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Abstract

This critical analysis examines Donald Rumsfeld’s leadership during
the formative years of the War on Terror, arguing that his approach, par-
ticularly regarding the Iraq War, was fundamentally "bogus." The war’s
initiation was based on a fabricated premise of Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion (WMDs) and al-Qaeda ties, supported by intelligence manipulation
and rhetorical strategies designed to bypass scrutiny. Rumsfeld’s "trans-
formation" agenda and insistence on a lighter, more agile force, embodied
in the "Rumsfeld Doctrine," proved profoundly flawed for post-invasion
stabilization, directly contributing to prolonged insurgency, chaos, and
immense human suffering. Compounding these strategic missteps were
significant ethical lapses, including the Abu Ghraib torture scandal and
the institutional authorization of abusive interrogation techniques, which
severely compromised the U.S.’s moral authority. The long-term con-
sequences have been devastating: regional destabilization, a colossal fi-
nancial burden, and the inadvertent creation of conditions conducive to
the rise of new extremist groups, undermining the very objectives of the
War on Terror. This analysis underscores the critical need for histori-
cal accounting to inform future foreign policy, ensuring greater integrity,
foresight, and accountability in national security decision-making.
Keywords: Donald Rumsfeld, War on Terror, Iraq War, WMDs, Rums-
feld Doctrine, Abu Ghraib, intelligence manipulation, post-conflict plan-
ning, accountability, foreign policy.

Introduction: Rumsfeld’s Vision and the Post-9/11
Landscape

Donald Rumsfeld’s second tenure as Secretary of Defense, from January 2001 to
December 2006, placed him at the helm of the Pentagon during the formative
years of the War on Terror.[1] Prior to the September 11th attacks, Rumsfeld
was committed to a significant overhaul of the Pentagon, openly challenging its
"entrenched bureaucracy" and comparing it to Cold War adversaries.[2] This
pre-existing drive for military "transformation" [3] set the stage for his post-
9/11 decisions.

On September 11, 2001, Rumsfeld immediately took charge, directing the
Department of Defense’s response and elevating the U.S. military’s alert status
to DEFCON 3.[4] His prolific "snowflakes"—short, decisive memos—reflected
his hands-on approach to everything from daily operations to battlefield tactics.[5]
The pre-9/11 focus on battling Pentagon bureaucracy and transforming the mil-
itary suggests that the 9/11 attacks, while a profound shock, also provided a
critical window of opportunity for Rumsfeld to implement his long-held vision
for a lighter, more agile military. Rather than solely reacting to the new threat,
he integrated it into his existing agenda. This intertwining of a pre-existing
ideological drive with a new, urgent crisis influenced strategic choices like troop
levels and the overall approach to conflict.

The Bush administration swiftly articulated its "War on Terror" objectives:



to halt terrorist attacks, deny sanctuaries, diminish terrorism’s root causes, and
defend the nation.[6] Rumsfeld was instrumental in shaping this response, play-
ing a central role in both the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan and the 2003 invasion
of Iraq.[7] He effectively became the public face of the military effort, holding
daily press briefings that initially garnered him significant media attention.|8]
His declaration, "This is not a criminal action, this is war" [9], marked a radical
conceptual shift in how the U.S. government approached the threat of terrorism.
By reframing terrorism as an act of war rather than a criminal act, the Bush
administration gained justification for expanding presidential power in national
security matters.[10] This redefinition allowed for the exercise of "immense pres-
idential emergency powers," moving beyond traditional legal and international
constraints typically associated with law enforcement. This causal relationship
between the framing of the threat and the expansion of executive authority set
a precedent for future executive actions in the name of national security.

The Fabricated Premise: WNMDs and Intelligence
Manipulation

A primary justification for the Iraq War, as articulated by the U.S. and U.K.,
was the assertion that Saddam Hussein possessed active weapons of mass de-
struction programs and maintained ties to al-Qaeda.[12] Public opinion polls
indicated widespread belief in these claims, with approximately 80% of Ameri-
cans suspecting Iraqi material support for al-Qaeda.[13]

Rumsfeld himself, on 9/11, immediately sought information connecting Iraq
to the attacks.[14] A November 2001 memo from Rumsfeld explored various jus-
tifications for a U.S.-Iraq war, though the administration initially deferred in fa-
vor of Afghanistan.[15] He publicly articulated the growing threat from "terror-
ist states" developing "weapons of unprecedented power and lethality," arguing
that waiting for "proof positive" after an attack would be "too late".[16] This
rhetoric underpinned the Bush administration’s "preemptive military strikes
against prospective enemies".[17] Rumsfeld’s rhetoric, particularly his empha-
sis on "little or no warning" and the danger of waiting for "proof positive,"
highlights a deliberate strategy to justify preemptive action.[16] This fear-based
framing, combined with the false claims of WMDs and Al-Qaeda ties [18], cre-
ated a public and political environment where immediate military intervention
seemed the only "responsible course of action".[19] This approach effectively by-
passed the need for concrete, verifiable evidence or broad international consen-
sus, demonstrating a causal link between rhetorical framing and policy choices,
thereby facilitating a war that might otherwise have faced greater opposition.

The claims of Iraqi WMDs were later revealed to be based on "unreliable
sources" and "false or exaggerated allegations".[20] A Pentagon Inspector Gen-
eral report found that Rumsfeld’s top policy aide disseminated "alternative
intelligence assessments" on Irag-al-Qaeda links that were "inconsistent with
the consensus of the Intelligence Community".[21] The CIA’s own doubts about



intelligence trustworthiness were reportedly "overruled" [22], and the "Downing
Street memo" indicated that intelligence was being "fixed around the policy" of
removing Saddam Hussein.[23]

Rumsfeld’s famous "known knowns, known unknowns, and unknown un-
knowns" quote [24], delivered in February 2002 regarding the lack of evidence
of Iragi WMDs, became a subject of intense commentary. Critics, such as
psychoanalytic philosopher Slavoj Zizek, argued that Rumsfeld overlooked a
crucial fourth category: "unknown knowns"—that which one intentionally re-
fuses to acknowledge.[25] Rumsfeld’s "known unknowns" quote, while seem-
ingly a philosophical reflection on uncertainty, can be interpreted as a sophis-
ticated rhetorical device to manage public perception of intelligence gaps and
deflect scrutiny.[26] The evidence of "alternative intelligence" [21] and the "fix-
ing" of intelligence [23] suggests that the administration was not merely grap-
pling with genuine uncertainties, but actively creating or ignoring "unknown
knowns"—information they possessed but chose not to acknowledge or actively
suppress to align with a pre-determined policy. This implies a deliberate manip-
ulation of the intelligence process to fit a pre-existing agenda, rather than policy
being informed by objective intelligence. The quote, therefore, symbolizes the
administration’s approach to information control and is a key indicator of the
"bogus" nature of the war’s justification.

Following the invasion, exhaustive searches by the Iraq Survey Group (ISG)
found no evidence of active Iraqi WMD programs or stockpiles.[27] The ISG
concluded that Iraq had destroyed its major WMD stockpiles and halted pro-
grams in 1991.[28] U.S. and British reports later confirmed that intelligence
agencies had relied on "unreliable sources" leading to "false or exaggerated
allegations".[29] Paul Wolfowitz, former Deputy Secretary of Defense, conceded
that "for bureaucratic reasons, we settled on one issue — weapons of mass de-
struction — because it was the one reason everyone could agree on".[30] The
failure to find WMDs caused "lasting damage to the credibility of U.S. intelli-
gence" [31] and fueled claims that the war was based on "false pretenses".[32]
The post-invasion failure to find WMDs directly contradicted the primary jus-
tification for the war, leading to a significant credibility gap for both the Bush
administration and the U.S. intelligence community.[33] The causal relationship
is clear: the deliberate or negligent use of "unreliable sources" and "exaggerated
allegations" [20] to build a case for war led directly to a loss of public trust and
severely damaged the intelligence community’s reputation, impacting its ability
to inform future policy. This is a critical long-term implication of the fabricated
premise, undermining the very foundation of informed decision-making and po-
tentially making future foreign policy initiatives more difficult to justify to the
public and international partners.

The following table starkly illustrates the disparity between pre-war claims
and post-invasion findings:



Pre-War Claim Source/Proponent Post-Invasion Finding Source  of
Finding
Active WMD programs | Bush Adminis- | No active programs or | Iraq Survey
(nuclear, chemical, bio- | tration, Rums- | stockpiles found; pro- | Group, U.S.
logical) feld, Colin Pow- | grams halted in 1991 | Senate Re-
ell [34] [27] port [35]
Ties to Al-Qaeda, mate- | Bush Adminis- | Alternative intelligence | Pentagon
rial support tration, Rums- | inconsistent with con- | Inspector
feld [36] sensus [21] General
report [21]
WDMDs could be | "Dodgy Claim found to be pla- | British gov-
launched  within 45 | Dossier" (UK) | giarized and false [38] ernment re-
minutes [37] ports [38]
Iraq’s  noncompliance | U.S. Congress, | UNMOVIC/TAEA UNMOVIC,
with UN resolutions Bush  Admin | found no evi- | TAEA
[39] dence of  continua- | ports [40]
tion/resumption of
WMD programs [40]

The Flawed Strategy: The "Rumsfeld Doctrine"

in Practice

The "Rumsfeld Doctrine," developed during his tenure, was a military strategy
that championed "small, agile land forces supported by advanced air power," a
significant departure from traditional approaches favoring overwhelming force.[41]
Its core tenets included "fast-moving, lightly armored forces," "high-tech weapons,"
and the use of "shock and awe" air power to support ground operations.[42] This
doctrine aimed for "rapid victories" and "immediate tactical dominance".[43]
The initial phase of the Iraq War, in March 2003, saw over a thousand precision-
guided strikes, designed to "overwhelm an enemy’s perception of the battlefield"
and disrupt command and control.[44] While "shock and awe" achieved initial
tactical successes in quickly toppling the Taliban and Saddam Hussein’s regime
[45], the data clearly shows it failed to secure long-term stability. The strat-
egy’s intense focus on overwhelming initial force [46] neglected the critical post-
invasion phase of stabilization and governance. This creates a paradox where
military effectiveness in one phase (invasion) directly contributed to strategic
failure in another (occupation). The causal link is that the doctrine’s narrow fo-
cus on rapid victory and minimal footprint overlooked the complex requirements
for nation-building and counter-insurgency, setting the stage for prolonged con-
flict and demonstrating a fundamental flaw in its comprehensive strategic vision.
A central criticism of Rumsfeld’s strategy was his insistence on a signifi-
cantly smaller invasion force for Iraq, rejecting initial military plans for up to
500,000 troops as "the product of old thinking".[47] He publicly dismissed the
need for "several hundred thousand U.S. forces".[48] The invasion proceeded



with approximately 145,000 soldiers.[49] Critics, including senior military offi-
cers, argued that this approach led to a "heavy reliance on airstrikes to replace
a lack of ground forces".[50] The insufficient ground troops meant borders could
not be secured, allowing Ba’athist regime members to flee with funds and for-
eign insurgents to enter the country.[51] This lack of force also prevented the
pacification of the country, leading to widespread looting of munitions and the
proliferation of improvised explosive devices (IEDs).[52] Thomas Friedman fa-
mously characterized the Rumsfeld Doctrine as one of "just enough troops to
lose".[53] Retired General Barry R. McCalffrey specifically warned Rumsfeld’s
staff about micromanaging troop deployment and the risks of an "inadequate"
ground combat capability.[54] Rumsfeld’s insistence on a smaller force was not
merely a tactical decision but deeply rooted in his pre-existing "transformation"
agenda—a desire to reshape the military into a lighter, faster force.[3] This ideo-
logical commitment appears to have overridden the professional military advice
for larger troop levels.[55] The causal relationship here is that Rumsfeld’s strong
self-assurance and "abrasive manner" [11], combined with his distrust of "an-
tiquated thinking" within the Pentagon [56], led him to dismiss warnings from
military experts. This resulted in a force structure inadequate for the post-
invasion phase, directly contributing to the insurgency and chaos, and high-
lighting a critical civil-military disconnect [57] where political ideology trumped
military expertise, leading to disastrous practical consequences.

Despite initial successes in dislodging the Taliban and Saddam Hussein’s
army, the Rumsfeld Doctrine "faced criticism for leading to prolonged engage-
ments against insurgent groups, highlighting challenges in maintaining peace
post-invasion".[58] Both Afghanistan and Iraq devolved into "prolonged stale-
mates against the guerrilla forces".[59] The rapid "lightning invasion" of Iraq
was immediately followed by "violent insurgency and widespread looting and
vandalism of government buildings, museums, and infrastructure".[60] Critics
argued the U.S. was "woefully inadequate" in its planning for the post-invasion
period.[61] The lack of a clear plan for rebuilding Iraq was deemed "one of
the most egregious cases of negligence in US foreign policy history".[62] This
chaos allowed "Islamic extremists to take roots in the country".[63] Rumsfeld’s
doctrine aimed for "efficiency" and "rapid victories" [64] by minimizing troop
footprint and focusing on kinetic operations. However, this efficiency had the
unintended consequence of creating a power vacuum and a security deficit post-
invasion.[65] The rapid collapse of the regime, without adequate forces to secure
the country, directly facilitated widespread looting [66] and allowed insurgent
groups to take root.[63] The causal link is that the doctrine’s narrow focus on
defeating an enemy did not extend to governing a defeated state, leading di-
rectly to the prolonged insurgency and destabilization. This highlights a critical
failure in strategic foresight and comprehensive planning, making the "War on
Terror" counterproductive to its stated goals and contributing to its "bogus"
character.

The following table summarizes the tenets of the Rumsfeld Doctrine, the
criticisms it faced, and the observed consequences:



Doctrine Tenet | Rationale/Objective | Key Criticism [58| Observed  Conse-
[68] quence [69]
Small, agile | Enhance mil- | Insufficient  troop | Prolonged engage-
ground forces itary readi- | levels for post- | ments/stalemates;
ness/efficiency; invasion stability; | widespread looting;
lessen necessary | "just enough troops | insurgency [67]
supplies [70] to lose" [71]
High-tech Rapid victories; | Heavy reliance on | Extensive civilian
weaponry "shock and awe" | airstrikes to com- | casualties; failure
[72] pensate for lack of | to "decapitate"
ground forces [50] leadership [73]
"Shock and | Immediate tactical | Failed to secure | Destabilization; in-
Awe" air power | dominance; demor- | borders; coun- | creased improvised
alize enemy [74] try could not be | explosive  devices
pacified [75] (IEDs);  extremist
groups taking root
[76]

Humanitarian and Ethical Lapses: Prisoner Abuse
and Accountability

Rumsfeld’s tenure was significantly marred by the "use of torture and the Abu
Ghraib torture and prisoner abuse scandal".[77] At Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq,
U.S. Army and CIA personnel were accused of "human rights violations and
war crimes," including "physical abuse, sexual humiliation, physical and psy-
chological torture, and rape".[78] These abuses gained international notoriety
with the publication of photographs in April 2004.[79]

The controversy was deepened by the revelation of "Torture Memos" from
the Department of Justice, which authorized "enhanced interrogation tech-
niques" and controversially argued that international humanitarian laws like
the Geneva Conventions did not apply to U.S. interrogators overseas.[80] Rums-
feld’s personal involvement was underscored by a handwritten note on a memo
about stress-inducing interrogation techniques at Guantanamo Bay, questioning
why standing by prisoners was "limited to 4 hours" when he himself stood for
"8-10 hours a day".[81] The "Torture Memos" and Rumsfeld’s personal note
suggest that the abuses at Abu Ghraib were not merely isolated incidents by
rogue soldiers but rather a consequence of policies and a culture that either au-
thorized or condoned "enhanced interrogation techniques" and sought to bypass
international law.[82] This indicates an institutionalization of practices widely
considered torture, moving beyond individual culpability to systemic issues. The
causal link is that this top-down authorization and perceived endorsement led
directly to the widespread abuses, which in turn severely damaged the U.S.’s
moral authority and international standing, making the "War on Terror" ap-
pear ethically compromised and "bogus" in its claims of upholding democratic



values and human rights.

Rumsfeld publicly stated, "These events occurred on my watch as Secre-
tary of Defense. I am accountable for them," and offered his resignation, which
was not accepted.[83] However, human rights organizations like the ACLU and
Human Rights First filed a landmark lawsuit against him, asserting his "direct
responsibility for the torture and abuse of detainees" and arguing he "knew or
should have known of abuses".[84] Despite the lawsuit, Rumsfeld asserted immu-
nity, and the case was ultimately dismissed, though the presiding judge described
the alleged facts as "lamentable" and "appalling".[85] Notably, U.S. Supreme
Court decisions, including Hamdan v. Rumsfeld (2006), later overturned the
Bush administration’s policy, affirming that the Geneva Conventions do apply
to detainees.[86] Rumsfeld’s public acceptance of "accountability" [83] stands
in stark contrast to the legal outcomes, where he asserted immunity and the
lawsuit against him was dismissed.[85] This discrepancy highlights a fundamen-
tal failure in the system of accountability for high-ranking officials, particularly
when actions are deemed "lamentable" and "appalling" by the judiciary itself.
The causal relationship is that the lack of effective legal recourse for victims,
despite clear evidence of abuse and policy directives, further contributes to the
perception of a "bogus" war where ethical boundaries were crossed without
meaningful repercussions for those at the top. This has long-term implications
for international law, human rights, and the perceived integrity of the U.S. legal
system, potentially fostering cynicism regarding justice for powerful individuals.

The Cost and Legacy of a "Bogus" War

The Iraq War, which Rumsfeld optimistically predicted would last "Five days
or five weeks or five months," ultimately dragged on for eight years.[87] The fi-
nancial burden on the United States exceeded $1 trillion for the "dismantling of
the Iraqi government".[88] The human cost was staggering: by 2006, estimates
indicated at least 267,792 fatalities in Iraq, predominantly civilians, including
4,550 U.S. service members.[89] Rumsfeld controversially implemented a pol-
icy to withhold public disclosure of these casualty figures.[90] Beyond direct
military costs, reconstruction efforts were plagued by "contracting abuses and
mismanagement," leading to at least $8 billion wasted out of $60 billion spent,
with "adhocracy" and lack of coordination cited as major issues.[91] Rumsfeld’s
confident prediction of a short war and low costs stands in stark contrast to the
actual eight-year duration, trillion-dollar expense, and hundreds of thousands
of deaths.[92] This massive discrepancy suggests either a deliberate effort to
mislead the public about the war’s true scope and cost, or a profound level of
negligence and lack of foresight in planning for the complexities of post-invasion
Iraq. The causal relationship is that these initial, "bogus" projections likely
facilitated public and political buy-in, but their eventual, catastrophic failure
undermined trust and led to immense suffering and financial burden, making
the entire enterprise appear fundamentally deceptive and poorly conceived from
the outset.



The war’s long-term consequences included the "devastation of Iraq, destabi-
lization of the Middle East, and cascading consequences for the United States".[93]
The rapid dismantling of the Iraqi government, without adequate post-invasion
planning, created "widespread corruption, crippled state capacity, and an en-
vironment ripe for extremist groups".[94] The resulting "general lawless state"
allowed "Islamic extremists to take roots in the country and attack people of
religious minorities".[63] The stated objective of the War on Terror was to "stop
terrorist attacks" and "defeat terrorist organizations".[6] However, the war in
Iraq, characterized by insufficient post-invasion planning and the resulting chaos
[61], inadvertently created the very conditions for new extremist groups to flour-
ish. The causal link is that the failure to secure and stabilize Iraq after the inva-
sion directly led to a power vacuum and lawlessness, providing a fertile ground
for the rise of new insurgencies and terrorist entities.[95] This represents a per-
verse and "bogus" outcome for a war purportedly against terror, as it directly
contributed to the problem it aimed to solve, highlighting a profound strategic
miscalculation and a failure to understand the complex dynamics of post-conflict
environments.

Rumsfeld’s infamous response to the widespread looting and lawlessness in
post-invasion Iraq—"Stuff happens... and it’s untidy and freedom’s untidy, and
free people are free to make mistakes and commit crimes and do bad things"
[96]—became emblematic of a perceived lack of contrition and foresight. Critics
noted he "never displayed contrition for hundreds of thousands lives taken by
the wars he helped orchestrate".[97] A former CTA analyst explicitly called the
Iraq War a "scandal and a fraud," lamenting that "no one was held accountable,
rather, some of them were promoted".[98] Rumsfeld himself eventually resigned
in late 2006, having gradually lost political support.[99] Rumsfeld’s "stuff hap-
pens" comment is more than just an insensitive remark; it symbolizes a broader
systemic issue of a lack of accountability for the catastrophic consequences of
the war.[100] Coupled with the observation that "no one was held accountable”
[98] and Rumsfeld’s own documented lack of contrition [97], it suggests a culture
where the architects of a failed policy were insulated from the direct repercus-
sions of their decisions. This failure of accountability perpetuates the "bogus"
narrative, as it implies that the immense human and financial costs were simply
accepted as an unavoidable byproduct, rather than a failure demanding seri-
ous introspection and consequence. This lack of accountability for high-level
decision-makers has long-term implications for public trust in government and
military leadership, and for the perceived fairness of the justice system.

Conclusion: A Critical Assessment of Rumsfeld’s
War on Terror
This report has demonstrated how Donald Rumsfeld’s leadership during the

"War on Terror," particularly concerning the Iraq War, was characterized by el-
ements that render it "bogus." The war was initiated on a fabricated premise of



WDMDs and al-Qaeda ties, supported by manipulated intelligence and rhetorical
strategies designed to bypass scrutiny. Its execution, guided by the "Rums-
feld Doctrine" of a lighter, faster force, proved fundamentally flawed for post-
invasion stabilization, leading directly to prolonged insurgency, chaos, and im-
mense human suffering. Furthermore, the ethical lapses, exemplified by the
Abu Ghraib scandal and the systemic authorization of abusive interrogation
techniques, severely compromised the moral standing of the U.S. effort.

The long-term legacy is one of profound regional destabilization, a massive
financial burden, and a significant erosion of trust in government and intelligence
institutions. Rumsfeld’s tenure serves as a critical case study in the perils of
ideological rigidity overriding expert advice, the dangers of intelligence manipu-
lation, and the catastrophic consequences of inadequate post-conflict planning.
A thorough historical accounting of these events is essential not for retribution,
but for informing future foreign policy and military strategy, ensuring greater
integrity, foresight, and accountability in the exercise of national power.
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General source for observed consequences of the Rumsfeld Doctrine.
Source for rationale of small, agile ground forces: readiness/efficiency, less

supplies.
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[71]

[72]

(73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

(78]

[79]
[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[36]

[87]
[33]
[89]

Source for criticism regarding insufficient troop levels and "just enough
troops to lose".

Source for rationale of high-tech weaponry: rapid victories, "shock and

awe'".

Source for consequences of heavy reliance on airstrikes: civilian casualties,
failure to "decapitate".

Source for objective of "Shock and Awe" air power: immediate tactical
dominance, demoralize enemy.

Source for failures of "Shock and Awe": borders unsecured, country not
pacified.

Source for destabilization, increased IEDs, extremist groups taking root as
consequences.

Source for Rumsfeld’s tenure being marred by "use of torture and the Abu
Ghraib torture and prisoner abuse scandal".

Source for accusations of "human rights violations and war crimes" at Abu
Ghraib prison.

Source for publication of Abu Ghraib photographs in April 2004.

Source for "Torture Memos" from Department of Justice authorizing "en-
hanced interrogation techniques".

Source for Rumsfeld’s handwritten note on stress-inducing interrogation
techniques.

Source for argument that Abu Ghraib abuses were a consequence of policies
and culture.

Source for Rumsfeld stating, "I am accountable for them," and offering
resignation.

Source for human rights organizations (ACLU, Human Rights First) filing
lawsuit against Rumsfeld.

Source for Rumsfeld asserting immunity, case dismissal, and judge’s com-
ments.

Source for U.S. Supreme Court decision Hamdan v. Rumsfeld (2006) af-
firming Geneva Conventions apply.

Source for Rumsfeld’s prediction of war duration vs. actual eight years.
Source for financial burden on United States exceeding $1 trillion.

Source for human cost in Iraq by 2006 (fatalities, U.S. service members).
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[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

[95]

[96]
[97]
(98]

[99]

Source for Rumsfeld controversially implementing policy to withhold public
disclosure of casualty figures.

Source for reconstruction efforts plagued by "contracting abuses and mis-
management".

Source for the massive discrepancy between Rumsfeld’s predictions and
actual costs/duration.

Source for long-term consequences: "devastation of Iraq, destabilization of
the Middle East".

Source for rapid dismantling of Iraqi government creating "widespread cor-
ruption," "extremist groups".

Source for failure to secure and stabilize Iraq after invasion leading to power
vacuum and lawlessness.

Source for Rumsfeld’s "Stuff happens" quote.
Source for critics noting Rumsfeld "never displayed contrition".

Source for former CIA analyst calling Iraq War a "scandal and a fraud"
and lack of accountability.

Source for Rumsfeld’s resignation in late 2006.

[100] Source for "stuff happens" comment symbolizing lack of accountability.
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