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			Book Presentation: War of Necessity, War of Choice by Richard N. Haass

			Book Abstract

			Richard Haass is in a unique position as one of the few people involved at a senior level of U.S. government decision-making in both Iraq conflicts. As a member of the National Security Council (NSC) staff for the first President Bush and director of policy planning in the State Department for the second President Bush, Haass has in-depth insider information and experiences related to how two administrations answered the question, “When and how should the United States go to war?”

			The first Iraq war, instigated by Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, was a war of necessity. Haass argues that the second Iraq war was a war of choice, “the most significant discretionary war undertaken by the United States since Vietnam.”

			About the Author

			Richard N. Haass is the president of the Council on Foreign Relations, an independent, nonpartisan institution that focuses on U.S. foreign policy and international relations. Haass was special assistant to George H. W. Bush and senior director on the staff of the National Security Council from 1989 to 1993. In the George W. Bush administration, Haass worked closely with Secretary of State Colin Powell from 2001 to 2003. 

		


		
			Summary of War of Necessity, War of Choice (Richard N. Haass)

			A Tale of Two Wars

			It isn’t hard to find the big superficial similarities between the two Iraq wars: both involved a President Bush and Saddam Hussein, president of Iraq. But dig any deeper than that and the resemblance quickly disappears:

			
					The first war was a limited traditional war. The second was a “radical initiative” that sought to change the status quo and replace Iraq’s leadership.

					The first war was reactive and conformed to international standards of self-defense. The second was preventive (and not, as argued by the George W. Bush administration, preemptive).

					The first Iraq war was a “truly multilateral affair” with an international coalition. The second was practically unilateral, with only limited support provided by other countries.

					The first Iraq war occurred after more than a dozen U.N. Security Council resolutions “failed to dislodge Saddam from Kuwait,” which he had invaded. The U.S. government began the second war against Iraq with only one new Security Council resolution after the U.S. realized it wouldn’t gain support for another.

					The first Iraq war was entered into with more than half a million U.S. troops and “was premised on the Powell Doctrine’s bias toward employing overwhelming military force.” The second war, designed by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, was fought with only 150,000 troops.

					The first Iraq war relied initially on airpower alone. The second relied on U.S. ground troops early on.

					The first war was based on a “false negative”: the mistaken belief by most analysts that Iraq would not invade Kuwait. The second Iraq war was sold on a “false positive,” in which most policy makers and intelligence analysts believed incorrectly that Saddam was hiding weapons of mass destruction.

					Opponents of the first Iraq war underestimated the costs “of allowing the status quo” in Kuwait to stand and overestimated the costs associated with evicting Saddam from Kuwait. Proponents of the second war underestimated the costs of going to war and overestimated the risks of allowing the status quo to stand.

					The first war was unpopular at the outset but by the end was “wildly popular.” The second war with Iraq began with wide support but became widely unpopular.

					Less than $100 billion was spent on the first Iraq war and the U.S. received international financial support to defray the cost. The second has cost the U.S. at least $1 trillion, possibly more, and no one is stepping forward to help share the expense.

					“The first war claimed a few hundred American lives.” The second has claimed more than 4,000.

			

			The first Iraq war is a classic example of a war of necessity: from an American viewpoint, this category would also include World War II and initially the Korean War.

			The second Iraq war does not meet the definition of unavoidability. Instead, a war of choice is one that reflects a “conscious choice when other reasonable policies are available” but are deemed less attractive. Other wars of choice were Vietnam, Bosnia, Kosovo, and the Spanish-American war.

			The Winding Road to War

			The British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf region in the late 1960s led to a new U.S. foreign policy doctrine, announced by Richard Nixon in July 1969:

			
					The U.S. would keep all treaty agreements.

					It would provide a shield if a nuclear power (the Soviet Union or China) “threatened the freedom of an ally or a nation whose survival was deemed vital.”

					Countries that were victims of aggression would be furnished by the U.S. with military and economic assistance when requested, but would be primarily responsible for providing troops to defend themselves.

			

			This, with American military forces busy in Southeast Asia, was a policy of indirectness. In the Persian Gulf, this Nixon Doctrine worked for a decade, through Nixon, Ford, and early Carter. Iran – with its pro-American Shah – appeared to be stable, but in 1979, the Shah fled and “one of the twin pillars” of U.S. policy in the region was gone.

			Just 10 months later, U.S. diplomats in Tehran were taken hostage, and in December, the Soviets invaded Afghanistan. Carter announced a new doctrine in January 1980: “An attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States, and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force.”

			The Reagan presidency coincided with the Iran-Iraq War, initiated by Saddam Hussein to assert his primacy in the region. The war lasted eight years and was quite costly both to Iraq and Iran. This conflict ultimately “sowed the seeds of war” between the U.S. and Iraq because: 1) It left Iraq short of funds, which was the “root cause” of Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait, and 2) It led U.S. analysts to believe that Iraq’s compromised position would require years of recuperation and “tranquility.”

			During the Iran-Iraq War, the U.S. played a “limited form of balance-of-power” policy, in which the U.S. tilted toward Iraq as the lesser of two evils. A limited diplomatic and commercial relationship developed and Iran was unable to overrun Iraq. But in the Middle East, “the enemy of your enemy can still be your enemy.”

			The commercial and diplomatic ties between the United States and Iraq became more contentious as Saddam’s paranoia and bellicose demands pushed many U.S. policymakers away. Credit guarantees and dual-use technologies (which can be used for commercial as well as military purposes) slowed and then were stopped. It became increasingly obvious that “Saddam’s agenda was incompatible” with that of the United States.

			Saddam started moving troops to the border with Kuwait, its smaller, wealthier neighbor to the south. The U.S. ambassador to Iraq was summoned to speak with Saddam and she determined – along with the majority of U.S. foreign policy experts and intelligence agents – that Saddam was involved in nothing more than “gunboat diplomacy” to pressure Kuwait into reducing its oil production, which would raise the price of oil and give Iraq much needed income.

			But Iraqi troops marched into Kuwait and the bluff turned out to be a real threat.

			Desert Shield

			When, on August 2, 1990, Saddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait, the U.S. found itself scrambling to respond before “the new situation” became “the new status quo.”

			Immediately, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 660, which required that Iraq “withdraw immediately and unconditionally” from Kuwait. The U.S. National Security Council held several meetings to craft a U.S. response to the invasion. On August 8, President Bush gave an address from the Oval Office laying out four principles of U.S. policy:

			
					“Immediate, unconditional, and complete Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait.”

					Restoration of Kuwait’s government.

					U.S. commitment to stability in the region (particularly Saudi Arabia).

					U.S. determination to protect American citizens abroad.

			

			The President’s speech went well, but, like all crises, the first few weeks of the U.S.’s response to Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait had its “peaks and valleys.” However, by the end of August, the world was on record as demanding a full withdrawal from Kuwait; sanctions were in place; oil producers had ramped up production of oil to make up for Iraqi crude; and Saudi Arabia was becoming prepared to “repel” an attack from Saddam’s army.

			On November 29, 1990, the U.N. Security Council passed Resolution 678, which gave U.N. member states permission to use “all necessary means” to “oust Iraqi forces from Kuwait” if they weren’t withdrawn by January 15, 1991. But for some time, Congress (and public opinion) continued to hold back from fully supporting war.

			War of Necessity

			On January 16, 1991, Operation Desert Storm officially began. At first, things were eerily quiet, but then word came to D.C. that Iraq had fired Scud missiles into Israel. Bush and high-level administration officials were constantly on the phone, urging Israeli restraint.

			On February 25, the ground battle began, and things went “extraordinarily well.” The Iraqi army was quickly defeated and after just 100 hours of ground warfare, General Norman Schwarzkopf and President Bush agreed to pronounce the end of the war.

			President Bush was very clear that, with the support of the world and the clearly stated objective of getting Iraq out of Kuwait accomplished, he did not want to “press” further. “The truth is there was no interest in going to Baghdad… The consensus was that we would lose more troops in such an operation than we had lost up to that point.”

			The results of the war were impressive: Kuwait was liberated, Iraq’s armed forces were routed, and this was accomplished in six weeks of combat with relatively little cost.

			Support for the war was “nearly universal” because most governments recognized “the principle that military force is not to be used to change borders or, in this case, to eliminate countries.”

			Following the conclusion of the war with Iraq, uprisings broke out in both the Kurdish North and the Shia South of Iraq. Saddam initiated crackdowns. The U.S. decided not to get involved, for strategic and military reasons. But as things grew worse for Iraqi civilians, American forces began food drops (and ensured that civilians were the ones receiving the aid) and eventually created safe havens for Iraqis.

			It was clear to the Bush administration that measures to promote regime change in Iraq were problematic. The policy toward Saddam during the rest of Bush’s term was “classic containment in its emphasis on limiting Iraq’s capacity and reach.”

			The Clinton Interregnum

			George H. W. Bush lost the presidential race to Bill Clinton just 20 months after his clear defeat of Saddam. Iraq didn’t figure much into the campaign, mostly because things had settled back to a relatively unthreatening status quo. International weapons inspectors were having relatively easy access to sites of interest, sanctions were in place, and the coalition enforced no-fly zones in the north and south.

			In most ways, the Clinton administration’s policy continued to focus on containing Saddam and “shoring up inspections and sanctions regimes.” In 1995, the U.N. Security Council passed a resolution now known as the “Oil-for-Food” resolution, which allowed Iraq to sell $1 billion of oil every 90 days. Half of that revenue would have to be spent on medicine, food, and other civilian needs, while the other half would pay for U.N. inspections, relief operations in northern Iraq, and war reparations.

			But eventually, Iraq terminated its cooperation with the U.N., leading to an effective end of weapons

			The 9/11 Presidency

			
			
			
			
			
			Prelude to War

			
			
			
			
					The arguments for going to war: dealing with probable WMD; setting off a “positive domino effect” in the region; giving teeth to U.N. Security Council resolutions; ensuring international access to oil; and preserving U.S. credibility by backing up rhetoric with action.

					The arguments against going to war: Saddam’s possession much less possible use of WMD was not certain; if Saddam did possess WMD, he would be most likely to use them in a war/coup situation; war could stimulate regional or international terrorism or instability; anti-American sentiment would rise; a war would be expensive and take time and resources; and the positive domino effect might not occur.

			

			
			War of Choice

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					The decision to go to war did not meet the requirements of a preemptive war (a war that responds to an “imminent” threat, which Saddam did not pose to the U.S. or any of our allies).

					The war was one of choice because policies that did not involve the use of force (shoring up sanctions, extending the no-fly-zones, putting Saddam on trial for war crimes, etc.) existed.

			

			Takeaways from Two Wars

			
			
			
			
			
					Iraqi lives lost and diminished.

					American lives lost (4,000 and counting).

					High financial cost.

					“Relative enhancement of Iran’s position in the region.”

					Rise in terrorism and anti-Americanism.

					Failure of the Bush administration to pay attention to other important issues while they were caught up in planning, executing, and managing the war and its aftermath.
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