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Iraq's mission post-invasion phase was one of the most poorly planned American military missions. The country's consequences have been much worse than any set of mistakes by the military since Vietnam. The American military armed forces were not adequately prepared for the duty that the U.S. required to undertake when destroying Iraq's existing government. The initial task of any sovereign occupier or government is to provide security. The general argument of this assignment is the tragedy of Iraq. One of the most successful invasions in modern military history, and the rally effect that produced a national uprising of pride and support of its government, was almost immediately followed by one of the most poorly and incompetently planned occupations that hold a crucial lesson for civil-military relations in the United States of America (Jeffry et al. 2015).
The main explanation for inadequate preparedness between most foreign policy specialists and the defence and the United States military also can be linked to Donald Rumsfeld, the Secretary of Defense. Much of the rest can be connected with Bush's administration, which insisted on going to war with very few troops. The explanation is typically correct, although it might be wrong taken to an extreme. Much of the blame is on the Department of Defense leader's mistakes and one particular administration for a debacle that was indeed foreseen by the majority of the experts. 
Under the circumstances, officers who were highly ranked in the United States armed forces and planners failed to fulfil their constitutional responsibilities or their courageous men and women fighting by subserviently and quietly deferring to the civilian leadership. Congress did a considerable amount of work to raise and highlight the post-invasion planning issue though it was not well stationed to critique or improve the war plans intricacies. The nation’s hope for an efficient checks system and executive branch officials' mistake balancing was the United States armed forces (Jeffry et al. 2015). 
Rumsfeld’s solid ground stance on demanding a reassessment of the strategy for invading Iraq would have needed half a million troops and a period not less than half a year. A responsible planning process of the military dashed the initial hopes by various civilians that a war plan could be possible with only a few American troops. With at least this standard, the force of invasion that was ultimately employed was not small in any way. The strategy underscored not only the importance of security provision but also taking full advantage of the post-Saddam period when the goodwill of Iraqi could be at its greatest. 
 	The main challenge was that the war plan was incomplete and seriously flawed. Jeffry et al. 2015 note that invasion of another country to destroy its existing government with no severe plans for security provision after that falls short and defies the logic of proper military professional standards of competence. It was unconscionable. Instead, as we can see from chapter 4, engagement of war should be as a result of a failed bargain. Therefore, bargaining could be more rational than going to war (Jeffry et al. 2015). Additionally, many basic tasks that would have been taken as necessary in Iraq, such as guarding huge depots of weapons, policing the streets, essential infrastructure protection, and public order maintenance, were not planned for.
Initially, the post-invasion chaos was attributed to Donald Rumsfeld. Indeed, only the United States-led coalition forces were in the chance to stabilize the conditions of anarchic. Secretary Powell and Secretary Rumsfeld would have forced their departments to work together better because the Pentagon required the State Department's help. However, uniformed planners know the relative marginalization in the process of the State Department. Additionally, they were aware of how essential it was that a person is responsible for these types of economic and political tasks. Therefore, they were more willing to keep quiet, hoping that the situation would somehow sort itself out. Entering into the conflict with no readiness to restore order quickly in Iraq was the military equivalent of undertaking an open-heart surgery without extra blood units (Jeffry et al. 2015). The sorting came in the form of accountability for Rumsfeld when, after six years in President Bush’s cabinet, he stepped down and carried with him the blame for a war lost.
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