
JUHA-ANTERO PUISTOLA 

ON THE STRATEGIC DECISION-MAKING 
IN THE SECOND PERSIAN GULF WAR 

"See, part oJbeing a leader is: you can't lead unless you know where you want to go. 
You can't say 10110w me' and not have a destination. We have a destination in mind, 

and that is a freer world." George W. Bushl 

Introduction 

As ongoing war in Iraq still divides opinions in and outside of the United States, 
the issue of the strategic leadership and decision making inside the V.S. government 
does that too. It is extremely difficult to acquire impartial information concerning the 
issue. The full chronology of what actions took place in U.S. planning before or dur­
ing the war to force Saddam Hussein form power is still unclear. Many sources of this 
article are strongly disputed or secondary in nature. 

Formal influence 

Legal and organizational base for U.S. govemment decision making 
II And the one who decides, the one who makes the Joreign policy decisions Jor the 

United States oJ America, is not the Secretary oJ State, or the Secretary oJ Defense or 
the National Security Advisor. It's the President."2 

However, it is obvious that the president needs assistance while dealing with 
foreign policy issues. 

National Security Council 

The National Security CounciP, which members meet at the White House in or­
der to discuss national security issues, played the crucial role during the planning 
phase of the second Gulf War. The National Security Council is the president's 
most important forum for considering foreign policy matters with his advisors 
and cabinet members. 
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The function of the Council is to advice the president with respect to the inte­
gration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to the national security 
so as to enable different Governmental bodies to co-operate effectively in matters 
involving the national security. The president is presiding over meetings of the 
Council. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may, in his role as the most 
important military adviser to the Council, attend and participate in meetings if 
the president so decides.4 

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (NSA) directs the 
Council staff which is also known as the Executive Secretariat. Staff members are 
selected from the diplomatie corps, the intelligence community, the civil service, 
the military services, academia and the private sector. The NSC staff does the 
long term coordination and integration of foreign policy and national security 
matters across the government. 

As U.S. planes were attacking almost daily Iraqi targets between 1991 and 2003 
and Saddam Hussein was seen as the greatest threat for Middle East stability, it 
is not surprising that Iraq was in many cases the number one issue in Security 
Councils meetingss. It was before Bush was inaugurated when Richard Cheney 
decided that Topic A in meetings should be Iraq. He wanted to make sure that the 
president understood the situation concerning Iraq6. 

The National Security Council and the National Security Council Staff work­
ing procedures are personalised to the president's style7• After 9/11 much of the 
decision environment involving the War on Terror became embedded in meet­
ings which included the core personnel of the NSC and others closest to Bush. 
This group was known as the "War Cabinet"8. Also the Vice President Richard 
Cheney, who was extremely experienced politician, seemed to favour centralized 
advisory system. 

Iraq Liberation Act of 1998 
Congress has the constitutional responsibility to examine policy initiatives and 
issue assets for foreign affairs and national defence. Thus the numerous congres­
sional committees and their staffs have significant impact on foreign policy. In 
1973 Congress passed the War Powers Resolution (WPR) to ensure that Congress 
and the president share in making decisions about the use of force.9 While presi­
dents have never acknowledged the constitutionality of the War Power Resolu­
tion they have reported to Congress accordingly. 

Between August 21990, when Iraq invaded and began a 7 month occupation 
of Kuwait, and March 2003, the relationship between Saddam Hussein's Iraq and 
United States could have been described as cautious at best. The first Gulf War, 
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which aimed to liberate Kuwait, not to oeeupy Iraq, ended on February 28, 1991. 

After that date the U.S. and Iraq were extremely hostile towards each other until 
the seeond Gulf War erupted 2003. 

Saddam Hussein was broadly seen as the greatest threat against Ameriean in­
terestslO on Gulf area. The U.S. Congress stated regarding United States policy 
towards Iraq 1998 that "It should be policy of the United States to support efforts 
to remove the regime headed by Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq and to 
promote the emergenee of a demoeratic govemrnent to replaee the regime." The 
president at the time, Bill Clinton, signed H.R. 4655, the "Iraq Liberation Act of 
1998." October 31 that year. l1 

In Persian Gulf area, the presenee of U .S. forces beeame praetieally permanent. 
They enforeed no-fly zones over northern and southern Iraq. Moreover - they 
represented the long-term eommitment of the United States to regional allies 
- namely Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. 12 

9/11- Joint Resolution Authorizing the Use of Foree Against Terrorists 
Three days after the terrorist attacks Congress passed a Joint Resolution, author­
izing the president "to use all neeessary and appropriate foree against those na­
tions, organizations, or persons he determines pianned, authorized, eommitted, 
or aided the terrorist attaeks that oeeurred on Sept. 11, 2001, or harbored such or­
ganizations or persons, in order to prevent any future aets of international terror­
ism against the United States by such nations, organizations or persons."13 Three 
weeks later president Bush reported to Congress the use of foree against Afghani­
stan. The terrorist attaeks and the following Global War On Terror (GWOT) have 
also broadened the seope of Department of Defense's role in the interagency 
arena. 

Authorization for Use of Military Foree Against Iraq Resolution of 2002 

On Oetober 16, 2002, the president signed into law the II Authorization for Use of 
Military Poree Against Iraq Resolution of 2002." The resolution authorized the 
president to use the armed forees to defend the national security of the United 
States against the threat posed by Iraq and to enforee all relevant U.N. resolutions 
regarding Iraq.14 

95 



Informal Influence 

Pressure Groups 
In the years before and during the Bush administration, there was ongoing inter­
naI battle within key foreign policy structures over the strategic direction of U.S. 
national security poliey. With the end of the Cold War and geopolitical conflict, 
the foreign policy agenda was eaptured by new issues like free trade, democrati­
zation, terrorism ete. There were those who believed in a traditionai multilateral 
approach and those who believed unilateral stanee.1S 

The Project for the New Amerlcan Century 
"Edueational organization" named the Projeet for the New Amerkan Century 
(PNAC) was established in the spring of 1997. This organization, which pro­
motes Ameriean globalleadership, has raised several questions and a feweon­
spiraey theories. The most direet aeeusation against PNAC claims that they aetu­
ally orchestrated the whole war against Iraq.16 It is indeed obvious that PNAC 
promotes U.S. position as the world's only superpower whieh grand strategy 
should aim to preserve and extend that position as far into the future as possible. 
The Defense Policy Guidanee (DPG), which was drafted in the beginning of 1992, 

formed bases for PNAC military thinking. The later suppressed DPG doeument 
was erafted by Lewis Libby and Paul Wolfowitz at the request of Defense Seere­
tary Richard Cheney - who all beeame members of the George W. Bush govem­
ment some eight years later. DPG is eurrently regarded as an early formulation of 
the neoeonservatives' post-cold war agenda. 17 

Members of the PNAC were dissatisfied with President Clinton's poliey to­
wards Iraq and wrote a well-known letter to the president January 26, 1998. On 
that letter they stated: " ... we are eonvineed that eurrent Ameriean poliey toward 
Iraq is not sueeeeding." They urged the president to pronounee a new strategy, 
which should aim at the removal of Saddam Hussein' s regime from power.18 

Putting eonspiraey theories aside, it is interesting to notiee that eleven out of 
eighteen people, who signed the aetualletter, were later nominated into the pres­
ident George W. Bush eabinet. Among those were Seeretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld 19 and Deputy Seeretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz. When looking at 
these names and numbers we should keep in mind that by the time that George 
W. Bush won the eleetion, neo-cons20 were the strongest foreign policy faetion in 
the Republiean Party21. As the Clinton presidency eame to a close, PNAC moved 
deeisively to make sure that its agenda was highly visible at the 2000 Republi­
ean presidential primaries. Neo-eonservatives didn't sueeeed having their own 
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primary candidate, Malcolm Stevenson Forbes JrY, elected so they supported 
George W. Bush. 

At first neo-cons and PNAC appeared to be dissatisfied with the new presi­
dent. George Bush didn't promote increases in defence spending or force trans­
formation that the PNAC detailed. Neo-cons felt that realistic policy advocated 
by Colin Powell and Condoleezza Rice23 at that time was, in fact, the policy of 
Bush too. 

The other letter from PNAC to the president of the United States is dated Sep­
tember 20, 2001. The letter was written after 9/11 terrorist attacks and was quite 
straight forward in its wordings. "It may be that the Iraqi government provided 
assistance in some form to the recent attack on the United States. But even if the 
evidence does not link Iraq directly to the altack, any strategy aiming at the 
eradication of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to 
remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq."24 

The case for war 

"Mr. Chairman, the last thing we want is asmoking gun. 
A gun smokes after it has been fired"25 

The U.S. government estimated that intelligence is the first line of defence against 
terrorists and the threat posed by hostile nations.26 In his statement before the 
House Armed Services Committee on Iraq September 18th 2002, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimated that "the Iraqi regime remains a significant 
threat to our interests and those of our allies". Moreover, he stated that "Iraq's 
weapon of mass destruction program represents a greater threat to American 
lives, our interests and those of our allies and friends." According to General My­
ers, Iraq "without any doubt" valued clandestine programs in order to produce 
nuclear, biological and chemical weapons. 27 His statement was, of course, one 
part in the flow of information, which was later described as a failure of the U.S. 
Intelligence Community in it's assessments on Iraq.28 

The main question is why the Intelligence Community failed or would seem 
like that? Is the failure result of the deliberate attempt to misguide the nation? 
When U.S. Intelligence Community drafted the National Intelligence Estimate on 
Iraq's weapons of mass destruction September 2002, most what analysts actually 
knew for fact pre-dated the 1991 Gulf War.29 According to an official report that 
aspect of uncertainty was never accurately or adequately explained to policy-
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makers. Especially CIA was blamed on abusing its unique position in the Jntel­
ligence Community and access to policy makers.30 

There are, however, some indicators that Jntelligence Community's "maybes" 
were transformed into "hard facts" in the politicallevel of discussions. Accord­
ing to former White House counterterrorism director Richard A. Clarke, it was 
Donald Rumsfeld who started to suggest right after September 11th that the V.S. 
should bomb Iraq instead of Afghanistan because Iraq had better targets. Accord­
ing to the Observer magazine, president George Bush first asked Tony Blair to 
support the removal of Saddam Hussein already nine days after 9/1131. 

There is also a possibility, that the IC actually gave all the necessary informa­
tion to different governmental bodies, including the president and the National 
Security Council, but the most senior political and military dedsion makers 
simply ignored what they feIt negative advice.32 The role of the vice president 
Cheney should be mentioned. Cheney had a strong background in national se­
curity and Bush wanted him to study the nation's vulnerability to terrorism. Jn 
that role, the vice president may have been able to press Bush to adopt his views 
on national security and Iraq. The vice president apparently also issued his own 
personai National Jntelligence Estimate of Hussein.33 

George Bush & foreign pOlicy34 

"It would be churlish to claim that the Bush's administration's foreign policy 
has been error-free from the start. We are human beings; we all make mistakes. 

But we have always pursued the enlightened self-interest of the American people, 
and in our purposes and our principles there are no mistakes. "35 

When George W. Bush started his presidential term, he promised that he would 
put an "end to the open ended deployments and unclear military missions". This, 
with the National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice's hintJ6 that the Vnited States 
would withdraw its forces from Balkans, raised some concerns in V.S. European 
allies. However, the president assured NATO allies that troops would remain. 

Jn 2004 the former Secretary of State, Colin L. Powell, wrote in his article "A 
Strategy of Partnerships" that "it seems that an administration can develop a 
sound foreign policy strategy, but it can't get people to acknowledge or under­
stand it."37 Powell's article was countering to accusations that the president had 
no vision for the world, nor any strategy. President's inner circle38 played impor­
tant role when George Bush's foreign policy was formed.39 
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The National Seeurity Strategy (NSS) of the United States of America pub­
lished September 200240, which defined U.S. policy priorities in eight seetions, 
had at least one very important announeement in it. It stated that "as a matter 
of common sense and self defense, Amerlca will act against such emerging 
threats before they are fully formed".4l Aeeording to Colin L. Powell the NSS 
made the eoneept of pre-emption open in order to reassure the Ameriean people 
that the government possessed eommon sense: "you do not allow future attacks 
to happen before you take aetion."42 However, many foreign governments started 
to worry the United States is not going to respeet treaties or behold to multilateral 
institutions, if vital U.S. interests are at stake. 

Colin Powell promoted the use of diplomatie and eeonomie tools before re­
sorting to war. Inside Bush's government he was one of the last who believed in 
eontainment and deterrenee. After all, he was one of the few senior officials to 
have experieneed and learned the politieal and military lessons of the Vietnam 
War himself. He also promoted the use of overwhelming force to earry out spe­
eifie political objectives tied to a definitive exit strategy if the eourse was war43

• 

The use of overwhelming foree, politieal objectives and exit strategy were the 
eorner stones of the "Powell doetrine". Bush's appointment of Powell as Secre­
tary of State implied that the United States would, after "years of an unstable 
foreign pOlicy"44, pursue a retum to the Powell Doctrine. After September 11th 

that was not a case anymore.45 

After September 11th, the United States looked to its Commander-in-Chief for 
strong leadership. 9/11 imposed a national seeurity priority on the George W. 
Bush administration. At the same time the foreign poliey decision making power 
moved from the Department of the State to the Department of Defense mainly 
beeause of the strong personalities of Donald Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz. The 
2002 State of the Union speech46 was a strong signal of what was going to happen. 
Iraq, North Korea and Iran were labelled as an "axis of evil"47. Simultaneously 
NSS emphasized proaetive foreign policy and a pre-emptive military strategy. 
The State of the Union Address was a starting point of the public48 eampaign for 
military aetion against Iraq. When diseussing with his inner circle the president 
was in favour of those advisors who presented him what he believed were deci­
sive choices. 

"The Man", George W. Bush 
"1' m the kind of guy that when 1 make up my mind - you know, 1 appreciate advice 

and counsel- but we were going. And the doctrine, if you harbour terrorist you 
are equally as guilty as terrorist, came right from my soul." George W. Bush49 
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At first the president George W. Bush seemed to continue Clinton's foreign policy 
regardless of the previous campaign rhetoric. Neo-conservative magazine Weekly 
Standard disagreed strongly with the President's positions on China, Iraq, the Mid­
dle East in general and, of course, defence spending. 

Bush's aim was to direct foreign policy in general and to delegate the specific 
details of foreign policy to his aides and cabinet secretaries50. President Bush did 
not - as a leader - see any need to explain his decisions; "That's the interesting 
thing about being the president. Maybe somebody needs to explain to me why they say 
something, but 1 don't feellike 1 owe anybody an explanation."51 

With this leadership style the president may have sometimes discouraged52 

free-flow of ideas or debate. He has, for example, a habit to nickname people 
around himo The former Treasury Secretary, "The Big 0", Paul O'Neill, who was 
fired from his job for disagreeing too many times with the president's policy on 
tax cuts, was not amused by this habit. According to him nicknaming was a form 
of bullying.53 President Bush did not micromanage his staff or engage himself in 
policy debates with them - it was the Commander-in-Chief leadership. He actu­
ally expected consensus after the decision was made. 

The role of the United Nations 

"First, the fact is that there are a number of countries that want 
Saddam Hussein gone. Some are reluctant to say publicly just yet. 

But, if the U.S. waited for a consensus before acting, 
we would never do anything. "54 

Much of the Bush' s government' s internal debate was whether to address UN 
as Colin Powell and Tony Blair insisted or not.55 The United Nations was not 
enjoying particularly good reputation among neo-conservatives during the pre­
vious years. In his testimony before the House National Security Committee on 
Iraq September 18th, 1998, the future Under Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz 
stated: "The United Nations is unable or unwilling to pursue a serious policy in 
Iraq, one that would aim at liberating the Iraqi people from Saddam's tyrannical 
grasp and free Iraq's neighbours from Saddam's murderous threats."56 

From the U.S. government point of view, Saddam Hussein ignored all16 UN 
Security Council resolutions before the president himself asked the UN Security 
Council to act. The question was not about the lack of resolutions, but how to 
proceed if Saddam Hussein abviausly cantinues ta challenge them. President 
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Bush put it in his address to UN as "All the world faces a test, and the United 
Nations a difficult and defining moment. he Security Council resolutions to be 
honoured and enforced, or cast aside without consequence? Will the United Na­
tions serve the purpose of its founding, or will it be irrelevant?"S7 Military action 
seemed to be unavoidable if no drastic action were taken. It is apparent that after 
September 11 th, Bush accepted, at least partly, neo-conservative view of Ameri­
can leadership as a unipolar hegemony instead of collective security. 

However, George W. Bush did send his Secretary of State, Colin Powell, to 
present the U.S. case on Iraq to the UN Security Council. This had at least three 
goals to achieve. First, Colin Powell was giving the reluctant intemational com­
munity last chance to join the coalition of willing. Second, Tony Blair needed the 
gesture in order to stay in the officeS8. Third, he convinced the American public 
that the war was justified.S9 Cheap Saudi oil, new military aid and economic as­
sistance were used in an attempt to buy the votes of poor countries on the Secu­
rity Council.60 

The U.S. efforts failed and in the beginning of March 2003, the foreign min­
isters of France, Germany and Russia said that they "will not al1ow" passage of 
a UN resolution to authorize war against Iraq. The statement was made public 
after the three ministers held meeting in Paris. "Russia and France, as permanent 
members of the Security Council, will assume their full responsibilities on this 
point."61 These remarks were important for Saddam Hussein, because he obvi­
ously trusted that France and Russia would prevent an invasion by the United 
States62. 

As it became apparent that UN resolution will not pass, the White House 
continued to assemble a "Coalition of the Willing". Defense Secretary Donald 
Rumsfeld dismissed France and Germany as "Old Europe" and highlighted fa­
vourably the "New Europe"63, which formed important - political64 - part of the 
Coalition. Administration offiåals stated publicly that they didn't attempt to 
bully nations into supporting U.S. Iraq policy, but there are some indicators of 
coeråon. The role of the Vice President Richard Cheney must be noted. He was 
used to convince different countries to join U.S. effort. America was cal1ed "the 
Arm-Twister" when Bush Administration, quite understandably from the power 
politics point of view, used a mixture of courtship and threats when addressing 
countries one by one.6S 

Some govemments, including United Kingdom, Spain, Italy, Australia, Den­
mark, Portugal and Japan, accepted U.S. position without any pressure.66 On 
Tuesday, March 18 2003, Secretary of State Colin Powell released a list of some 
30 countries that he claimed had agreed to be publicly identified as members of 
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the alliance. According to him. there were also another 15 countries that preferred 
to remain anonyrnous67

• However, it is important to notice that the list inc1uded 
only 4 of 15 Security Council members and eight of the countries were so called 
NATO wannabes68• Also the designation of Turkey as a member of the coalition 
is open to discussion at least. 

A least Britain initially assumed that they would get far more support from 
other countries and especially UN than what was actually received. Strong in­
temational support and commitment would have been a crucial missing link 
between Powell Doctrine's exit strategy and Rumsfeld Doctrine's speed and ac­
curacy with light U.S. footprint. Almost as big miscalculation was made when 
coalition planners assumed that Iraq could use its oil money for quick recovery 
after a change in country's leadership. Especially an Iraqi exile Ahmed Chalabi 
was able to convince the administration that nation building in Iraq would be 
an easy process. However, Chalabi was a quite dubious character and was not 
broadly trusted.69 

The war 

Lessons Iearned from Afghanistan formed a basis from which RumsfeId and General 
Tommy Franks created their pIan for the invasion of Iraq. It is extremeIy important to 
notice, that ongoing discussion is part of the similar "lessons learned"process and, as 
such, highly valuabIe. 

The planning for regime change in Iraq centred in three key concerns: the pos­
sible use of weapons of mass destruction, short and victorious war and transition 
of power to the Iraqis as quickly as possible. For example Powell's arguments 
that U.S. invasion would lead to further anti-American sentiment and insurgency 
were dismissed. 

During the planning phase of Post-Saddam era, it became dear, that many 
experts, who were working on U.S. policy, actually had very little knowledge 
of Iraq. That in tum led to some serious miscalculations. The U.S. govemment 
expected that troops would be perceived as liberators and missed the early signs 
of rising insurgency. 

The Joint Staff directed CENTCOM1° to create special Joint task Force 4 in order 
to conduct interagency planning for stabilization operations. The outcome was a 
300-page Phase N Operations Order, which focused on seven lines of operations: 
unity of effort, security, rule of law, civil administration, govemance, humanitar­
ian assistance and resettlement.71 
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By March 2003, the Iraqi military was suffering from 13 years of international 
sanctions, low quality of training and weak morale. For example feared militias 
were created to defend Iraq from internal enemies, not external ones. 

Anyhow, the invasion and battles clearly proved that V.S. armed forces were 
capable to fight as pianned. The overall speed, accuracy and lethality were some­
thing unique. The war plans represented a real-world test of Rumsfeld Doctrine 
which relied on light and lethal forces combined with speed. Militarily the first 
phase of the war was a great success. However, plans and the reality did not meet 
after major combat operations were declared to be over.72 

The Department of Defense' s internai disagreement on troop levels became 
publie three weeks before the invasion when the Army Chief of Staff General Eric 
Shinseki stated that Vnited States needed at least "several hundred thousands 
troops" in the post-invasion phase of war. Both Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz rebut­
ted Shinseki' s claims.73 Rumsfeld also succeeded in replacing those officers in 
senior positions who challenged his view. 

As it became case in Iraq, force levels needed for defeating the enemy differs 
from force levels needed for removing the regime from power and conducting 
post-combat stability operations. In the past, Pentagon war games have given 
only alittie consideration to the force requirements after major combat opera­
tions.74 

It seems quite likely, that the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and Mr. 
Rumsfeld himself, put intense pressure on the V.S. military to pIan for the 
lowest possible level of deployment.75 Moreover, major withdrawals of forces 
were planned to start almost immediately after Baghdad fell ignoring the fact 
that V.S. military could not secure rear areas, prevent looting and suppress in­
surgency.76 

There is also a totally different viewpoint to the situation in Iraq today. It is not, 
as we could imagine, a showcase of neo-con OR Bush's administration's failure, 
but the proof that U.S. military should be strengthened. The V.S. is lacking the 
force structure that it needs to be itself.77 

The Office of Reconstruction and Assistance (ORHA) 
and the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) 
January 2003 the V.S. Defense Department established the Office of Reconstruc­
tion and Assistance78 to deal specifically with a post-Saddam Iraq. However, it is 
obvious that the civil military co-operation between ORHA and CENTCOM 
was almost nonexistent during or after the war and ORHA's mission was given 
only a modest priority.79 
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When Saddam Hussein felI the Office was replaced with the Coalition Provi­
sional Authority. It did not solve the problems experienced before. Only a hand­
ful of CPA staff spoke Arabic and a large number of them were temporary hires 
of contractors from several sources. More over, the CPA isolated itself from Iraqis 
and other allied actors by staying inside separate safe areas.80 

As one result of the lessons learned from the reconstruction of Iraq the Bush 
administration promulgated National Security Presidential Directive 44 on De­
cember 7, 2005. "The Secretary of State shall coordinate and lead integrated United 
States Government efforts, involving all U.S. Departments and Agencies with relevant 
capabilities, to prepare, pian for, and conduct stabilization and reconstruction activities. 
The Secretary of State shall coordinate such efforts with the Secretary of Defense to ensure 
harmonization with any planned or ongoing U.S. military operations across the spectrum 
of conflict."81 That document should solve one principal problem of interagency 
decision making when clearly naming the person in charge. 

Coneluslons - deeision making in the seeond persian gulf war 

"For the peace of the world and the benefit and freedom of the lraqi people, 
1 hereby give the order to execute Operation lraqi Freedom. May God bless the troops." 

George W. Bush, March 19, 200382• 

It is apparent that no decisions can be made, or were made, regardless of history and 
national politics. However, there were several factors which gave uplift for neo-con­
servative thoughts inside George Bush's govemment. 

The administration's inner circle was relatively small83 and without actually 
attending to the meetings one could easily lose the track on discussions and deci­
sions. Furthermore, the Bush's advisory system, which did not support formal 
processes, was sustained by strong personalities and the president heard and 
accepted arguments that were made in the strongest personal fashion84• Con­
doleezza Rice was the only member of the cabinet whom Bush directly asked for 
a recommendation of whether to go to war8S • 

There was a powerful group of senior politicians, with their own agenda, in­
side Bush's government. Richard Perle86

, the Chairman of the Pentagon's Defense 
Policy Board and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz were part of that 
group. They never disguised their goals conceming Iraq. AIso the vice president 
Richard Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld, who were working together already dur­
ing Ford's presidency (1974-1977), were part of that very influenceable cluster. 
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Terrorist strike against U .S. homeland on September 11th 2001 had, of course, ma­
jor impactB7 on decision making process. It allowed "hidden" ideas to surface88 

and to materialize and pushed aside maybe more pragmatie world views. The 

neocons were more effective in pushing their policies with the president and 
their viewpoint prevailed over other groups. 

Inside Bush's government's decision making cycle there appears to be several 
obstacles in a flow of information. One of the most severe of those was between 
State department and the rest of the administration.89 Secretary of State was in­
formed of President's decision90 for war after Cheney and Bush informed the 

Saudi Ambassador. 

The Department of Defense expected that the Department of State would han­

dIe the reconstruction but the Department of State was not informed of this un­
tillate at the planning process. Furthermore, the civil-military co-operation was 
not successful after the major combat operations. In short: Everyone involved 
in post-war planning assumed someone else would do reconstruction91 • The 
reconstruction planners also assumed that more troops would be available to 
establish safe and secure environment but that did not happen. 

In the months leading up to the war, opinions of the planners of the war and the 
top generals divided quite strongly on troop level needed. Secretary of Defense Don­
ald RumsfeId and the Head of the U.S. Central Command General Tommy Franks 

disregarded claims that the war pIan was dangerously thin. 

Summary 

The strategic declsion making process inside Bush government was informal, influ­
enced by strong personalities and sometimes strict disputes. These qualities were 
combined with heavy neo-conservative thinking and, above all, the shock effect of 
9/11 terrorist attacks. These attacks gave the justification for Commander-in-Chief 
leadership style. Decisions were made as fast and effectively as possible and they 

were followed through - even if they were controversial in nature. 
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Figure 1: Simplified picture af the strategic decision making in the secand Persian GulfWar. Major 
absracles in the f1aw of information circulated. 

Notes 

I Tell me - what do you really thlnk of Tony Blair, Mr President?, The Daily Telegraph, April 
22,2006. 

2 Statement af Colin L. Powell, U.S Secretary of State, April23, 2003. 
3 The National Security Act of 1947 mandated a major reorganization of the foreign policy 

establishments of the u.s. Government. The act created many of the institutions, including 
the National Security Council, that were useful for presidents when formulating and imple­
menting foreign policy. It should be noted that the Council need not to convene formally to 
function. The creation of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the Northern 
Command after 9/11 is the most important new interagency arrangement since the National 
Security Act. 

4 U.S. National Security Act of 1947, Title 1 - Coordination for National Security, National Se­
curity Council. See also: Meinhart, Richard. Strategic planning by the Chairmen, J oint Chiefs 
of Staff, 1990 to 2005, April2006, p. 2-3. The Chairman Joint Chief of Staff's formalleadership 
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