we need an envoy there and I think we need a very concerted diplomatic effort that is lashed up with what the U.N. – and the U.N. secretary general is very committed to supporting the effort in Iraq.  I think you need to form a group of friends and I think you need to engage in regional diplomacy with the eye to – well, this is the logic that I see.  If the Iraqi government is willing to take some more of these steps that demonstrate its willingness to bring the Sunnis into the system internally, that will produce internal stability in Iraq and it will encourage the Sunni states, the Gulf states – Jordan, the neighbors of Iraq – to be more supportive of Iraq, and that will balance, provide the counterweight to Iran.

And I think you can get that virtuous circle going with the right policies, but if you start, obviously, yanking out huge numbers of brigades all at once, the thing could become unglued.  But I don’t – frankly, I guess maybe I’ll look back in four months and think I was being wildly optimistic, but that’s how I read the tea leaves in Washington.

Yes?

QUESTION 2:  What do you see is the role of the Kurds in the future of Iraq?

MS. ROBINSON:  Well, the Kurds, that’s one of those pending issues, right?  Kirkuk is a big one.  And I think – the way I look at the Kurds is there are true statesmen among the Kurds, and I would put Barham Salih even above Jalal Talabani, but both of them have been very key contributors to the compromises that have been forged to date.  They have been willing to put aside the parochial Kurdish interests to get things done, and most recently for the provincial elections to occur.  Mas’ud Barzani is more of a parochial, old-style warlord and pushing, and I think he’s not a helpful figure, but, again, he represents a large contingent of the Kurdish population.  
But what I think the far-sighted leaders in that community have realized is for better or worse, their future is tied to the success of Arab Iraq.  For them to break away invites certain war with Turkey, and it’s not going to happen in their lifetime, and I think that they have internalized that and have developed an approach accordingly that entails helping the Arab side of the equation reach some of these agreements.  They’re going to try to hold out for their interests, and they have effectively managed to protect their interests in a number of occasions.  Kirkuk, though, is hugely problematic being as I think that if they push forward into the annexation of Kirkuk, that is going to destabilize Northern Iraq, and I think there are some formulas that are already being worked.  And that is the main – Staffan de Mistura, the U.N. envoy, has taken on the Kirkuk issue, along with the provincial elections, as one of the two areas where he’s most invested right now.
But I think it has to be part of the next parliament’s to-do list.  And why I say next parliament, I think it is very critical, these December ’09 elections.  That’s the thing that the Obama administration has to keep its eye on and come into the office saying, okay, whatever deal we want to cut with Maliki right now is fine.  To keep the war from breaking out again we need to look at what are the requirements for successful elections in ’09 that’s going to produce the most representative parliament possible and the possibility of new coalitions forming, and perhaps even coalitions issue by issue.  And this is also what Barham Salih’s project has been.  He calls it the “grand bargain,” but really to peel off moderate groups from these different segments.  The Fadilah Party – I don’t know how many people here know about the Fadilah Party.  I mean, it’s a very important, I think, competitor to the Sadrist trend.  And they broke from the UIA and the coalition government in March of 2007 because they did not like the sectarian path that it was taking.  

So I think it’s very important to go at this with a fine-grained approach, and that’s the beauty of a parliamentary system is you can put together new coalitions.  

Yes?

QUESTION 3:  (Off mike.)  Do you think the Iraqi national government needs to harness those local grassroots – (off mike)?
MS. ROBINSON:  I am going to be agnostic because I really – I don’t know of what we’ve done at that level is ultimately going to be the – is it going to be the Iraqi solution?  I have to say I don’t have a good sense of that, and it may depend, you know, area by area, where they’ve been truly integrated and based on the local structure.  You know, and this was one thing I saw from early on in the war, the attempt to pick the right clan or the right sheik or the right interlocutor, and I think that probably at that level, you know, you need to talk area by area to say, how much have they plugged into the existing power and influence structure and picked the right partners?  I know that’s kind of a lame answer, but I think that it’s really hard to know if we’ve done the right thing at that level, you know, in terms of an enduring template.
I mean, I’m very – I think it’s critical that these provincial elections, you know, go off well and that you get provincial governments that are finally representative, because as you know, I mean, they’re not.  There is one Sunni on the Baghdad Provincial Council – one.  And so this imbalance just has to be rectified, and the fact that we’ve adopted the open list – or the Iraqis have adopted the open list rules so that it’s not a closed party list, that breaks the power of the party boss and that allows individual representatives to be selected, first of all, but then to build their own reputations, right, so you will have this connection between the grassroots, the population, their local leader, a face on an incipient national party.  I mean, it may be too quick to have national parties form out of local groups by the December ’09 elections, but if those elections – and this would be a critical condition I would make if I were in charge of the policy, that getting the open list rule for the national parliamentary elections in December is absolutely essential. 
So this process, it’s going to take time.  This is really my big answer is the working out of the political formulas is going to take time and we have to be patient about that.  And I think the people who have rushed to judgment to say Iraq can never reach these agreements, you know, those – if you look at any other war – and I’ve spent a lot of time in Central America.  You know, the post-war peacemaking phase will last years, a decade.  

Anyone else?

QUESTION 4:  Ma’am?

MS. ROBINSON:  Oh, sorry. 

QUESTION 5:  Excuse me, ma’am.

MS. ROBINSON:  Yes, I didn’t see you, but go ahead.

QUESTION 6:  A follow-on to that.  Have you seen the opening of money to follow those people that are in those positions down at the grassroots level, because Northwest Baghdad, the campaign of exhaustion against that whole area right there, putting the JSS in place and then having the government open up the money channels to follow that for success, has that happened in the year that we’ve not been there, or I’ve not been there?
MS. ROBINSON:  Do you mean our money or Iraqi money?

QUESTION 7:  Iraqi.

MS. ROBINSON:  Yeah, Iraqi money, yeah.  They have – and I have some figures but not off the top of my head, but the bottom line is not enough, and certainly compared to what they have.  And this would be – I mean, the three conditions that I would impose on Maliki – well, four if you include the electoral one, but incorporate the Sons of Iraq – and I would go even more than 20 percent into the security forces, but give them all jobs, whether in the police, the army or some other job that is not street sweeping, because a lot of these guys – I mean, the head of – one of the heads is a 24-year veteran of the army with an advanced degree.  I mean, you’re not going to make him a street sweeper.  You need to do something that’s going to guarantee he doesn’t go back to the fight.
So employ them – services to the areas that have been starved of them, absolutely, and then resettlement of the displaced, as much as you can, because if that gets hardened and frozen – you know, the longer that goes on, the harder that is to do.  And, again, Iraq has the money to fund all of these.  There is no reason why the U.S. should be funding that, in my view.  Now, they’re standing by.  As you know, the CERP contracts have – for the Sons of Iraq have been all renewed in the event that the Iraqi government does not pick up and start paying them.  And, again, that is a necessary stopgap to keep this thing from unraveling.  And as I’ve told so many people, especially in these public audiences, that think that they flipped for $10 a day, I’m like, no, you don’t get it.  They flipped because they didn’t want to die.  I mean, you know, this idea – and this also leads people to thinking, well, they’re just there for as long as you’re paying them, but the paying does give them a sense that they’re connected, that they’ve got someone taking care of them and looking out for them.  And as I mentioned by giving the anecdote about Abu Ibrahim – I mean, they totally still feel they could be dead tomorrow.  

So I think this go-slow approach – and this is the kind of thing I think – I think the Obama administration, as people get more briefed on the details they’ll understand that going fast on this stuff is not the way to go.  But I think that keeping on that CERP money, that’s not a huge amount.  Where I think you’ve got to force them to do, though, is the big spending on those three areas.  I was pleasantly surprised when I was back in September to see how much money was being spent – and I think it was both the annunate (ph) and the city government and the Ministry of Construction – cleanup of streets, parks being built.  There was a facelift going on.  And this, again, I spent – I was in Baghdad for most of that trip and I was amazed.  My previous trip had been in January, and it was really – they were dredging the Tigris River.  There was a lot going on, and with Iraqi money.  
So I think that – and, again, elections are coming, right, and that will always stimulate more spending.  So I think that there is some reason to be hopeful there but not to take our eye off the ball.  I mean, the people who want to just lateral this over and say the Iraqis are going to do what they’re going to do, let’s let them do it, I think that’s just the kind of thinking that will lead us back to war.  As much as I hate to say that, I consider that a very real possibility.  Of course that will probably not make us stay there.  That might cause an accelerated departure in a very negative – I mean, that would just be tragic.  I hate to even – especially to this audience, I hate to contemplate that future, but I have to believe – I do not think that’s going to happen.

Yes?

QUESTION 8:  Yes, understanding that your focus has been on Iraq, what lessons learned and TTPs do you think would be applicable in Afghanistan?
MS. ROBINSON:  Thank you, yes.  I have been asked that, and I actually wrote a piece for FoeignPolicy.com that I spelled out some of my thinking on this, but I think that clearly two different conflicts, but some of the principles and approaches do apply.  And in my view, the first one: diagnose the problem, right?  Get a handle on the real problem.  What is the situation?  Cleary we have to treat this like a two-country war, and it hasn’t been treated as a two-country war, right?  You have the Pashtun nation, which straddles the Duran Line, the Afghan-Pakistan border.  So you have got to start looking at it as that’s the problem.  You have to deal with the fact there are two governments, but if you don’t diagnose it as a two-country problem, I don’t think you’re going to get anywhere.  
So I think a lot of the analytical approaches to the problem definitely apply, and in fact are being applied, as you might gather from – I think there has been some reporting this.  General Petraeus has formed a CENTCOM assessment team that’s, again, headed by now-General H.R. McMaster, put together a multi-disciplinary group of people, and they’re going at it.  So I think – and this is key.  I mean, this is not an academic exercise, right, because if you don’t get this right you’re not going to get anything else right.  So it’s absolutely fundamental.  And I think taking a population security approach to the problem, or a population-based, a population-centric approach to the problem will be critical as well.

If you look – and I’m going to just do this in a very crude way.  There are people, I’m sure, in this room who could do it much better, but you’ve got the Pashtun nation, or Pashtun population, which is, roughly speaking, the support base for the Taliban insurgency, and the Taliban insurgency provides safe haven and support to the al Qaeda and al Qaeda-affiliated elements there.  So you have to have an approach that addresses all layers of that and that understands, what is the Pashtun motivation?  What can you do to peel them away?  Who are the reconcilables, irreconcilables – you know, so you have that kind of approach.  All of this back and forth about should there be negotiations with tribes, should there be Lashkars set up, should there be militias set up?  You know, I think that’s where you have to be very – you have to start looking at the impacts that you will have on the Afghan political system.

My bottom line for Afghanistan and policy toward Afghanistan is let’s be very realistic about what we’re trying to achieve here.  I mean, I have been to Afghanistan and that country is – I love it, it’s beautiful, it’s quite extraordinary in many ways, but it’s essentially in the 17th century, and how much time, money and treasure are we going to spend hauling it into the 19th century, or whatever the goal is?  I think we have to be very realistic about what we’re trying to achieve there, how much it’s going to cost, and if the American public is up for this, the same way there has to be a realistic appraisal of what the allies are willing to do, and what is an allied coalition effort that’s successful there really got to look like, because what’s there hasn’t been working.
MS. ROBINSON:  One more?  

MR.
:  Folks, we probably have time for one more question.

MS. ROBINSON:  I think there’s a gentleman – 

MR.
:  Scott, why don’t you take the last question for us?

QUESTION 9:  Ms. Robinson, your book tends to portray General Petraeus as sort of the essential man of the surge, and I’m wondering, having observed him, do you see him as representative of U.S. military culture or something extraordinary?

MS. ROBINSON:  Thank you for making this the last question because of course I’ve talked for all this time – I know General Petraeus has been here to speak with you, and many of you may have known him from his time here, but it wouldn’t be fitting to not have at least a few more comments about him.  I think he’s representative in the following way:  I think that this is a learning institution and I think that people here – and it was Gordon Sullivan – and I quote his remark – he said, you know, we may not get it right in the beginning, but we will eventually get it right, and I think that that’s generally true of the institution.  When something’s not working there is a tendency to analyze, retrain, refit, and keep going at it.  And so I think that that is – that part is characteristic, but I think where he’s uncharacteristic is particularly in his willingness to wade into the political sphere, and I think that’s very critical when you’re talking about these kinds of conflicts.  I think that this is, at bottom, a political conflict, and I think in the same way Afghanistan has to be approached with generals who are wiling to analyze and give recommendations about the political side of the conflict, and to employ the military resources for the political ends.

Now, to a lot of people that may sound like an alarming and dangerous politicization of the officers’ metier, but I don’t see it that way.  But I do think – I’ll just give you a quick anecdote.  When I talked to General Pace about this and asked him about the political aspects of the counterinsurgency plan that they were trying to reformulate – this was at the end of ’06 – he just said, politics is out of my lane.  And I think it can’t be out of the military lane.  And, again, respecting what are the boundaries, but I think that you have to have an understanding of the political conflict, and behind closed doors engage with the political leadership, and engage in a way that – let me put it this way:  We’ve rarely had allies in conflicts who aren’t problematic in some fashion, right?  They have an insurgency in their country because there is something dysfunctional about that political system.  So it’s almost a given that U.S. relations with that country, with that government have to be based on some kind of tough love, clear talk conditions.  I mean, in Salvador we had a legislative cap on advisors, right?  There was all kinds of controversy involved in that, but eventually we stayed with it and helped a problematic government reform itself, reform the military and reach a very successful peace accord.
So I think that’s where – and I think that’s what his tradition has prepared him for because he’s been looking at low-intensity conflict from the – you know, since he was here as a captain.  And I think that there are plenty of officers who are oriented to that kind of conflict.  I mean, I run into them all the time.  I’m astonished by the quality in this institution, and I think – you know, there’s a debate going on right now about, oh, we’re not preparing for the major conflicts, we’re not doing this and that.  Obviously to me the answer is we’ve got to be prepared to do both, right, and this institution is capable of doing both, the same way I think this country is capable of dealing with the endgame in Iraq while dealing with South Asia too.  I just can’t believe we can’t do both.

Is that it?  Thank you so much.

MR.
:  Ladies and gentlemen, let’s thank our guest.  (Applause.)  Thank you, Linda.  She will be moving to the bookstore and will be signing some books, so if anybody is interested, in a few minutes we’ll be down there.  Thank you very much for coming today.
(END)

