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The role of honest broker has often been seen as a contributor to effective presidential decision making. This article explores the broker role of National Security Council Advisor Condoleezza Rice during three crucial decision-making episodes in George W. Bush's first term: (1) deliberations in the aftermath of the September 11 attacks and the decision to go to war in Afghanistan; (2) deliberations that led to the war in Iraq; and (3) deliberations concerning Iraq's postwar stabilization and reconstruction. The article finds that the broker role declined over time. This decline does not appear to be linked to other roles of the NSC advisor such as policy advocacy, but it does appear to be affected by problems of organization and management as well as its fit with presidential expectations and support of the broker role.
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"We need to plan as if things won't go well." 

--George W. Bush, September 25, 2001 (Woodward 2002, 136) 

"I want to know what the options are. A president cannot decide and make rational decisions unless I understand the feasibility of that which may have to happen." 

--George W. Bush, circa late November 2001 (Woodward 2004, 30) 

"If we don't have a case to make, I won't send in the troops." 

--George W. Bush, January 6, 2003 Woodward 2004, 256) 

Analysis of the broker role in the Bush presidency is important for a number of reasons. (1) First, the rhetoric, if not at times the practice, of serving as an honest broker was embraced by National Security Council Advisor Condoleezza Rice; many early media accounts emphasized her allegiance to the role. This proved no surprise. Rice's mentor while serving on the NSC staff of Bush Sr. had been Brent Scowcroft, whose conception of the NSC advisor's job comes closest to incorporating elements of the broker role among all those who have held the position in the post-Eisenhower era. Moreover, the broker role was in George W. Bush's mind when he picked Rice for the post in December 2000; she was, in his words, "both a good manager and an honest broker of ideas" (Sciolino 2000). Yet as we shall see, Rice's activities as a broker varied enormously. 

Second, Rice's role as NSC advisor went considerably beyond simple brokerage. Like most of her recent predecessors, Rice took on additional duties, especially in serving as a private counselor to the president and as public spokesperson. These additional tasks are often seen as weakening brokerage (see Burke 2003, 241-49). Analysis of Rice's activities thus offers an important test of how brokerage squares with other parts of the NSC advisor's role. 

Third, brokerage seems especially to have been needed in the deliberations of this presidency. George W. Bush, unlike his father, had little foreign-policy expertise or experience. Plus, as a decision maker prone to delegate, he was highly "process dependent." Much would depend on the advice given him and the quality of the deliberative process that produced it. The principal players in that process, moreover, were skilled bureaucratic and political operatives, often holding strong views, and thus perhaps especially in need of a heavy dose of brokerage. Rice was serving in an administration in which she was surrounded by a number of foreign- and national security-policy heavyweights: former Defense Secretary and now Vice President Richard Cheney, past and present Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, and former NSC advisor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and then Secretary of State Colin Powell. 

Finally, this administration faced a string of difficult and at times unique national security issues following September 11. Decisions made were highly consequential but, as we shall see, sometimes fraught with error. 

Brokerage after September 11: War in Afghanistan 

Developing a response to terrorism, especially military operations against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, preoccupied the president and his advisors after September 11. Over days, then weeks, and eventually months, a continual cycle of NSC and other meetings of the principals were held. Most accounts portray a process of vigorous give and take. Most also depict a more engaged president (see Moens 2004, 133-40). According to one aide, "From the very beginning the president decided he wanted to chair the NSC meetings ... because I think he didn't want a process ... where we had to say 'A thinks this, B thinks this, the consensus should be this'.... In the earliest phases, he chaired and we had our intellectual discussions about strategy--everybody, with the president there. It was great" (McManus and Gerstenzang 2001). 

As for Rice, she continued to preside over the meetings of the principals in the president's absence. Some of her activities carried over from before September 11. As Woodward notes, she normally saw as part of her job "to coordinate what Defense, State, the CIA and other departments or agencies were doing." In meetings of the principals, "If pressed hard after the president had heard the views of others, she would give her opinion, but only then" (Woodward 2002, 254). But Rice also continued to offer private advice to Bush, "to act as counselor--to give her private assessment to the president, certainly when he asked, perhaps if he didn't" (Woodward 2002, 254). 

Brokerage and the Quality of the Deliberative Process 

But while acting as coordinator and counselor, Rice also engaged in some brokerage activities. Indeed, her role as a broker comes into sharper relief in the period following September 11. As Pfiffner observes, "Rice's role as NSC advisor had expanded during the months after 9/11. Beginning the administration as junior to the other principals in age and experience, she demonstrated her skill in her role as neutral broker as well as enforcer of the president's wishes" (Pfiffner 2003, 86). 

Rice sometimes expressed concern, for example, about the general quality of the deliberative process. At one Camp David session, the weekend after September 11, she felt that the morning meeting had started off well, but (in Woodward's words) it had "become repetitious, unusually freewheeling." She then convened the other principals, without the president in attendance, where "she expressed her concerns. We need to bring more discipline to the discussion in the afternoon, she said, urging them to be more specific" (Woodward 2002, 83-86). More generally, as Moens notes, "When matters were unresolved, Rice often called another meeting in the afternoon with only the principals in order to be better prepared for the next morning" (Moens 2004, 133). 

Rice sometimes acted to keep the principals on the agreed-upon policy track. For example, shortly before military action commenced against the Taliban, some questioned whether they needed to wait until the president's declaration requiring the Taliban to close terrorist camps and turn over the al Qaeda leadership had expired. "Look," Rice told them, "we are going to stick to what you asked from the Taliban in your speech the other night." "Yup," Bush replied, "we've got to stick to what we've asked" (Woodward 2002, 149). She also sought to tighten their considerations of options. At a meeting on October 29, Rice told the group, "We can't afford to lose. The Taliban proved tougher than we thought." (2) At the end of the meeting, Rice returned to the immediate military situation on the ground and, according to Woodward, "suggested they go back and try to examine three options: 1. Go for Mazar. 2. Go for Kabul. 3. What if they could do neither?" (Woodward 2002, 275). The timing of her intervention was important. Progress in the war was slow up to that point. On October 30, a large-scale air offensive, using B-1 and B-52 bombers, against the front line began and continued into early November. The air campaign, plus an increase in the number of Special Forces assisting the Northern Alliance, proved crucial to the quick collapse of the Taliban regime (see Kagan and Kristol 2001; Sammon 2002, 289-96). 

Sometimes, Rice acted under the president's instructions. At an October 16 meeting of the NSC, Bush was concerned about the lack of cooperation between Defense and the CIA; they were, according to Woodward, "talking past each other." Bush instructed Rice to "get this mess straightened out." After the meeting, Rice took Rumsfeld aside and told him: "Don, this is now a military operation and you really have to be in charge." Rumsfeld replied that he was concerned about usurping the CIA's role in covert operations. Rice then said, "One person's got to be in charge of this, and that is you." "Got it," Rumsfeld answered (Woodward 2002, 244). 

Rice's efforts also extended to the NSC deputies group in the immediate aftermath of September 11. She felt they were not making progress in developing plans and were too concerned about developing an ideal solution. In her view, the focus needed to be on immediate, short-term measures, especially in taking steps to prevent another attack. "Make sure the best is not the enemy of the good," she told them, "do what you can right now to help reduce the risk to the United States.... Don't wait for the long studies. We'll have time enough to do studies" (Woodward 2002, 112). 

Brokerage and Advocacy 

To the extent that Woodward's account of the administration's deliberations is an accurate one, the occasions when Rice would stake out direct policy positions of her own during meetings of the principals appear infrequent. They did sometimes occur. For example, at a meeting before Bush's September 20 address to Congress, Rice argued in favor of toning down the language in the speech and giving nations who harbored terrorists the opportunity to change their ways (Woodward 2002, 105). 

More often, her contributions to discussion, while in part reflecting personal concerns, broadly related to improving deliberations. She would challenge assumptions, raise warning flags, and attempt to keep the range of options open (see Woodward 2002, 82-83, 129, 179, 213, 233). She made efforts to incorporate humanitarian aid into deliberations that often seemed restricted to military issues. "We need to develop a humanitarian campaign and get in the swing next week," she told the group on September 27 (Woodward 2002, 160). She also sought to get the principals to think about what postwar developments might look like. At an NSC meeting on October 12, Rice told the group, "Look we need not just a solution for Kabul, we also need to start thinking about the Afghan government" (Woodward 2002, 236). Her concern here came after the president himself had raised the issue at a meeting on October 4. "Who will run the country?" Bush asked. In Woodward's words, "We should have addressed that, Rice thought. Her most awful moments were when the president thought of something that the principals, particularly she, should have anticipated. No one had a real answer, but Rice was beginning to understand that that was the critical question. Where were they headed?" (Woodward 2002, 193). It was an important warning sign that should have flashed again when war talk turned from Afghanistan to Iraq. Interestingly, Bush, not Rice, had initially brought it up. 

Brokerage, Private Counsel, and the Presidential "Fit" 

Rice also recognized the need to better link the views of the principals with the expectations of the president, especially on some occasions to slow down a bit the president's eagerness for action. In late September, Rice discerned some "queasiness" among the principals for a quick decision on military intervention and told the president such. Her efforts bore fruit. At the next NSC meeting, Bush told the group, "We need to reassess the timing and strategy for military operations. We may need more time" (Woodward 2002, 137-58, 162). As Bush later reflected, "I'm ready to go." But Rice's braking was welcomed by the president: "Sometimes that's the way I am--fiery. On the other hand, [Rice's] job is to bear the brunt of some of the fire, so that it--takes the edge off a little bit. And she's good at that.... I was growing a little impatient. I can be an impatient person" (Woodward 2002, 138). Asked why he backed off a bit on a more hurried time table, Bush replied, "That's the Rice influence there, you know. Who says she isn't powerful. I'm a realistic person ..." (Woodward 2002, 167-68). 

Rice again raised concerns once military operations in Afghanistan were underway, when she sensed that some of the other principals were troubled by the slow progress, perhaps even the wisdom of the basic strategy. She went directly to Bush. "You know, Mr. President," she told him, "the mood isn't very good among the principals and people are concerned about what's going on." There was some hand-wringing. "I want to know if you are concerned about the fact that things aren't moving," she asked, "do you want to look at alternative strategies?" In Bush's view, "It hasn't been that long." Rice then advised him to raise the issue at the NSC meeting the next day. "I'll take care of it," Bush told her, which he did: the much-reported meeting where he went around the table asking whether all were still in agreement on the original plan. For Bush, his earlier discussion with Rice was "memorable," according to Woodward, "Rice's job was to tell him things. Sometimes he liked to hear them, sometimes he didn't" (Woodward 2002, 256-38, 260-63). 

While we do not fully know the extent and content of Rice's private counsel to Bush, there is some evidence that her role as counselor to the president complemented her role as a broker rather than detracting from it. As Bush himself recognized, "That's the nature of her job ... to help, you know, kind of say, well, Mr. President I appreciate that point of view, [but] I think you probably ought to think this way a little bit" (Woodward 2002, 158). 

Rice's role as NSC advisor during this period, whether as broker or beyond, is also interesting in the way it both positively fit with the president's expectations and work ways but also compensated for possible weaknesses. With respect to the former, as Bush himself observed, "I can be totally unscripted or unrehearsed with Condi." With respect to the latter, Rice was sensitive to the president's penchant for quick action. According to Woodward, "Rice knew this characteristic. Yet doubt could be the handmaiden of sound policy. Careful reconsideration is a necessary part of any decision-making process. Rice felt it was her job to raise caution flags, even red lights if necessary, to urge the president to rethink" (Woodward 2002, 158, 256). 

But it is also important to note that Rice operated during this period in tandem with a president, facing new challenges, who also was concerned about the quality of information and advice he was receiving. According to Woodward, in the days following September 11, it was Bush himself who recognized that the "war cabinet had not had sufficient time to really debate and evaluate their course of action, consider the options and plans." Meetings were too short, and the president's other duties sometimes consumed his time. Bush proposed that they retreat to Camp David for more sustained deliberations over the weekend. Once there Bush told them, "Everything is on the table. Look at the options" (Woodward 2002, 62, 63). Moreover, Bush warned, "We need to plan as if things won't go well." Bush later told Woodward that he wanted to examine worse case scenarios because, 

   I think my job is to stay ahead of the moment. A president ... can

   get so bogged down in the moment that you're unable to be the

   strategic thinker that you're supposed to be, or at least provide

   strategic thought. And I'm the kind of person that wants to make

   sure that all the risk is assessed ... a president is constantly

   analyzing, making decisions based upon risk, particularly in war,

   risk taken relative to ... what can be achieved. (Woodward 2002,

   136)

Those were the president's thoughts then. But what would happen if his concerns drifted away; if he did get "bogged down in the moment"? If achieving the goal--regime change in Iraq--clouded over proper assessment of risk? Would Rice as honest broker recognize the danger and try to right the course? 

In sum, as Moens notes, Rice "lived up to her job as guardian of the president's decision-making process" (Moens 2004, 144). Bush shared her concerns. But there was no guarantee that effective brokerage--and Bush's support of it--would continue. 

A Breakdown of Brokerage? War in Iraq 

While contentious debate may have been the usual order of the day among Bush's foreign-policy team in the aftermath of September 11, the decision process that led to war with Iraq raised the opposite concern: that a decision to go to war had been "slipped into," with deliberations turning to issues of "how" and "when," not "why" or "whether." 

Iraq, moreover, was not some late-blooming, post-September 11 target. The issue of what to do about Iraq had emerged early in the administration; the Defense Department had been at work developing new military plans and the NSC staff was scrutinizing strategic options (see Woodward 2004, 13, 22; Suskind 2004, 70-75; Moens 2004, 164). In the aftermath of September 11, Iraq was raised again, especially by Rumsfeld and his deputy Paul Wolfowitz (Woodward 2002, 49; Sammon 2002, 232-33). But on September 16, Bush told Rice, "We won't do Iraq now. We're putting Iraq off. But eventually we'll have to return to that question" (Woodward 2004, 26). 

By November 2001, Bush had spoken--confidentially--to both Rice and Rumsfeld about Iraq as a possible next step in the war on terror. Following an NSC meeting on November 21, Bush privately met with Rumsfeld and instructed him to work in secret with Gen. Tommy Franks, head of the U.S. Central Command, in developing a new set of military plans (3) (Woodward 2004, 2-4). Bush wanted them to "show me what you have in place in case something were to happen.... I want to know what the options are. A president cannot decide and make rational decisions unless I understand the feasibility of that which may have to happen." But the president also recognized that his instructions might be the first step to war: "Absolutely," Bush told Woodward (2004, 30). 

Over the next year, Rumsfeld and Franks were fast (and often contentiously) at work developing a war plan. Accounts in Woodward's Plan of Attack, Franks's memoir, American Soldier, and other sources not only depict the process at play within the Pentagon but also frequent briefings and vettings by the president and the principals. Yet at no point is there evidence of a thorough and sustained debate about the merits of the case against Iraq and the evidence and assumptions underlying it. According to one administration official, "There was absolutely no debate in the normal sense" (Fallows 2004b, 79). According to Woodward, Bush never even directly asked Rumsfeld whether he recommended going to war against Iraq. Nor had Bush asked Powell or Cheney: "I could tell what they thought. I didn't need to ask...." For Powell especially, Woodward notes, "In all the discussions, meetings, chats and back-and-forth, the president never once asked Powell, Would you do this? What's your overall advice? The bottom line?" (Woodward 2004, 231, 272, 416). 

Yet there were points when the basic case for war might have been raised. On December 21, 2002 (when the UN inspection process was underway), Bush himself felt the case for war was less than compelling. The occasion was a briefing by CIA Director George Tenet of "The Case" (as Woodward labels it) for Iraq's possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Cheney, Rice, and Chief of Staff Andrew Card also attended but not the other principals. At the end of the presentation, Bush was underwhelmed: "Nice try. I don't think it is quite--it's not something that Joe Public would understand or would gain confidence from." Bush asked, "I've been told all this intelligence about having WMD and this is the best you have got?" Tenet replied, "It's a slam dunk case!" Bush again pressed: "George, how confident are you?" Again, Tenet told him, "Don't worry, it's a slam dunk case." Several times Bush cautioned Tenet, "Make sure no one stretches to make our case." But the "case" itself was not put under scrutiny. Rather, Bush told the group, "Needs a lot more work. Let's get some people who've actually put together a case for a jury" (Woodward 2004, 249-50). The point was to make the case more convincingly rather than to question the validity of the evidence. 

Limited Brokerage 

Yet such questioning is at the heart of the broker role. Rice was there and heard the president's response, yet no action on her part was forthcoming. In general, unlike her concerns for the quality of the deliberative process following September 11 and in planning for war in Afghanistan, Rice's brokerage was far more limited once Iraq was on the front burner. As Bush's own uncertainties suggest, opportunities for questioning occurred from time to time. But the questions and issues Rice raised seem largely within the parameters of the military options under discussion, never reaching the more fundamental issue of the merits of the case for war and the assumptions underlying it. 

This is not to imply that what Rice brought up was insignificant. Rice and her deputy, Stephen Hadley, suggested adding other countries to the "axis of evil" in Bush's 2002 State of the Union address. Singling out Iraq alone, in Woodward's words, "would appear a declaration of war." (4) Rice was also concerned about a "Fortress Baghdad" scenario, "with Saddam hunkering down and forcing ugly urban fighting." The concerns raised led Rumsfeld later in the month to order Franks to more fully plan for that possibility as well as to order "planning for Phase Four stability operations in Iraq after combat operations" (Woodward 2004, 126, 133). Phase Four would serve as the template for action in a postwar Iraq. But as we shall see, its vetting too proved problematic. 

There is evidence of two clearer broker activities on Rice's part, both dealing with Powell. In early January 2003, as it became clearer to Rice that the inspection process was failing and the president was close to deciding (if not already having decided) on war, Rice told Bush that Powell needed to be informed: "Mr. President, if you're getting to a place that you really think this might happen, you need to call Colin in and talk to him." Bush did so on January 13. (5) That brokerage was needed here is especially revealing about problems in the process: not only was Powell not yet informed of where Bush stood but the president needed to be prompted to bring him back into the loop. In fact, Prince Bandar bin Sultan, the long-time Saudi ambassador and Bush family confidante, had been personally informed by the president of his decision even before Bush's own secretary of state was told of the news (Woodward 2004, 266-69). 

Rice's second (and earlier action) was particularly consequential. By the summer of 2002, Powell was frustrated both by his lack of a good personal relationship with the president and by a deliberative process that seemed to focus only on war plans with Iraq, not the case for war itself. He approached Rice who arranged private meetings with Bush (with Rice sitting in). Powell's concerns are particularly telling about problems in the deliberative process: "I really need to have some private time with him to go over issues that I don't think he's gone over with anyone yet." And it was at a meeting on August 5 that Powell pressed his case for asking for a UN resolution resuming inspections and warned the president of postwar consequences: the so-called Pottery Barn rule of "You break it, you own it" (Woodward 2004, 149-50). 

Powell was successful in getting a UN resolution on the table, and in early September, the war cabinet held spirited and open discussions (especially between Powell and Cheney) on its merits. According to Woodward, "Powell realized that he, the president and perhaps the rest of the world were traveling a road that would come to a fork. One fork would be a new UN resolution, weapons inspection and no war. The other fork would be war. It seemed almost that simple" (Woodward 2004, 220). 

In the end, Powell prevailed. Yet Powell missed a fork that had already been passed by, one that might have challenged the premises of the case for war and taken a different route. Nor could he anticipate that the UN path would prove a political and diplomatic dead end, and that the language of the resolution that the administration ultimately agreed to would force the United States to seek a second resolution, an effort that would lead to failure. The UN path was taken, but it would lead back to war, with little ability to backtrack further. As Woodward observes, "For his larger, ultimate purposes of avoiding war ...[Powell] may have done too well with the resolution" (Woodward 2004, 227). 

The way the debate unfolded in September 2002--unilateral intervention versus a UN resolution and an inspection process--may also have been constrained by the way Powell's concerns entered: Rice's arrangement of private meetings with the president. Had Powell initially pressed his case not privately but with the other principals present, would the case for war and other issues (such as postwar reconstruction) have been more directly joined and debated? (6) We cannot know of course. But we do know that at a September 6 NSC meeting, Gen. Franks told the group that he did not have any hard intelligence on the location of Iraqi SCUD missiles, and thus had no ability to attack specific sites. According to Woodward, it was another missed opportunity to question the reliability of intelligence reports: "It could, and should, have been a warning that if the intelligence was not good enough to make bombing decisions, it probably was not good enough to make the broad assertion, in public or in formal intelligence documents, that there was 'no doubt' Saddam had WMD. If there was no doubt, then precisely where were they?" (Woodward 2004, 173). 

Rice: A Mind Made Up? 

As for Rice, as the inspection process went on, according to Bush, "I would constantly talk to Condi." We do not know much about the private counsel she tendered, but we do know that by late December 2002, her views became firmer. Although Bush never directly asked Powell, Cheney, or Rumsfeld about whether he should go to war, he did privately ask Rice. "Yes," she replied. "To let this threat in this part of the world play volleyball with the international community this way will come back to haunt us some day. That's the reason to do it." But no further discussion or inquiry occurred, according to Woodward; "Bush didn't respond" (Woodward 2004, 251). 

In fact, there is some evidence that the case for war against Iraq was a closed issue for Rice much earlier. Richard Haass, director of policy planning in the State Department, recalled a meeting with Rice in the first week of July 2002 when he raised the issue of whether Iraq should be the focus of concern in the war on terrorism: "She said essentially, that the decision's been made, don't waste your breath" (Lemann 2003; also see Bumiller 2004; Frum 2003, 197-201; Hughes 2008, 282-83). 

Broader Problems 

While Rice largely failed to act as a broker questioning the case for war, it is also important to note that sources of error may have run deep in this administration, perhaps beyond the ministrations of the NSC advisor. A number of accounts have noted a breakdown in the intelligence vetting process as a source of the faulty assumptions about Iraq's capabilities. Some believe it is attributable to raw intelligence that was "stove-piped" directly to Cheney's office and Rumsfeld's Special Plans unit, (7) improperly vetted by the CIA (see Hersh 2003; Hosenball, Isikoff, and Thomas 2003; Ackerman and Judis 2003a; Pfiffner 2004, 41-42; Pollack 2004, 88). Others blame CIA Director Tenet for being overconfident, too eager to be a team player, and not sufficiently proactive in protecting established vetting procedures (see Ackerman and Judis 2003a, 2003b). Responsibility might also be located at the very top. As Pfiffner notes, "While President Bush made few untrue statements in his arguments for war, the real problem was his broader claims" (Pfiffner 2004, 44). Errors, faulty inferences, exaggerations, and misplaced assumptions ranged across the administration's case for war: links between Iraq and al Qaeda, claims about Iraq's nuclear capabilities, its attempts to acquire "yellowcake" uranium ore, its efforts to purchase aluminum tubes for centrifuges used in uranium enrichment, its use of mobile weapons labs, its continued possession of chemical and biological weapons, and its presumed fleet of manned and unmanned aerial vehicles to deliver them (Pfiffner 2004; also see Ackerman and Judis 2003a; Pollack 2004; Barstow, Broad, and Gerth 2008). (8) Furthermore, as Moens points out, "The Bush team did what many decision makers have done in similar cases; they started to bolster their arguments. The UN would no longer authorize war so they had to make the strongest indictment of Iraq and proceed to war with few allies. Bush and his advisors ... began to make the case more compelling than the information at hand could support. As political scientist Alexander George has pointed out, such bolstering typically leads to distortions in information" (Moens 2004, 188; also see George 1980, 38). 

An Abdication of Responsibility? 

The causal chain of error is complex. But Rice was also caught within it; indeed she sat at the apex of the process. As one former White House official observed, "Maybe the Secretary of Defense and his people are short-circuiting the process, and creating a separate channel to the Vice President. Still, at the end of the day, all the policies have to be hashed out in the interagency process, led by the national security advisor." Instead, there was "a real abdication of responsibility by Condi" (Hersh 2003). 

But could an honest broker have realistically and practically encouraged the principals and the president to more carefully consider the assumptions underlying the case against Iraq? After all, the administration was not alone in its presuppositions; most Western intelligence agencies shared many of the same beliefs. Nor is brokerage about grasping at imagined straws that only hindsight reveals were more real. But credible opportunities for questioning were there: Bush's own "Nice try" reservations at Tenet's December 21, 2002 briefing, Gen. Franks's lack of information about SCUD sites, and Powell's August 2002 meetings with Bush and his later concerns about the reliability of some intelligence reports as he crafted his UN speech in February 2003 might have been warning signs (see Woodward 2004, 298-301). In Woodward's view, moreover, "Well-placed officials in the administration were skeptical about the WMD intelligence on Iraq--among them [Richard] Armitage [Powell's chief deputy at State], some senior military officials and even the CIA spokesman Bill Harlow.... This skepticism apparently did not make it in any convincing form to the president. The unambiguous pronouncements of the heavyweights Tenet, Cheney and Rumsfeld prevailed" (Woodward 2004, 295). Where was an honest broker? 

Finally, even if the heart of the administration's case for war was regime change in Iraq--the threat Saddam posed in the region and his potential aid to terrorist groups rather than WMD and nuclear capabilities per se--brokerage might have encouraged the administration to soften or qualify its public claims about what Saddam possessed. For it was those public claims that would later come back and haunt the administration. 

The Uranium Purchase Fiasco 

The most telling episode about Rice's performance as honest broker concerned the charge that Iraq had tried to purchase uranium from Niger for its nuclear weapons program and whether CIA warnings about that claim had been properly heeded. Initially, CIA Director Tenet took the blame for allowing the reference to the uranium purchases, based on questionable foreign intelligence, to appear in the president's 2003 State of the Union address. But further investigation revealed that Tenet had personally intervened with deputy NSC Advisor Hadley to prevent a similar reference in Bush's October 7, 2002 speech, a major address in Cincinnati on the rationale for war against Iraq. Moreover, Hadley had received two memos from the CIA in October warning against claims about uranium purchases. On July 22, 2003, Hadley accepted blame for not remembering the CIA's counsel during the drafting of the State of the Union address (Sanger and Miller 2003). But other sources indicate the situation was more complex than a simple memory lapse. The NSC staff had, in fact, alerted the CIA to the reference in the State of the Union address, the CIA then warned again of the problem, and compromise language was ironed out: reference to "Africa" rather than "Niger," and to British rather than American intelligence as the source (Cooper 2003; Pfiffner 2004, 32-33). 

The controversy directly raised questions about Rice's knowledge of a crucial part of the case for war, her management of the NSC staff, and her hands-on effectiveness as coordinator of the decision process. One of the CIA's October warnings listed her as a recipient, although she later claimed that she did not know of the CIA's concerns then. CIA concerns were also raised in the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) issued in October 2002, perhaps the most important prewar assessment of Iraqi weapons programs. The CIA's reservations were in an annex to the ninety-page report. In July 2003, a senior administration official, asked whether Rice had read the report, said that she may not have fully read it: "We have experts who work for the national security advisor who would know this information." As for the annex, she "did not read footnotes in a ninety-page document.... The national security advisor has people who do that." Nor had Hadley discussed with her the removal of the reference to the purchases in the October speech: "There was no need," he told reporters. As for the CIA memo listing her as a recipient, "I can't tell you she read it. I can't tell you she received it," Hadley noted (Milbank and Allen 2003; also see Milbank and Priest 2003; Sanger and Miller 2003). By early July 2003, the White House publicly acknowledged that it should not have included the claim about uranium purchases in Bush's State of the Union address (Pincus 2003). 

The issue especially raised questions about Rice's role as advisor and broker. As she noted on July 11, 2003, "If there were doubts about the underlying intelligence in the NIE, those doubts were not communicated to the president.., if there was a concern about the underlying intelligence there [in the NIE], the president was unaware of that concern, as was I" (Mufson 2003, emphasis added). As Pfiffner observes, "If, as Rice said, no one communicated any of these reservations about something as crucial as nuclear weapons in Iraq to the president, the president was not being well served" (Pfiffner 2004, 33). Not only was there a failure of brokerage, there was a failure to acquire the basic information about issues and problems that would set brokerage in motion. 

Problems in Coordination and Management 

Other criticisms of Rice also emerged in the press. Rice is a "yes man," according to one former government official, "She thinks her job is just to figure out what the president is trying to say and say it more articulately" (Thomas 2003). More generally, according to several accounts, some State and Defense Department officials complained that the policy process had become "dysfunctional": "Decisions go unmade at the dead-locked 'deputies' meetings or get kicked back or ignored by the president's 'principals,' his top advisors. The principals themselves tend to revisit unresolved issues or reopen decisions already made by the president" (Thomas 2002; also see Kessler and Slevin 2003; Ignatius 2003; Woodward 2004, 414-13). (9) At interagency meetings at lower levels in the process, according to one report, "the Defense Department sometimes doesn't even bother to show up," and at higher levels, the disagreements among the principals "have been allowed to spin out of control" (Thomas 2003). According to one former NSC staff member, in Rice "you've never really had a national security advisor who's ready to discipline the process, to drive decisions to conclusions and, once decisions are made, to enforce them....[In particular] she will never discipline Don Rumsfeld.... Never any sanctions. Never any discipline. He never paid a price" (Kessler and Slevin 2003). 

Yet, according to Newsweek's Evan Thomas, Rice "does not bear all the blame. She is dealing with some huge egos who have known each other for years, respect and by and large trust each other, but aren't afraid to fight." Rice's style may also have been more subtle and indirect. In meetings (especially when Bush was present), she asks "pointed questions" but "rarely takes an open stand." The other principals were often clear about her positions from private conversations. But in interactions with them she held the reins more "lightly": "She wants the president's other advisors to believe that she doesn't play favorites or whisper in the president's ear. By seeming above the fray she preserves her ability to influence decisions, however subtly" (Thomas 2002). 

Rice's approach, on this reading, may have avoided the problem of an NSC advisor who undermines brokerage by too much personal advocacy in front of the other principals. But in holding the reins "lightly," did she miss important opportunities to act as an honest broker, "pointed questions" notwithstanding? Brokerage declined once Iraq came on the agenda. Why remains elusive. Did she perceive the president as set on war and narrow her activities accordingly? Were assumptions about the case for war--despite some dissent--so deeply held that the thought of challenging them never occurred? Did her management style preclude awareness of problems or the ability to address them? 

An Absence of Brokerage? Postwar Reconstruction 

If the decision to go to war against Iraq erred in its assumptions about WMD and nuclear capabilities, deliberations about and preparations for the postwar reconstruction of the country may even have been more deeply flawed. As James Fallows observes, "Exactly what went wrong with the occupation will be studied for years--or should be. The missteps of the first half year in Iraq are as significant as other classic and carefully examined failures in foreign policy, including John Kennedy's handling of the Bay of Pigs invasion, in 1961, and Lyndon Johnson's decision to escalate U.S. involvement in Vietnam, in 1965" (Fallows 2004a, 54). In the view of Michael E. O'Hanlon, a senior specialist at the Brookings Institution on military issues, "The post-invasion phase of the Iraq mission has been the least well-planned American military mission since Somalia in 1993, if not Lebanon in 1983, and its consequences have been far worse than any military set of mistakes since Vietnam" (O'Hanlon 2004, 1). Regime change occurred, but postwar Iraq was not the one they had fully anticipated or planned for. 

Optimism and Inattention 

Some of the difficulties that developed arose from the differing bureaucratic cultures and ensuing competition between Defense and State. Other explanations point to tension between the civilians at Defense and military planners whose efforts were "innovative and solid for the invasion phase of the war yet negligently incomplete for the aftermath" (O'Hanlon 2004, 5). Perhaps these divisions and the problems that issued from them were so deeply embedded as to be beyond Rice's effective reach. 

Yet plans for reconstruction were routinely brought before the principals, beginning in late December 2001 (Woodward 2004, 55). In May 2002, Rumsfeld formally ordered planning for what became "Phase Four" of the military's plans: stabilization operations after major combat had ended (Woodward 2004, 133). These plans evolved over time, yet Woodward's reconstruction of the principals' deliberations reveals little probing and questioning. At a crucial August 5, 2002 meeting, where Gen. Franks presented his new "hybrid plan," Phase Four simply stated "stability operations of unknown duration." According to Woodward, toward the end of the meeting, "discussion turned to the Phase Four stability operations after combat was completed, not the strategy or the philosophy of occupying a post-Saddam Iraq, but the numbers of troops it would take" (Woodward 2004, 148). (10) As Franks recalls in his memoirs, the final chart on Phase Four "was the most important." Rumsfeld emphasized that "We will want to get Iraqis in charge of Iraq as soon as possible." According to Franks, "Heads nodded around the table." Franks made some more brief comments, heads again nodding. "And then Condi Rice tapped her watch; we were out of time" (Franks 2004, 393). (11) 

Starting in January 2003, much of the nonmilitary, postwar planning fell to Douglas Feith, Rumsfeld's deputy for policy. Feith's efforts made their way upward, and thus before Rice among others, largely without challenge. But its planning was deeply flawed in its assumptions. According to Woodward, "It was a lot of abstract political science" (2004, 329). "What they didn't plan for was the possibility that hundreds of thousands of soldiers would just go home, that the workforce to rebuild the country would just melt away" (Woodward 2004, 343). According to O'Hanlon, "Such planning as there was, was reportedly unfocused, shallow, and too dependent on optimistic scenarios" (O'Hanlon 2004, 3). 

Unheeded Warnings, Bureaucratic Politics 

Warnings of how difficult the situation in postwar Iraq might prove to be went unheeded. As Fallows observes, "The problems the United States has encountered are precisely the ones its own expert agencies warned against" (Fallows 2004a, 54). A January 2003 study by the National Intelligence Council (an advisory body to the director of the CIA) indicated that reconstruction might be difficult and opposition might develop--"a long, difficult and probably turbulent process" (Gordon 2004b). The CIA's findings were briefed at an NSC meeting in February 2003 (Bender 2003). According to O'Hanlon, a February 2003 study by the Army War College "underscored the importance not only of providing security but also of taking full advantage of the first few months of the post-Saddam period when Iraqi goodwill would be at its greatest" (O'Hanlon 2004, 3; see also Fallows 2004a, 63-64, 68). Some Iraqi dissidents who had met with administration officials also warned of possible disorder in the postwar period (see Brinkley and Schmitt 2003). In early 2003, former Joint Chiefs Chairman Gen. Hugh Shelton, at a Pentagon meeting, voiced worry about an insufficient number of troops; similar concerns were raised by Gen. Eric Shinseki, then the Army chief of staff, in testimony before Congress (Gordon 2004a; see also Fallows 2004a, 64-65, 73). 

Even Hadley, Rice's deputy, had concerns. Since November 2002, the NSC deputies committee, which he chaired, had undertaken some postwar planning. In Hadley's view, Franks's "stability operations" needed further definition. The goal was democracy not just pacification, and "they needed," in Woodward's words, "a comprehensive postwar plan. It was a long distance between stability and democracy" (Woodward 2004, 282). Hadley's concerns, however, did not resonate upward. 

Especially important was the State Department's "Future of Iraq" project, which had been at work since October 2001 and had produced thirteen volumes of reports and recommendations from a variety of experts (see Fallows 2004a, 56-58; Moens 2004, 197). Powell sent the study to Rumsfeld, along with the names of seventy-five State experts who might be involved in postwar operations. The response is a stunning example of bureaucratic friction at work. Several were blocked from participating by Rumsfeld (Woodward 2004, 283-84). And Jay Garner, head of the newly created Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA)--which later became the Coalition Provisional Authority overseeing postwar Iraq--was told to simply ignore the Future of Iraq project (Rieff 2003, 32; Fallows 2004a, 72; Moens 2004, 197). 

Where Was Rice? 

In an article in Newsweek on problems in postwar Iraq, John Barry and Evan Thomas asked, "Who is to blame for the missed signals and too-rosy scenarios? The person charged with coordinating U.S. foreign policy is the president's national security advisor, Condoleezza Rice." Although, as they note, Rice saw her role as advising, "not operational," Rice and the other principals had been repeatedly briefed and then signed off on postwar plans (Barry and Thomas 2003). Rice's own NSC military aides had prepared a report for her in early 2003 titled "Force Security in Seven Recent Stability Operations." While each situation was unique, they noted, if Iraq was like Kosovo, 480,000 peacekeepers would be needed; if like Bosnia, 364,000 (Gordon 2004a). 

Perhaps Rice was comfortable with the assessments the military presented on the troop force needed. Or perhaps she felt comfortable that postwar issues had been appropriately dealt with. As she later noted in an interview, the president did press on the issue: "I can't tell you how many times he asked, 'Do you have everything that you need?' The answer was, these are the force levels we need." Yet, according to one account, senior military officials later acknowledged that while they did not push for more troops, "some said they would have been more comfortable with a larger reserve" (Gordon 2004a). Could brokerage have tipped the balance, especially in creating an opening for a more critical analysis of Rumsfeld's belief in a leaner troop commitment? Could it have led to a better recognition of the difficulties to be encountered in an occupied Iraq than the rosy scenarios Feith and others were presenting? 

Not only was Rice a participant at top-level meetings where reconstruction was raised and aware of the reports and projections from her own staff, the NSC also had a hand in the reconstruction process. While not directly "operational," she was involved in operations nonetheless. An NSC Executive Steering Group had been created in August 2002 by Rice and Hadley to oversee and coordinate reconstruction efforts, and it was headed by Frank Miller. Yet Miller's experience signaled trouble: "Miller formally reported to the deputies committee and moved the paper and the policy decisions up to the principals and then to the president if necessary. But he found such chaos that he had to have an off-line meeting each week with Card, Rice, Hadley and Libby to outline problems and blow the whistle so that they could nudge Rumsfeld or others. Communications between the civilian and military sides of the Defense Department are catastrophically broken, Miller reported" (Woodward 2004, 322). (12) Perhaps the best summary of the latter is Gen. Franks's earthy characterization of Feith: "The f**king stupidest guy on the face of the earth" (Woodward 2004, 281; see Franks 2004, 362). 

In August 2003, while at the president's Texas ranch, Bush and Rice decided to exert greater White House control over the occupation of Iraq (see Bumiller 2004). In October, Rice was placed in charge of a new "Iraq Stabilization Group," designed to put that into effect. That the new group was needed is telling, particularly about perceptions of the effectiveness of the Defense Department's efforts in Iraq and Rice's prior efforts at coordination. But by that point, the horses were already out of the barn: decisions made and actions taken regarding reconstruction would be difficult to unmake or alter. 

In sum, as Garner, the first head of ORHA, later reflected, few "had their head in the postwar game. The Bush administration did not. Condi Rice did not. Doug Feith didn't. You could go brief them, but you never saw any initiative come out of them. You just kind of got a north and south nod. And so it ends with so many tragic things" (Gordon 2004a). 

Implications and Conclusions 

Conflict with Other Roles? 

Why did brokerage fail when it seemed most needed? One possibility is that the ebb and flow of Rice's role as an honest broker is attributable to other aspects of her job as NSC advisor. Policy advocacy, public visibility, and involvement in policy implementation and politics are generally thought to weaken brokerage. As I have argued, however, some of these activities may be squared with brokerage, but within limits and under certain circumstances (Burke 2005, 241-49). 

In Rice's case, a number of these other tasks she undertook do not generally appear to be the source of her difficulties in fulfilling the broker role. At the most general level, brokerage appears to have declined over time as the administration moved from its immediate post-9/11 deliberations to its later decisions on war with Iraq and its reconstruction. Yet this decline is not matched by any appreciable increase in other tasks that might have undermined brokerage. 

Policy advocacy poses a special danger to honest brokerage: it can compromise perceptions of fairness and objectivity and make the NSC advisor a competitor to the other principals. Yet advocacy on Rice's part does not seem to have had these effects. She clearly served in a "counselor" role to the president, tendering private advice to him. Yet the way she undertook that job offers important lessons about how they might be squared: a general reluctance to express her own substantive policy views when in the company of the principals coupled with a fairly strict personal policy of not revealing what she advised the president in private (see Thomas 2002; Lemann 2002, 167). She was, moreover, empowered rather than weakened by this modus operandi: "She has managed to become probably the highest-profile national security advisor since Henry Kissinger without ever employing the Kissingerian maneuver of letting it be known that her views hold sway within the administration. Somehow she's able to convey importance without conveying content" (Lemann 2002, 167). 

Nor did such visibility as a spokesperson for the administration seem to affect her other duties. In addition to her closeness to Bush as an advisor, "What most distinguishes Rice from her predecessors is her visibility and her talent in selling the Administration's foreign policy program" (Lemann 2002, 177-78). Rice was almost universally regarded as a particularly articulate and effective public advocate. Her positive public presence may also have been enhanced by the attentiveness of this White House to media communications and its strategic implications, as well as its internal discipline and efforts to ensure all were speaking "on message" (see Burke 2004, 74-80, 117-20). 

But Rice would pay a bit of a price for her public efforts during her confirmation hearings as secretary of state. Her prior public statements came under intense scrutiny and provided fodder for the critics of the administration and its war policies (see Babington 2005; Kessler 2005b). Rice also faced criticism (but again with apparently little impact on her role) for what was perceived to be overly partisan engagement in Bush's re-election effort (see Kessler 2004). 

Another recognized danger is too direct involvement in implementing national security policy; this was one of the chief lessons from the Iran-Contra affair during the Reagan years. Yet, the occasions when Rice was directly involved in diplomatic efforts do not appear to have affected her other duties as NSC advisor. In August 2001, for example, Rice not only was the first NSC advisor to undertake a diplomatic mission to Moscow, she also was the first senior American official, including Secretary of State Powell, to meet with Russian President Vladimir Putin. According to Ivo Daalder, "Her mission to Moscow was unprecedented" since the Kissinger era (Perlez 2001). (13) 

But what was problematic were efforts to exercise legitimate monitoring and oversight over the implementation efforts of others. These tasks do fit with the broker role. Notably, in the planning for and execution of the postwar reconstruction of Iraq, the impact of Rice's and the NSC staff's efforts was problematic at best. The creation of the NSC's Iraq Stabilization Group in October 2003 was too little, too late. 

Problems of Organization and Management 

While, as I have argued, brokerage can fit with a number of different advisory arrangements and structures, particular patterns of organization and management practices can have both positive and negative effects (Burke 2005, 252-53). This is true at the presidential level, but what this case study also illustrates is that it is true for the NSC advisor. In Rice's case, there was a heavy reliance on delegating the unfamiliar to others. Rice "created a hierarchical, corporate style in which she delegated policy development to others ... preserv[ing] time to concentrate on issues more familiar to her, to tutor Mr. Bush and to translate his instincts and decisions into policy" (Jehl and Sanger 2004). 

This arrangement is not per se problematic, but it can lead to problems if those to whom much is delegated fail at their tasks--as was the case, for example, in claims about Iraq's African uranium purchases. The interagency coordination process--heavily dependent on the work of the deputies group--also was problematic at times (the "dysfunctional" comments noted above). (14) 

Another organizational choice, made at the start of the administration, was that Rice and the NSC staff would stay "out of what she termed 'operational matters'" (Jehl and Sanger 2004). Here the concern was that the NSC staff needed more strategic focus, not replication of the efforts of other departments and agencies. As Hadley noted in a pre-September 11 interview, "There are a lot of things we don't do at the NSC staff because leaving them in the hands of a government agency is perfectly fine. We don't try and reproduce the State Department or the Defense Department. We try to get out of the way to let them handle the things they do. We don't want to reproduce the stovepipes that appear across the government" (Milbank 2001). Through the first eight months of the new administration, the organizational changes seemed benign, if not wise. But in the aftermath of September 11, did it leave the NSC staff ill-equipped to perform its role effectively, lacking its own "stovepipes" (recall that Cheney and Rumsfeld had them) that might have better questioned intelligence or challenged the conclusions of others? By its own hand, was the NSC too prone to "get out of the way" as Hadley himself phrased it? 

Related to this is the issue of whether Rice lacked some of the knowledge or skill to challenge assumptions and preconceptions. And if greater skill and knowledge were present, would Powell have found an ally, which would have created a more level playing field and allowed him to more forcefully and effectively present his reservations? Conversely, Rice may have been in the position to raise objections, as she did post-9/11. But once deliberations turned to Iraq, she may have perceived the president's mind was made up and the positions of other principals, such as Cheney and Rumsfeld, firmly set. Bush's expectations of her appear to sharply define her conception of her job rather than a set allegiance to any dictates of the broker role. 

The dynamic among the principals has also been noted as problematic, and Rice may have operated (or been forced to operate in light of presidential expectations) with too light a hand. Managing the sources that produce disagreement (e.g., Defense versus State)--especially if they have a longer term, negative impact on the decision process--particularly appears to have been problematic. "Even after agreement has supposedly been reached, ideological warfare continues behind the scenes, undermining policy" (Ignatius 2003). In sum, if basic organization and management posed problems, the far more difficult task of effective brokerage was likely to be even more challenging. (15) 

The Place of the President 

Yet Rice's practice of not driving toward consensus fit with Mr. Bush's preferences. "That's the way the president wants it," noted one account, "Bush is suspicious of bureaucracy and does not want to be fed decisions that have been pre-cooked, watered down or papered over by his advisors." Rice's job "is to sharpen arguments, not squelch them or flatten them out" (Thomas 2002). 

In the end, the burden was on Bush. Yet did he meet the test? As we have seen, some--such as Powell--wondered whether he understood the full implications of his policy choices. He was surely confident as a decision maker (and his decision to go to war with Iraq may prove right in the end, despite problems in the process that led to it). And, as we have seen, there were occasions when he raised issues about the deliberative process, the options before him, and the assumptions underlying them. Yet, as Fallows notes, "His lack of curiosity about significant details may be his fatal weakness. ... Leadership is always a balance between making large choices and being aware of the details" (Fallows 2004a, 74). While he may have had a good sense of his broader vision, he was also highly dependent on the advice he received from others, especially in foreign and national security affairs (see Burke 2004, 108-12, 219-21). 

At the same time, as Tenet's "slam dunk case" response indicates, some were too eager to reassure him. As Fallows concedes, "If Bush did in fact wish to know more, then blame will fall on those whose responsibility it was to present him with the widest range of choices: Cheney and Rice" (Fallows 2004a, 72). A need for honest brokerage remained. But here too we also find a presidential task. As Pfiffner observes, "It is the president's responsibility to create an atmosphere in which the White House staff and cabinet officers give the president all of the relevant evidence to help him make an informed decision. If they bend their advice to suit his preconceptions, they are not serving his best interests, nor the country's" (Pfiffner 2004, 45, emphasis added). 

Nor was this president, who was normally so insistent on staff discipline and internal order, able to achieve it among some of his top principals. In the view of David Rothkopf, it was Bush who ultimately allowed Cheney and Rumsfeld to operate as free agents, outside the control of the NSC process; Bush never "put his foot down [and said] 'This has to stop'" (Kessler and Ricks 2004). Thus, some problems may be less Rice's fault than the president's. In the view of one former Republican cabinet secretary, "In a situation where there are Cabinet-level divisions, something's got to give. That's where I fault the president" (Ignatius 2003). And, as I have argued more generally, ensuring effective brokerage is a presidential responsibility, not just one for the NSC advisor (Burke 2005, 253-55). That is perhaps the most important conclusion of all. 
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(1.) Definitions of the term "honest" and "neutral" broker vary considerably (see Burke 2005, 231-33). At a minimum, they imply the duty to fairly represent the views of the president's advisors. More expansive definitions also include attention to the quality and character of the decision-making process. A still more robust definition can be found in the concept of the "managerial custodian," whose duties include balancing actors' resources, strengthening weaker advocates, bringing in new advisors, establishing new channels of information, arranging for the independent evaluation of options, and correcting malfunctions in the policy-making process (George 1980, 195-96). 

(2.) Rice's realistic assessment of the Taliban also runs counter to one of Irving Janis's signs of groupthink: a tendency for policy makers to underestimate adversaries. 

(3.) Other accounts note that military planning had been ordered as early as September 17, 2001 (Kessler 2003; also see Pfiffner 2005, 89-90; Fallows 2004a, 56). 

(4.) But, as Woodward notes, part of the motivation here was that Rice wanted to protect the secret "war planning for Iraq" (Woodward 2004, 87; but see Frum 2003, 237-38). 

(5.) According to Woodward's account, Bush told him that Saddam showed no signs of compliance and that he had made his mind up for war. Powell reminded him again of their August conversation, especially about "owning this place." "Powell wasn't sure whether Bush had fully understood the meaning and consequences of total ownership." The president, however, made it clear he had made his decision: "This was not a discussion, but the president informing one of his cabinet members of his decision. The fork in the road had been reached and Bush had chosen war." "Are you with me on this?" Bush asked him. "I think I have to do this. I want you with me." White House records indicate it was a twelve-minute meeting (Woodward 2004, 269-70). 

(6.) Moreover, as Greenstein notes, such "back channel" efforts carry risk: "Policy making by end run ... places a premium on an advisor's bureaucratic skill and not just the merits of his or her recommendations" (2004, 208). 

(7.) Headed by William Luti, it focused on an independent assessment of intelligence. It was Rumsfeld's own "stovepipe" (see Scarborough 2004, 40-43; Moens 2004, 183-84). 

(8.) It is also important to note that the reports of the postwar Iraq Survey Group, while not finding the actual presence of WMD, a nuclear capability, and other evidence in the administration's case for war, still concluded that Iraq had been in violation of UN Resolutions 1441 and 687. In inspector David Kay's preliminary report, delivered to congressional intelligence committees on October 2, 2003, he indicated that his team had found equipment and activities never declared to the UN inspectors, covert research on biological warfare agents, signs that Iraq was exploring chemical weapons programs, design work on prohibited missiles, and an ongoing interest in developing a future nuclear capability (see Risen and Miller 2003; Kagan and Kristol 2004; Pollack 2004, 81). Similar points were made in inspector Charles Duelfer's (Kay's successor) report to Congress a year later. Duelfer noted that Saddam sought to preserve "the capability to reconstitute weapons of mass destruction when the [UN] sanctions were lifted" but he had made no "concerted effort to restart programs." The report also indicated that Saddam had used the UN's oil-for-food program to buy influence in a number of countries with the aim of getting the sanctions lifted (Jehl 2004; Priest and Pincus 2004). 

(9.) According to one former Republican cabinet secretary, "The interagency process is completely dysfunctional ... I've never seen it played out this way" (Ignatius 2003). 

(10.) Three pages of what is apparently a later version of the Phase Four plan are reproduced in Scarborough (2004, 180-82). 

(11.) August 5 is also notable because that evening Powell had his private discussion with the president in which he warned about the dangers of occupying Iraq. 

(12.) Rice also established four working groups, but they too experienced difficulty: they "flailed on two counts. First, they never succeeded in getting State and the Pentagon on the same page." Second, "the Rice group responsible for postwar planning led by Elliott Abrams [from the NSC] and Robin Cleveland [from the OMB] woefully underestimated the cost of reconstructing Iraq" (Gibbs and Ware 2003). According to another account, "The process never got much traction. Both Defense and State had their planning operations on Iraq (looking at very different things in very different ways), and according to one participant, Pentagon officials regularly skipped meetings of Rice's group that was planning for postwar Iraq" (Elliott and Calabresi 2004). 

(13.) According to one count, "White House records show that Rice made six [foreign] trips by herself in the first term--three that included stops in Moscow, one to London, one to Asia and the one to the Middle East" (Kessler 2005a). 

(14.) But part of the problem was also the apparent lack of commitment by some of the other principals in making the system work. According to one administration insider, "early on, Defense Secretary Rumsreid admonished his deputies that he alone would speak for the Pentagon in interagency debates.... That stance effectively gutted the traditional security council process" (Ignatius 2003). 

(15.) Yet to be fair to Rice, others have felt that she handled the situation well. In the view of Vice President Cheney, "This is not a shy, retiring group, but that's good. The challenge for Condi and the task that she handles very well is to referee that group and that process and deliver to the President their best thinking and see to it that everyone gets an opportunity to be heard" (Elliott and Calabresi 2004). 
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