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The premise of most Western thinking on counterinsurgency is that success
depends on establishing a perception of legitimacy among local populations. The path to
legitimacy is often seen as the improvement of governance in the form aivefi@ad
efficient administration of government and public services. However, goodgower
is not the only possible basis for claims to legitimacy. Prompted by reqarience in
Iraq, the research presented here formally considers whether in insurgdmsieethno-
religious identities are politically salient, claims to legitimmatay rest more on the
identity ofwhogoverns, rather than drowwhoever governs governs. Specifically, this
dissertation poses and tests the hypothesis that in the presence of majoelejlous-r
cleavages, good governance will contribute much less to counterinsurgens shaoces
will efforts toward reaching political agreements that directly addiesse cleavages.

The dissertation reviews and synthesizes the record of scholarship and policy

regarding insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, the politics of ethnic identity,



governance, and legitimacy. Building on this synthesis, it presents an analyiswiork
designed to formalize the terms of the main hypothesis sufficiently toeeeiplirical
tests.

It then applies that framework to brief analyses of counterinsurgent exgeEsim
Malaya, Algeria, South Vietnam, and then of two detailed local cases studies of
American counterinsurgency operations in Irag: Ramadi from 2004-2005; and Tal Afar
from 2005-2006. These Iraq case studies are based on primary research, including 37
interviews with participants and eyewitnesses.

The cases examined yield ample evidence that ethno-religious identityspadit
shape counterinsurgency outcomes in important ways, and also offer qualified support
the hypothesis about the relative importance to counterinsurgent success tf identi
politics versus good governance. However, the cases do not discredit the utility to
counterinsurgents of providing good governance, and they corroborate theriedditi
view that population security is the most important element of successful
counterinsurgency strategy. Key policy implications include the importanoalahg
strategy development as sensitive as possible to the dynamics of idelitiity, @nd to
local variations and complexity in causal relationships among popular Isyaltie

grievances, and political violence.
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“If you're not confused, then you don’t know how complex the situation is.”

Lieutenant General Jim Mattis, United States Marine Corps, Anbar Pegvipcil 2004

“It is so damn complex. If you ever think you have the solution to this, you’re wrong,
and you’re dangerous.”

Colonel H.R. McMaster, United States Army, Tal Afar, February 2006

! Thomas E. Ricksriasco: The American Military Adventure in Irghlew York: Penguin Press, 2006), p.
343.

2 George Packer, “Letter from Irag: The LessonsaifAfar,” The New YorkerApril 10, 2006, p. 57.



Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

This study was born of an attempt to make sense of two strong but somewhat
contradictory intuitions about counterinsurgency. The first intuition is captyrad b
Iragi Sunni tribal leader’s comment that Irag’s Shi'a Muslims “cannot takege of Iraq
in the same manner as the Sunnis. The [Shi'a] are backwards. They are tarbaria
savages . . " From this perspective, in civil conflict, it matters who is in charge, and the
ability of any party to succeed — insurgent or counterinsurgent — is at lethstapar
function of who they are, not just how they behave. Clearly, conflict is often rooted
deeply in the politics of group identities and in such cases, the principal objective of the
insurgents may be to overturn rule by some “other” group. In such a caseg skl
conflict over identity politics would become one of the keys to resolving the broader
conflict.

But the second intuition is that what most people want overwhelmingly is just a
peaceful life where they can work, raise their children, provide for theifiés and have
a society that functions and provides them the security and essential sentitesytha
need. Again, an example from Iraq illustrates the point. A woman in Baghdad told a
reporter, “We want security and we want stability. Anyone who comes adimg ias
long as he brings security and stability®r as an American soldier put it, “He who is

able to fix the public utilities holds the keys to the kingdom in terms of winning the

! Ahmed Hashiminsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Iréthaca: Cornell University Press, 2006), pp.
71-72.

2 Anthony ShadidNight Draws Near: Iraq’s People in the Shadow ofekice’s War(New York: Henry
Holt and Company, 2005), p. 149.



support of the Iragi people and ultimately ending this confficBy this way of thinking,
resolving the conflict in insurgencies is all about establishing good governédiice. |
counterinsurgent can only manage to give people a good life, they will have andtake
status quo and will abandon their support for the insurgents who threaten that status quo.

Each of these two intuitions implies a priority for counterinsurgency syratég
people fight over ethnic or religious identity, then counterinsurgents must get the
incumbent political system to deal effectively with the distribution of pow@&sadhose
groups. If people fight over provision of basic governance, then counterinsurgents must
ensure that they are capable of “outgoverning” their insurgent opponents. While both of
these intuitions can be valid to some degree, they are also not entirely caenpdlibl
each other. If different groups of people under a common system really oppose each
other for who they are, or simply conceive of their political interests néttinically-
defined boundaries, then how much should a counterinsurgent expect to achieve by
making the electricity and the sewers work, and by providing employment? rSelyye
if all people want is a peaceful, comfortable life, why have ethnic argioedi group
loyalties seemed so often to have subverted counterinsurgents’ attemptsoteeimpr
governance in conflict-stricken lands?

The recent wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have made the tension between these
intuitions increasingly evident in American counterinsurgency policy and mgilitar
doctrine. The counterinsurgency field manual published by the United States #dmy a
Marine Corps in December 2006 states that “The primary objective of any

counterinsurgent is to foster the development of effective governance bradési

% Michael R. Gordon, “In Baghdad, Struggle Ties Si¢gto Basic Services,New York TimesApril 22,
2008, p. 1.



government® This judgment is in keeping with a conventional wisdom about
counterinsurgency strategy that has accumulated over several decadesuod
scholarship. Its premise, like that of most Western thinking on counterinsurgetiea, i
success depends on establishing a perception of legitimacy for the rgiimg @mong
some critical portion of the local population. And among the mechanisms available to
counterinsurgents for establishing that legitimacy, the most prominent in boticgra
and doctrine has been the improvement of governance in the form of effective and
efficient administration of government and public services. Good governanites by
logic, is the key to “winning hearts and minds.”

But beginning in 2003, the U.S.’s struggle to manage expanding sectarian civil
conflict in Iraq began to call this traditional logic into question. As Cehrttelligence

Agency (CIA) Director Michael Hayden told the Iraq Study Group in December 2006,

The current situation, with regard to governanckag, was probably irreversible in the
short term, because of the world views of manyhef[traqi] government leaders, which
were shaped by a sectarian filter and a governthahtvas organized for its ethnic and
religious balance rather than competence or cgpaciflhe Iragi identity is muted. The

Sunni or Shi'a identity is foremozt.

What the Iragi experience was suggesting was that good governance is not the
only plausible basis for claims to legitimacy among contending politictbfes;
especially in environments where ethnic or religious identities aregadiiitsalient.
Instead, perhaps in such conflicts, claims to legitimacy may rest dgiroarihe identity

of whogoverns, rather than drowwhoever governs governs.

* Field Manual 3-24 / Marine Corps Warfighting Pahlion 3-33.5CounterinsurgencyWashington, DC:
Headquarters, Department of the Army; Headquarkéasine Corps Combat Development Command,
Department of the Navy, December 2006), p. 1-21.

® Quoted in Bob Woodward, “CIA Said Instability Sesdrilrreversible,””Washington Postluly 12, 2007,
p. 1.



Scholars and policymakers are just beginning to acknowledge and address these
challenges to traditional views on counterinsurgency strategy. This protlegguire a
careful synthesis of ideas and empirical insights from a wide range ohaicade
disciplines and historical experiences that bear on the complex interactions among
concepts of legitimacy, governance, ethnic identity, and political violence. Ni4th t
notion as a point of departure, this dissertation explores the implications ohdjfferi
bases of claims to legitimacy among different types of communities foicpband
military strategies employed by counterinsurgents. It presents thitsrefsresearch on
the relationship between counterinsurgency strategies focused on improvijuglite
of governance among affected populations and the dynamics of ethnic and religious
identities among those populations.

In the broadest sense, the question it seeks to answer is simply:

Is provision of good governance necessary to defeat insurgencies?

More specifically, it poses and tests the general hypothesis that:

In the presence of major ethno-religious cleavages, good governance will contribute
much less to counterinsurgent success than will efforts toward reaching political
agreements that directly address those cleavages.

Although this question and hypothesis were motivated in part by the challenges
facing the United States and its allies in Iraq and Afghanistan, theiczognué of the
subject clearly extends beyond current events and beyond the interestseshWekty
makers. Irregular warfare, civil conflict and attempts to mitigate thentikely to be
common features of the international policymaking landscape for the foreségabé,
and the hypothesis under examination here has significant implications for the afesig

any counterinsurgency strategy. As one scholar has summarized it, “aiveffect



counterinsurgency program depends on an accurate, substantive, and comprehensive
profile of the adversary and the environmental context with which he opetatéss’
research would suggest that close attention to the role and dynamics of ethnic a

religious identities be a first-order issue in developing such a “comprebensiile.”

This dissertation attempts to address the topics outlined above in five main steps,
divided across eight chapters, including this introductory chapter.

e First, it reviews and synthesizes the record of scholarship and policy regarding
insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, the politics of ethnic identity, gouerraad
legitimacy (Chapter 2).

e Second, drawing on this review and synthesis, it presents an analytic franaedor
method designed to formalize the terms of the research question and hypothesis
sufficiently to enable empirical tests (Chapter 3).

e Third, it presents brief analyses of three modern counterinsurgencied,dras
secondary sources and designed to refine the analytic framework with prdvisiona
tests of the hypothesis (Chapter 4).

e Fourth, it examines Iraq: the history of Iraq’s ethno-religious idepttitics and the
recent counterinsurgency there (Chapter 5), followed by two detailed loealafas
American counterinsurgency operations, in Ramadi from 2004-2005 (Chapter 6), and
in Tal Afar from 2005-2006 (Chapter 7).

e Finally, it concludes with a comparative analysis of the Iraqi caskderives

conclusions and policy implications from all of the preceding analysis (Chapter 8)

® Bard O'Neill, Insurgency and Terrorism: From Revolution to Apgpak, 2 Edition (Washington, DC:
Potomac Books, 2005), p. 155.



Chapter 2: Governance, ldentity and Legitimacy: Cracks in the Intelletual
Foundations of Traditional Counterinsurgency Strategy

Irreqular Warfare — Past as Prologue?

Political violence in the second half of the twentieth century was dominated by
irregular warfarée. While the world’s great powers developed firepower of
unprecedented volume and technical sophistication, the era’s military histeryemg
acted out principally by insurgents and counterinsurgents in Africa, Asia, and Latin
America. This phenomenon may be attributed to two major historical factors. thers
collapse of European colonial rule prompted a torrent of violent struggles for padver a
political identity in newly independent, but politically and economically inumgat
regions. Second, the global reach of political and ideological competition between
Western democracies and the Soviet Union sparked or exacerbated civil ctmflostsr
forty years, from Greece in the late 1940s to Nicaragua in the 1980s.

Today, the immediate traumas of decolonization and the Cold War are largely
past, but the prospect of widespread and persistent irregular warfaragemacording

to one common view of the future security environnfehteats to international security

! This general type of warfare goes by many nangslationary, insurgency and counterinsurgency,
irregular, guerrilla, fourth-generation, and lowensity conflict, to name the most prominent ones.
Differences among these terms can be distinguidhddll of them refer to warfare conducted by
relatively weak parties against more powerful adages often by sporadic and indirect means andllysu
toward the goal of gaining political concessiongantrol. | will favor the term “counterinsurgeridyere,
since it is the term most applicable to the stiategnd tactics of the more powerful, albeit reactside of
this type of warfare, the side on which the Unigtdtes has repeatedly found itself. | will gerlgrase
“irregular” warfare to refer to the broader catggor

2 See Martin Van Creveldhe Transformation of WgNew York: The Free Press, 1991), Robert D.
Kaplan,The Coming Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of th&t Bold War(New York: Random House,
2000),Thomas P.M. BarnetThe Pentagon’s New Map: War and Peace in tiéQdntury(New York:
Putnam, 2004), Thomas X. Hamme&kg Sling and the Stone: On War in the 21st Cer{iryPaul, MN:
Zenith Press, 2004), Lawrence FreednTdre Transformation of Strategic Affaifdondon: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, Adelphi Paper B9, 2006), Rupert Smitfihe Utility of Force: The Art
of War in the Modern WorlNew York: Knopf, 2007).



will arise in large part from countries or groups that are either unable dtingwo
accommodate a globalized economic system, together with all of the cuttpfighktions
of such a system. Such groups are likely to be both economically marginalized and
militarily weak, leaving guerrilla-type tactics as one of their feeans of advancing
their interests.

While the significance of this trend remains speculative, American eRpesién
Iraq and Afghanistan have accelerated a growing perception of the needeiat pre
counter, and conduct irregular warfare. One reflection of this perception fertihat
strategic planning in the U.S. government has elevated the priority given tomyedpa
these challenges.

The sense of urgency apparent in current policy debates on counterinsurgency can
be attributed in part to the fact that this type of warfare has often been petfpoorly
by modern governments and militaries. While notable exceptions exist,
counterinsurgents have tended to overemphasize military operations in
counterinsurgencies and underemphasize political solutions.

Perhaps two reasons for the mixed performance stand out. First, fighting this kind
of warfare is inherently difficult. Targets are elusive and few; and tladtiey of civilian
populations are constantly shifting and difficult to gauge in any case. Thengsul
slowness and messiness of such operations prompted the celebrated Brigsi offic

Lawrence to compare fighting guerrilla wars to “eating soup with a khife.”

3 National Security Strategy of the United State8mgrica(Executive Office of the President, 2006), pp.
43-44,Quadrennial Defense Review Rep@epartment of Defense, 2006), pp. 19, 37#8&tional
Defense StrategfDepartment of Defense, June 2008), pp. 4, 7-BeRdMM. Gates, “A Balanced Strategy:
Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Ad&teign Affairs January/February 2009.

* T.E. LawrenceSeven Pillars of WisdoiiNew York: G.H. Doran, 1926), p. 182 (Book III, &jter
XXXII) .



Second, modern militaries, especially those of large, rich nations like the United
States have not typically been organized, trained, and equipped to fight
counterinsurgencies. Two of the most prominent examples of the chasm betvae¢n ext
military doctrine and the demands of counterinsurgencies are the Ameqpareace in
Vietnam and the Soviet experience in Afghanistan. In both cases, conspicuousty supe
military forces were defeated at least in part because of theiriipabiadjust
organizationally to strategic environments very different from those fahahey were
designed. Inrecent years, the U.S. government and military have come unkemilars
widespread criticism for again misunderstanding the nature of the waartéhéghting,
this time in Iraqg.

At the same time, the history of modern counterinsurgency is not one of universal
failure. In many instances, such as those in the Philippines, Malaya, and Perug to nam
only a few, counterinsurgents succeeded in defeating challenges to thal ttwotrgh
various combinations of political, military, and other means. Indeed, a conventional
wisdom is emerging that U.S. operations in Iraq since 2007 represent a model of
successful counterinsurgency as well. What accounts for the differencesrbétee
successes and the failures? Answers to this question, of course, amnfar fro
straightforward. Nevertheless, a great deal has been written abguesten, and some
common themes are evident in that literature, as well as in the policies aridedibett

reflect it.



Winning Hearts and Minds: Popular Support and Governance

Rebellion and counter-rebellion are as old as civilization. For most of political
history, the main tools of defeating rebellion — that is, what today we would call
“counterinsurgency strategy” — were coercion, repression, annihilation, intiomgdand
fear® So, while the 20 century produced the phrase, “winning hearts and minds,” the
19" century British imperial experience offered up the ditty, “Whatever happens, we
have got / The Maxim gun, and they have ffotNbtwithstanding all of the carnage piled
up by irregular warfare in the twentieth century, default to this “Roman tholdel
threatening wholesale slaughter generally ceased to be a viable choge in th
counterinsurgency strategies of Western governments. Although paterreahiamed
firmly entrenched in Western policies toward the rest of the world, Wilsoniareptaef
self-determination and legitimaClargely displaced one of the main philosophical pillars
of counter-revolutionary policy in colonial and earlier times: that might miadgets

These changing attitudes, however, made insurgency and counterinsurgency
neither simpler nor rarer, and their prevalence in tffec2tury has generated a vast
literature on the subject by historians, political scientists, sociologigii®ryanalysts,

and others. Lists of principles for the conduct of successful counterinsurgency ar

® For a concise summary, see lan F.W. Beckéijern Insurgencies and Counterinsurgencies: Gllasi
and Their Opponents Since 178®ndon and New York: Routledge, 2001), pp. 26-43.

® The Maxim gun was one of the first machine guneitted and was used to devastating effect in @ite 1
century colonial wars. See Charles E. Callw@thall Wars: Their Principles and Practic& Edition
(Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1996dmally published in 1906)), pp. 440-441.

" For a discussion of Wilson’s impact on the formatof the state of Iraq, see Toby Dodgeenting Iraq:
The Failure of Nation Building and a History Deni@diew York: Columbia University Press, 2003), pp.
12-16.



abundant in this literatufe Variations abound, but if all these principles were reduced to
a single central theme it would be that success and failure depend to a lang®exhe
resolution of the political conflicts underlying the military hostilitiesccérding to this
line of reasoning, the application of military force is not nearly asagfous as in more
conventional warfare. Rather, the contest between insurgents and counterinssirgents i
seen as a competition for the prevailing sympathies of the non-combatant pogulati
where the conflicts are taking place. In one of the classic works of thaddite, Mao
Tse-tung famously observed that the relationship between insurgents and the broader
population in which they operate is akin to fish and water, such that “guerrillarevarf
basically derives from the masses and is supported by them, it can neghaobex
flourish if it separates itself from their sympathies and cooperation.”

From this understanding of insurgency came a broad consensus that one of the
chief objectives of any organization conducting counterinsurgency operatishdento
gain the loyalty and trust of the local civilian population. The popular shorthand for this
complex socio-economic-political-military objective became “winningtseand
minds,” a term that has survived in common usage to the present day. To be sure, other

considerations, including more traditional military ones such as intelligencejdsgis

8 For example, David Galul&ounterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practibeew York: Frederick A.
Praeger, 1964), pp. 74-90, Robert G. K. ThompBafeating Communist Insurgency; The Lessons of
Malaya and VietnaniNew York: F. A. Praeger, 1966), pp. 50-58, Anthdames JoeResisting
Rebellion: The History and Politics of Counteringency(Lexington, KY: The University Press of
Kentucky, 2004), pp. 233-246, Bard O’'Nelthsurgency and Terrorism: From Revolution to Apgpak,
2" Edition (Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2005), pp. 164-Ed8t Cohen, Conrad Crane, Jan
Horvath, John Nagl, "Principles, Imperatives, armgdeloxes of Counterinsurgenciilitary Review
March-April 2006, pp. 49-53, Field Manual (FM) 3-2Marine Corps Warfighting Publication (MCWP)
3-33.5,CounterinsurgencyWashington, DC: Headquarters, Department of tirayA Headquarters,
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Departofethie Navy, December 2006) (hereafter
referred to as “FM 3-24 /| MCWP 3-33.5"), pp. 1-211t+29.

® Mao Tse-tungOn Guerilla Warfare translated by Samuel B. Griffith (New York: Praegl961),
Chapter 6, p. 4 and Chapter 1, p. 2.
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and attrition of enemy forces, are crucial elements of counterinsurgenegissaas

well. But in this type of warfare, it is supposed that the hearts and minds of the people
not territorial control or leadership, constitute the strategic “centgraofty” for which

the adversaries compéte In his renowned studfounterinsurgency Warfare: Theory
and Practice French army officer and theorist David Galula listed as his “first @@w”
counterinsurgency that “the support of the population is as necessary for the
counterinsurgent as for the insurgehit.”

With popular support as the foundation of counterinsurgency strategy, the
guestion must turn then to how counterinsurgents can prevail in their competition for the
people’s allegiance. In this regard, winning hearts and minds is very oftaec it
the provision of good governance, in the form of improved material standards of living
and government efficiency. The British counterinsurgency expert Sir Rdio@ripson,
who served in Malaya and as an advisor to the American and South Viethamese
governments, concluded that “Winning’ the population can tritely be summed up as
good government in all its aspects. . . such as improved health measures and clinics . . .
new schools . . . and improved livelihood and standard of living.” Later in the same

work, he continues, “the real purpose of aid in all contexts, including counter-insyrgen

1% The first use of the phrase “hearts and mindshécontext of revolutionary warfare is often &inted

to the British administrator during much of the kigdn Emergency, Sir Gerald Templer, who argued that
“the answer lies not in pouring more troops inte jiimgle, but in the hearts and minds of the pebfiee
Richard L. ClutterbuckThe Long, Long War; Counterinsurgency in Malaya &fetnam(New York:
Praeger, 1966), p. 3, and Richard Stulbtesarts and Minds in Guerrilla Warfare: The Malayan
Emergency 1948-196@xford: Oxford University Press, 1989), pp. 1-2.

" Galula, p. 74.
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[is] to help the local government get its organization right and its departmentsigvorki
efficiently.”*?
One representative scholarly rendering of this view comes from theyvuidied

author and National War College professor Bard O’Neill:

. . . popular support [for insurgency] from thetediand especially the masses stems
primarily from concrete grievances concerning stinihgs as land reform, injustice,
unfair taxation, and corruption. It is over théssues that the battle to win hearts and
minds is most directly enjoined. History suggektt a government can most effectively
undercut insurgencies that rely on mass suppospbiting the rank and file away from
the leadership through calculated reforms thatestdithe material grievances and needs

of the people1.3

Insurgency and counterinsurgency historian Thomas Mockaitis argues alorag simil

lines: “Trust and cooperation depend . . . on recognizing and as far as possible addressing

the real needs and the legitimate grievances on which the insurgency feeds.e . Peopl

generally support an insurgency out of a shared sense of wrong or frustration at not

having their basic needs méf."Or, as writer and retired Marine T. X. Hammes has

succinctly put it, “the fundamental weapon in counterinsurgency is good goverfiance.”
This perspective is not limited to scholars or political commentators. I#fas a

clearly evident in the way U.S. government organizations approach the problem of

insurgency and counterinsurgency. One prominent example of this view can be found in

the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency'’s “Guide to the Analysis of Insurgewtych

argues that

2 Thompson, pp. 112-113, 161.
13 O'Neill, pp. 171-172.

4 Thomas Mockaitis, “Winning Hearts and Minds in tiiéar on Terrorism,”Small Wars and
Insurgenciesvol. 14, no. 2 (March 2003), pp. 21-22.

5 Thomas X. Hammes, “Countering Evolved Insurgertindeks,” Military Review July-August 2006, pp.
20-21.
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Support of the people is vital to the survival lnd insurgents who depend on them for
food, shelter, recruits, and intelligence. Theagoment's challenge is to regain the
allegiance of a population already alienated byegoment failures to address basic
grievances. Poor peasants and farmers are, hovgsldom motivated by abstractions or
vague promises. Their willingness to ferovide suppimmges on concrete incentives —

material benefits or demonstrable threats.

Also, as noted in Chapter 1, the U.S. military’s new counterinsurgency doctrine
features this conception of the centrality of popular support and governance,tbtting
“The primary objective of any counterinsurgent is to foster the development cedfe
governance by a legitimate governmett.An even more recent guide to
counterinsurgency co-authored by the U.S. Departments of Defense and State, and the
U.S. Agency for International Development asserts that “central to gdireng
confidence and support of the population is [improving] the quality of governance
through political reform, strengthening the rule of law and conducting economic
development as appropriate.”’And the Irregular Warfare Joint Operating Concept,
written by the Marine Corps and the Special Operations Command, assescimmt f
conducting irregular warfare should emphasize “winning the support of the relevant
populations, promoting friendly political authority, and eroding adversary control,
influence, and support?

Moreover, beyond these academic and doctrinal assertions is a history replete

with projects launched by counterinsurgents focused on land reform, economic

16 Central Intelligence Agencyuide to the Analysis of Insurgen@ndated), p. 8.
Y'EM 3-24 | MCWP 3-33.5, p. 1-21.

8.S. Government Counterinsurgency Guideited States Government Interagency Countergesury
Initiative, January 2009), p. 14.

¥ rregular Warfare Joint Operating Concept (Versibd) (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Defense, September 11, 2007), p. 19.
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development, public health, education, construction of infrastructure and other such
initiatives.

In sum, the strength and ubiquity of such views on the importance of providing
good governance and of winning hearts and minds amounts to what might reasonably be
labeled conventional wisdom on counterinsurgency strategy. What accounts for this
phenomenon? How did this conventional wisdom develop and why has it retained its
appeal over several decades of irregular warfare?

The Roots of Conventional Wisdom: Legitimacy, People’s Wars and Modernization
Theory

The association of legitimacy and good governance is rooted in the dominant
traditions of Western political philosophy. In the works of such foundational thinkers as
Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, legitimacy is seen as derived
from a social contract between a government and free individuals. Individiradsiigh
some of their own sovereignty to the government in exchange for a specific set of
privileges and protections. In this formulation, legitimacy and good goveraamce
tightly woven, if not synonymous. Max Weber characterized this conception of
legitimacy as a “legal” or “rational” paradigm, one of three pure typeatbbaty, or
“legitimate domination.” Legal authority, according to Weber, rests “on afbelthe
legality of enacted rules and the right of those elevated to authority under ssdo rule
issue commands® Weber contrasts this form of authority with “traditional” and
“charismatic” forms in which legitimacy comes more from, respectjedyglitional

social hierarchies or individual personal character than from codified nddsvas. The

2 Max Weber, “The Types of Legitimate Dominatiom’Michael Hechter, ed:heories of Social Order
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1978. 184.
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discussion will return to “traditional authority” later in the chapter, but it idepal-
rational conception of legitimacy that has dominated Western political thought in the
modern world.

Moreover, a rational, governance-based view of legitimacy formed tiefbas
political development not only in advanced, Western, or industrialized societies.
Crucially important to this discussion of insurgency and counterinsurgencsg it al
formed the foundation of the most prominent revolutionary philosophy of the twentieth
century — Marxism. In their emphasis on developmental aspects of capitadd on
economic classes as the basic units of political life, both Leninist and Mamashations
of Marxism were deeply modern and, at least in principle, hostile to traditidresdled,
nationalist or ethnic political structur&s.Accordingly, communist insurgents throughout
the developing world advanced a fundamentally materialist view of sociakgusti
their view, legitimate government was not simply one that guaranteed freeshahbasic
public goods, but one that enforced a particular distribution of resources and capital see
to be inextricably linked to freedom. In this sense, Marxist revolutionaries that
dominated the landscape of post-World War Il insurgency saw legitimacyraseve
closely linked to specific forms of “good governance” than did their liberal opponents

Probably the most important variety of this revolutionary ideology in action was
the Maoist “people’s war.” Over nearly two decades of civil war in China, Madurgy
transformed V. I. Lenin’s urban, elite-driven interpretation of Marxismantoral,

peasant-based revolutionary doctrine. Revolutionaries throughout the developing world

2L For an overview, see John Shy and Thomas W. €dliRevolutionary War,” in Peter Paret, ellakers
of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nucleege (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986),
especially pp. 826-828, 838-845.

15



have since seized on Mao’s principles to help organize popular revolts among rural
masses against elite, allegedly repressive governments. RebelbdryiettMinh in the
1940s to the Shining Path in the 1980s to the Communist Party of Nepal in the 2000s
have claimed Mao’s mantle. Though people’s wars have varied considerably across
different times and cultures, Maoist ideology retained most of its centraistia
elements related to class conflict, social justice, and economic de@rmespecially at
the height of the Cold Wa&f.

At the same time, opponents of Marxist ideology and revolution, especially in the
United States, were constructing their own interpretive framework foriakmgepolitical
and economic development in the post-war era. The 1950s and 1960s saw the emergence
of “modernization theory” in Western academic and policy communities (also known as
“political development theory”), a theory of development that emphasized a tgtablo
convergence of societies through several stages of modernization frotivgrimi
“traditional” forms toward Western-style industrialization, secuédian, and political
pluralism?® Legitimacy in this framework was earned by whoever could most reliably
guide the society along these hypothesized paths of modernization, with their
characteristic signals of good governance — economic growth, politicaseepmgon and
efficient administration.

The principles of modernization theory were quite influential among policy

makers in Washington who were eager for guidance in navigating the compte¥aol

% Thomas A. MarksMaoist Insurgency Since Vietngirondon: Routledge, 1996).

% Representative works include David Apfehe Politics of ModernizatiofChicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1965), Cyril E. Bladihe Dynamics of Modernization: A Study in Compagatiistory
(New York: Harper and Row, 1966), Walt Rostde Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist
Manifesto(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), Bthard ShilsPolitical Development in the
New State¢The Hague: Mouton, 1962).
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competition underway in the decolonizing “third” world. Modernization theory played a
significant role in guiding American policy toward the developing world geryetsdind
toward counterinsurgency specificaffy.Walt Rostow, an economist who had written

one of the most prominent books on modernization and development, became President
John F. Kennedy’s deputy national security advisor. In a 1961 speech to Army Special

Forces graduates, he characterized the Kennedy administration’scpeesties way:

The U.S. has a special responsibility of leadershipin aiding the long-run development
of those nations which are serious about modemithirir economy and social life. And,
as President Kennedy has made clear, he regafi®gmm of his Administration as
more important than his program for long-term ecoimodevelopment . . . Independence
cannot be maintained by defensive measures aldioelern societies must be built, and

we are prepared to help build théfn.

By 1962, these concepts had been formalized in the U.S. Overseas Internal
Defense Policy statement of August 1962 and in the Inter-departmental Seminar
Counterinsurgency that was taught at the State Department. These newrgtgatém
policy and doctrine codified the notion that the remedy to political violence and
instability in the developing world, in the words of historian lan Beckett, fiasorio-
economic development and appropriate nation-building measures based on concepts of

security, good government and progre<s.”

# Nils Gilman,Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory inl€War AmericaBaltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2003) and Lisa Andergamrsuing Truth, Exercising Power: Social Science
and Public Policy in the Twenty-First Centufyew York: Columbia University Press, 2003), pp-9r.

% D. Michael ShaferDeadly Paradigms: The Failure of U.S. Counteringmgy Policy(Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1988), especially Céiapt Douglas S. Blaufarffhe Counterinsurgency Era:
U.S. Doctrine and Performance, 1950 to the Pregditv York: Free Press, 1977), Chapter 3, Austin
Long, On “Other War”: Lessons from Five Decades of RANBu@terinsurgency Resear¢8anta
Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2006), pp. 21-23.

% Walt W. Rostow, “Guerrilla Warfare in the Underéésped Areas,” Speech at the U.S. Army Special
Warfare School, Ft. Bragg, North Carolina, JunelZ§H1.

27 Beckett (2001), p. 186.
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Before long, the application of this philosophy to counterinsurgency policy had
acquired the name “hearts-and-minds theory.” RAND Corporation analys$tarNat
Leites and Charles Wolf summarized the principal tenets of hearts-awld-theory as:
emphasis on popular support based on inherent “ardor and preferences”; stress on internal
grievances over external influence; emphasis on economic deprivation and iggqualit
and conception of insurgent conflict in terms of “electoral analogy,” where ouscarae
driven by and reflect the prevailing affiliations of majorities or sutigtbminorities. In
their judgment, made in 1970, hearts-and-minds theory “influences and perhaps
dominates much discussion and thinking about this range of probféms.”

Viewed through the lens of Cold War competition between the United States and
the Soviet Union, Marxist revolutionary ideology and hearts-and-minds
counterrevolutionary ideology may appear to stand in stark opposition to one another.
And within the framework of Western political philosophy, they do. Outside of this
framework, however, they might more usefully be characterized as oppos#t®file
same Western coin. While their normative aspects point in different direcheis, t
assumptions and descriptions of the developing world share much in common. As

political scientist D. Michael Shafer argues,

Both revolutionaries and counterrevolutionariesiass that the Third World’s shared
experience with colonialism had everywhere producedtentially revolutionary
situation. Thus, Americans fret over the conseqesmf modernization — in particular,
the possibility of Communists capturing uprootedgles in the hiatus between tradition
and a higher state, modernity. The revolutionaagters also focus on the inevitable,
universal course of development, but in the deedimn process they see the formation of
classes, and so the fundamental dynamic of developniach, however, assumes the
malleability of the masses and, despite referem@ntoverarching process of change,

%8 Nathan Leites and Charles Wolf, Rebellion and Authority: An Analytic Essay on Iggnt Conflicts
(Chicago: Markham, 1970), p. 150. Also see Shaier116-118.
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focuses on tactical measures for ‘helping histoip. other words, both revolutionaries
and counterrevolutionaries identify their role asnager of modernizaticf.

Based in part on this assessment, Shafer characterizes American nsurgericy
doctrine as “Mao minus Marx®

Among the important similarities between these approaches to insurgency and
counterinsurgency are the factors they assume to be dominant in establisiticeg pol
legitimacy. In Weber’s terms, both approaches posit rationalist groundgitonse
authority. In his study of the role of legitimacy in insurgencies, Timotmperis points

out that

. . . modern legitimacy can turn to several diffénmodels, including communist ones.
Communism, after all, is a product of, or at lemstaction to, the industrial revolution of
the West and offers a competitive system of mogeiitical legitimacy to that of the
liberal democracies. Yet even communists holdhéottvo hallmarks of modern
Iegitimacy. They, too, have a view of history rein a ‘dialectic’ of material progress .

One important product of the similarities in these opposing strategies is that
successful application of one may in fact defeat the other, since they greticgnin
some sense, on equivalent terms. From this perspective, the gradual expansion in the
numbers of liberal democracies around the world may have something to do with the
declining incidence of Maoist people’s wars. As lan Beckett concludes, “states
genuinely embraced or moved toward democracy the Maoist model had little fo offer

since much depended on convincing the population that the limited consultation process

2 Shafer, p. 108.
0 lbid., p. 104.

3. Timothy J. Lomperistrom People's War to People's Rule: Insurgencyerirention, and the Lessons of
Vietnam(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina B 1996), p. 66.
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envisaged in the relationship between the party and the ‘masses’ was sufficient
democracy.*

Thus was forged the intellectual foundations of counterinsurgency strategy in the
United States, and much of this foundation is still visible in the current policy and
doctrine cited earlier in this chapter. Even so, the influence and longevity of these
concepts and policies have not been without their critics.

Modernization Theory Under Assault: Hearts and Minds Dethroned or Refined?

For all of its influence in academic and policy circles, modernization theorg ca
under widespread attack by the late 1960s, both for its conceptual shallownesstand for
inability to account for the frequency of insurgency and revolution throughout the
developing world. Most conspicuously, the persistence of the Viet Cong'’s resigtanc
American and South Vietnamese counterinsurgency efforts raised pointédrgies
about the viability of the assumptions of prevailing strategy and doctrine.

Another wave of literature emerged aiming to correct some of the flaws of
modernization theory, particularly its emphasis on elites as criticalsagent
modernization and its tendency to link economic development inextricably with g@lolitic
stability. This literature sought to address the causes of revolution and ingurgenc
directly and tended to locate those causes in socio-economic dislocations edsuaithat
the transition of societies from traditional to modern forms. One of the earigshost
influential of these works was Samuel Huntingtddditical Order in Changing
Societieswhere he argued that violence and instability “was in large part the product of

rapid social change and the rapid mobilization of new groups into politics, coupled with

32 Beckett (2001), p. 81.
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the slow development of political institution¥.”On the one hand, this argument was a
departure from the more optimistic perspectives of earlier works that thet@tevitable
correlation of modernization and peaceful progress. On the other hand, as Chgrles Til
points out, Huntington largely operates from within the broader framework that
associates development with Western forms of political and economic organiZat

Another focus of criticism of modernization theory was its general insgtysio
variations in local conditions and the resulting universalism of its policy prasosptlf,
in fact, modernization was supposed to follow similar paths throughout the developing
world, then successful policy implementation need not depend on deep expertise or
experience in particular regions or cultures. What followed from this wei@gsotf
U.S. support for development that were probably more ambitious and optimistic than was
warranted, such as the Alliance for Progress in Latin America and tlygAeagkican
involvement in South Vietnam. Former Undersecretary of State George Ball, for one,
took a skeptical view of this trend in what he referred to as “nation building,”
complaining that “the most presumptuous undertaking of all [assumed that] American
professors could make bricks without the straw of experience and with indiféer@nt
infinitely various kinds of clay®

In time, skepticism of grand theories of development helped to foster a new

emphasis in academic work on the sociological roots of revolution and insurgency, and

33 samuel HuntingtorRolitical Order in Changing Societigblew Haven: Yale University Press, 1968), p.
4.

34 Charles Tilly, “Does Modernization Breed Revolut®d Comparative Politicsvol. 5, no. 3 (April 1973),
pp. 430-436.

% Quoted in Stephen G. Rabiéhe Most Dangerous Area in the World: John F. Kelyn@onfronts

Communist Revolution in Latin Ameri¢@hapel Hill and London: University of North Car@ Press,
1999), p. 30.
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particularly on the interaction of modern economic practices with traditionalcpblit
structures in peasant villages. Sociologist Timothy Wickham-Crowleyifeks three
“microstructural schools” in this body of wotk. One school argues that different
economic structures encourage different dynamics of collective actiorhand t
“revolutionary action is to be found when cultivators derive their income frome'siag
(rather than land)* According to the second school, capitalism tends to break down
“age-old systems of patron-client . . . systems of reciprocity.” Peasanits; in turn,
represent efforts to protect those syst&m3he third school holds that peasants do not
respond to a shared “moral economy” of the kind postulated by the second school, but
rather to rational self-interest “in a way perfectly intelligible toghenomics of utility-
maximization.®

Other analysts seeking explanations for political violence in the developnhd) wo
looked to the psychological dynamics of individuals and groups in areas of conflict.
Prominent among these arguments is the theory that revolution is causedrggfeeli
relative deprivation. According to this theory, it is not poverty or repressione pitras
cause people to take up arms against their government, but rather the unfulfille&gromis
of rising expectations in societies in transition. In the words of politicahtsst Ted

Robert Gurr, “Discontent [is] not a function of the discrepancy between what men want

36 Timothy Wickham-CrowleyGuerillas and Revolution in Latin America: A Comative Study of
Insurgents and Regimes Since 19Bfinceton: Princeton University Press, 199292.

37 See Jeffery Paigégrarian Revolution: Social Movements and Expontiégture in the
Underdeveloped WorlfNew York: The Free Press, 1975).

3 See James C. Scofthe Moral Economy of the PeasgNew Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press,
1976) and Eric R. WolPeasant Wars of the Twentieth Cent(Mgw York: Harper and Row, 1969).

39 See Samuel Popkifihe Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of RGaciety in Vietnam
(Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Presk)79).
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and what they have, but between what they want and what they believe they ble capa
of attaining.”® This relationship between rising expectations and revolt is explicitly
recognized in the U.S. military’s new counterinsurgency matual.

In addition to these works of sociology and political psychology, the national
security policy community also offered some dissents to prevailing viewsus§ersy
and counterinsurgency during the late 1960s and 1970s. Most directly relevant to this
discussion is the work cited earlier of two scholars working for the RAND Coiqorat
Nathan Leites and Charles Wolf, Jr. These analysts argued that the comusoinm foc
counterinsurgency strategy on hearts and minds was misdirected and ovetigusnbi
First, they argued that the popular support generally considered to be the focus of
competition between insurgents and counterinsurgents could be readily understood in
terms of cost-benefit trade-offs rather than inherent preferencear (ffamage-limiting)
and reward (profit-maximizing) may be as powerful spurs to desired behavior as
conscience and conviction.” Second, they suggested that actions taken to constrain the
behavior of insurgents are more likely to be effective than actions taken to pergiade th
population to support the government’s sitid_eites and Wolf also questioned the
linkage between economic aid and winning popular support, pointing out that greater
resources might simply allow people to exercise their existing pregsenore

effectively rather than causing them to change their preferéhces.

“0Ted Robert GuriWhy Men RebédPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1970R59. Also see James
C. Davies, “Toward a Theory of Revolutioinerican Sociological Reviewol. 27, no. 1 (February
1962), pp. 5-19.

“1EM 3-24 / MCWP 3-33.5, p. 1-3.

“2 Leites and Wolf, especially pp. 13, 37.

3 Ibid., pp. 18-20.
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Overall, academic and policy-oriented reactions to modernization thedry a
hearts-and-minds counterinsurgency theory made substantial strided tefirang
understandings and assumptions about development and the causes of political violence.
However, two factors limited the impact of these critiques as an impetus for
reconceptualizing how counterinsurgency strategy was actually developedeinckpr
by the United States and its allies. First, even these more sophistieatesvbrks
tended to focus on rural, peasant-based insurgencies and, in emphasizing the economic
effects of modernization, retained a predominantly materialist viewpoint cotiiees
and dynamics of political legitimacy.

Second, the end of the United States’ military involvement in Vietham in 1973
initiated an era of intellectual cleansing of the U.S. military’setiatind doctrine. The
prevailing view among American military officers and defense inteitdstafter Vietnam
was that counterinsurgency and nation-building activities had been a harmadtaistr
from the military’s pre-eminent mission of deterring and preparing to tightnassed
conventional forces of the Soviet Union or its proXfesCombined with détente’s more
accommodating posture toward Soviet policies in the developing world, this attitude
among the U.S.’s military leadership went a long way toward severingkhgetween
academic work on insurgency and counterinsurgency and its heretofore receptive

government audience.

4 For example, Leites and Wolf explicitly acknowledtyeir methodological similarities with
modernization theory while advancing a theory sohsvat odds with its conventional interpretatioSee
pp. 49-50.

*5Wray R. Johnsorkrom Counterinsurgency to Stability and Support @fiens: The Evolution of U.S.

Military Doctrine for Foreign Internal Conflict, 181-1996 unpublished dissertation, The Florida State
University, 1997.
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Interest among national security policy makers in “low intensity conflag”
irregular warfare came to be known) was somewhat refreshed in the 1980s by U.S.
involvement in Central American counterinsurgencies and in the 1990s by a spate of
small wars that prompted U.S. interventions from Somalia to Bosnia. Neverthieéess
study of counterinsurgency remained an intellectual backwater in defledsrilitary
education, policy, planning, and discout$eCounterinsurgency doctrine in the 1980s, in
the form of the Army Field Manual on Low Intensity Conflict, became littbearthan a
modification of “AirLand Battle,” the Defense Department’s newly ademt concept for
large-scale, conventional, mechanized warfare.

Only after the U.S. found itself in the midst of major counterinsurgency
operations in Irag and Afghanistan did the national security policy community turn
seriously to the task of revisiting the intellectual roots and assumptions xiaitd e
strategy and doctrine on counterinsurgency. And when it did so, what it had to turn to
was something of a hodgepodge of modernization theory, anti-communism, and a set of
historical experiences that had been only partially digested in any coimediettual or
strategic sense. Scholars and policymakers have made progress in raceint ye
rebuilding the foundation of counterinsurgency strategy, and tailoring it to it@ ffew
century context, and it is to this broad effort that this research aims to contribute.

Yet there remains one major piece missing from the overview presented here of

the intellectual foundations of counterinsurgency strategy. This piece iald¢erttre

“% |bid., Part IV, John A. Nagl,earning to Eat Soup With a Knife: Counterinsurgehessons from
Malaya and VietnanfChicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005),21)b-208, Robert Cassidy,
Counterinsurgency and the Global War on Terror:idMily Culture and Irregular WarfaréWestport, CT:
Praeger Security International, 2006).

*" Field Manual 100-20,0w Intensity ConflictWashington, DC: U.S. Department of the Army, Jayu
1981). See Johnson, Parts IV and V.
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argument advanced in these pages: the role of ethnic and religious idemteygutar
warfare. One of modernization theory’s and hearts-and-minds theory’s mggiccons
faults, according to some critics, was its discounting, sometimes implgotinetimes
explicitly, of the role of ethnicity in determining how people relate to gy@rernments.
As political scientist Milton Esman explains, policies grounded in the miggria

progressive assumptions of modernization tended to presume

. . . that with industrialization, urbanization,rbaucratization, and secularization, local,
parochial, ethnic, and other ‘traditional’ iderggiwould become increasingly irrelevant
and would be succeeded by more ‘rational’ loyaldied association such as state

. . . . . 48
nationalism, economic class, and cultural and emeal interests.

Esman’s language echoes that used by Weber to delineate differentobases f
political legitimacy. In those terms, “rational” grounds for legitimamuld comprise
more concrete interests and basic grievances than those related toyetiehigion, or
tribe. But Weber also points out that “traditional” authority, in contrast tao'trali
authority, rests “on an established belief in the sanctity of immemowitidres and the
legitimacy of those exercising authority under théh 3o, what if “concrete interests”
and “basic grievances” in some insurgencies do not arise principally frors issue
surrounding material benefits or conditions? What if legitimacy is soregtionferred
to governments not according to the quality of their governance, but according to their
conformance to group loyalties and traditional hierarchies of power? The ogahse
outlines some of the major contributions of scholarship of the last few decades on ethnic
identity and conflict, and suggests the importance of these contributions to tjre afesi

counterinsurgency strategies.

“8 Milton J. Esmanintroduction to Ethnic Conflic€Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2004), p. 18.

“9Weber, p. 184.
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Ethnic Identity and Conflict

The end of the Cold War prompted a surge of interest in ethnicity and nationalism
as causes of political violence. Bitter civil wars on the periphery of theefooviet
bloc, such as those in Tajikistan, Chechnya, and Bosnia, conveyed a sense that ancient
ethnic passions, long suppressed by totalitarian regimes, were once again in the
ascendancy. Genocidal violence in Rwanda in 1994 did nothing to moderate this
impression. But in fact, large-scale, ethnically- and religiously-drpaditical violence
had been a constant feature of the post-World War 1l era, as any residentthefrs
Nigeria, Bangladesh, or Lebanon, to name only a few, could attest.

Scholars taking up this subject began to examine the ways in which political
identities and loyalties can be influenced and even dominated by affiliatitnethnic
and religious communities. Debates in this literature begin, naturally,heitthefinition
of ethnicity, itself. Max Weber’s conception that ethnic identity is tied to butmaetl
to genetic kinship has proved to be quite durable over time. He defined ethnicity as “a
subjective belief” in “common descent . . . whether or not an objective blood relationship
exists.®™ In one of the most influential modern works on ethnicity and conflict, Donald
Horowitz adopts a similar perspective, saying that “ethnicity is based gthaom
collective ancestry, which usually carries with it traits believed to béanrome notion
of ascription, however diluted, and affinity deriving from it are inseparabie the

concept of ethnicity>

*Y Quoted in Donald Horowit£thnic Groups in Conflic€Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1985), p. 53.

* |bid., p. 52.
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An even broader definition was offered by Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, who argued that “forms of identity based on social realities asediffes
religion, language, and national origin all have something in common, such that a new
term is coined to refer to all of them — ethnicity. What they have in common thélyat
have all become effective foci for group mobilization for concrete political efds.”
However, while the emphasis in this definition on the political mobilization of@thni
groups is helpful, as nationalism expert Walker Connor points out, lumping “national
origin” together with other dimensions of ethnic identification begs some ofitise
important questions about politics and ethnic iderifity.

This semantic confusion derives in part from the modern conflation of the terms
“nation” and “state.” According to Connor, states are delimited by political bosdari
and nations are delimited by ethnic boundaries, where “nation connotes a group of people
who believe they are ancestrally relatéd.In practice, however, the two terms are often
used interchangeably, together with “nation-state,” a term originagrved for the
occasional correlation between an ethnically-based nation and a politicsdig-&iate.

As a result, the study of nationalism has developed concepts of different kinds of
nationalism. For example, scholar Anthony Smith distinguishes between “civic-
territorial” nationalism and “ethnic” nationalism. The former, which Smitls ¢a
peculiarly Western conception of the nation,” is characterized by “hiséritoty, legal-

political community, legal-political equality of members, and common civicieilind

2 Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynih&thnicity: Theory and Experien¢€ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1975), p. 18.

3 Walker ConnorEthnonationalism: The Quest for Understand{fginceton: Princeton University Press,
1994), p. 101.

* Ibid., pp. xi, 39-42.
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ideology.” With the latter, Smith argues, “the nation is seen as a fictiver-tupdy’,
and it boasts pedigrees and genealogies to back up its claims . . . the place dfidaw
Western civic model is taken by vernacular culture, usually languages aomsust.®*
Clearly, one of the principal differences between the two models is the basiscbn w
membership and allegiance rests. In the civic model, they are nudtlecation and
individual choice. In the ethnic model, they are matters of birth and group history.

Of course, though these distinctions are indispensable as analytic censtaat
categorizations of real nations or states are seldom possible. As SmitH himsel
acknowledges, “every nationalism contains civic and ethnic elements in vargregse
and different forms>® And Horowitz argues that in divided societies there is
competition between kinship and territory (“consanguinity and contiguity,” inlégmet
formulation) as the dominant principle for socio-political organization.

The ambiguity and subjectivity of such classification schema provide the @mtcasi
for one of the other principal topics of debate in the literature on ethnicity and
nationalism. In simplest terms, this debate concerns the stability and robustnes
political identities>® On one side of the debate are “primordialists” or “essentialists,”

who see identities as deeply rooted, powerful political motivations that arelaerios

5 Anthony D. SmithNational Identity(Reno: University of Nevada Press, 1991), pp. 9-3ghith’s
treatment of this topic continues on pp. 79-840Alee Esman, who includes “syncretic” nationalisaoch
as the weaving together of English, Scots, and kMelshe United Kingdom) along with ethnic and civi
forms (pp. 40-43).

* |bid., p. 13.

" Horowitz, pp. 88-89.

%8 This summary draws especially on Esman, pp. 3a8r4Barbara Harff and Ted Robert Gilifthnic
Conflict in World Politics 2 Edition (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2004), pp. 96-97.
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change’® On the other side are “instrumentalists” or “modernists,” who see group
identification primarily as a means of political mobilization designed tanmae
material and political gains. Instrumentalists see ethnic identgtissraewhat contingent
and open to manipulation by elites and “political entreprenéfirdnalysts offering
explanations of ethnic group behavior based on rational choice models and international
relations theories such as the security dilemma can reasonably be grougdhisw
modernist schodt! In between these two positions are the “constructivists,” who agree
with instrumentalists that group identities are socially constructed anefahe
malleable, but look to a broader set of factors operating over longer periods of time to
explain changes in the dynamics of political identitfeghe essence of the debate has
been captured most colorfully, perhaps, by Ernest Gellner, who wondered, “do nations
have navels?®

Beyond quips, Brenden O’Leary has provided a useful framework for
summarizing these approaches to ethnic identity. He divides approaches along tw

dimensions — modernists, ethnocontinuists (similar to constructivists), and prilstsdia

%9 See Connor’s description, pp. 103-106.

0 See Ernest GellneNations and Nationalism (New Perspectives on thet)Rihaca: Cornell University
Press, 1983).

®1 Eor example, Elizabeth Crighton and Martha AbebcMer, “The Evolution of Protracted Ethnic
Conflict: Group Dominance and Political Underdeyetent in Northern Ireland and Lebanon,”
Comparative Politicsvol. 23, no. 2 (January 1991), pp. 127-142, Davidlake and Donald Rothchild,
“Containing Fear: The Origins and Management ohigtiConflict,” International Securityvol. 21, no. 2
(Fall 1996), pp. 41-75, Barry Posen, “The Secubigmma and Ethnic Conflict,Survival vol. 35, no. 1
(Spring 1993), pp. 27-47.

®2 Benedict Andersorimagined Communities:; Reflections on the Origing 8pread of Nationalism
(London: Verso Press, 1991).

%3 Ernest GellnerNationalism(New York: New York University Press, 1997), cherpt5.
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and then whether the analysts believe that ideas, interests, or identitressamportant

in influencing behavior. He concludes the following:

Modernists tend to have greater optimism aboutrtheagement and transcendence of
national and ethnic conflict than do ethnocontiteuand primordialists. Those who
emphasize the salience of ideas in explaining natism tend to emphasize the
possibilities for conflict resolution created thgbualternative ideological mobilization or
educational transcendence. Those who emphasizalieace of interests tend to explain
ethnic relations through a realist focus on thambe of power between groups. Those
who emphasize identities focus on the recognitimhthe misrecognition of collective

identities®

Recent scholarship has tended to favor the modernist and constructivist positions
in the debate. As another summary of the debate observed, “Essentialism’ ham. . . be
vigorously criticized, and constructivist gestures now accompany most disies
‘identity.” > However, as with many such debates, ample opportunity exists to
incorporate aspects from each of these perspectives into coherent arfadyisisc
identity and conflict. Many scholars have taken just such an ecumenical appredch. T
Robert Gurr points out that “the fact that . . . resurgent nationalisms areyusdddly
modern political entrepreneurs . . . should not obscure the fact that their success depends
on the persistence of deep-rooted sentiments of separate identftyHorowitz advises
that “many of the puzzles presented by ethnicity become much less confusimvgeonce

abandon the attempt to discover the vital essence of ethnicity and instead tegjard et

% Brendan O’Leary, “Nationalism and Ethnicity: Res#aAgendas on Theories of their Sources and their
Regulation,” in Daniel Chirot and Martin Seligmasds. ,Ethnopolitical Warfare: Causes, Consequences,
andPossible SolutionéNashington, DC: American Psychological Associati®001), pp. 37-48.

O’Leary’s category definitions differ somewhat frahose outlined here, but his summary remains
applicable (see p. 38).

% Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper, “Beyondniig,™ Theory and Societyol. 29, no. 1
(February 2000), p. 6.

% Ted Robert Guriinorities at Risk: A Global View of EthnopoliticBbnflicts(Washington, DC: U.S.
Institute of Peace, 1993), p. 91.
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affiliations as being located along a continuum of ways in which people orgawiize a
categorize themselves. . . Group boundaries are made of neither stone nd¥ putty.”

Overall, the literature on the subject makes clear that, while ethnic iegcain
be malleable and are not the only types of identities that are politicaiant® they do
often have important effects that cannot be adequately described or prediciedsiyg
on individual, rational behavior. This general conclusion is buttressed not only by the
work in political science and sociology described above, but also by work in social
psychology on the impact of group identification on individual behavior. As one analyst
describes it, “Group identification is part of a larger phenomenon in which, contrary to
the assumptions of economists and sociobiologists, humans find it easy to care about
people and things in a way that goes far beyond narrow self-int&test.”

One other factor indicates potential for high relevance of ethnic identitgin t
context of insurgency and counterinsurgency. Group identities usually take @settre
salience during civil conflict in multi-ethnic societies. In this way, @tleonflict can
become self-reinforcing as group boundaries are made more important and distinc

simply by the onset of the initial violené®.This dynamic is crucial to account for in

" Horowitz, pp. 55, 66.

% Amartya Senldentity and Violence: The lllusion of Destifiyew York: W. W. Norton & Company,
2006). Also see Connor, p. 156.

% Clark McCauley, “The Psychology of Group Identfion and the Power of Ethnic Nationalism” in
Chirot and Seligman, eds., p. 359. Also see Milew/stone and Ed Cairns, “Social Psychology and
Intergroup Conflict” in the same volume (pp. 31234

0'See Gurr (1993), pp. 69, 126, Harff and Gurr,f.Sathis N. KalyvasThe Logic of Violence in Civil

War (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 200§),46-47, Sven Gunnar Simonsen, “Addressing
Ethnic Divisions in Post-Conflict Institution-Builag: Lessons from Recent CaseS¢gcurity Dialogue

vol. 36, no. 3 (September 2005), pp. 299-300.
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applying insights from the literature on identity and ethnic conflict to anysisaif
counterinsurgency strategy.

An ambiguity along Horowitz’s “continuum of ways in which people organize
and categorize themselves” is the difference between ethnic and reldgotisyt
Looking ahead in this study to the context of conflict in Iraq between Shi'a Anabs a
Sunni Arabs, any significant theoretical differences could be quite importamy Ma
analysts consider religious affiliation as a powerful form of identity, tmnesvhat less so

than ethnicity. For example, Chaim Kaufmann asserts that

Ideological identity is relatively soft, as it imaatter of individual belief, or sometimes
political behavior. Religious identities are hatrdeecause while they also depend on
belief, change generally requires formal acceptéycie new faith, which may be
denied. Ethnic identities are hardest, since ttepend on language, culture, and

religion, which are hard to change, as well asqtage, which no one can chan7dle.

Others stress the similarities in the emotional and political effecdigious and ethnic

identification. As Anthony Smith argues, “Both religious and ethnic identities have

striven to include more than one class within the communities created on their bases. . .

Both stem from similar cultural criteria of classification. They fregiyeoverlap and
reinforce one another. And singly or together, they can mobilize and sustain strong
communities.*® In general terms, this study is sympathetic to Smith’s notion that
religious and ethnic identities can operate in very similar ways and haier gffects.
Accordingly, the study will use the terms “ethnic” and “ethno-religiou€rcitangeably,

a choice that will be discussed further in Chapter 3.

" Chaim Kaufmann, “Possible and Impossible Solutimn&thnic Civil War,”International Securityvol.
20, no. 4 (Spring 1996), p. 141.

2 Smith, pp. 6-8.
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One of the most important questions about how and to what extent ethnic
identities contribute to political violence is the relative importance of thiesgities
versus economic factors. Analytically, this often (though not necessah@sponds to
a choice between focusing on behavioral processes in groups and focusing oraktructur
incentives and preferences of individuals. This dichotomy brings the discussion around
again to the previous section of this chapter on the historical influence andadinsitat
modernization theory. To reiterate the broad point, theories and policies of development
and counterinsurgency in the United States and other European governments focused
heavily on economic factors, structural incentives, and individual preferences. The
judgment of the noted British counterinsurgency expert Sir Robert Thompson is
representative of this general view: “However powerful national ajioels forces may
be, that of material well-being is as strong if not strongerThe neglect of ethnic
identity in the formulation of these theories and policies was sometimes uiloCsnsc
sometimes deliberate, but there is little doubt that it was neglected.

Many of the works cited above are littered with critiques of excessive smpha
among academicians and policymakers on rationalist, materialist apgesdac
explaining and addressing civil conflict in the developing wbtd@wo renderings of
this point will stand here for the rest of them, quoted at length because of tbetr dir

relevance to the topic of this study. Both passages were written in the 1980sttefor

3 Thompson, p. 65.
™ In addition to the quotations here, see Conno2972-74, 145-161, Harff and Gurr, p. 96, Horawit

pp. 13-14, 87, 96-135, Smith, pp. 5, 125, and ddtiction,” Faleh Abdul-Jabar and Hosham Dawod,, eds.
Tribes and Power: Nationalism and Ethnicity in tialdle East(London: Saqi Books, 2003), p. 8.
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end of the Cold War had thrust ethnic conflicts into the spotlight of international
relations.

The first is from Walker Connor:

To some, ethnonational identity seems little mbentan epiphenomenon that becomes
active as a result of economic deprivation and wWikhdissipate with greater
egalitarianism. Others reduce it to the level pfessure group that mobilizes in order to
compete for scarce resources. A variation on teegure group concept places greater
emphasis on the role of elites; rather than a sdraespontaneous mass response to
competition, the stirring of national consciousnissseen as a ploy utilized by aspiring
elites in order to enhance their own status. Binal the hands of many adherents of the
“internal colonialism” model, entire ethnonatiorainsciousness becomes equated with
class consciousness. . . Explanations of behavitarins of pressure groups, elite
ambitions, and rational choice theory hint notlbathe passions that motivate Kurdish,
Tamil, and Tigre guerrillas or Basque, Corsicaishlrand Palestinian terrorists. Nor at
the passions leading to the massacre of Bengalssbgmese or Punjabis by Sikhs. In
short, these explanations are a poor guide to attimmally inspired behavior. . .

. . . Analysts have been beguiled by the factdhaervable economic discrepancies are
near universal concomitants of ethnic strife [but] defining ethnonational conflicts in

terms of economic inequality is a bit like definitigem in terms of oxyge7r15.
The second is from Donald Horowitz:

Processual theories of politics, developed in thidd States at a time when ethnic
claims were largely dormant, contain an inadverbiss that impedes the understanding
of ethnic politics. These theories hold that pedits a process for deciding ‘who gets
what'. . . following Hobbes, they conceive of povgemcipally as a ‘means to some
future apparent good'. . . To understand ethnidlmnit is necessary to reverse this
emphasis. Power is, of course, often an instrutimesgcure other, tangible goods and
benefits, . . but power may albethe benefit. . . Broad matters of group statusilgety
have equal or superior standing to the narrow atlee decisions often taken to be the

uniform stuff of everyday poIitic@

None of this criticism is meant to suggest that economic and materiakfacto

insignificant, that ethnic grievances are more likely to cause civilicottfan economic

S Connor, pp. 73-74, 146, 147. Note that the ctibeaeferenced above was published in 1994, kaut th
essays from which these quotes are taken werespebliin 1984 and 1987.

S Horowitz, pp. 186-187 (emphasis in original). ifar point is made by Indraneel Sircar,

Transnational Consociation in Northern Ireland aBdsnia-Hercegovina: The Role of Reference States in
Post-Settlement Power Sharjinqmpublished dissertation, London School of Ecoiesrand Political

Science, 2006, p. 66.
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grievances, or that ethnic and economic factors are always clearlgisieparTo the
contrary, a full appreciation of the roots and dynamics of irregular wanfaieubtedly
benefits from complementary perspectives on legitimacy as it retelbedt ethnic or
religious identities and the quality of governance. The British insurgexmsrt Thomas
Marks has argued persuasively that these different elements of insurgeadgrtaco-
existed to a greater extent than has been widely appre€afett another insurgency
expert, Tony Joes, reminds us that “even during the Cold War, conflicts ostensibly about
Communism exhibited deep ethno-religious roots, as in Malaya, Vietnam, TibetiaAng
Peru, and Afghanistar{™

A debate on the relative importance of political and economic factors, and private
and public factors in causing civil wars has emerged in the past decade irekd aften
referred to as the “economics of conflict.” Using econometric techniquesiaedN
data sets, some analysts have presented evidence that economic factorbéendre
potent sparks for civil wars than ethnic diver$ftyOther analysts using similar methods
have found direct linkages between the types of ethnic divisions in a society and their

proclivity for political violence®

" Stathis N. Kalyvas, “The Ontology of ‘Political Mence’: Action and Identity in Civil Wars,”
Perspectives in Politicsrol. 1, no. 3 (September 2003), pp. 475-494,@ssan argument for the
difficulty of distinguishing between “political angtivate identities and actions.”

8 Thomas A. Marks, “ldeology of Insurgency: New HthRocus or Old Cold War DistortionsSmall
Wars and Insurgenciesol. 15, no. 1 (Spring 2004), pp. 107-128.

" Joes, p. 3.

8 paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, “Greed and Griesatin Civil War,” World Bank Policy Research
Working Paper No. 28126, October 21, 2001 and J&mé&garon and David D. Laitin, “Ethnicity,
Insurgency, and Civil War American Political Science Revigwol. 97, no. 2 (February 2003).

8. Nicholas Sambanis, “Do Ethnic and Nonethnic OiVidrs Have the Same Causes? A Theoretical and

Empirical Inquiry (Part I),"The Journal of Conflict Resolutipxol. 45, no. 3 (June 2001), pp. 259-282,
Ibrahim Elbadawi and Nicholas Sambanis, “How MuchrWVill We See? Explaining the Prevalence of
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This study does not seek to resolve these questions since it is not principally
concerned with the onset, frequency, or duration of civil wars, per se. But what the
preceding discussion is meant to suggest, is that when ethnic conflicts daresuk
and insurgencies, their ethnic dimensions are likely to be extremely impor&draping
the course of those wars and in determining the success or failure of efftdp them.
And perhaps there is no better way to summarize this relationship betweendshtiig
and political violence than by returning to the various grounds on which legitimacy is
claimed. Horowitz directly addresses this issue and lays out four diffeotarttial bases
for claims of “group legitimacy” in a given geographical sp¥céprior occupation,” or
indigenousness; “special mission,” usually one associated with religeiossgl
“traditional rule,” where a group has ruled in a given area in the past; and ‘tihéorig
succeed the colonial power,” which relates to the status of particular grahpspaint
in time when colonial rule was ending. Note that none of these bases have muah at all t
do with Weber’s notion of “rational” legitimacy or what would generally be assatia
with good governance. They all relate to the provenance and identity of the svidlder
power.

Another important strand of the scholarly literature dedicated to ethnic ¢onflic
has focused on alternative political structures that have been used to mettgate
conflict. Broadly, these structures can be placed on a spectrum bounded by amsimilat

on one end and secession or partition on the other, with intermediate steps mixing

Civil War,” The Journal of Conflict Resolutipmol. 46, no. 3 (June 2002), pp. 307-334, HenrleHa

“Divided We Stand: Institutional Sources of Ethrigeal State Survival and Collaps&/orld Politics

vol. 56, no. 2 (January 2004), and Lars-Erik Cedarimnd Luc Girardin, “Beyond Fractionalization:
Mapping Ethnicity onto Nationalist Insurgencie8sherican Political Science Revigwol. 101, no. 1

(February 2007), pp. 173-185.

8 Horowitz, pp. 201-216.
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different measures of integration and accommodation across ethnic groups witiglea
state®® As might be expected, those with views of ethnic identity tending toward the
primordialist are more likely to support accommodationist political strestor even
partition as institutional responses to ethnic conflict, while those with more
instrumentalist views of identity are more likely to back integrationsgiageses.

One of the most prominent debates in this institutional arena has been between
Horowitz and Arendt Lijphart. Horowitz advocates construction of federal conmtisuti
and electoral systems that deliberately work against ethnic solidardly as those in
Nigeria, South Africa, Malaysia, and Indfa.Lijphart advocates “consociational” power-
sharing mechanisms that guarantee identity-based representation in &aygaval
posts, such as those in Belgium, Switzerland, Bosnia, and Northern [f2lahése
scholars disagree on whether institutions should be made to reflect ethniteslentit
directly or to decrease the political salience of those identities. Butidethdf this
debate proceed from the premise that ethnic identity is a powerful forcaukabe
addressed by the political institutions of divided societies.

Finally, it is important to note the contributions of a relatively recent trend in
scholarship on civil conflict that bears on the role of ethnic identities in suchatonfli

This literature, exemplified by Yale political scientist Stathigykas's work:®

8 John McGarry, Brendan O’Leary, and Richard Simébriegration or Accommodation? The Enduring
Debate in Conflict Regulation,” in Sujuit Choudhegd.,Constitutional Design for Divided Societies:
Integration or Accommodation®xford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 68.

8 Horowitz, pp. 601— 652.

8 Arend Lijphart, “Consociational Democracyorld Politics vol. 21, no. 2 (January 1969), and Arend
Lijphart, Democracy in Plural Societigflew Haven: Yale University Press, 1977).

86 Kalyvas,The Logic of Violence in Civil WarAlso Roger PeterseRgesistance and Rebellion: Lessons
from Eastern EuropéCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001),dbé&h Woodinsurgent
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demonstrates the limitations of macro or national measures of factbrasidentity or
governance or class as causal explanations of particular instances obidket. cThis

work argues that the complexity and variability of motivations for individual amagr
behavior in civil conflict is so great that causal theories must addressroced-level”
variables, not only national-level ones. This insight need not divert an analytic &nphas
on ethnic identities, however, so much as it sharpens that emphasis. As Kalgyas say
recommending a micro-level empirical focus “is not to say that ethtigiores, or class
allegiances are false or irrelevant, but rather that their effeesveonsiderably across

time and space within the same civil war ®’ .The methodological implications of this
perspective will be addressed in more detail in Chapter 3.

Recent Analysis of Governance, Identity, and Counterinsurgency

To be fair, the importance of ethnic identities and dynamics has not escaped the
attention of analysts of insurgency, especially in recent years. Fopkxaard O’Neill
distinguishes insurgent grievances arising from dissatisfaction withekailmg
“political communities” from those arising from grievances relategtditical systems”
or “policies.”® Steven Metz distinguishes “spiritual” from “commercial” insurgen®les.
And Timothy Lomperis distinguishes legitimacy derived from “beliefni legitimacy

derived from “opportunity” or “interest”® Each of these frameworks is directly related

Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvadg¢Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), an
Jeremy Weinsteirinside Rebellion: The Politics of Insurgent Violeii€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2006).

87 Kalyvas,The Logic of Violence in Civil Wapp. 390-391.

8 O'Neill, pp. 15-19.

8 Steven MetzThe Future of InsurgendiCarlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 1993).

% Lomperis, pp. 55-59.
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to the distinction made here between “identity” and “governance” as potersiés foa
legitimacy. More recently, the newest U.S. Army and Marine Corps conusuegency
manual counts “identity-focused” insurgencies as one of six main types of insesgénci
And other analysts writing about irregular warfare in the midst of thennlaag have

noted the powerful influence of ethnicity and religion on such Watgevertheless, the
implications of these dynamics for the design and conduct of counterinsurgeteyystra
remain under-examined by systematic empirical ingtfinAnd many still hold out great
hope for the contributions of improved governance to prosecuting counterinsurgency in
Iraq.

Therefore, with the body of scholarship outlined in this chapter as a conceptual
frame of reference, it is reasonable if not imperative to wonder whether imgrovi
governance in the form of economic benefits and material standard of livingaigsadn
effective instrument for dampening civil conflict. In cases where ettiartities are
salient, it seems quite possible that the individually-based social conti&estérn
political philosophy would be displaced by a “contract” based on groups or communitie
and that the quality of governance would then take a back seat to identity in the

conference of legitimacy on political institutions.

L FEM 3-24 /| MCWP 3-33.5, pp. 1-5, 1-8, 3-22.

92 See lan Beckett, “The Future of Insurgen@thall Wars and Insurgenciesol. 16, no. 1 (March 2005),
pp. 27-31, Cassidy, Beatrice Heuser, “The CultRe&lolution in Counter-Insurgencyjournal of
Strategic Studiessol. 30, no. 1 (February 2007), pp. 151-171, kidonffman, “Neo-Classical
Counterinsurgency?arametersSummer 2007, especially pp. 81-82, Steven MedzRaymond Millen,
Insurgency and Counterinsurgency in thé' Zentury: Reconceptualizing Threat and Respd@selisle,
PA: Strategic Studies Institute, November 2004),238, Richard H. Shultz, Jr. and Andrea J. Dew,
Insurgents, Terrorists and Militias: The Warrior§ @ontemporary CombgNew York: Columbia
University Press, 2006), Michael Vlahos, “Fightidgntity: Why We Are Losing Our WarsMilitary
Review November-December 2007, pp. 2-12.

% This judgment is echoed in Kalyva&e Logic of Violence in Civil Wap. 11.
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The conflict begun in 2003 with the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq provides a
particularly complex environment in which to explore alternative conceptsruftide
governance, and legitimacy. The insurgencies there have been unusually, if noyuniquel
decentralized, and comprise a variety of disparate intéfe€sie consequence of this
complexity was significant disagreement over time among policy makeraralysts in
the United States about the best course for counterinsurgency strategy in Iraqg.

Perhaps four distinguishable, though overlapping, views have been evident since
the beginning of the conflict in 2003. First, particularly prevalent in the watis days,
was a “kinetic” approach to counterinsurgency. Taken somewhat by surptise fagt
of the insurgency and its intensity, the U.S. military reverted to its ofgonal and
doctrinal propensity to address hostile action through the application of overwgelmin
force® This was coupled with resistance at strategic levels to the idea tisuagency
was under way, and therefore, that counterinsurgency was the appropriate filafoewor
the U.S. and Coalition response.

A second approach quickly emerged, partly in response to the first, which cast the
Iragi insurgency as a successor to the long line of insurgencies facegasthsy
American and other Western militaries. According to this view, counterinsangeinaq

should be looking to the lessons learned in previous counterinsurgencies, such as those in

% For overviews, see Ahmed Hashimsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Iréthaca: Cornell
University Press, 2006), Chapters 1-3, and@heir Own Words: Reading the Iraqi Insurgency
International Crisis Group, February 15, 2006.

% For two critiques of this propensity as implemeritelrag, see Thomas E. Ricl&asco: The American
Military Adventure in Irag(New York: Penguin Press, 2006), especially Chrafi8e9, and Nigel Aylwin-
Foster, “Changing the Army for Counterinsurgencye@pions,”Military Review November-December
2005, pp. 2-15.

41



Malaya, Vietnam, and Algeria, for guidance on their strategies aricstactThis view
emphasized the centrality of winning hearts and minds in its traditional senssedamn
provision of security and good governance. This view gained some traction at the
strategic level in Washington and Baghdad, but was coupled inextricably with an
overriding focus on the transition of responsibility for counterinsurgency opesdtiom
Coalition forces to Iraqi forces.

A third view, emerging in 2006, began to question the applicability of traditional
approaches to counterinsurgency, and emphasized the differences between today’s
insurgents and those of the twentieth centirfhis view took exception to the notion
that defeating the Iragi insurgency depends on winning hearts and minds, emphasizing
the sectarian nature of much of the violence in Irag and concluding that addressing
material grievances would matter little in squelching the insurgency. xeorpe,

defense analyst Stephen Biddle argued,

The current struggle is not a Maoist ‘people’s warhational liberation; it is a
communal civil war with very different dynamics.Economic aid or reconstruction
assistance cannot fix the problem: would Sunnikyrgat over their fear of Shiite

domination if only the sewers were fixed and thexticity kept working%’8

% For example, lan F. W. Beckeliisurgency in Iraq: An Historical Perspectiy€arlisle: Strategic
Studies Institute, January 2005), pp. 2, 15-18,6rdld. Cassidy, “Back to the Street Without Joy:
Counterinsurgency Lessons from Vietnam and OtheallSiviars,” ParametersSummer 2004, pp. 73-83,
Andrew Krepinevich, “How to Win in Iraq,Foreign Affairs September/October 2005, Melvin Laird,
“Iraqg: Learning the Lessons of Vietnankbreign Affairs November/December 2005 and Richard Lowry,
“What Went Right,"National ReviewMay 9, 2005.

97 See David Kilcullen, “CounterinsurgenBeduyx’ Survival vol. 48, no. 4 (Winter 2006-07), pp. 111-
130, Edward Luttwak, “Dead End: Counterinsurgencyrfate as Military Malpractice Harper’s,
February 2007, Steven MeRethinking Insurgenc{Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, JuB82),
and Hoffman, pp. 71-87.

% Stephen Biddle, “Seeing Baghdad, Thinking Saigéoyeign Affairs March/April 2006. Richard Betts
also argues that “In Irag, the conflict . . . i@abidentity rather than ideology.” See “BlowtorBbb in
Baghdad, The American Interestol. 1, no. 4 (Summer 2006), p. 36. Also se@R#&leters, “The Hearts-
and-Minds Myth,”Armed Forces JournaBeptember 2006 for a much shriller but direatigvant
argument.
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In a similar vein, the Coalition Provisional Authority’s Governance Coordinator
in al Anbar province in 2003-2004 concluded that “a good political settlement
without economic aid can still lead to stability, while no level of macroeconomic
support can produce stability absent a viable political procéss.”

A fourth view became pre-eminent in 2007 with the arrival of General
David Petraeus as the head of the Coalition’s military effort and a "soirgeS.
combat forces. This view seemed to balance aspects of both the second and third
views while replacing the Coalition’s strategic focus on transition of ggcur
responsibilities to a focus on directly providing population security in Baghdad.

At the time of this writing, the first drafts of history are givingajreredit
to the fourth of these views. But what combinations of security and good
governance and identity-politics really drove events in Iraq? What kind of
legitimacy has been at stake in there? And what should that mean for the
policymakers charged with creating a successful counterinsurgeamgyt
These questions are certainly far from settled, and the facts on the ground
continue to change. One observation, though, seems safe to make: that claims to
legitimacy and the effectiveness of insurgent and counterinsurgent operations
have varied significantly in various regions within Iraq. Discerning whetiter a
how these variations have been systematic present a great empiricigdnaihd

opportunity, one which this study seeks to begin to take on.

% Keith Mines, “Economic Tools in Counterinsurgeraayd Post-conflict Stabilization: Lessons Learned
(and Relearned) in al Anbar, Iraq, 2003-04,” E-Nofeoreign Policy Research Institute, September 29,
2006.
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The Case for New Analysis on Identity, Governance, and Counterinsurgeneyptrat

This chapter has tried to draw a clear distinction between the political dygrami
of, on the one hand, government performance in meeting the needs of its citizens
(“governance”) and, on the other, ethnically and religiously driven group leyalti
(“identity”) as they relate to insurgency and counterinsurgency. At the sam, it has
acknowledged that this distinction between governance and identity as potewisaidoas
legitimacy is neither novel nor always stark in practice. It is reasot@abik, then, why
does this question merit further study? The preceding discussion revealsubiae c
reasons for further study.

1. Current counterinsurgency doctrine and policy continues to strongly reflect
conventional wisdom that was forged in the 1950s and 1960s in response to formative
experiences in that era, the heyday of Maoist people’s wars, modernization theory,
and Cold War great power competititffi. In particular, the concept that “winning
hearts and minds” is central to counterinsurgency strategy, while rhdiofiesible
enough to transcend narrow interpretation, is, historically speaking, fiooigd in
this intellectual traditiot® Most significantly for this research, both the liberal and
the communist sides of this tradition are relatively insensitive to the diyasteatial
of ethnic and religious identity politics in civil conflicts. This is true pdidly
diametrically opposed reasons: an emphasis on political pluralism in thé tasea

and a dedication to a singular cosmopolitan set of values in the communist case. But

190 As a RAND Corporation report from 2006 assert&IN theory (as opposed to lists of practicey . . .
is almost entirely a product of the Cold War.” igop. 21.

19111 the words of one analyst, “. . . hearts anddsiwas the expression of an ideology promoting a
specific ideal of governance (and modernizatiany . Alice Hills, “Hearts and Minds or Search and
Destroy? Controlling Civilians in Urban OperatidnSmall Wars and Insurgenciesl. 13, no. 2 (Spring
2002), p. 8.
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it is also partly true for a common reason: a materialist conception of a@tiate,
justice, and legitimate authority.

2. Most of the social scientific literature in this field has focused on exptathie
causes of revolution and insurgency, not on the causes of success or failure in the
conduct of counterinsurgenéy?

3. The war in Iraqg that began in 2003 presents new and unusually promising empirical

opportunities to illuminate these issues. This will be addressed in detail in Chapter

In some sense, then, a theory of counterinsurgency strategy that is integfrative
diverse range of approaches to identity, governance, and legitimacy rémas
developed. This research does not aspire to generate a full-fledged theorgaitthis
The cases and data presented here will not be sufficient, alone, to accomplish this. But

this research does aim to provide a foundation for that larger theoretital goa

1921 omperis and Shafer, both cited above, are impoezceptions. Lomperis, however, explicitly awid
comparing alternative conceptions of legitimacyawor of experimenting with the interpretive ugliof a
single assumption regarding legitimacy (p. xi).mperis also focuses exclusively on “people’s warsi
subscribes to the transition from “traditional™toodern” societies as the primary cause of thepedyof
insurgencies (pp. 59-66).
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Analytic Framework

Irregular warfare and the politics of ethnic identity clearly poseittaibte
analytical challenges. Relevant variables are legion, their intamacre complex, their
descriptions subjective, and their associated data messy. As with otheexompl
phenomena, great simplifications are sometimes necessary to maka @gikilem
analytically tractable. The trick is to create a depiction of the worldgisainple enough
to make data available, questions coherent, and answers comprehensible, but no simple
than that. Such is the goal of this chapter.

The chapter is divided into four parts: 1) definitions of the study’s central
guestions, hypotheses, and concepts; 2) description of its selection of case 3judie
presentation of an analytic framework for the study; and 4) discussion ofsretdadata
sources for key parameters.

Bounding the Problem — Questions, Hypotheses, and Concepts

At the broadest level, as stated in Chapter 1, the question that guides thhresear
is:
Is providing good governance necessary to defeat insurgencies?
More specifically, it seeks to examine the following hypothesis:
In the presence of major ethno-religious cleavages, good governance will contribute
much less to counterinsurgent success than will efforts toward reaching political
agreements that directly address those cleavages.
Broadly speaking, testing this hypothesis could produce three alternative,reaatt

with different implications for policy and strategy.

1. Hypothesis supportedWhere major ethno-religious cleavages exist, those identities

and group loyalties are clearly more important factors than the prevailitity qdia
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governance in explaining the dynamics of insurgencies, so those factors should be the
basis on which counterinsurgency strategy seeks to build political stability.

2. Hypothesis partially supportedVhere major ethno-religious cleavages exist, those

identities and group loyalties are clearly important factors in explathengynamics

of insurgencies, though they may or may not be more important causal factors than
the prevailing quality of governance. Therefore, counterinsurgencygstratest

seek to address both of these factors in building political stability.

3. Hypotheses not supported&ven where major ethno-religious cleavages exist, those

identities and group loyalties are poor indicators of the dynamics of insurgency,
the quality of governance is a more reliable foundation upon which
counterinsurgency strategy should seek to build political stability.
In any case, the first methodological task arising from the question and rsipothe
above is to define what is meant by the key terms they employ.
Good Governance
“Good governance” is defined here as effective and efficient admirostraiti
public services and allocation of public resources. As such, assessment of tgefjuali
governance will focus on issues such as economic organization, public health, education,
the justice system, sanitation, power, and water. Governance is a generaltenoug
that the choice of this particular definition is worth a few extra words oficktron and
justification, especially since this definition is narrower than some conosytf
governance, yet broader than some others.
Most important, “good governance” here is not used in exactly the same way as it

is often used in current literature and policy discourse on political and economic
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development. There, good governance carries such strong connotations of transparent,
democratic, and liberal political institutions as to be almost synonymohsheitn®
There are two key reasons why this conception of good governance is not appfopriate
the context of this research. First, this conception sets unreasonably highdstafdar
performance for governments under siege by insurgencies, and in so doing defines the
majority of cases of insurgency and counterinsurgency as outside the scope of the
guestion. Second, this conception presumes an inextricable linkage betweeraparticul
forms of political institutions and legitimacy (e.g. liberal democraeg) may not be
universally valid. Therefore, while some semblance of a functioning poktysém is a
necessary component of good governance as defined here, such featuremas atett
the separation of institutional powers are not.

The World Bank tracks governance in six “dimensions:” 1) voice and
accountability; 2) political stability and absence of violence; 3) govamheféectiveness;
4) regulatory quality; 5) rule of law; and 6) control of corruptiofhese dimensions
provide a closer approximation of what governance refers to in this researchybuatr¢he
two very important differences. First, the definition used in this reseapchssty
excludes the second of these six dimensions: security. As discussed at lengththas
chapter, security in counterinsurgencies is both uniquely important and analyticall

problematic. For both of these reasons, it will be treated in this researchpasates

! For example, see, Gita Welch and Zahra Nuru,@overnance for the Future: Democracy and
Development in the Least Developed Counttigsted Nations Development Programme, 2006, Glrapt
1.

2 Daniel Kaufmann, Aart Kraay, and Massimo Mastru4@iovernance Matters VII: Aggregate and
Individual Governance Indicators, 1996-2007,” WdBlank Policy Research Working Paper 4654, June
2008. Another proposed measurement scheme foitygahbovernance that is generally consistent with
this approach is in Robert I. Rotberg and DeboraWest, “The Good Governance Problem: Doing
Something About It,” World Peace Foundation Rep8Q, 2004.
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factor from the other dimensions of governance. To be clear, the intent of thixinase
to test the utility ospects of governance other than secuntglefeating insurgencies.

Additionally, the first of the World Bank’s governance dimensions also requires
some qualification as it relates to the definition used here. “Voice and accatytadyil
the idea that constituencies see themselves as having representation is @mirpadr
of governance (though note that this need not necessarily be provided via democratic
elections). However, the existence of a mechanism for accountability does nettequat
satisfaction with the representation itself. The particular distribution ofrpanveng
constituencies is considered in this study to be a separate variableofremance. At
first glance, this may appear to be an overly subtle distinction, but it isatrthe heart
of the issue under examination here. €Ristence of mechanisms for accountability
speaks tdhowa government governs. THestribution of poweacross ethno-religious
groups speaks to the issuendfogoverns.

Despite these important limitations in scope, the definition used here is broader
than some definitions of governance, notably the one offered by the U.S. militéegts la
manual on counterinsurgency. There, governance is defined as one of six separate “lines
of operation,” which “relates to the host nation’s ability to gather and distribsibeirces
while providing direction and control for society.” While the activities that the
counterinsurgency manual identifies with governance are included in theidefused
here, so are activities that the manual identifies with two other lines of aperati
“essential services,” dealing with the operation of power, water, sanitatiucation,

medical systems and the like; and “economic development,” dealing with the sigrervi
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and regulation of a functioning economy that provides employment and creates and
allocates resourcés.
Insurgency / Counterinsurgency

“Insurgency” is defined here as an indigenous military or paramilitamilenge
to the sovereignty of a constituted government over all or part of its territory.
Accordingly, “counterinsurgency” is the collective strategy and operatioas of
government and its allies that are aimed to defeat an insur§eRuig. research will also
focus on a specific subset of conflicts between insurgents and counterinsurgentsn those i
which a significant counterinsurgent role is played by a foreign power.
Defeat / Victory / Failure / Success

“Defeat” and “victory” are notoriously difficult to define and depend largely on a
particular political point of view or point in time. That said, the proceeding analiksis w
recognize defeat and victory in instances where explicit or imputed countgansur
objectives, commensurate with the geographic and temporal scope under consideration,
are either demonstrably met and/or are judged to be met by key parties to tice cAsfl

will be addressed later in this chapter, “success” and “failure” will bieeeoncepts to

® Field Manual (FM) 3-24 / Marine Corps WarfightiRgiblication (MCWP) 3-33.%ounterinsurgency
(Washington, DC: Headquarters, Department of theyAHeadquarters, Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, Department of the Navy, Deezr2006) (hereafter referred to as “FM 3-24 /
MCWP 3-33.5"), pp. 5-14 to 5-17.

* These definitions are consistent with the U.Sitami}’s doctrinal definitions of insurgency (“angamized
movement aimed at the overthrow of a constitutacegament through the use of subversion and armed
conflict”) and counterinsurgency (“those militaparamilitary, political, economic, psychologicahda

civil actions taken by a government to defeat @wiigency”). Joint Publication 1-ORoD Dictionary of
Military and Associated Termess amended through September 17, 2006. Othdesideifinitions of
“insurgency” are in Bard O’Neilllnsurgency and Terrorism: From Revolution to Apgpak, 2 Edition
(Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2005), p. 15, anthény James JoeRgsisting Rebellion: The History
and Politics of Counterinsurgenglexington, KY: The University Press of Kentuciq04), p. 1.
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apply to the case studies than “victory” and “defeat,” in part because theyfail
gradations of meaning and relative progress rather than absolute, eeoittomes.
Ethno-religious Identity-Based Cleavages

A recent paper on the methodological dimensions of identity in the social sciences
concluded that “the current state of the field amounts to a definitional anarebhér
scholars have commented that the term “identity,” as an analyticaboatéignds to
mean too much, . . too little, . . . or nothing at all (because of its sheer ambifutg)t’
of this state of confusion, no doubt, results from the variety of types of identity that
operate in the variety of contexts relevant to the social sciences.

Mindful of these pitfalls, the first step in narrowing down the concept for this
study is to say that the identities of interest here are those that arebgsmg)-related to
ethnic and religious affiliations, and are manifest in political behavior. Apt€ha
made clear, the boundaries of ethnic and religious identities can only be estiablibhe
any validity on a case-by-case basis. But as a starting point for dishimyg “identities”
in this research, Weber’s definition of an ethnic group will serve: “... those human
groups that entertain a subjective belief in their common descent becaims#aoities
of physical type or of customs or both, or because of memories of colonization and

migration...”

® Rawi Abdelal, Yoshiko M. Herrera, Alastair lainhiston, and Rose McDermott, “Identity as a
Variable,” Perspectives on Politicsol 4, no. 4 (December 2006), p. 3.

® Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper, “Beyondriig,™ Theory and Sociefyol. 29, no. 1 (February
2000), p. 1.

" Max WeberEconomy and Societgds. Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich, translageBthraim Fischof
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1978. 389 (first published in 1922) .
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Also as noted in Chapter 2, the category of interest in this research reaches
beyond ethnic identity to include religious identity as well. Hence, the tehmd'e
religious” is used to describe group identity and behavior associated with dithiert,
religion or both together. This combination is not meant to suggest that there are no
differences between ethnic and religious identities. Instead, the combirsamade for
analytic convenience and is based on the assumption that ethnic and religioussdentit
are likely to manifest themselves in political behavior in similar ways. d3samption
is a common one in the study of ethnitiayd also is implicit in the U.S. military’s
definition of an ethnic group: “a human community whose learned cultural practices,
language, history, ancestry mligion distinguish them from others.”

Finally, the hypothesis above requires distinguishing environments with major
ethno-religious “cleavages” from those without them. Ethno-religious iceEnte
present everywhere, but they are not equally politically salient evergwhdis research
uses the term “cleavage” to describe the presence of multiple polisedityt ethno-
religious identities within a single political unit. The term is rooted in theafie
political sociology that distinguish societies with dominant “segmentalatgss” from
those with dominant “cross-cutting cleavages With segmental cleavages, individuals’
interests across multiple domains such as ethnicity, religion, class,gmwafeggion, etc.

tend to align in relatively discrete social segments. With cross-cutéagades, those

8 Donald Horowitz Ethnic Groups in Conflic(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, B8pp. 17-
18. David Little and Donald K. Swearer, “Introdwetj” in David Little and Donald K. Swearer, eds.,
Religion and Nationalism in Irag: A Comparative Bpective(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2006), pp. 3-7.

° FM 3-24 /| MCWP 3-33.5, p. 3-4 (emphasis added).

19'See Seymour M. Lipse®olitical Man (Garden City, NY: Anchor Books, 1963), Arendt Ltiaut,
Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Expt@n (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977).
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interests across multiple domains do not align particularly well, thus preyetrtong
linkages between group identity and political cohesiveness. The ethno-reidgatity/-
based cleavages addressed in the above hypothesis, then, are segmental cledvages, a
thus of high political salience.
A Note on “Hearts and Minds”

This research does aim to provide insight into the validity of the oftenssited
gua nonof successful counterinsurgency strategy, “winning hearts and minds.” & som
sense, exploring the relative claims to legitimacy of ethno-religiounsitgeersus
expectations of good governance is tantamount to building a definition of “hearts and
minds.” Nevertheless, this particular terminology will be largely absent the
analysis. Trying to speak analytically of the “hearts and minds” of the “@eppibably
commits a logical error that historian David Hackett Fischer callsphtnétic fallacy,”
that is, the “ascription of animate behavior to inanimate objéttsVhile “hearts and
minds” may be useful shorthand in some contexts, it is distinctly opaque as arcanalyti

category or as a strategic objective. As Fischer goes on to say,

Itis ... problematical to locate the point atieththe behavior patterns of individuals can
be transferred to groups. . . Sometimes the irderig merely metaphorical. But itis an
exceedingly doubtful and dangerous image to inttedato one’s thought, for it has a
way of spreading swiftly out of contr.

This seems an appropriate warning for analysts and strategists, adike raflected in

the research design for this study.

" David Hackett FischeHlistorians’ Fallacies: Toward a Logic of Historicdlhought(New York: Harper
Perennial, 1970), p. 190.

2 bid.
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Case Studies

The empirical components of the study fall into two categories. First, in&hapt
4, brief analyses apply the analytic framework developed in this chapteraora wew
of three of the most “classic” cases of twentieth century counterinsyrg&acond, in
Chapters 5-7, the analytic framework is applied to two detailed case sitidierican
counterinsurgency operations in Iraq, from 2004-2006.

The twentieth century set of case studies, based on secondary sources,serve tw
purposes in the study. The first was methodological, in that they provided an opportunity
to calibrate and refine the analytic framework and hypotheses developgatibete the
collection and analysis of original data. Second, though abbreviated and intended to be
more analytically instrumental than conclusive, the case studies also stastsaof the
research question and hypothesis in their own right.

The cases were selected with an eye toward covering the most important episodes
among the class of counterinsurgencies directly addressed by the resgaiticts i
which a significant counterinsurgent role is played by a foreign power. Tég cas
considered in Chapter 4 are the United Kingdom in Malaya (1948-1960), France in
Algeria (1954-1962), and the United States in South Vietham (1962-1973).

The second empirical component of this study is primary research on
counterinsurgency operations in Iraq, during the period 2004-2006. Apart from its clear
historical importance and its relevance to near and mid-term policy coatgads, Iraq
provides rich opportunities for comparative analysis of the issues addressedtundtfis s
arising from the various combinations across the country of key variablesssettine-

religious demographics and counterinsurgent strategies applied.
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In some cases, different organizations have been engaged in operations in very
similar environments, with identical strategic goals, and yet have imptethdifferent
approaches to counterinsurgency. For example, both the U.S. Army and the U.S. Marine
Corps have fought extensively in the so-called “Sunni Triangle,” but, at the out$&.of
involvement there, had very distinct histories and doctrines with regard to
counterinsurgency. Partly due to these differences, in the spring of 200% Maeirle
Division attempted to implement a different approach to its operations thanrtiye Ar
units it relieved in Anbar provincé. Conversely, there have been instances where
similar strategies were adopted by different organizations operatingino@ments that
were quite different from one another. Both the U.S. Army/'€4valry Division and
British forces pursued strategies with a heavy emphasis on good governance and
economic reconstruction, with the former operating in multi-ethnic Baghdad and the
latter in Shia-Arab-dominated Basra.

In many cases, partly due to the relative lack of preparedness and fommadjtra
for counterinsurgency, different approaches were adopted even by differerdf wihes
same organizations. In some cases, operational planning and decision makiog was s
decentralized that battalions within a single brigade and units responsible famihe s
locales at different times took very different approaches to achievingfteriational

objectives. Examining the experiences of different units through a compaeatsve |

3 Ahmed Hashiminsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Irdthaca: Cornell University Press, 2006), p.
327, Thomas E. Rick§iasco: The American Military Adventure in Irgiew York: Penguin Press,
2006), pp. 319-320, and Bing Wellip True Glory: A Frontline Account of the Battle Fallujah (New
York: Bantam, 2005), pp. 49-52.
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therefore, promises to provide some robust evidence for the efficacy or hazardaiof cer
policies, doctrine, or tactics.

The study presents two case studies focused on the operations of brigade-level
U.S. military organizations in two Iraqi cities: th& Brigade Combat Team of th&%2
Infantry Division in Ramadi (2004-2005) and tH& A&rmored Cavalry Regiment in Tal
Afar in 2005-2006. Case selection considerations will be discussed in Chapter 5.

The empirical focus here on military organizations is worthy of a point of
clarification. Counterinsurgency strategies and operations are not purearymili
functions, and this analysis aims to capture the full range of activities Uqetelig
military and civilian counterinsurgents alike, for the cases consideredeudoyone
premise of the research design is that in Iraq, local or regional dynamecsdliffared
sufficiently to justify treating those localities as distinct analytids. Typically,
military units have led operations at that level. Focusing the analysis enuthies
therefore, is not only a matter of analytic convenience, but also is probably the mos
viable method for constructing a holistic view of counterinsurgency operationsviera g
space and timeframe.

This approach may come at the expense of some confusion about the use of
traditional terms for the strategic, operational, and tactical levelsuof ambiguity in
this regard is very common, but is particularly acute in an environment where rigminal

“tactical” units, such as brigades, are developing their own politicéthnyi‘'strategies,”

4| am aware of only two examples of this kind ofmparison that address the war in Iraq: Jason laywl
Isaiah Wilson lll, “Rage Against the Machines: Eaiping Outcomes in Counterinsurgency Wars,”
International Organizationvol. 63, no. 1 (Winter 2009), pp. 67-106, andEgrman, Jacob N. Shapiro,
and Joseph H Felter, “Can Hearts and Minds Be B®ughe Economics of Counterinsurgency in Iraq,”
NBER Working Paper 14606 (December 2008).
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but whose objectives are considered “operational” by virtue of their beingatianal.
This analysis will aim to minimize confusion on this subject with the understanaihg th
the levels of this hierarchy will draw their meaning from their contdative to their
geographic units of analysis rather than from doctrine. Hence counterinsurgency
“strategy” may well be local in many instances.

Finally, the rationale for selecting 2004-2006 as the timeframe for thgsensl
that this is the period in which the conflict in Irag can most clearly be dbarad as an
insurgency against the nascent Iragi government and its Coalition alli€Z00Bythe
conflict had evolved into a civil war with far less coherence about which partiesm®ul
considered “insurgents” and which “counterinsurgents.” Clearly, there has belen muc
debate about how to label the war in Iraqg, a debate that has tended to generatetmore hea
than light. But by September 2006, even the top American general in Iraq was
acknowledging that “We're starting to see this conflict here transiom &n insurgency
against us to a struggle for the division of political and economic power among the

Iragis.™®

The most commonly cited turning point in this transition is the bombing of
the Askariya shrine in Samarra on February 22, 2006. This point seems an appropriate
demarcation point between the phase of the war dominated by insurgency and the phase

dominated by wider civil war.

Structuring the Problem — An Analytic Framework

The first step in formally defining this problem should be to examine the basic
causal logic usually hypothesized between counterinsurgency strardidse ultimate

defeat of insurgents. The next two sections take on this challenge, and are follaved by

15 General George Casey, quoted in Elena BecatdFog, UJ.S. General: Iraq Conflict Shifting to Intefna
Struggle,"Philadelphia Inquirer September 22, 2006.
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discussion of how this logic may be formalized through creation and organization of key
variables.
The Logic of Counterinsurgency Strategy

In the most general sense, counterinsurgency strategy can be divided into two
classes of activities: improving governance and providing security. The U.S.
government’s new Counterinsurgency Guide frames the problem of counterinsurgency
strategy this way: “Effective COIN .. . involves a careful balance lgtwenstructive
dimensions (building effective and legitimate government) and destruaiensgions
(destroying the insurgent movement¥).As political scientist D. Michael Shafer
describes this logic, “[American counterinsurgency] doctrine emphad&etopment
andsecurity. . . Without security, so the argument goes, development is impossible;
without good government and economic progress, efforts to maintain it will be
bootless.*” Figure 1 below outlines this logic, with events labeled A-H and causal
processes labeled 1-9. In event A, counterinsurgents attempt to improve governance
through the variety of mechanisms discussed in the definition above. At the same time
they also conduct traditional security operations, including both police andynilita
operations (event B). If improvements in governance are realized (event ©ceag@s

1 and 2), then this is supposed to win popular loyalty and support for the government and

8 U.S. Government Counterinsurgency Guideited States Government Interagency Counterifesury
Initiative, January 2009), p. 14.

D, Michael ShaferDeadly Paradigms: The Failure of U.S. Counteringmgy Policy(Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1988), p. 79 (emphasisiginal). Other analyses employing two similar
categories to describe counterinsurgency strategyde Jim Baker, “Systems Thinking and
CounterinsurgenciesParametersvol. 36, no. 4 (Winter 2006-07), pp. 26-43, &lidills, “Hearts and
Minds or Search and Destroy? Controlling Civiliam&Jrban Operations,Small Wars and Insurgencies
vol. 13, no. 2 (Spring 2002), p. 6, and WillianHiirley, Joel Resnick, Alec Wahlmamproving
Capabilities for Irregular Warfare (Volume I: Maifiext) (Alexandria, VA: Institute for Defense Analyses,
2007), p. 1I-3 and Appendix A.
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thereby decrease popular support for the insurgency (event D). This should then cause
the insurgency to decline (event G) both directly, as it is denied safe havensraitsl rec
(process 5), and indirectly, as the population grows more cooperative with
counterinsurgent security operations (events E and F and processes 6-8Y, thaall
declining insurgency eventually results in a stable peace (process 9 and )evE&his

in essence, is the conventional explanation offered by much of the acadeaigréter

and operational doctrine on counterinsurgency for an observed correlation between

events A (attempts to improve governance) and H (a resulting stable peace).

@Counterinsurgents attempt to improve governance

@ | 5

@ Improvements in governance are realiz Counterinsurgents conduct security operations

® | ® @

@ Popular support to insurgents declines———» @Counterinsurgents find insurgents

® | @ |

@ Insurgency declines < @Counterinsurgents kill/capture insurgents
@ Stable peace prevails
Figure 1: Basic Causal Logic of Counterinsurgency Strategy

If, however, we observe A but do not observe any evidence of H over time, we
can infer that one or more of the causal processes in this chain has not operated as
hypothesized. Specifically, what might those breakdowns be? Possibilities could be
found in any one of the processes depicted in Figure 1, but this study focuses particular
attention on process number 3: the mechanism that translates improved governance int
shifting loyalties among the affected population. For it is here that |legiins widely

believed to reside and to operate as a key instrument of the counterinsurgent. And it is
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here that conflicts involving identity may subvert the intended effects of impentsnin
governance on popular support for the insurgency.

One of the principal problems with legitimacy as an analytic construct, asesour
is that it is an abstraction, and therefore very difficult to observe. A Ik#ediark matter
in astrophysics, it is recognizable primarily through its imputed efféathe model
depicted here, those effects would be visible in events E, G, and ultimately H. But this
indirect inference of the causal role of legitimacy is problematialme each of these
signal events (E, G, and H) can also be caused by events B, E, and F. Moreover, events
B, E, and F can plausibly operate without significant contribution from the supposed
chain of legitimacy building, events A, C, and D. For this reason, we cannot nggessar
infer a causal relationship between events A and H, even when they ardedrrela
Perhaps this is one reason why, as Timothy Lomperis reported in his steditiofdcy
and insurgency, “. . . in a personal letter to the author, Chalmers Johnson, a prominent
scholar on revolution, warned against basing a study of insurgency on legitincacgd®de
the concept is too ‘intellectually traumatic®”

In fact, the conceptual challenge here is even thornier than this problem with
legitimacy implies. An additional complication arises from the fact tlwatrgg is both
an important input and an important output of any counterinsurgency strategy. This has
two troublesome logical implications.

First, the dependent variable, represented here as event H, “stable peace,” may
sometimes be difficult to distinguish from one of the key independent variables, the

security operations depicted here as event B. Sharp reductions in the magnitude and

18 Timothy J. LomperisErom People's War to People's Rule: Insurgencyerirgntion, and the Lessons of
Vietnam(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina B 1996), p. xii.
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frequency of insurgent violence represent probably the clearest availabktondif the
overall success of a counterinsurgent effort. But such reductions can often be provided
fairly readily, if only temporarily, with sufficient quantities of patrolsgmwlice or
military forces. This kind of militarized security could hardly be descrilseal a
successful counterinsurgency, however. The real measure of success would have to be
the relative absence of violence coupled with much smaller levels of forcéicdPoli
scientist Jeffrey Race refers to these two different types of seasractical and
strategic security, respectively. Distinguishing between the two empirically is certainly
feasible, but it requires both explicit collection and interpretation of thard#iase
terms, and a considerable degree of subjectivity in that interpretation.

The second logical implication, following from the first, concerns proces®&um
2 in Figure 1. This reflects the fact that improvements in security arg likékelp allow
improvements in governance to be realized in addition to, or instead of, the other way
around. If an observed improvement in security could, in fact, be either event B or event
H, then we cannot be sure whether event C is actually a cause of improvey seaurit
effect. This potential for confusion about cause and effect is not simply a methoalolog
problem, either. Itis an operational problem that strikes at the heart efgteatd
decision-making. As one reporter described this problem in relating thelstoggn
American provincial reconstruction team in Baqubah, “. . . officials seemed unable

agree on whether poor security was preventing reconstruction or whether retiomstruc

19 Jeffrey RaceWar Comes to Long An: Revolutionary Conflict iniatiamese ProvincgBerkeley:
University of California Press, 1972), p. 146.
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failures had caused security to eroéfe.lh such an environment, what is the strategist or
the analyst to do?
Research Methods and Challenges of Causal Inference

For the moment, we must leave the strategist to fend for himself and focus on the
needs of the analyst. The key to better understanding of complex phenomena such as
these is in examining the detailed course of events in which the independent variables
interacted to produce the outcomes of the dependent variable. This method for seeking
detailed causal linkages is often referred to as “process tracinthe analysis here of
the Iraqi case studies focuses its empirical effort on just such a ptoogeg-method
for counterinsurgency operations at local levels. This approach is inevitelblgnging
to execute and generates inconsistent data across different timesadesl loc
Nevertheless, a focus on this level of detail offers the only hope of being ablably
navigate the ambiguities outlined in the previous section. An empirical focus on the
national level, on simply establishing correlations among variables, or @viacha
large sample size for statistical analysis could not accommodate theahterpurden
demanded by the dynamics under examination here.

This methodological judgment is one basis for the growing body of literatude cite
in Chapter 2 on “microlevel research” on social phenomena. As Stathis Kalyvas

explains,

% 3solomon Moore, “A Promising Iraqi Province is Navlinderbox,”Los Angeles Timeganuary 3, 2007,
p. 1.

2L For overviews of process tracing, see Alexande@éorge and Andrew Bennetase Studies and
Theory Development in the Social Scien@ssmbridge and London: MIT Press, 2005), pp. 283-&nd
Gary King, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Veiasigning Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in
Qualitative ResearctPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1994),8587.

62



. . . emphasis on the macrolevel implies that feerground’ dynamics are perceived as a
rather irrelevant local manifestation of the maevel. Local actors are seen as local
replicas of central actors, and studying themssified only on grounds of local history

or antiquarian interest. This neglect has sewermases: a division of labor separating the
tasks of collecting evidence at the microlevel amdrpreting macrodynamics; an
epistemic preference that marginalizes the paeticalnd the interpretation of microlevel
dynamics in the language of the master clea?age.

This research employs both macro and microlevel techniques; the former foseketa
Malaya, Algeria, and Vietnam, and the latter for the Iraqi cases.

Coalition operations in Iraq present particularly interesting comparatialytic
opportunities that this research begins to exploit. An advantage of considerirgenulti
Iragi cases is that a large number of contextual variables are autolyaticaiolled.
Comparative analyses of historical counterinsurgencies, such as thoserbktalaya
and Vietnant? are hampered by the large differences in context between¢agéth
the case of Iraq, such important variables as the national political cohtext)e of
neighboring countries and regional dynamics, and the prevailing technologiskapa
communications, commerce, and warfare, are all very similar, if not idemiicass the
multiple local cases. Moreover, as described above, Iraq offers cagesdifezent

counterinsurgency strategies were attempted in areas with signiamecs of ethnic

22 Stathis N. KalyvasThe Logic of Violence in Civil Wg€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
2006), p. 390.

% This has been a particularly popular comparisahénliterature; see Richard L. Clutterbu@ke Long,
Long War; Counterinsurgency in Malaya and Vietn@tew York: Praeger, 1966), John A. Ndgkarning
to Eat Soup With a Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessmm Malaya and VietnarfChicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2005), Sam Sarkedizm;onventional Conflicts in a New Security Era: $4@ss from
Malaya and VietnanjWestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1993), and R@bekt. ThompsonDefeating
Communist Insurgency; The Lessons of Malaya anchafie{New York: F. A. Praeger, 1966).

4 Bernard Fall was even less charitable about saafparisons, alleging that “any comparison between
British victories in Malaya and the situation inétfiam in the 1960s is nothing but a dangerous ibelusr
worse, a deliberate oversimplification of the whpieblem.” Quoted in Robert W. Koméfhe Malayan
Emergency in Retrospect: Organization of A Sucae&sfunterinsurgency Effo(Santa Monica, CA:
RAND Corporation, February 1972), p. 78.
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political conflict; and it also offers cases where similar strasegire pursued in areas
with quite different dynamics of ethnic political conflict.

All of these conditions suggest an opportunity to conduct a “controlled
comparison,” an analytic technique inspired by experimental science in vilhich a
conditions are held constant except for a single variable of interest. Ifeshiantipat
single variable are shown to be correlated with differences in the dependabtevari
outcomes, then the comparison suggests a causal connection between the two variables.
Also, even short of the restrictive conditional requirements of controlled cmopar
Iragi cases also offer the possibility of multiple “congruence” testsh ik method,

“the investigator begins with a theory and then attempts to assess itstalahgglain or
predict the outcome in a particular caée.”

These methods have the seductive quality of promising a link from the research’
empirical work to theory building. But their attractiveness is limited becdosa
variety of reasons, they provide only weak links from data to theory. The longdtr
hypothesis testing of the “methods of elimination” underlying controlled cosgpe,
for example, have been well understood since John Stuart Mill gave them that name in
1843%° One problem arises simply from the complexity of many social phenomena.
Complexity usually means that even cases that appear quite similar arendiffi ways
that may remain unspecified by anything less than a grand field theoryttu all
phenomena involved in the cases. This raises the possibility that variablesidroitt

the analysis actually account for case outcomes, either directly or thraagictions

% George and Bennett, p. 181.

% |bid., pp. 153-160, and Stephen Van Ev&aide to Methods for Students of Political Sciefiteca
and London: Cornell University Press, 1997), pp586
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with specified variables. Insurgency and counterinsurgency certainlyygasidomplex
problems in this sense. Outcomes are subject to influence by an analytically
unmanageable number of interdependent factors. Theorists of complexity see@ce h
taken to calling such phenomena not just complex, but “wicked probféms.”

A second challenge arises from the “equifinafifylor “multiple causality®®) of
the outcomes under examination. These terms refer to problems where mulisalle ca
paths can lead to the same outcome. Warfare is a good example of this kind of problem,
where victory in one war is not likely to result from exactly the same cwtibn of
factors as victory in a different war.

A third challenge, which is related to equifinality, is the lack of spetifini
predictions made by many theories. As Stephen Van Evera describes, Einsteargs ge
theory of relativity was widely considered confirmed by a single sagly “congruence”
test because it made a highly specific and unique prediction about the degree aitappare
displacement of stars during a solar ecliffs&y contrast, hypotheses such as the one
proposed in this research are not highly specific, and multiple plausible giqpiamaay
fit a given combination of variable values. The easiest way to addressotblisnpiis to
narrow the focus of the dependent variable. For example, rather than askinge‘wilh
the war?” we ask, “at what rate will we attrit enemy forces?” But inesostances, this

approach amounts to asking the wrong question, and hence throwing out the substantive

2" Horst W.J. Rittel and Melvin M. Webber, "Dilemmiasa General Theory of Plannindg?blicy Sciences
vol. 4, 1973. pp 155-169.

% George and Bennett, pp. 161-162.
# King, Keohane, and Verba, pp. 87-89.

%0van Evera, pp. 66-67.
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baby with the methodological bath water. This is something of a common curse for the
strategist. As his questions become more integrative, they simultaneouslyebaooen
important and less tractable.

In sum, the essence of the problem with hypothesis testing for the subject of this
research is that the variables of interest are not deterministic and ¢hagtar
independent. The main methodological implication of this condition is that inferences of
causation from correlations between independent and dependent variabledyaie tike
weak. But all is not lost. First, from the perspective of theory-building, asg&and
Bennett point out, “theories can be tested in two different ways: by assessaiujitiie
of a theory to predict outcomes, and by assessing the ability of a theory to fhredict
intervening causal process that leads to outcofteBdr this research, the second of
these methods will be much more important than the first.

Second, this study is not primarily an exercise in theory-building in any dase.
presents new information, stimulates thinking along new paths and is suggestiwe of ne
knowledge, it will have succeeded. All of these considerations, then, led to the hybrid
research design selected for this study and described at the beginningettiois: a
mix of macro and micro case studies with process tracing in the latter toithetéow
ethno-religious identities and counterinsurgency strategies interacted.

Identifying the Variables

The model of counterinsurgency depicted in Figure 1 is exceedingly simple. In

the service of hypothesis generation and theory development, deductive reasoming coul

easily reveal additional layers of dynamics and complexity in thersyat@and.

31 George and Bennett, p. 209, n12.
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However, an empirical research strategy demands a match between the analyti
framework and the data that is available to make use of the framework. oragctieé
goal at this point is not to complicate the model, but rather to specify it andiaislea
with enough care to make it analytically functional. With this in mind, how can we
formalize the main research question and hypothesis? The following fewgmdrsigr
outline the key variables that will be addressed. The next section discugesiss
measurement and sources for describing these variables.

In its most general form, the dependent variable is clearly the outcome of an
insurgency — a victory or a defeat for the insurgents. For the Iragi case shadever,
victory and defeat will have to be treated as directions rather than endpoints. e foc
on local or regional cases within the larger national context prevents speakihg str
about outcomes for the whole insurgency. And, in any case, the timeframe under
examination ends before that whole insurgency had any resolution. Therefore, the
dependent variable for the case studies will essentially be the changepectsder
stable peace within the geographic and temporal boundaries of the case. To emphasize
this more general character of the dependent variable, it can be labelessSSar
“failure” rather than “victory” or “defeat.”

The framework will address four independent variables. For simplicity, each of
them is described here as binary, though in fact they could just as easily be ti@agght
having multiple categories or even as continuous, accommodating multiple levels of
assessment. The first independent variable addresses whether polaigatityeshno-
religious cleavages were present in a given case, that is, whether theeslenti

represented among political leadership were a major factor in the gesvanevident
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motives of insurgents. The second independent variable addresses securityngperati
and whether those operations were conducted with appropriate capabilities,agsourc
and discrimination between hostile and neutral targets. The third independdslevaria
addresses whether or not initiatives for improving governance, as that coroefptesl
earlier in this chapter, were attempted and achieved by the counterinsurgents
Finally, the fourth independent variable addresses the main hypothesis presented
at the beginning of this chapter, which posits that “in the presence of major ethno-
religious cleavages, good governance will contribute much less to counterinsurgent
success than will efforts toward reaching political agreements tleatlginddress those
cleavages.” Accordingly, the fourth independent variable in the framework is the
presence of political agreements that directly address ethno-religiouag#sa Such
agreements may take many different forms. As described in Chapter 2, thhse mi
include the establishment of consociational power-sharing mechanisms, arrarsgeime
ethno-religious group autonomy, or perhaps electoral arrangements desifpstdrt
greater cross-group cooperation. The key qualifying criterion is that thegloliti
agreement expressly recognizes the extant cleavage in trying to resahe.c Clearly,
this factor would not be relevant in cases where identity-based cleavagesotver
present. But in cases where they were, pursuit of such political agreemgimgomde
one of the only alternatives to good governance in promising a stable polsiglaiticn
to the insurgency. Whether or not this is the case, and, if it is, how these activities
operate and affect the course of the counterinsurgency, comprise thesimahebf the

formal analytic framework employed in this study.
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These five variables (one dependent, four independent) provide a focus for data

collection and analysis in each of the case studies. In this regard, eashuclys

requires collection and classification of d

below.

ata according to the scheme outlingolenlT

Variable

Data Required to Support Variable
Classification

Ethno-religious cleavages or not?

Ethno-religious composition and political
dynamics

Good security operations conducted or n

ot? Types and dynamics of security ope

rations

Good governance provided or not?

Quantity/types of governance-focused
initiatives undertaken

Outcomes of governance-focused
initiatives undertaken

Efforts toward a political agreement that
addresses ethno-religious cleavages or 1

Ethno-religious composition and political

atPnamics

Counterinsurgency successful or not?

Counterinsurgency outcome metrics

Table 1: Main Data and Classification Requirements

With this data for each case, a summary of outcomes in the format of Table 2

below can be constructed. Again, representing these variables as havinggie#her

(yes or no) or meaningful quantitative values would be, respectively, crude cargrbit

Nevertheless, the binary classification is

helpful for the purposes ofysigrthe logic

being tested through the analysis of a few hypotheses.

. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Cases a b C d y
(identity (good (good (political (success)
cleavages) | security) | governance)| agreement)
Case 1
Case 2
Casen

Table 2: Notional Case

Study Variable Summary
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Assume the following symbols for each of the major variables:
a = ethno-religious identity-based cleavages
b = good security operations
¢ = good governance
d = efforts toward political agreement addressing cleavages
y = counterinsurgent success

Then assume that the values of all variables are either Yes (condition is present)
or No (condition is not present). The following hypotheses (H) may then be specified,
together with the combination of variable values that would provide supporting evidence
for them.

H1: Good governance is noécessaryor counterinsurgent success. This would be
supported by any result where: c=No, y=Yes.

H2: If ethno-religious cleavages are not present, then good governance andaoity s
are sufficient for counterinsurgent success. This would be supported by: a=No, b=Yes,
c=Yes, y=Yes.
H3: If ethno-religious cleavages are present, then good governance and guoibg sec
together are not sufficient for counterinsurgent success. This would be supported by:
a=Yes, b=Yes, c=Yes, y=No.
Variations and combinations of these hypotheses could also be constructed, but these
represent the most important hypotheses relevant to main questions of the stedly i
simplest forms.

To reiterate a point from the previous section, correlations such as the ones
posited here can only be suggestive of causal relationships. Alone, they do not provide
strong evidence of causation. Accordingly, the framework presented here mepeese

point of departure for the analysis in this study, not a strict filter throughvaliic

insights from the research will be understood.
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Metrics and Data Sources

Measurement of abstract phenomena such as governance, identity, and
counterinsurgent success is inherently difficult. While no methodological @aftace
this challenge exists, it is possible to achieve some degree of reliabilitghin s
measurement through the collection of perspectives of direct observers of and
participants in the events being studied.

This kind of first-hand data is available in a few different forms: government and
military archival resources such as after-action reports, lessonsdeantkunit histories;
extensive reporting by journalists of a diverse range of nationaliiteperspectives; and
interviews with military and civilian personnel who have worked in Iraq. Thig/stud
draws on all three of these.

Table 1 lists five categories of data demanded by the analytic frameationk-
religious composition and political dynamics; types and dynamics of seopatations;
guantity/types of governance-focused initiatives undertaken; outcomes ohgocer
focused initiatives undertaken; and counterinsurgency outcome metrics.

As discussed in the previous section, the last of these, the dependent variable, is
perhaps the most important and the most difficult to get right. The definition of insurge
defeat offered in the first part of this chapter claims that defeatifcCexplicit or
imputed counterinsurgent objectives . . . are either demonstrably met and/ogarktud
be met by key parties to the conflict.” So, to some degree, the opinions of the
counterinsurgent leaders matter as an outcome metric. But this is noeatffici more

concrete, objective terms, what counts as “success”?
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Security is the most obvious candidate metric. Event H in Figure 1, “stable peace
prevails,” represents the essence of this metric. But, to reiteratarliee point, security
is both an input and an output of counterinsurgency operations. Hence, simply using
security as the dependent variable introduces a serious endogeneity problem into the
research design. The hazard here is the potential for mistaking the directiosatiaza
between the effectiveness of governance-related activities and th&tintd the
insurgency. If success in the counterinsurgency is defined only according to the
prevailing level of security, and some threshold level of security is necessagdute
governance-type measures, then there is some level of violence at whichpissiiote
to test any hypotheses about the effects of governance on levels of violence.

One possible response to this is to analyze only cases where the level of violence
remains below this notional threshold. But this is impractical for the Irag easke
would also have the drawback of excluding a significant portion of the problem from
consideration. Another response would be to treat security as a trailing indieatoy
comparing governance-related initiatives in month X to security in month X+12r X+
This avoids confusion regarding the direction of causation and also probably better
represents the nature of any expected effects. Stathis Kalyvas ahdwikticher

recommend this approach in their own work on civil conflict:

... we don't have a way as yet to address theie§ endogeneity of violence and
control. Violence is used to generate control, landls of control affect the intensity of
the violence. Contextual qualitative evidence miakessible to disentangle the relation
between violence and control through sequenting.

32 stathis N. Kalyvas and Matthew Kocher, “Violeneel&ontrol in Civil War: An Analysis of the Hamlet
Evaluation System (HES),” unpublished manuscripspnted at the annual meeting of the American
Political Science Association, Philadelphia, Augeigt 2003.
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Just as security serves as an input to counterinsurgency, so do some other
candidate metrics that relate to governance. Metrics such as hours of fugctioni
electricity or unemployment rates are sometimes used to measuressrotrdeed, for
some purposes, these are helpful proxies. But from an analytic perspectiseringea
success by such metrics is very similar to measuring success by indgdgicounts;
that is, it assumes a connection between input and output that is plausible but only
hypotheticaf®

Ultimately, distinguishing between the short-term security providedthireg
military and police operations from more sustainable, stable security ieqther
retrospect through significant passage of time, or the judgment of people @tfyimat
familiar with the evolving situation. For the Iraq case studies, this studgmphasize
the latter.

Metrics for the other key variables are more conceptually straightforviaaragh
they may still be highly subjective. Composition and dynamics of ethno-religious
identities may be derived from demographic statistics, local reportidgparticipant
interviews. It is important to recognize that group loyalties are not uniformssentire
groups. As Henry Brady and Cynthia Kaplan point out, the “simple expedient of placing
people into an ethnic category . . . assumes that ethnic identity is highly satieotp
members, and it ignores subtle gradations of ethnic identftyBut it is also true that
civil conflicts, such as insurgencies, tend to prompt greater salience ofiede raitd

Brady and Kaplan find that “a highly salient ethnic identity puts in motion psydkalog

% See Baker, p. 41.

% Henry E. Brady and Cynthia S. Kaplan, “Categohlc#rong? Nominal Versus Graded Measures of
Ethnic Identity,”Studies in Comparative International Development. 35, no. 3 (2000), p. 56.
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forces that homogenize attitudes within a grotipThis research attempts to be sensitive
to the notion of gradation and variation in salience, but, given the data, can only be so in
a general, qualitative sense.

Beyond identifying ethno-religious identity groups, the analysis must determi
whether those identities are the bases of politically salient cleavagesautitet
relationship between the government and one or more of those groups constitaj@s a m
grievance among insurgents. In some cases, such as in parts of Iraq, thenjuaigm
be rather self-evident. Still, there is value in being able to make this judgmentlsaimew
more formally. Henri Tajfel, one of the pioneers of social identity theorgr& useful

set of criteria with which to identify distinctly intergroup behavior:

First, at least two clearly identifiable socialegadries should be present in the situation
(e.g., a Hutu and a Tutsi, a Catholic and a Prat¢sa Serb and a Croat). Second, there
should be little variability of behavior or attitedvithin each group. Intergroup behavior
tends to be uniform (i.e., ‘we’ agree about ‘themhereas interpersonal behavior shows
a range of individual differences. Third, a membieone group should show little
variability in his or her perception or treatmehttembers of the other group (i.e., ‘they’
are ‘all alike”)?®

These criteria provide some general guidelines for making a judgment on thieoéxte
division, or cleavage among ethno-religious groups.

Finally, metrics for judging the quality of security operations (aisaut, or
independent variable) will take many forms and will be largely informed by ples tyf
data and tactics employed by the forces engaged in each of the case studies. Comba
operations that eliminate insurgents without creating large collateralgtaamd

disruption to civilian populations would be important here, as would the ability of police

3 bid.

% Henri Tajfel, as summarized in Miles Hewstone &ddCairns, “Social Psychology and Intergroup
Conflict,” in Daniel Chirot and Martin Seligman, dethnopolitical Warfare: Causes, Consequences, and
Possible SolutionfWVashington, DC: American Psychological Associati2001), p. 324.
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forces to sustain regular operations with minimal amounts of corruption or iemelna
insurgent forces. Another important factor in classifying this varialtheievel of
resources, especially in terms of manpower, that counterinsurgents bring to &ear i
given case. Unfortunately, many of the detailed statistics regardingtgeperations in
Irag remain classified at the time of this writing. The case studerspttto mine and
present what is publically available. As those data become available utuhes they
will provide an excellent opportunity for testing and generation of new hypstheshe

subject of this research and other related topics.

In summary, the methodological challenges presented by this research are
formidable. Even the most careful research design will yield conclugiahare
tentative and suggestive rather than decisive. Nevertheless, the impoftdresubject
matter compels the work. It is worth emphasizing that the methodologidignges
facing questions such as those posed here have parallels in the operational world. For
example, the complexities of constructing a reliable dependent varialsiectess in
counterinsurgency are more than academic. The counterinsurgent mustwithstle
similar questions about defining success in order to build a rational, coheremystra
Arguably, the harder it is to isolate such phenomena in a deliberative study, thetharder i
is likely to be operationally. In some sense, then, the plausibility of estapligia
cause and effect relationships at issue here is a significant hypothegiselséed by this

research. In this sense, inconclusive results would yield not only inconclusive

3" The author was personally involved with such egavhile on the staff of the Strategy, Plans, and
Assessments directorate of the Multi-National Feredraq headquarters in Baghdad from May-September
of 2008. Consensus on an appropriate frameworldéining success proved impossible to achieve.
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conclusions, but also evidence that any policies depending on reliable understahdings
the dynamics of identity, governance, and counterinsurgency should be undertaken with
great modesty, indeed. Or they might even give greater weight to the ijd¢a tha
appropriate the words of analyst Tony Cordesman: “Not every game is wofithgpla

and sometimes the best way to win is not to play at&ll.”

Finally, any study of this kind must grapple with the forces exerted by two
opposing intellectual poles: the generalizing impulse of the social scientighe
particularizing impulse of the historian. By instinct, | am drawn to the hastgrmodel
of depicting a problem in its confounding complexity. But the study’s policy
implications demand a good measure of social science’s inductive genenalizEtte
approach in this study stakes out a middle ground along this spectrum. Any particular
balance will inevitably leave some unsatisfied, but it is my goal to do asviillence as
possible either to the richness and complexity of the study’s empirical tontexthe

feasibility of applying whatever insights can be uncovered.

3 Anthony Cordesman, “Rethinking the Challenge ofiterinsurgency Warfare,” Working Notes, Center
for Strategic and International Studies, Novemhe&t0D5, p. 3.
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Chapter 4: Governance, ldentity, and Counterinsurgency Strategy in
Malaya, Algeria, and Vietham

This chapter has two related purposes. The first is to determine what light the
study’s proposed analytic framework can shed on three of the most importarmi-foreig
supported counterinsurgencies of the twentieth century. The second is to seehvhat lig
those historical experiences can shed on the study’s proposed analytic framiework.
other words, the cases will serve as limited tests of the study’s hypothesalso as
tools for sharpening those hypotheses prior to the collection and analysis ofl ciadgna

The three cases presented here are those of the United Kingdom in Malaya from
1948-1960, France in Algeria from 1954-1962, and the United States in South Vietnam
from 1962-1973. Selection of these cases was guided by several considerations. First
these three cases are among the very largest foreign-supported coungienicies in
history in terms of resources and manpower committed. (Though France was not
technically a “foreign” power in Algeria, its role there strongly nesked that of a
foreign power.) Second, as a group, these cases exhibit considerable divdrsity wit
regard to the dynamics of such key variables as the role of identity politicgpé&seof
counterinsurgency strategies pursued, and the outcomes of the conflicts. Thichssac
presents the perspectives and operations of a different country in the role of the
counterinsurgent. Fourth, the three cases together span a 25-year period whose
experiences formed the foundation of much of today’s received wisdom regarding
counterinsurgency. Fifth, as a result of all these factors, Malaya,#lged Vietnam
are three of the most common sources in academic and policy discourse of “lessons”

about insurgency and counterinsurgency involving foreign interventions. And finally,
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each of these cases features dimensions that make its relationship toethemnskar
examination in this study somewhat more complicated than conventional wisdom might
suggest. Together, these factors make a strong argument to dedicatet¢ldesirmce and
limited objectives of this chapter to an examination of Malaya, Algeria, andavie

Each case is presented in seven parts covering the following topics: 1) & gener
overview of the context and major events of the conflict; 2) the role of ethgomusi
identity politics in the conflict; 3) counterinsurgent actions with respecioMgng
security; 4) counterinsurgent actions with respect to improving goverranaey efforts
toward political agreements that address ethno-religious cleavagesasgessment of
the outcome of the counterinsurgency; and 7) a concluding discussion and evaluation of
the case.

Malaya, 1948-1960

Overview

The Malayan Emergency of 1948-1960 gave the world the expression “winning
hearts and minds.” Not coincidentally, the counterinsurgency conducted by Briish a
Malayan forces and authorities during the Emergency is perhaps the most fyegjtesht
model of successful counterinsurgency practice. The case is espeatattgting for the
purposes of this study, because at first glance its basic facts seem adicootre of the
key hypotheses under examination: it is an insurgency with an important ethnic
dimension that appears to have been defeated in significant part through the provision of
good governance.

Malaya in 1948 was a collection of small states nominally ruled by ethrayMa

sultans, but together administered as a colony by Great Britain. Though the
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predominantly Muslim ethnic Malays were native to Malaya and were the csuntry
largest ethnic group, they did not constitute a majority. At the time of the Emergency
the population of 6.3 million was about 44% Malay, 38.5% Chinese, 10.5% Indian, 5.5%
aboriginal, and 1.5% othérDuring World War 11, the Japanese defeat of the British in
Malaya and Singapore and the country’s subsequent occupation greatly disrupted
political and economic life there. One beneficiary of this disruption was theyaala
Communist Party (MCP). The MCP was born in 1930, but had struggled to gain support
prior to the war. During the war, however, the MCP-based Malayan People’s Anti-
Japanese Army (MPAJA) became one of the primary vehicles for resistaece
collaborating with its former British colonial antagonists in fighting dyeahese
occupation.

As a result, though the MPAJA was officially disbanded following the war, the
MCP emerged as an important actor in the somewhat chaotic post-war Malayiaal polit
scene. Japanese occupation had not only weakened British political authority on the
peninsula, but had also stoked ethnic tensions between Malay, Chinese, and Indian
populations. Additionally, the war had generated a range of economic dislo¢hbns
provided ample opportunity for MCP agitation. In particular, the Communists were
successful in gaining control of much of the growing labor union movement during the
mid and late 1940s. By 1948, the MCP was sponsoring terrorist attacks in a fuldfledg

revolutionary program against the Malayan government.

! Richard Stubbgiearts and Minds in Guerrilla Warfare: The MalayEmergency, 1948-196@xford:
Oxford University Press, 1989), p. 12, and Samak&sianUnconventional Conflicts in a New Security
Era: Lessons from Malaya and VietngWestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1993), p. 63.
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In June of that year, a state of emergency was declared that was destined to las
for twelve years. In his book on the Emergency, former British Secretargfenge in
Malaya Robert Thompson divides those years into three phases: a “build-up” on both
sides (1948-1952); a period which “saw the success of the measures taken and the
military defeat of the insurgents” (1952-1954); and “mopping up of the remaining
communist terrorist gangs” (1954-1960).

Although the insurgents scored many early successes, they sufferedfévom a
key weaknesses that aided the British and Malayan authorities in isolatimg Firest,
active membership in the MCP and its guerrilla and political arms waivegtagmall.

Second, the insurgency was almost entirely limited to Malaya’s ethnicgghine

population. In 1950, MCP membership was approximately 12,000-13,000, about 95% of
whom were Chines&.Third, the insurgency was also relatively isolated geographically.

It gained very little traction in the cities, and received almost all suipgport from rural

and plantation villages on the jungle fringe. In the end, the insurgents were unable to
overcome these limitations in the face of a well-coordinated counterinsurgémty ef

whose principal elements were population resettlement, expansion of police aitg secur
forces, targeted improvements in governance and economic development, and the transf

of national sovereignty from Britain to a new and independent Federation of Malaya.

2 Robert G. K. Thompsomefeating Communist Insurgency; The Lessons of Jdasad VietnanfNew
York: F. A. Praeger, 1966), p 16.

% Sarkesian, p. 126, and Robert W. KonTére Malayan Emergency in Retrospect: OrganizatibA o
Successful Counterinsurgency Eff(8anta Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, February 1972 8.
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Were ethno-religious identity-based cleavages significant?

There is no question that the politics of ethno-religious identity was an important
aspect of the Malayan Emergency. The strong concentration of the insurgenoythwthi
minority Chinese population imbued the entire movement with an ethnic character.
Because of the MCP’s initial roots in the Chinese community, and because of urmresolve
guestions of minority rights and status following World War I, early cosfletween
the MCP and the government tended to occur along ethnic fault lines. This eatilyt,confl
then, “sealed in the minds of Malays an identity of communism with the Chinese, and,
therefore, as a threat to both Islam and the Malay commtthity.”

And, indeed, ethno-religious cleavages and grievances in Malaya did have
substantive roots. Many laws on citizenship, land ownership, and education were
discriminatory against the Chinese. Moreover, many Malayan Chinese were
unassimilated into Malayan life. Many were channeled in particularrsedtthe
economy, and many spoke neither Malay nor English.

Also, in a study involving interviews with dozens of former Communist guerrillas in
Malaya, scholar Lucian Pye found racism to be endemic among the insdrgents.

At the same time, however, the doctrine and aims of the insurgency hadtieery lit

to do with ethno-religious grievances or protecting Chinese political iderititg

Communists’ complaints, like those of their Leninist and Maoist role models, were

* Timothy J. Lomperisirom People's War to People's Rule: Insurgencyerirention, and the Lessons of
Vietham(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina R® 1996), p. 204.

® Sarkesian, pp. 60-61, Stubbs, pp. 117-118, areyBilitherlandyinning the Hearts and Minds of the
People: Malaya, 1948-1960emorandum RM-4174-ISA (Santa Monica, CA: RANDrQaration,
September 1964), p. 7.

® Lucian PyeGuerrilla Communism in Malaya: Its Social and Pigkti Meaning(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1956), pp. 207-210.
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principally about economic injustice. They railed against labor exploitationtages
and high prices of rice, rising cost of living, low wages, and excessive economic
management from London. As Richard Stubbs points out, “the MCP propaganda teams
were skillful at highlighting [wage and labor grievances] and other issudsasuc
corruption, land tenure, and high renfsAnd, while Lucian Pye found many insurgents
to be racist, he did not find racism to be a generally important motivation for joining the
MCP. Motivations tended to much more personal and materialistic, based on lssues li
standard of living, underemployment, career prospects, and even bdredom.

The MCP also made significant efforts, albeit with little successptden its
appeal to Malay and Indian communities. One clear symbol of this aspiratiomeantiee
of the MCP’s military arm, which was chosen expressly to emphasize tlse cros
communal nature of the Communist objectives: the Malayan Races’ Ldrefainy
(MRLA). In 1951, during the course of a thorough rethinking of its strategy, the MCP
issued a directive admonishing itself for “failing to distinguish betwieentig national
bourgeoisie,” who were implacably opposed to communism, and the ‘medium national
bourgeoisie,” who were often fence-sitters and who could be won over to a broadly based
united front.” Another instruction issued in the same time period directed thaty$viala
and Indians were to be more actively recruited and Chinese cadres werd tvdease

treating them as inferiors; this was considered a form of ‘nationalistté@vi”®

" Stubbs, p. 90.
8 Pye, pp. 210-237.

° Stubbs, pp. 152-153.
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By the same token, the Malayan Chinese population was far from united behind
the Communist insurgents. One major split within the Chinese population was between
the so-called “Straits Chinese” who had been in Malaya for generationseamdhighly
assimilated, and the recent immigrants who had a wide range of affiliafidndegrees
of loyalty to Malaya. Perhaps even more important was the split between tthe mos
urban “towkay” or merchant classes and the mostly rural laborers in agrécuin
mining, and rubber plantations. The merchants tended to sympathize with the anti-
Communist Kuomintang forces in China and “were basically loyal [to theyslala
government] as long as their business interests were protected by the locabaiad col
elites.”™ Chinese businessmen, who together owned mines and plantations generating
almost half of Malaya’s tin and rubber outpltihad a great deal to lose from the
instability caused by the insurgency, not to mention from a successful Communist
takeover.

Also, many Chinese were undoubtedly fence-sitters, waiting to see which side
would prevail. Political activism was not historically a characterddtibe Chinese
community. Sun Yat Sen quipped that they were politically “like a plate of loose ¥and.”
One of Britain’s High Commissioners in Malaya, General Sir Geoffregdurne,

judged that many Chinese had “a foot in each camp, and that they might just have waited

19 Barbara Harff and Ted Robert GuEthnic Conflict in World Politics® Edition (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 2004), p. 72, and Richard L. Qllottek, The Long, Long War; Counterinsurgency in
Malaya and VietnaniNew York: Praeger, 1966), p. 69.

" pye, p. 12.

12 Quoted in Stubbs, p. 29.
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passively for the outcome of the insurrection if they had not been won over to the idea of
a multiracial Malaya*®

Perhaps the most striking evidence of division within the Chinese community is
the fact that, as of April 1952, 1,250 of 1,942 (64%) civilians killed by the MRLA were
Chinese"* This dynamic of the insurgency, probably more than any other, helped
convince the peasants that, in Sam Sarkesian’s words, “the MCP was engaged in a powe
struggle with the British-Malay government, not necessarily for ttterbgent of the
Chinese but for the privilege of ruling over thefn.”

Overall, for the purposes of this analysis, were ethno-religious cleavage
significant in the Malayan Emergency? In the broadest sense, theglgerire since
they were important to the roots and the development of the insurgency and the
counterinsurgency. But the insurgency was not truly based on these cleavages. The
MCP attempted to create a class-based Leninist revolution, and then, havohgfthizt
goal, to create a protracted Maoist peasant revolution. It spoke little abouteCétimes
unity, terrorized Chinese populations more than any others, and lamented ittyit@bili
recruit Malays and Indians to its cause. Malay-Chinese relations dueiigrtergency
meet only one of Henri Tajfel’s criteria mentioned in Chapter 3 for idemgjfglistinctly
intergroup behavior: clearly identifiable social categories were prdagrthere was

great variability in both the behavior within the groups, and in each group’s perceptions

13 Sutherland, p. 11.
14 Lomperis, p. 210.

15 sarkesian, p. 69.
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of the other® So, while cleavages certainly existed, their political salience \irs fa
weak in the sense most relevant to this analysis.
Were good security operations conducted?

Security operations conducted by British and Malayan forces were extams,
over time, generally quite effective. Measures implemented in the eddiesbf the
Emergency were often blunt, approaching the insurgency more as a criminatproble
than as a political one. Laws instituted through the state of Emergency widened t
authority of police and military forces though a variety of measures, suegiasation
of all adult citizens, temporary abandonment of habeas corpus, right of search without
warrant, heavy sentences for illegal weapons possession, severe sentensedifgy as
the Communist propaganda effort, and expanded rights to impose clifféwsther
key early initiative was a large expansion of police forces. The number cdifedéce
nearly tripled from 1948 to 1952, and the ranks of local “Home Guard” police units
swelled from 17,000 in 1948 to 152,000 in 19%5.

The first couple years of the Emergency were marked by largersnilita
operations, incompetent police work and a great deal of indiscriminate lyratatite
part of the government. Chinese villagers sometimes even commented thatishe Br

were more brutal than the Japan¥s®&ut British forces soon adapted their operations to

'8 Henri Tajfel, as summarized in Miles Hewstone EddCairns, “Social Psychology and Intergroup
Conflict,” in Daniel Chirot and Martin Seligman, ®gEthnopolitical Warfare: Causes, Consequences, and
Possible SolutionéNashington, DC: American Psychological Associati?001), p. 324.

" Robert AspreyWar in the Shadows: The Guerrilla in Histoi@arden City, NY: Doubleday and
Company, 1975), p. 566, and Komer (1972), pp. 34-37

18 Komer (1972), pp. 38-41.

19 Stubbs, p. 76.
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the threat, focusing more on intelligence collection and small-unit operatians,
approach that ultimately allowed them both to kill and capture more insurgents, and to
antagonize the local populations less.

Undoubtedly, the centerpiece of the government’s strategy for providingtgecur
to populations affected by the insurgency was the resettlement of severadundr
thousand people in protected enclaves which came to be called “New Villages.keVhi
element of the “Briggs Plan” was highly disruptive for its resettled peoplédalthe
dual benefit of creating more defensible population centers and of isolatingutgeimts
from much of their support bases for food and other supplies. As the Briggs Plan author
and the colonial government’s Director of Operations Lieutenant Geneti®I|d
Briggs argued, resettlement “is not the final objective, but affords only thauneeaf
protection and concentration which makes good administration practiéable.”

The resettlement program was not immediately or fully successfubviding
better security to the predominantly Chinese villagers who had been teséttiethe
combination of the program with the large expansion in local police forces made
insurgents’ efforts to intimidate, coerce, indoctrinate and recruit eilfaguch more
difficult. British Brigadier Richard Clutterbuck judged the village policentae “the

decisive character in this dranf®.”

% gee John A. Naglearning to Eat Soup With a Knife: Counterinsurgehessons from Malaya and
Vietham(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005), {107, and Thomas R. MockaitBritish
Counterinsurgency 1919-19¢New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1990), pp. 162-167.

2 Quoted in Mockaitis, p. 115.

2 Clutterbuck, p. 70.
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Was good governance provided?

Apart from providing greater security and physically separatinghtheggents
from the civilian population, improving governance was the central goal of the New
Villages resettlement program. In one sense, this was a simple gaakbegyovernance
among the rural Chinese at the beginning of the Emergency was so minimal.yln man
villages on the jungle fringe, Malayan government activity was so sgietssome
believed control of their areas had been ceded to the MCP following the Japanese
occupatior’® Seventy percent of the surrendered guerrillas interviewed in Lucian Pye’s
study “perceived the colonial administration as existing completely &partthe
Chinese community in Malaya. The government operated in distant and limitedsspher
and they could not always comprehend how its acts might impinge upon their daily
lives.”* Many rural villages were governee factoby cells of the “Minh Yuen” or the
MCP’s “People’s Organization.”

As a result, Briggs believed the essence of the war in Malaya to be (asdRicha

Clutterbuck describes),

. .. a competition in government. He aimed ndy ¢m resettle the squatters but to give
them a standard of local government and a degrpeogperity that they would not wish
to exchange for the barren austerity of life urttierCommunists’ parallel hierarchy; in

other words, to give them something to 165e.

Thus began the campaign, executed in earnest beginning in 1952 under Sir Gerald

Templer, to win the war by “winning the hearts and minds of the people.” Richard Stubbs

% Stubbs, pp. 78-79.
% pye, p. 201.

% Clutterbuck, p. 57.
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summarizes the criteria that Templer established by which Newg¥dlavould be judged

“properly settled” as follows:

a modicum of agricultural land and the grantindpoig-term land titles, an adequate
water supply, a reasonably well-functioning villagemmittee, a school which could
accommodate at least a majority of the childrevillage community centre, roads of
passable standards and with side drains, reasocaiditions of sanitation and public
health, a place of worship, trees along the magesaind padang, an effective perimeter
fence, a flourishing Home Guard, a reasonably #iefeeling toward the Government
and polzié:e, and the beginning of certain activiiesh as the Scouts, Cubs, and Girl
Guides:

The efforts to achieve these standards, while uneven, met with a great dealests
both in improving governance and quality of life and in winning loyalty toward the

government. As Riley Sutherland concludes,

Governmental prestige rose as the public witnesmdmenities of life in the new
villages with their well-organized after-care pragrand felt the effects of such new
developments as irrigation and drainage projeatsnfloans and other agricultural
support measures; regulation of the formerly backabor conditions, work hours, and
money lending practices; the encouragement of qoassiand producers cooperatives;
the growth of labor unions; a greatly improved edian system with a concomitant rise
in student enrollment; the opening up of the diptio) military, and civil services to all
Malayan citizens under liberalized conditions ofrégkion; and the opportunities for
direct acquaintance with the workings of governmbrdugh the week-long ‘civics
courses’ attended by representatives of all raridleconomic communitiés.

In sum, good governance was a very important aspect of the British and
Malayan counterinsurgency strategy, and the execution of this aspect of the
strategy was largely effective.
Were political agreements addressing ethno-religious cleavages pursued?

One of the most important developments in Malaya during the Emergency was
the formation of a political alliance between the United Malays Natiorgdrzation

(UMNO) and the Malayan Chinese Association (MGA)Each of these major political

% Stubbs, p. 173.
27 Sutherland, p. viii.

% Donald Horowitz Ethnic Groups in Conflic(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, B8pp.
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parties was born in large part from ethnic political interests, with the OMaked in the
Malay population, and the MCA in the Chinese population. Nevertheless, a combination
of genuine inter-ethnic common interests and electoral pragmatism resultedlliarace
between the two parties that began in 1952 and proved to be the dominant force in
Malayan politics in the country’s march toward independence in 1957.

Among the key foundations of this alliance was the creation of the MCA, itself, in
1949. Prior to that point, disparate elements of the Malayan Chinese community were
not politically organized, leaving limited formal alternatives to the Camst party for
Chinese political activism. But, as noted above, a large number of Malayan Chinese
were not at all supportive of the Communists. The MCA served as a focal point for these
Chinese, who then participated extensively in supporting government policies inthe Ne
Villages and in building a multi-ethnic national Malayan vision.

Another critical factor in the success of the UMNO-MCA alliance thas
unifying effect of Britain’s commitment to Malayan independence. Tenspienure
began in 1952 not only with his commitment to improving governance among the
Chinese villagers, but also with a firm statement from London that “The polidgrof
Majesty’s Government in Great Britain is that Malaya should in due coureenbex
fully self-governing nation.” Moreover, the British also laid out an explicitiyti-
ethnic vision for the country: “Her Majesty’s Government will not lay aside the
responsibilities in Malaya until they are satisfied that communist temdnas been
defeated and that the partnership of all communities which alone can lead to true and

stable self-Government has been established\s an important early step in reconciling

% Quoted in Stubbs, p. 144.
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ethnic conflicts, the Malayan government liberalized its citizenship ila8gptember
1952, thereby granting citizenship to over a million Chirfése.

The combination of these British policies and the success of the UMNO and
MCA in negotiating a shared approach to national politics and policy not only helped to
dissipate ethnic tensions, but also undoubtedly sapped support for the MCP and its
insurgency.

Was the counterinsurgency successful?

By almost any measure, the counterinsurgency in Malaya was succes&ml. E
before the official end of the Emergency in 1960, insurgent attacks had all but
disappeared, and the MCP had ceased to operate as anything resembling a coherent,
effective organization. From its estimated peak strength of 12,000-13,000 members, the
MCP declined to about 7,000 in 1951 and to 2,000 in 1957. Similarly, insurgent
incidents declined from almost 500 per month in 1950-51 to about 100 per month as early
as 1953 “White areas,” villages where sufficient progress had been made in
eradicating insurgents to suspend the Emergency regulations, spread steduwdily up t
peninsula from 1953 onward.

Evaluation

It is no surprise that Malaya is often held up as a model of successful

counterinsurgency strategy. All the factors that ostensibly supportiegfect

counterinsurgency were in place, including those that are the focus of thissangbed

%0 |bid., pp. 189-190.

31 Komer (1972), pp. 9-10.

90



governance, security operations, and political agreements among competiag ethni
groups.

At the same time, however, this multiplicity of positive factors limits the
interpretive utility of the Malayan case for drawing broader conclusiomsta
counterinsurgency strategy. Success in Malaya was overdetermined, $edtseoéfany
one set of factors is somewhat obscured by the presence of others. Therefaa@, from
analytical perspective, it is difficult to come to any conclusion moraedfthan the one
Robert Komer proposes, that “No one element was decisive. Success was achieved by
the meshing of many civil-military programs, each of which interacte tvé others*
Moreover, several unusual and favorable conditions beyond the factors considered
formally in this framework made significant contributions to the victory of thigsB
and Malayan governments. Chief among them were the absence of outside support for
insurgents, the relative geographic isolation of the insurgents, and the boom in tin and
rubber exports sparked by the Korean War, which buoyed the Malayan economy
considerably during the most critical years of the Emergency.

For the purposes of this analysis, the most provocative aspect of the Malayan case
is the apparent effectiveness of governance-related counterinsuefatyin the New
Villages in the face of a conflict with significant ethnic dimensions. Buhately,
grievances related to ethno-religious identity were not the source of the @ashm
insurgency and their redress was not its main objective. To the extent MCRvebject

addressed group identities, they did so in opposition to British colonial rule, a gaevanc

%2 |bid., p. 76.
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that was completely co-opted by Britain’s 1952 commitment to grant sialay
independence.

Overall, to the extent that General Sir Harold Briggs was correct inigorgef
the war in Malaya as a “competition in government,” it is clear that thisiBeand
Malayan governments “outgoverned” the insurgents. However, given the \cragher
factors that also contributed to the counterinsurgent victory there, the indisfignefbi
this factor cannot be established with great confidence.

Algeria, 1954-1962

Overview

Algeria won its independence from France in large part by means of an
insurgency waged over the years 1954-1962. The Algerian war was not only one of the
largest and most ferocious of the anti-colonial wars following World Wardlsd
presents particular interpretive challenges to the counterinsurgencgtathayto
France’s unusual mix of successes and failures.

Algeria was first occupied by France in 1830 and had become incorporated as a
integral part of France in 1848. In 1954, approximately ten million people lived in
Algeria. Almost nine million were indigenous Muslims, ethnically divided between
Arabs and Berbers. The remaining million were of European origin, genlenallyn as
“colons” or “pieds noirs” (“black feet”). As in so many other cases of Europgan r
outside Europe, the French had imported a great deal of modern technology, culture and
political organization to Algeria, but standards of living, economic privilege aatdal

of political influence heavily favored the European population over indigenous peoples.

92



Several years of rising frustration with and revolt against French ruteraied
in 1954 with the formation of the Front de Liberation Nationale (National Liloerati
Front), or FLN, a revolutionary organization committed to winning Algerian
independence. The FLN launched the war in November of that year with coordinated
attacks on several French targets, accompanied by a formal proclamaitson of
revolutionary goals.

Though the first wave of attacks achieved little tactical successre¢het
reaction was swift and severe. Unlike most European conquests, Algeria wasalgchni
not a colony, but was rather legally part of France, itself. As a result, Fremobnoin
very strongly against Algerian independence. As one commentator noted, “Up to 1956,
the only point on which virtually the whole of France was united was that Algerian
independence was unthinkable and unmentiondblénother factor shaping the French
response was the French Army’s catastrophic defeat by anti-colonial instmges at
Dien Bien Phu and France’s subsequent departure from Indochina only months before the
FLN'’s first attacks. At the outset of the war, military and political éeadlike were
determined not to allow another such defeat.

In the first few years of the conflict, French security forces enjoygdat deal of
success in severely restricting the insurgents’ freedom of action. Two tooletiedtey
to French progress were strong control of Algeria’s borders with Tunisia aratddor
and the application of a “quadrillage” system, whereby the country was divided into
something of a checkerboard organized by a combination of fixed military oumosts

mobile units charged with pursuit of insurgent forces within specific zones. These

¥ Dorothy Pickles, quoted in Alistair Horn&,Savage War of Peace: Algeria 1954-1982w York: New
York Review Book, 2006), p. 234.
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setbacks prompted the FLN to shift its focus from the countryside to urban terrorism
prompting, in part, what came to be known as the “Battle of Algiers,” fron1886

through late 1957. In this phase of the conflict, too, French forces managed to dismantle
the FLN’s network, ending in a decisive defeat for the insurgents and the reatofat

calm to Algiers.

At the same time, however, the brutality of the war, especially the FrantyisA
use of torture, had begun to turn some international opinion against French rule in
Algeria. Most importantly, a gap had opened between the French government on the one
hand and the military and the Algerian pieds noirs population on the other regarding how
to address the ongoing insurgency and about the long-term viability of French control of
Algeria (so-called “I'Algerie Francaise”). In 1958, this split culnt@thin a political
crisis that brought down the French government and brought to power a new regime
under Charles de Gaulle.

Initially, the pieds noirs believed that de Gaulle would strongly support I'Algerie
Francaise, and indeed, de Gaulle did initiate a new, aggressive counterinsurngyem pro
under new leadership. However, de Gaulle, reflecting the feelings of angrpwition
of the French public, proved to be ambivalent on the subject, and by 1959 had begun
referring to the need for Algerian “self-determination.” HistoriantalrsHorne refers to
de Gaulle’s first public speech regarding self-determination as “one of theletsive
events of the whole war® From this point forward, what had been a fairly one-sided

military conflict between French and FLN forces began a transformiaiio a political

% Horne, p. 346.
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conflict within the French government and military over the proper trajectdfseach
rule in Algeria.

In the end, this was the conflict that came to define the outcome of the Algerian
war. Opposition to de Gaulle among the French authorities in Algeria promptad maj
political unrest among the pieds noirs in 1960, followed by attempted coups in January
and April of 1961 and by terrorist attacks by French citizens against Freizeimgiin
both Algeria and France in 1961 and 1962. Finally, de Gaulle reached an agreement on
independence with the FLN in March 1962 and the majority of the pieds noirs were
forced to flee Algeria in June of that year.

In the eight years of war, casualties totaled 17,456 in the French milié6@, 3,
among European civilians, and 30,034 indigenous people were killed by the FLN.
Estimates of those killed by the French and their supporting forces rang&%8,000 to
one million. Tens of thousands of Muslims were killed after independence as well, many
in exchange for their having supported French fule.

Were ethno-religious identity-based cleavages significant?

Conflict over the politics of ethno-religious identity was central to therdg
war. As Horne argues, “In order to understand events from 1954 onwards, it is ryecessa
to accept the existence of three totally distinct peoples — the FrenchoéFitae French
of Algeria, and the Muslims of Algerig® The opposing claims on each side of the
conflict were fairly transparently rooted in the political prerogativeb@f respective

ethno-religious groups. The Algerian French, in sociologist Eric Wolf's wovgks,e“ at

% Ibid., p. 538, and lan F.W. Beckefpdern Insurgencies and Counter-insurgencies: Gliasrand
Their Opponents Since 1780ondon, New York: Routledge, 2001), pp. 167-168.
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one in defense of their privileges which made the lowest French [citizen] theosuber
any Arab. Their unity was the product of their common fear of the Muslim riya]dfi

Algerian Muslims, however, were not at all united in opposition to French rule.
One contemporary analyst estimated that at the beginning of the war, the noraRurope
population in Algeria was “20 percent for the insurrection, 20 percent for the
maintenance of French order, and 60 percent undeciiéBefore the war, there had
been a significant “assimilationist” element among Algerian Muslimsghwvéought to
draw French and indigenous cultures closer together under French rule. Nesgrthe
pieds noirs’ repeated “inability and unwillingness to grant concessionserspeiled the
end of the assimilationist caus&.”

On the other side of the conflict, the insurgent movement was quite explicitly and
uncompromisingly aimed at Algerian national independence from France, not at any
lesser goal of political, economic, or social reform. No better expression camnoedf
this than the FLN's initial proclamation of November 1954 which states: “GOAL:
National Independence through . . . restoration of the Algerian state, sovereign,
democratic, and social, within the framework of the principles of Islanf® . .”

And, while many French accused the FLN of Communist sympathies and
motivations, in fact, communist ideology had very little to do with the motivations of the

Algerian insurgency. In Horne’s judgment, “Marxist materialism atdgast as alien to

37 Eric R. Wolf,Peasant Wars of the Twentieth Cent(Mgw York: Harper and Row, 1969), p. 224.
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the FLN ethos as were other external Arab ideologies . . . The FLN had alwayguiiee
unyielding in never accepting Communists into their ranks as a ‘block membéfship.’

Of course, socio-economic grievances were not absent from the FLN cause. In
1955, France’s Governor-General for Algeria, Jacques Soustelle, descriletime

which these challenges interacted with the grievances related to eligrmisadentity:

The population growth of an essentially agriculkw@untry with unfertile soil and a
difficult climate, has produced chronic unemployidine desertion of the countryside
for working class suburbs, extreme poverty and die$pr a growing mass of individuals
and families. While this underprivileged prole#aris increasing in number and growing
daily more bitter, a small Moslem bourgeoisie, eded through contact with us, is
vainly seeking a solution not only economic, butnaball administrative and political.
However, they cannot find this solution. The numieMoslems in the administration is
still infinitesimal. . . Hence a dual dissatisfacti the social unrest of the masses and the
political unrest of the elite. At the point whehey meet, these two forms of unrest
constitute a very strong explosive fofée.

Another important caveat regarding ethno-religious conflict in Algsiilae large
number of Algerian Muslims who fought in the war in defense of French rule, generally
thought to be significantly more than those fighting for the E{.Ms noted above,
Muslims were not united. Nevertheless, the key point is that identity waky ¢hear
most important basis for the insurgents’ claims to legitimacy and was theskeyat
stake in the war.

Were good security operations conducted?

In Malaya, British and Malayan authorities pursued security and improved

governance very much in parallel. In Algeria, the French strategyycfaadred

security over governance. One of the central elements of this secusityedrstrategy

“IHorne, p. 406.
2 Quoted in Melnik, pp. 12-13.

3 See Anthony James Jo&esisting Rebellion: The History and Politics ofuterinsurgency
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was the deployment of large numbers of military forces. From the beginning of the
insurgency in 1954, France committed half a million troops to Algeria, in part by
lengthening mandatory service times and recalling large numbers ofises#r These

troops opposed an FLN insurgent force that was probably less than 30,000, many of
whom were in Tunisia, not even in AlgeffaAnother key to the French security strategy
was their system of “quadrillage,” whereby the Algerian countrysaedivided up into

a checkerboard of fixed outposts that delineated various zones of operation. Over time,
the quadrillage system of combining garrisoned forces at the outposts and itnibdeile s
forces operating from the outposts was quite effective in suppressing insutgetyt ac
throughout the countryside.

Additionally, French forces succeeded in controlling Algeria’s border with
Tunisia, where thousands of FLN forces and supporters maintained sanctuary. By
September 1957, they completed a formidable physical barrier known as the Mice li
which featured electrified fences, minefields and extensive patrollingording to
historian lan Beckett, “by April 1958, the kill ratio of those trying to irdiiérinto
Algeria from Tunisia was reportedly 85 per cent, after which few attenmgrts made to
do so.#®

As in Malaya, another important component of the counterinsurgency strategy in
Algeria was the resettlement (“regroupement”) of large numbers ofppeasknts into

secured villages. As with Malaya’s “new villages” and South Vietham’atégic
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hamlets,” the purposes of the resettlements were to protect the population from the
insurgents and to isolate the insurgents from their support among the population. By
1960, something like two million people had been resettled in such villages.

While the resettlement program enjoyed significant success in isofdtg
insurgents, it also generated a great deal of ill will against Frencésfand French rule.
Conditions in the villages were generally quite poor. One journalist, writing in 1958,

described them this way:

Crammed together in unbroken wretchedness, fifteentent since 1957, this human
flotsam lies tangled in an indescribable staté\t.the moment, the whole population is
fed entirely on semolina. Each person receivesiaoor ounces of semolinaaday . ..
Milk is given out twice a week: one pint per child. No rations of fat have been
distributed for eight months. No rations of chiphas for a year . . . No rations of soap
for ayear..?

In Horne’s estimation, “by uprooting these Algerians from their homes axd feld
placing them in camps where they led listless and largely unemployedegistéhe
French only created a new area of profound social disconteff . . .”

Another double-edged sword in France’s approach to establishing securitg was i
aggressive, even brutal, law enforcement tactics. Most infamously, Freattoppers
murdered and tortured many suspected insurgents during the “Battle of Algiers.”
According to one estimate, 3,000 of the 24,000 arrested in this phase of the insurgency
disappeared while they were in detentfdrAnd throughout the counterinsurgency;,

French security forces indulged in many excesses of indiscriminaéaeel|
Such tactics did produce many positive results for the French side, including

improved intelligence and intimidation of potential insurgent recruits. Butaisey
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sacrificed much good will among the moderate Muslim population in Algeria and among
many observers outside Algeria, especially among French citizensnog-rHorne
relates a story that helps to sum up the trade-offs involved in this kind of brutality. In
1957, a French officer visiting Orleansville on temporary leave from his job improving
government services and living conditions in the countryside, encountered a band of
rampaging paratroopers, wrecking shops and harassing Muslim civilians. “You band of
little idiots,” he told them. *“You're doing exactly what the FLN terstgicount on you
doing . . . Two months of [my] work . . . are wrecked in one evening like this.”
Nevertheless, in terms of rolling back the FLN’s ability to operatetaefédg in
Algeria, French forces were extremely successful. As of late 1957thafteompletion
of the Morice line and the eradication of FLN cells in Algiers, the insurgemasy‘on the
defensive and could not undertake the conquest and control of a part of the territory
which would have been a logical phase in the evolution of this type of situation and
which the FLN had dreamed of accomplishing > fh 1960, one officer reported to his
commander that “We have pacified the country so well that the [insurgents] heoat al
disappeared. Nowadays, almost no one joins the guerrillas. It is more practics
put and campaign for independence in a thousand legal wWays.”
Was good governance provided?
As noted, France’s counterinsurgency in Algeria was influenced heavily by its

army’s recent defeat in Indochina at the hands of Ho Chi Minh’s communist insurgents

*Horne, p. 173.
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In particular, many French officers believed that the principal lesson alefedt was
that counterinsurgency strategy should incorporate a better understanding of the
principles of Maoist people’s wars. The doctrine that began to develop around this
understanding, known as “la guerre revolutionnaire,” emphasized the centrality of
popular support to achieving victory.

Though not formally adopted into French Army doctrine, this philosophy became
highly influential during the war in Algeria. As a result, considerably miveatton was
paid to the quality of governance in Algeria than in Indochina. As Beckett desscribe
. many French officers interpreted guerre revolutionnaire as a gesogia revolution to
win the support of the population, and some critics were even to accuse advocates of the
new doctrine . . . of practicing rural socialismi.”

However, guerre revolutionnaire also tended to place at least as much emphasis
on manipulation of perceptions as it did on addressing grievances as a method of winning
popular support. As a result, French operations tended to emphasize psychological
operations and population control. In his famous exposition of guerre revolutionnaire,
Modern Warfare French officer Rogefrinquier says, “We know that it is not at all
necessary to have the sympathy of a majority of the people in order to rule them. The
right organization can turn the trick. . . [popular] support may be spontaneous, although
that is quite rare and probably a temporary condition. If it doesn’t exigtistt loe
secured by every possible means, the most effective of whietrasism”>* Trinquier

was even more blunt at one point in remarks to a French newspaper: “Callsostffa

>3 Beckett, p. 159.

> Roger TrinquierModern Warfare: A French View of Counterinsurge(iew York: Praeger, 1964), pp.
4, 8 (emphasis in original).
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you like, but we must make the population docile and manageable; everybody’s dcts mus
be controlled.®
In Wolf's view,

Assuming Algerians to be like Frenchmen, possestatkntical culture patterns and
interests, the military technicians visualized thask simply as one in which
organization reproduces the experimental desigheofaboratory and simple
conditioning provides the experimental subject withew set of habits, without the
simultaneous creation of a new cultural order foiolh these new habits could be
relevant. . . [W]hat was missing from ‘the theofyr@volutionary war’ was any vision of
real revolution, of a transformation of the envimemt congruent with new patterns of
habit. Under the conditions of colonial warfare the theory was emptied of any
cultural content to produce simply obedience toedigower imposed from withoth.

The French Army’s view of popular support, then, perhaps further reinforced the Army’s
tendency to privilege security measures over governance improvement inafs use
counterinsurgency tools.

Having said all this, the French counterinsurgency effort did, in fact, include a
substantial amount of activity dedicated to improving governance in Algeria. Tdle foc
points of these efforts were small teams of soldiers working throughout theysodmtr
known as the Special Administrative Sections (SAS) (as well as their goamsen
larger cities, the Urban Administrative Sections (SAU)). SAS and SAU woitsed
principally to reform local governments, establish functional medical and tezhada
facilities and other local infrastructure, and to train police.

By 1959, 660 SAS and SAU teams were operating throughout Algeria. By most
accounts, the performance of officers on these teams was exceptional, andrdgby sco
many successes in winning the loyalty of villagers. In articulatingttiagegic logic of

the SAS/SAU program, one officer posited that “if tomorrow the government gices e

% Quoted in D. Michael Shafebeadly Paradigms: The Failure of U.S. Counteringmgy Policy
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988),56.

* Wolf, p. 244.
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inhabitant of my village a new house, either he will not occupy it or he willdetis

his due. On the other hand, if, with a few soldiers, | help a peasant to rebuild a roof, he
will be very grateful to me and through me to France which | repreSefrie striking
example of the success of such programs came from the mayor of a townuilnere f
counterinsurgency theorist David Galula had led French efforts to improve botitysecur

and governance:

We were told, and we believed, that the French welenialist oppressors. We have
seen with our own eyes what you have done for tes heou never molested us. None
of your soldiers ever cast an eye on our womem.frBen stealing from us, they shared
their food with the poor. Our sick are taken aafieour children are educated, schools
and roads are being built. Recently you had tlopleeelect freely their own leaders and
we are now planning with you how to improve oue.lifif this is colonial oppression,
then in the name of all the people here | wanhémk the French Army for it. Speaking
for all of us, | want to tell you that we will hejpu finish with the criminals who misled
us. Just give us the weapofis.

If there is such a thing as winning hearts and minds, this is what it must look lé@sta
at the local level.

Local efforts of the SAS were complemented by the larger counterinsurgency
strategies pursued at the national level, most notably the “Constantine Ptamasha
implemented under General Challe in 1958-1960. As of 1961, foreign investment was on
the rise, industrial production was growing 10 percent per year, unemployment was
down, and foreign trade had more than doubled since 1954. The number of children in
school was twenty times greater than in 1954, and the number of workers with social

security benefits had risen by two-thirs.

" Quoted in Melnik, p. 236.

*8 Quoted in David GaluleRacification in Algeria (1956-1958Banta Monica, CA: RAND Corporation,
1963), p. 232.

%9 Melnik, p. 231.
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For all of the progress achieved through these initiatives, however, broad popular
support remained elusive for the French. Two factors offsetting these effogts wer
described above. First, the frequent incidence of indiscriminate violence amd ot
French forces turned off many middle-of-the-road Algerians. Second, gtekas of
the resettlement camps convinced many others of France’s hostility ttheadrderests
of the Muslim population. Horne concludes, “Of all the confidence and goodwill that
may have been gained . . . as much — or more — was lost through . . . intensification of the
old ‘regroupement’ policy®

But another critical factor that limited the relevance of Frenchtsfforimprove
governance in Algeria was the lack of connection between those efforts aadyére |
political context of the war. The real issue at stake in the war was indeperai@hce
improvements of governance did little to address this issue. Even Algerianedrio
support continued French rule had to hedge against the possibility that the French
government would ultimately withdraw from Algeria. Again, David Galula’s

experiences speak directly to the key issue here:

We had every reason to believe that only a mingotyhe population] actively

supported the rebels. A small amount of co-opendtiom the majority, and the FLN's
fate would have been sealed rapidly. Yet we cooldget it except in a few isolated
spots. . . Why was the population stubbornly sittim the fence? Very simply because
the Moslems were no fools. They realized perfeatyl that the ultimate issue depended
on Paris, not on whatever was said and done inrillge. The Algerian Moslems had
every incentive to avoid commitment, and who coelaly blame them? . . . When the
Moslems found our pressure too strong, they bowethtut carefully took out a counter
insurance policy with the rebels; the obscure farkept paying his dues to the
nationalist movement; the more exposed mayor oncitman betrayed u¥.

Perhaps most important of all, the political system the French were fighting

preserve showed hardly any sign of accommodating the aspirations of Aligkrsims

® Horne, p. 338.

1 Galula, pp. 176-177.
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to play a greater role in their own government. As Horne concludes about France’s
vision for improving Algeria,

once one has scraped away the thick gravy laygusopiaganda, one finds little serious
discussion of social aims of the future Algerianisty . . . a profound revolution had
taken place in the traditional conservative conssn@ss of agrarian Algeria, lying deeper
than the devoted French SAS administrators coultjgalet alone revergé.

On balance, then, did French counterinsurgents provide good governance to the
people of Algeria or not? Economic reforms were extensive and effective, angn84S
contributed greatly to improved standards of living and governance in many parts of the
country. But at the same time, population resettlement was highly disruptive amigl hars
administered and French security measures often terrorized large nofberent
people. Good governance was certainly part of the French counterinsurgengy.strate
But its implementation was inconsistent enough, and overshadowed enough by evidence
of ill will on the part of French forces, that it does not seem fair to conclude
unambiguously that the French provided good governance in Algeria.

Were political agreements addressing ethno-religious cleavages pursued?

As implied by the preceding discussion, cross-ethnic political compromise was
almost entirely absent from the French strategy in Algeria. Megggnized the
explosive potential of Muslim disenfranchisement, but the pieds noirs’ sense of
entitlement always stymied any serious efforts to address this isemeocEatic reforms
were attempted shortly after WWII in order to provide greater voice to thshirv
population in Algeria, but the resulting elections were rigged and had veryfigite e

other than to highlight the system’s inequalities.

%2 Horne, p. 407.
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Another major reform effort was adopted by the French legislature in January
1958, the “loi-cadre,” which aimed to introduce a greater degree of fede s
regional autonomy to Algeria’s political system. But implementation of thealirie fell
victim to the political turmoil in France that culminated in the fall of therffFoRepublic
in May 1958. As one of its principal proponents, Governor-General Robert Lacoste later
concluded, “If [loi-cadre] had gone through, . . . | do believe that all but a smalbfracti
of the pieds noirs . . . could have stayed. . . Maybe the rebellion would have continued,
but with less force. Who can say what might have happened, because it was never
tried?®®

Ultimately, any political agreement between Europeans and Muslims would have
required a much greater degree of willingness between hardliners ond=achtke
conflict to compromise than was ever in evidence. As Horne puts it, “the basmafact
that, whereas integration, if honourably entered into, might have worked happily in 1936
and less probably in 1945, by 1958 it had become at best a romantic delusion, at worst a
confidence trick.®
Was the counterinsurgency successful?

In the end, was France’s counterinsurgency in Algeria a success arr@Zalh
spite of a conclusion to the war that appears to be a resounding French defeat,¢he answ
is not straightforward. On purely military grounds, in fact, the French weae ¢l

victorious. The French army scored repeated victories over the FLN, seestdlsting

% Ibid., p. 270.

% Ibid., p. 307.
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its freedom of action both as a guerrilla force in the Algerian countryside, aatasst

cells in the cities. By 1959, in Galula’s estimation, French

. . . strength was such that the war had been wioallfpractical purposes . . . | realize
this sounds odd when one looks at the situatiohlgdria today. Yet if experts . . . took
the trouble of comparing our results in the fiigtyears of the war — from the end of
1954 to the end of 1960 — with the British achieeats in Malaya — a successful
counterinsurgency in their judgment and mine —rduthe same lapse of time, they
would perhaps see my poffit.

And, as Galula’s comparison to Malaya implies, this military victory wasneoely a
matter of killing and capturing insurgents — it had a significant effect on popiplpot
for the FLN. Due to its major setbacks in 1957, as Horne points out, “the FLN also lost
important ground in the struggle for the souls of the uncommitted ‘third force’ Myslims
now giving increased indication of war wearine¥s.”

Why, then, was the FLN ultimately successful? How did it achieve its mai
objective of Algerian independence in only eight years in the face of sucheffe
military resistance? It was divisions within the French government tbaggdecisive.
Wolf sums it up this way: “victory came to the [FLN] less through its own brade a
desperate struggle during seven and one-half years of war than throughinisendtieh
the war had produced in the foundations of the French pélitart of this strain may
be fairly credited to the FLN’s persistence, even in the face of consistéitgbaind
military setbacks. The ability of the insurgents to maintain a destabiiiziluence on
Algeria undoubtedly contributed to the French public’'s exhaustion with the war. But
more important than this factor was the political conflict created by the hargiéds

noirs in Algeria. It was their machinations that brought down one French government

® Galula, pp. 243-244.
% Horne, p. 219.

5" Wolf, p. 242.

107



and staged two more attempted coups. And it was the Paris terrorist attacks in 1962
conducted by the pieds noirs extremist group, the “Secret Army Organizatia®),(O
that finished off any lingering desire among the French people to maintain their
sovereignty over Algeria. In the referendum of that year on the formaragngs to
grant Algerian independence, over ninety percent of French voters voted ‘our’.
Hence, it is difficult to define the French counterinsurgency as eithecassuar
a failure. The ultimate ascendance of the insurgents defies the notion offa Frenc
success, but the most important causes of that outcome lie very near, if not outside, the
hazy boundaries of what can reasonably be considered “counterinsurgency.”
Evaluation
The Algerian case presents a difficult challenge for this studhgkyic
framework. In essence, the values for two of the framework’s five variadvtesn
ambiguous. It seems clear that identity-based cleavages were higfifigaig in the
Algerian war, and that political agreements to address these cleavagesot seriously
pursued. It is also clear that French security operations were quitéveffadegrading
and otherwise suppressing the capabilities of the FLN insurgents. However,rsumma
assessments of French attempts to improve governance in Algeria and of &ss sdficc
its counterinsurgency efforts in general yield ambiguous results.
At a minimum, we can observe that French counterinsurgency operations enjoyed
a great deal of success in pacifying much of Algeria from 1954-1960 in spite of a very
mixed record in its efforts to improve governance. It is certainly plausiblat¢e phrt
of the blame for France’s eventual defeat on the weaknesses of its govegiarece-

activities. But those weaknesses are not at all the most obvious explanationh for tha
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defeat. If French forces had displaced fewer people in their resettlprograms, had
administered those resettlement camps more humanely, had conducted SAS operations
even more broadly and effectively, and had killed fewer innocent Algerians, would the
outcome of the war have been different? It is impossible to know, but given the French
government’s low threshold for tolerating persistent conflict in Algeriataaed
intransigence of the pieds noirs leadership toward political compromiselifticult to
see how better performance in any dimension of the counterinsurgency operations,
governance-related or otherwise, would have tipped the scales.

Rather, it appears that a strong sense of “us” and “them,” that is, of ethno-
religious identities in conflict, was at the heart of the Algerian war. Iwtrds of
Germaine Tillion, a French ethnologist with extensive experience in Algefore and
during the war, the “’hysteria of the two populations constituted an almost totatiebs
to any solution,” and nothing could be achieved without first lowering the temperature of
hatred and terror®® In such an environment, regardless of whether the
counterinsurgency is seen as a success or a failure, the contributions thatdmprove
governance could make to victory were severely constrained.

South Vietnam, 1962-1973

Overview

Counterinsurgency in American history is frequently viewed through the lens of
the United States’ involvement in the Second Indochina War (hereafter defeas the
Vietnam War). Given the scale, duration, and traumatic outcome of American

involvement in Vietnam, this focus is neither surprising nor wholly inappropriate.

% Quoted and paraphrased by Horne, p. 214.
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Nevertheless, rooms full of books and articles claiming to identify the lessdfistnam
have yet to yield any consensus about the nature of that war or a geaecajpyed
reckoning of counterinsurgent performance there. With an eye toward thisetiterpr
nettle, the following discussion attempts to draw out what can be learned about this
study’s analytic framework and hypotheses from the American expeireNoetnam.

The insurgency facing the government of South Vietnam (GVN) from igicne
in 1955 to its conquest in 1975 was a continuation of the Communist, avowedly Maoist
revolution that had ended French colonial rule and culminated in the partition of North
and South Vietnam. By 1961, Communist insurgents in the south had taken on the
identity of a unified National Liberation Front (NLF), comprising a politicat,ahe
People’s Revolutionary Party, and a military arm, the Viet Cong (VC). GOwerthe
insurgency would also consist of regular and irregular units of the North Vieteaames
Army itself (NVA). VC and NVA forces in South Vietham were numerous — by one
account, insurgent numbers grew from 35,000 in 1961 to roughly 400,000 ii*1967.
Their goal was the overthrow of the GVN and the unification of South Vietham under the
Communist regime in Hanoi.

America’s efforts to oppose the insurgency were marked by graduatestal
from 1950, with the establishment of a four-man Military Assistance Advisayso a
peak of over half a million committed troops in 1969. The last American combat forces
left Vietham in 1973. The U.S.’s role as a major partner to the South Vietnamese
government can be dated to February 1962, when the Military Assistance Command —

Vietnam (MACV) was stood up in Saigon. By that point, the insurgency was quickly

% Sarkesian, p. 133.
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gaining ground thanks to a combination of strong political and military orgamzati
strong support from North Vietnam, and weak and corrupt leadership at multipeedével
the South Viethamese government.

In 1965, the GVN'’s declining fortunes prompted U.S. President Lyndon B.
Johnson to deploy several divisions of ground forces to Vietnam and to initiate a massive
bombing campaign against VC and North Vietnamese targets. U.S. intervéanied s
off the immediate risk of defeat and was effective in causing a greatfd#ahage to
insurgent force&® But the insurgency remained resilient, a result made plain by the
enormous nationwide VC and NVA attack during the Tet holiday of 1968. The Tet
Offensive was decisively turned back by South Viethamese and American fartces
proved to be a signal event for American involvement in demonstrating the tenacity of
the insurgency in the face of waning political commitment in the U.S.

The years following the Tet Offensive saw some improvements in the
responsiveness of the GVN and the professionalism of its army, and the VC and NVA
struggled to maintain the foothold they had gained in the country. At the same time,
however, American policy shifted to emphasize withdrawal, and the GVN wabledi
strengthen its position fast enough to resist the combined opposition of the indigenous
insurgents and their North Vietnamese allies. South Vietnam fell to itsnQoist
adversaries in 1975.

Were ethno-religious identity-based cleavages significant?
South Vietnam was not an ethnically or religiously homogeneous country.

Outside of the majority Vietnamese population, ethnic Chinese, Khmer, and Modtagnar

" North Viethamese General Vo Nguyen Giap told @rep the Communist forces lost over 600,000
people from 1965-1968. Joes, p. 188.
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minorities made up 10-15% of the populatidnMore politically salient were

distinctions between the majority Buddhists and Catholics, who made up about 10% of
the populatiorf? Partly due to its ties to South Vietham’s Catholic first president, Ngo
Dinh Diem, the Catholic community exerted political influence beyond its size. This
dynamic did create some tension between Catholic and Buddhist communities. As
Robert Thompson describes, discrimination against Buddhists “stemmed partihé&om
fact that the Catholics generally were better educated and therefote tdNe greater
material advantage of their opportunities, and partly from the fact that the iCathete
more committed as a whole to the war against the Viet Céng.”

However, in spite of some highly-charged religious conflicts during Diengs rul
the religious divisions in South Viethamese society were relatively madial not
usually define political allegiances. Douglas Blaufarb argues tlineg f@ligion of the
majority, Hinayana Buddhism, was never a strongly organized church. Celitaouse
sects . . . showed persistent vitality but involved only small minorities. Only two
nationwide institutions persisted with approximately their former wtalihe family and

the village.”

" Richard A. HuntPacification: The American Struggle for Vietnam'satts and Mind¢Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1995), p. 10.

2 Joes, p. 37.
3 Thompson, p. 65.

" Douglas S. Blaufarblhe Counterinsurgency Era: U.S. Doctrine and Parfance 1950 to the Present
(New York: The Free Press, 1977), p. 91.
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Most important, although some relationships can be drawn between ethno-
religious divisions and some political leanings during the Wtrose divisions were not
the basis of the insurgents’ grievances, and ethno-religious identities wéne bases
that either side usually claimed for the legitimacy of its cause. Inssrgedt
counterinsurgents in Vietnam were far more similar than they wereathffer

Instead, grievances arose principally from the socio-economic disruption i
traditional peasant communities introduced by the newly independent GVN. Following
the split between North and South Vietnam, the tension between the educated, urban elite
and the peasantry was further exacerbated when President Diem abolistie poli
autonomy at the village level. Blaufarb contends that the result of this movéd‘was
bring into direct contact the two cultures of modern, educated elite and traditiaeahpe
life which had grown worlds apart, and to charge the elite with managing type\wf
society for which the peasants were entirely unprepared, one which providedssbutic
also placed new and stricter demands on the villaes.”

More will be said about the nature of insurgent grievances in the governance
section below. But for the purposes of assessing the role of identities in stieping

Vietnam War, Sam Sarkesian’s assessment is directly on point:

An important characteristic of the revolution whs fact that the two major protagonists .

. . were of the same ethnic group but represerifeateht political systems. . . The lack

of clear delineation between the protagonists apgarters focused attention on the
effectiveness of one or the other system. Thiscéiffeness was judged on the measure of
security and the social and economic benefits toeyd afford the peasants.

'S Stathis N. Kalyvas and Matthew Adam Kocher, “Eth@leavages and Irregular War: Iraq and
Vietnam,” Politics and Societyvol. 35, no. 2 (June 2007), pp. 188-204.

® Ibid., p. 92.

" Sarkesian, p. 91.
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Overall, then, ethno-religious identity-based cleavages were not a sighféictor in the
Vietnam War.
Were good security operations conducted?

Deterioration in security of the South Viethnamese population in the early 1960s
was severe, and to a significant extent was the main impetus for the esdedations in
American involvement. By one estimate, 80 percent of the countryside in 1961 was
controlled by the VC. The visiting Arthur Schlesinger lamented that “Teerdas now
control almost all of the southern delta — so much so that | could find no American who
would drive me outside Saigon in his car even by day without a military corvoy.”

Early campaigns against the VC by South Vietham’s Army (Armijef t
Republic of Vietnam, or ARVN) were largely ineffective, and even counterpreeucti
because of the ARVN's lack of professionalism and frequently indiscrimisatef
firepower’® Under the tutelage of their American advisors, ARVN commanders focused
on large-scale operations with battalion and brigade sized units, and VC strength
continued to grow. A British observer and veteran of the Malayan Emergency saw thre

causes for the failure to improve population security:

Ineffective registration and control of the popidathave allowed Viet Cong
commanders and units to keep in touch freely thnqugplic channels; commanders have
been reluctant to send small numbers of soldiemgaglarge guerrilla units; and massive
airmobile operations against big Viet Cong unitgehkeft few men available for
harassment patrof8.

In 1962, GVN launched the strategic hamlets program, an attempt, partly chodele

on the New Villages of the Malayan Emergency, to greatly enhancetgéctne

8 lbid., p. 89.

" Neil SheehamA Bright Shining Lie: John Paul Vann and America/ietnam(New York: Random
House, 1988), Books | and 1.

8 Clutterbuck, p. 73.

114



villages throughout the countryside through a combination of physical measures
increased investment in local security forces and improved communicatioms ke
linking the hamlets. Intended to be the centerpiece of the counterinsurgencygtaggcstr
hamlet program was beset from the beginning by problems of both design and execution.
For example, as in Algeria, large-scale population resettlement proved ttrdraedy
unpopular with peasants who had multi-generation ties to the land where they lived and
worked.

Additionally, the program’s security measures were often poorly resourced and
implemented. Richard Clutterbuck summarizes the program’s meager: raafitis
little to stop them but a perimeter fence patrolled by part-time armedeif and with
their own agents already inside, the Viet Cong were able to overrun large nawmbers
these hamlets; and this had a disastrous effect on public confidénberiglas Blaufarb

continues:

What happened in hamlet after hamlet was that dipeilation was hastily organized to
construct defenses and man them, and promiseshafuesement were made for support
of all the varied types required, but all too oftease promises went unfulfilled,
sometimes because of outright embezzlement, meea &dr reasons of disorganizatith.

The GVN abandoned the strategic hamlet program in early 1964. It was succeaded by
series of new programs, none of which made a great deal of progress in s@ttageg
against VC incursions.

The introduction of American ground forces in 1965 was a major milestone in
South Vietnam’s struggle to provide security. But the Americans’ impact ortgecas

decidedly mixed. U.S. forces were crucial in rolling back and preventing maj

8 |bid., p. 68.

8 Blaufarb, p. 192.
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movements of VC and NVA conventional forces that were threatening to take control of
major parts of the country. But American combat operations were governed étegyst
dedicated to the attrition of Communist forces through “search and destroydmaiss
They did not focus on securing populated areas. The MACV commander from 1964-
1968, General William Westmoreland, saw the war in primarily conventiomas tend
therefore did not see great value in focusing military resources on populatioiyse

His attitude is nicely summarized by the one-word answer he once gaveprters
question about the key to defeating the insurgency: “FirepoteFHis emphasis on
large-scale operations and the heavy use of artillery and aerial bomhaedsoeresulted
in a large number of casualties among non-combatadtisplacing over a million people
from their home¥ and further degrading security among the people where the
insurgency was being fought.

Many Americans recognized the problems with this strategy from therbegj
however®® Over time, policy slowly shifted to accommodate greater emphasis on
providing security. The Marine Corps’s Combined Action Platoon (CAP) program was
an early example of this recognition. CAPs were small teams, composedvef twe
Marines and 24 Popular Force (PF) militia men, who lived and worked in villages for

months at a time. Though the CAP program enjoyed some success, it was never

8 Quoted in Andrew Krepinevici;he Army and VietnaifBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1986), p. 197.

8 Sheehan, pp. 617-621.
8 Beckett, p. 197.

8 Robert W. KomerBureaucracy At War: U.S. Performance in the Vietr@monflict (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1986), pp. 134-140.

116



implemented on a large scale, staying confined to the Marines and their area of
operations.

It was not until 1967 that “pacification” was given significant focus and ressur
by American leadership in Washington and Saigon through the creation of the Civil
Operations and Revolutionary (later Rural) Development Support (CORDS) program.
The pacification campaign that CORDS was to lead aimed to improve both security and
governance in South Vietnam, but it was predicated on the primacy of security. As
historian Richard Hunt describes, “After a modicum of security was estab) . . . the
Americans believed, the process of development could begin — electing logalxff
stimulating rural economic growth, and opening roddsThe so-called “accelerated
pacification campaign” that began in late 1968 featured ambitious goals, aimetyte s
over a thousand contested hamf&t#\nd it entailed major changes in resource

allocations to match those ambitious goals.

According to data compiled by Pentagon analystl; 0.5 percent of American military
operations and 5 percent of U.S. expenditures uttSdietnam supported pacification
before the accelerated campaign. During the canpéiwas estimated that half of all
American ground operations supported pacificationthe first time focusing the U.S.
Army’s efforts on the struggle for control of theqple®®

One key focus of the pacification campaign was to bolster the Regional Forces
and Popular Forces (RF/PF), local militias whose mission was to operate imottne

provinces and districts to provide local secutftyThe RF/PF grew by 73 percent from

8 Hunt, p. 172.
% |bid.
8 Ibid., p. 192.

% Lewis SorleyA Better War: The Unexamined Victories and Finaldedy of America's Last Years in
Vietnam(New York: Harcourt Brace & Co., 1999), p. 72.
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1966 to 1972 Closely related to this effort was a large expansion in the military
advisory program. CORDS more than doubled the number of advisors to local security
forces from 1967 to 1968 alore.A third prominent piece of the pacification program
was a concerted effort to attack the VC “infrastructure” by improvingliggeice on, and
attempting to neutralize, VC administrative, political, and propaganda @apabiThis
“Phoenix Program” suffered from abuses, bad intelligence, and public controversy. But
it also scored some significant successes against the VC infrasr@stumpact since
acknowledged by North Vietnamese officils.

The pacification campaign initiated in 1968 was certainly not an unambiguous
success, but it did yield remarkable gains. By the end of 1969, the percentage of the
South Vietnamese population that the U.S. and GVN considered to be “relatively secure”
rose above 93 percent. The population living in areas considered to be controlled by the
insurgents fell below three percéftln Hunt's judgment, “When viewed in the longer
perspective, the [accelerated pacification campaign] marked the staroda@, poughly
1969 to early 1972, of uninterrupted gains in population security throughout South
Vietnam and further erosion of the Viet Corlg.This phase of the war presents a
marked contrast with the years immediately preceding it, where populationtyseasi

largely neglected, or worse.

1 Komer (1986), p. 120.

%2 Hunt, pp. 107-108.

% Sorley, p. 147, and Beckett, p. 197.
* Hunt, p. 254.

% Ibid., p. 204.
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Was good governance provided?

Counterinsurgent efforts to improve governance in Vietnam followed a similar
path as those to improve security of the population. Programs such as thecstrategi
hamlets, CAPs, and CORDS generally married a variety of socio-econotiaitvies to
the improvements in security that were their focus. Some senior U.S. offieieged
that such initiatives were the key to victory in Vietnam. For example, AssiSecretary
of State Roger Hilsman issued a paper in February 1962 titled “A StrategicpCtorce
South Vietnam,” which called for an emphasis on political, economic, and social
measures to defeat the insurgeftty.

But in the first several years of the war, attempts to implement such m&asur
were generally weak and ineffectual. The Diem regime was highlyatcand did little
to address popular grievances. In fact, reform programs the GVN did pursue tended to
reinforce peasant grievances rather than alleviate them. In D. M&haier's
estimation, the “VC addressed peasants’ problems directly: landlessnesgnitsgh r
indebtedness, and high taxes,” while the GVN'’s efforts to tackle these isseesalbr
aimed at “solidification of support among landlord$.5Such policies served as
confirmation of the VC’s philosophy and message about the class-based repression
practiced by the GVN. Jeffrey Race, who conducted extensive intervielwpeasants
and participants on both sides of the conflict in Long An province, concluded that “the
incentives for living in the strategic hamlets were not relevant to tsensdor

assistance to the revolutionary movement . . . the program devoted its resources to a

% Beckett, p. 199, and Blaufarb, p. 109.

" Shafer, pp. 264-265.
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physical reinforcement of the existing social system and of those who held ynoes it
) .,,98

Partly as a result of these dynamics, many South Vietnamese pedigldicea
prefer the political leadership of the insurgents to that of the governmentnsLingants
understood the people’s needs better than the government, or at least werdlmgre wi
to address them. Race argues that “a basic fallacy underlay the govesnment’
development programs in Long An: that people ‘supported communism’ because they
were poor, and therefore that reducing their poverty would reduce the appeal of
revolution. Thus this approach viewed the problem as incremental rather than
distributive.®® Perhaps the most important illustration of this phenomenon was the
different attitudes toward land reform that prevailed on each side of thectdofing
the early years. In his interviews, Race found that “government officidits miy
dismissed the significance of land ownership as an issue in the conflict, whilker for
members of the revolutionary movement uniformly emphasized its importdficétie
VC, in fact, carried out land reform during the early 1960s in areas wheredthey h
established sufficient contrdi*

Thus the insurgents had the upper hand in the battle for the sympathies of the
peasant population. The Americans’ tendency toward liberal use of firepower amd loos

rules of engagement did little to mitigate this VC advantage. In addition tmgahe

% Jeffrey RaceWar Comes to Long An: Revolutionary Conflict iniatiamese ProvincgBerkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1972), p. 192.

bid., p. 201.
19 pid., p. xiv.

191 Blaufarb, p. 96.
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extensive collateral damage noted above, the attrition-based strateggdiimeney,
manpower, and management focus away from the socio-economic competition underway
between the VC and the GVN. In the first several years of the U.S. intervehis was

not simply a matter of neglect, but rather of deliberate strategy. Ongdnh&al

described the problem this way:

I had two rules. One is that you would try to getery close meshing of pacification . . .
and military operations. The other rule is theitaniyy operations would be given first
priority in every case. That doesn’t mean you wlaitldo pacification, but this gets at
what you might call winning the hearts and mindshef people. I'm all for that. It's a
nice concept, but in fighting the Viet Cong and A, if you don't break their military
machine you might as well forget winning the hearid minds of the peopl&

However, as described in the section above on security, these priorities in the U.S.
counterinsurgency strategy underwent a transformation beginning around 1967-1968.
Three key factors help account for the Americans’ subsequent focus on goverrance as
key instrument of counterinsurgency. First, U.S. leaders in Washington, including
President Johnson, had become convinced by events and expert advice that a greater
focus on the people was warranted. Defense Secretary Robert McNamaraisadhma

his view of the problem in 1966:

By and large, the people in rural areas believettteGVN when it comes will not stay
but that the VC will; that cooperation with the GWll be punished by the VC; that the
GVN is really indifferent to the people’s welfatbat the low-level GVN are tools of the
local rich; and that the GVN is ridden with corrigpt  Success in pacification depends on
the interrelated functions of providing physicatséty, destroying the VC apparatus,
motivating the people to cooperate, and establisfeésponsive local governmefit.

This growing appreciation in Washington for the importance of improving
governance in Vietnam led to the second key development in the changing strategy: th

creation of CORDS. According to CORDS’s founder Robert Komer, prior to CORDS, “.

192 Major (later Lieutenant) General Julian Ewell, trebin Krepinevich, p. 222.

193 Quoted in Blaufarb, p. 236.
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. . counterinsurgency (or pacification) fell between stools. It was leveéyss business
and nobody’s. The absence of a single major agency or directing machingsdchar
with it contributed greatly to the prolonged failure to press it on a large.’&¢4l
CORDS established that agency and “directing machinery” and facilitegedlbcation
of greater resources to the pacification campaign.

The third key factor was the replacement in 1968 of General Westmoreland with
General Creighton Abrams as MACV commander. Abrams recognized many of the
problems with the attrition strategy and the conventional military orientttat had
prevailed under Westmoreland, and he put the full weight of his command behind the
new pacification campaign. The extent to which Abrams deserves credit fotirttppar
from previous practice remains a matter of scholarly debate. But at aumni@eneral
William Rosson, who took over as Abrams’s deputy in 1969 after a year’s absance fr
Vietnam, remarked that “Abrams (with [Ambassador Ellsworth] Bunker) had nfasle |
strategy] ‘clear and hold’ instead of ‘search and destrty.”

In addition to building up and advising local security forces, a central focus of the
pacification campaign was supporting the so-called “revolutionary develop(hdd}”
cadres throughout South Vietnam. The RD cadres were charged with a wide variety of

tasks, including to

restore local elected government, assist in comiygeif-help or government-subsidized
development projects (such as repairing roadsdimgis, and bridges), provide medical
treatment to the ill, and aid farmers in gettingdit. Teams would also issue
identification cards to citizens, recruit people lee armed forces, organize and train self-
defens&groups, uncover and arrest members ofigieCdng, and conduct political

rallies.

104 Komer (1986), p. 83.
195 Quoted in Sorley, p. 29.

1% Hunt, p. 37.
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In order to support these activities, CORDS created and managed a sidilarbe
array of U.S. programs, such as public administration, economic stabilizationti@suca
public health, census taking, civil engineering, and construttion.

Perhaps the most important single element of the counterinsurgency directed at
improving governance was one undertaken entirely by the GVN, itself: lanthrefs
noted above, land ownership and landlord-tenant relationships were highly salient issue
for Vietnamese peasants and were often their chief grievances against timengove A
1966 study that surveyed South Viethamese farmers about their needs and concerns
reported that “It had been presumed that villagers would stress . . . public workshgcludi
schools. Instead, the desire to own land was at the top of the list. . . [E]ven peace and
security were far down the list behind the desire to own 1&#d.”

Hunt explains why this was such a potent issue for the Viethamese peasants.
During the reign of the French,

wealthy urban entrepreneurs had slowly bought agtdrof farmland traditionally
belonging to established villages and hamlets aadatiowed farmers to till the land in
exchange for the payment of a fixed percentaghettop in rent. The result was that
large numbers of Viethamese . . . were either Esglbr tenants. . . Often officials and
soldiers returning to villages liberated from the®tCong were accompanied by
landlords, who reclaimed their property and coddback rents. In some cases
government officials themselves were landlordschSuractices led many peasants to

identify the Saigon regime with exploitation *°°.

In March 1970, the GVN finally enacted comprehensive land reform in the form
of legislation known as “Land to the Tiller.” The new law granted ownershimdftta

all current tenant cultivators and compensated the existing owners for thereqmn.

197 bid., pp. 93-95.
198 ghafer, p. 266.

19 Hunt, pp. 11, 14-15.
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Notably, the land grant was made without discrimination with regard to who had
supported the government in the paS&tEven those tenant farmers with historical VC
sympathies were granted their land. While the Land to the Tiller legrshatks not as
revolutionary as it would have been ten years earlier, it still had a signifioaitive
effect on the popularity of the government. In 1972, a study funded by the U.S. Agency
for International Development surveyed peasants and conditions in the South Viethames
countryside. It concluded that “The Land to the Tiller Program is a splendid moeans
pacification. . . It is helping turn a once-disaffected, politically neutratrapotential
and sometimes actual revolutionaries . . . into middle class farmers in suppert of t
regime.**!

In conjunction with the other reforms under way and the improving security in the
villages, economic activity and prosperity improved significantly in thiy é870s.
Roads and canals re-opened, investment increased, and agricultural production boomed.
Annual rice production, for example, increased nearly 40 percent from 1968 t6'1972.

In the end, then, did the U.S. and its Viethamese allies provide good governance
to the people of South Vietham? In the first years of the war, it is cleanrtheaiance
they did not. Corruption, incompetence, the use of excessive force, and neglect of
peasant interests were rife and overwhelmed efforts to provide good governance. The

judgment is much less clear in the war’s later years, around 1968 and after. None of the

earlier problems disappeared altogether, but in those years, security anadgemaigce

10 Race, pp. 272-273.
M Hunt, p. 264.

Y2 BJaufarb, p. 266, and Sorley, p. 149.
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were central components of the U.S. and GVN counterinsurgency strategidgiand t
implementation was somewhat successful.
Were political agreements addressing ethno-religious cleavages pursued?

Because the war in Vietnam did not center on conflict between ethno-religious
groups, no political agreements focused on such groups were pursued, or were likely to
be very relevant if they had been.

Was the counterinsurgency successful?

As in Algeria, an evaluation of the outcome of counterinsurgency in Vietnam is
more complicated than conventional wisdom would suggest. The departure of American
forces from Vietnam under the cloud of domestic political disillusionment and the
ultimate collapse of South Vietnam to the Communists in the North belie an aggessme
of success in the counterinsurgency. And yet by many measures, the coumgtenioysur
conducted by the U.S. and the GVN did succeed in marginalizing its VC enemies.

For analytic purposes, it is useful to separate the U.S. involvement in Vietham
into two halves, roughly divided between the periods before and after the 1968 Tet
Offensive. Though Tet is remembered perhaps most of all as the beginning of the end of
American involvement, it also represented an enormous blow to the VC and their
insurgent strategy, one from which it never fully recovered. In his study of the role of
legitimacy in insurgencies, Timothy Lomperis considers the Vietnamnad/ two
separate “half cases,” arguing that “after Tet, the political issubsduke insurgency
were abandoned in favor of a purely military solution. Hence legitimacy as an

explanatory variable works only until Tet . ***

113 | omperis, p. 287.

125



There is little doubt that counterinsurgency up to the point of Tet was a failure.
The sheer size and level of activity of the VC that allowed them to mount the wéfensi
gives some testimony to the failure of their opponents. But also, at the politedal le
Jeffrey Race’s detailed study of the Long An province makes clear théCtineas
ascendant, if not in control there. He claims that as of 1968, the insurgency “had all but
extinguished the government presence in the province and that it had the abildygribase
internal forces, to smash the remaining government units at'wiill.”

But this condition did not last. The year 1968 marked, in addition to the Tet
Offensive, the earliest effects ohaw emphasis on pacification from Washington and
Saigon, a change in the strategic perspective at the top of the Americaracdnand
the beginnings of serious efforts at political reform from the GVN. In thesyea
following, VC influenced waned, and the counterinsurgents made steady gains in
securing the South Viethamese population.

The famed American advisor, John Paul Vann, who spent most of 1962-1964 and
1966-1972 in Vietnam in various roles both military and civilian and from the level of a
lieutenant colonel to a two-star general equivalent, wrote in a letter honseza@miber
1969, “For the first time in my involvement here, | am not interested in visiting eithe
Washington or Paris, because all of my previous visits have been with the intention of
attempting to influence or change the policies for Vietham. Now | asfiedtivith the

policies. ™

14 Race, p. 264.

15 30rley, pp. 169-170.
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Robert Komer, the founder and first director of CORDS wrote years latefirthat “
no important field did GVN performance improve so much as in pacification. . . Indeed,
it is on the role which the 1968-1971 pacification program played in the turnaround of
the war during 1968-1971 that the case for a counterinsurgency-oriented strategy must
chiefly rest. In support of this argument, he cites both inputs and outputs of the
pacification campaign:

GVN/U.S. resources devoted to pacification rosenftsnder $600 million in CY1966 to
around $1.5 billion at the CY1970 peak. . . in Mat®68, only 59 percent of the

population . . . was regarded as even ‘relativeuse.” By end-1971, this had risen to
over 96 percent . . . by [1975] the indigenous Weng insurgency had largely petered
out. Pacification had not failed; indeed, it hatdme a qualified success at long taSt.

Komer’s successor at CORDS, William Colby, also believed that the fdicific
program had been a qualified success, citing the steep decline of insurgéstaatththe
shift in strategy toward conventional warfare conducted by the NYVA.

It is, of course, reasonable to discount the perspectives and conclusions of
participants in the counterinsurgency who may have an interest in interpreting the
outcomes of those efforts as successful. But these perspectives can also berfooned |
scholarly treatments of this period from sources with direct experience avémts, and
from critics of the general policy pursued by the U.S. in Vietham. In an intervaw t
Race conducted with a former Communist Party member in 1970, he heard the following

assessment of local developments:

. .. a number of changes in the government approachad begun to make themselves
felt around May of 1969. One of these changeshesh a partial reconstitution of the
government’s village apparatus. A second had Heepsychological impact of the
government’s land-reform proposals, widely propatigaed at the time. A third important
change had been the considerable expansion obinald® Force and People’s Self-
Defense Force organizations. The combined effeittese changes was to make it much

18 Komer (1986), pp. 151, 154 (emphasis in original).

"7 Hunt, p. 257, and Sorley, p. 305.
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more difficult for revolutionary operatives to pérae populated areas to gather food,
intelligence, and recruits®

Blaufarb, another critic of the U.S.’s Vietnam policy, describes the devetupnmethe

years following Tet this way:

The evidence is impressive that a completely chausgeation prevailed in the rural
areas and that the insurgency in the countrysithe people’s war — was effectively
contained. This was certainly the impression festers on the scene based on
indicators evident to all. . . Moreover, similaigance confirms that these gains were
firmly established and that the situation did righgicantly change until shortly before
the sudden collapse of 19%5.

Even Robert Thompson, advisor to both Presidents Diem and Nixon, and long a critic of
U.S. Vietnam policy concluded flatly: “The VC side of it is over. The people have
rejected the VC*°

Perhaps even more revealing is the view of trends in counterinsurgency from the
North Vietnhamese Communists, themselves. Hunt reports that at the beginning of 1971,
“. . . viewing with alarm the progress of pacification and Vietnamization and the
declining military fortunes of communist forces, the leadership in Hanoi decided on a
massive offensive to win the war militarily”® The manner of the war’s continuation
and its ultimate resolution clearly reflected this judgment and genewakyon the
character of a conventional interstate war between North and South Vietnam.
Evaluation

Considering the American involvement in the Vietnam War from 1962-1973 as

two separate cases presents an interesting contrast in the variablestatifissanalytic

18 Race, p. 270.
119 Blaufarb, p. 270.
120 30rley, p. 317.

21 Hunt, p. 255.
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framework. First, ethno-religious identities, and therefore anyeck|alitical
agreements, were not very salient issues in Vietham. Second, prior to 1968, it seems
clear that security operations were generally poor and efforts to impregegoce were
neglected, poorly executed, or both. And the counterinsurgency was fairly clearly
unsuccessful. After 1968, the security and governance-related operations bothdmprove
significantly, and the fortunes of the counterinsurgency clearly followed. To claim
outright, as some do, that the counterinsurgency was a success may take thgsanalys
step too far. But such a categorical judgment is not necessary to redbgnckear
correlation between positive trends in the independent variables of security and
governance and positive trends in the dependent variable of counterinsurgent success.
At one level, this is simply a vindication of the conventional wisdom that security
and governance are the keys to successful counterinsurgency st2aegyalso
highlights one of the central challenges of this analysis — to tease apafathe
contributions of security and governance. Here we must return to the basic model
outlined in Chapter 3, depicting the linkages operating between inputs of good
governance and outputs related to sustainable peace. There it was asserted that
understanding the dynamics of cause and effect depends on an appreciation for local
dynamics. Jeffrey Race’s study of the Long An province took just this approach. One
key point from his study was that the VC absolutely conceived of the war as a
competition of government between themselves and the South Vietnamese officials, not

only a competition of control.

By developing policies more congenial to the inttsef these classes than were the
policies of the government, the Party ensuredliegn the conflict crossed into the
military phase the majority of the population woghibose to fight against the
government in defense of its own interests . .e Pharty’s demonstrated organizational
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superiority in Long An came about through the depeient of social policies leading to
superior motivatiort??

The GVN, by contrast, conceived of the insurgency more in terms of criminal beimavior
its earliest days, and therefore did not develop a strong governance progcempébec
with the VC.
And it appears that it was precisely this dynamic that was reversed ynptaaes

in South Vietnam during the years after the Tet Offensive. Samuel Popkimethsra
scholar who conducted extensive interviews among the South Vietnamese peasants
during the war. After a series of interviews in 1969, he concluded that “The maneas
GVN control results in large measure from a drastic decline in the appealsnps of
life in areas controlled by the Viet Cong, and from the grave danger of fighting
them.#3

So, while separating the causal effects of security and governanamse
difficult, the dynamics of these variables as observed in Vietham provide sateace
that improvements in governance can yield large benefits in security, ndigugher

way around.

Summary Analysis

The summary analysis will proceed in two parts, corresponding to the two
purposes for this chapter outlined at its beginning: first, to assess the $tyjolytbeses
using the cases presented here; second, to consider what refinements and togsnenta

to the study framework these cases might suggest.

122 Race, pp. 150, 165.

123 Quoted in Blaufarb, p. 271.
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Applying the Framework to the Cases

Table 3 below summarizes the codings applied in the preceding case studies for
each of the framework’s key variables. As indicated in Chapter 3, binary saxfing
these factors are crude and meant to be useful as points of analytic @efadnter than

as conclusions.

. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable

Cases a b c d y

(identity (good (good (political (success)

cleavages) | security) | governance)| agreement)

Malaya Ambiguous Yes Yes Yes Yes
Algeria Yes Yes Ambiguous No Ambiguous
South
Hggnzafm No No No No No
1968)
South
gg’:snsa}m No Yes Yes No Ambiguous
1973)

Table 3: Case Study Variable Summary for Malaya, Algeria, South Vietnam
Given these values, what do the cases say about the initial hypotheses advanced in
Chapter 3?

H1: Good governance is not necessary for counterinsurgent success.
Would be supported by: c=No, y=Yes.

None of the cases here strongly supports this hypothesis. The Algerian case,
however, does provide some provocative evidence in this direction. As indicated, the
quality of French attempts to improve Algerian governance and the campaignadl
success are difficult to classify. But the French achieved a greaifdeaicess in
defeating the FLN'’s challenge to its rule in spite of a checkered recgalefhance.

Perhaps the key counterfactual question is what would have happened if French
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governance improvements had been no better (or even worse), but if the pieds noirs had
pursued more extensive efforts to expand Muslim Algerian political patimipand
autonomy? If such compromises short of granting independence had been negotiated, it
is possible that the counterinsurgency would be generally remembered assa, i@

in spite of its brutality, the harshness of its regroupement camps, and its euzed of
improving standards of living. From this perspective, the Algerian case supports the
plausibility of hypothesis H1, but does not confirm it.

H2: If ethno-religious cleavages are not present, then good governance

and good security are sufficient for counterinsurgent success. Would be

supported by: a=No, b=Yes, c=Yes, y=Yes.

Both the Malayan and post-Tet Vietham cases provide some qualified evidence in
support of this hypothesis. For the Malayan case to support the hypothesis, we must
accept that ethno-religious cleavages were not a major factor in thattcoBflich a
judgment is certainly defensible on the grounds that the ethno-religious dimension of the
Malayan Communists’ insurgency was a default condition, not a primary source of
grievance. The MCP neither wanted its movement to be ethnically-based noteeixploi
its ethnic dimensions beyond a tactical level. Given this judgment, the Malaysafit€as
the pattern suggested by hypothesis H2.

Still, the key counterfactual question in applying the Malayan case to this
hypothesis is what would have happened if the UMNO-MCA alliance had failed @r nev
come about? In order for the Malayan case to support hypothesis H2, the successful
multi-ethnic power sharing alliance must be judged as unnecessary to the
counterinsurgent success. Such a judgment is plausible, but certainly not a foregone

conclusion.
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Hypothesis H2 is also supported by the record of counterinsurgency in the later
years of the Vietnam War, when U.S. and GVN focus on security and governance in the
South Vietnamese countryside made great strides in marginalizin@dfietinfluence
and capability. The great qualification for this case, of course, is that the Gxidtely
lost its war against Communism, making whatever “counterinsurgent succemss” it
claim somewhat Pyrrhic.

In a sense, hypothesis H2 is a modified statement of the conventional wisdom of
traditional counterinsurgency strategy — that the key to victory is to focpsowiding
security and a better life for the civilian population. So in this sense, we should not be
surprised to see some supporting evidence about this from some of the major
counterinsurgencies of the past century. Indeed, these cases were impartas of
the conventional wisdom in the first place. But what is most striking about this evidence
is not its clear alignment with the traditional hypothesis about counterinsurdpency
rather its tentativeness and ambiguity. If these cases do not clgdidgtesthe logic of
conventional wisdom, which cases will?

Two broad explanations might account for this ambiguity. First, it might come
from limitations of the analysis, itself. Second, the phenomena under examination might
actually be much harder to generalize about than we are conditioned to assume by
mainstream policy literature and discourse.

Certainly, the analysis has its limitations. The brevity and small numbeses ca
considered here are among them. The simplicity of the analytic frarkésvanother.

But, as outlined in Chapter 3, the framework has offsetting benefits such aganaly
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tractability and the fact that its simplifications match those that émttyuserve as
decision variables in strategic decision making.

The second explanation for the ambiguity is also important. One lesson of these
case studies is that easy generalizations about cause and effect in cougesTanssir
should be treated with suspicion. With regard to these cases, conventional wisdom
asserts that 1) improving the quality of governance was vital to Britactsy over
communist insurgents in Malaya; 2) France was defeated by Algeriagenssibecause
it surrendered its perceived legitimacy through the practice of tortur&)dhd United
States lost its war against communist insurgents in South Vietham because it
fundamentally misunderstood the type of war it was fighting. The facts ef thsss
suggest that such conclusions are only partial truths, and, as such, can be quite
misleading. The analytic framework applied here highlights the fachthiatsuccess in
Malaya and failure in pre-Tet Vietnam were overdetermined, while the oasciom
Algeria and post-Tet Vietham provide evidence of both success and failure.

Beyond the hazards of conventional wisdom, what about the study’s hypothesized
role of identity politics in subverting the contributions that traditional tools of
counterinsurgency do make?

H3: If ethno-religious cleavages are present, then good governance and

good security together are not sufficient for counterinsurgent success.

Would be supported by: a=Yes, b=Yes, c=Yes, y=No.

And the other overarching hypothesis stated at the beginning of Chapter 3 is alsd releva
here:

In the presence of major ethno-religious cleavages, good governance will

contribute much less to counterinsurgent success than will efforts toward
reaching political agreements that directly address those cleavages.
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Unfortunately, the Malayan, Algerian, and Vietnamese cases do little toeesol
this question. Of the two cases where ethno-religious cleavages mattaitethanly
one did they constitute a defining motivation for the insurgency — Algeria. In ggtita
is fair to conclude that those cleavages did subvert the effectiveness afithertal
tools of counterinsurgency. In particular, the insurgency drew much of its aokias
claims to legitimacy from its support for independence from French rule,.snvigsch
created a stark fault line between large numbers of Algeria’s MuslitmsAmad Berbers
on one side and its largely Christian Europeans on the other. Population security and
improved governance by the existing regime did not directly address thrests.

The trouble is, however, French methods of prosecuting the war through
providing security and improving governance often subverted their own effectiveness.
Consequently, it is impossible to be sure how much of the ultimate French failure was a
irreducible product of intractable ethnic conflict and how much could have been avoided
by better application of the principles of providing good governance. Still, as was
suggested earlier, the balance of evidence suggests that even much better Frenc
performance in this regard would have been unlikely to be decisive. If this is true, then
the Algerian case could be seen as providing some evidence to support the above
hypothesis. But more evidence and analysis is clearly required.

Applying the Cases to the Framework

What analytical lessons can be drawn from these case studies to help mg refini
or augmenting the study framework?

One very simple yet important point is that the cases support the framework’s

treatment of security and governance as complexly interacting but sepg@abls.
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Each case offers evidence that the factors are mutually reinforcing aleétidués of their
interaction at local levels can help in explaining those dynamics. A secondecttydi
related point is to emphasize the limitations of observing and analyzing such gim@nom
at the national level. These limitations validate an analytic approach tisaf &ohicro-
level” focus other types of analysis.

From a substantive perspective one important insight for the subsequent analysis
concerns treatment of the “identity-based cleavages” variable, andad ki the
Malayan case. That case makes clear that the depth and political salietio®ef
religious conflict, together with prospects for harmonization or compromise therapf
not be obvious at the outset of a conflict. Ethno-religious conflict did not turn out to
define the Malayan war. But perhaps this was not the only possible path the war could
have taken. For example, one can read the strong performance of the UMNO-MCA
alliance as evidence that ethno-religious divisions were never al@iecreent of the
conflict, that they were surmountable from the beginning. But was this predictaicle, m
less inevitable? As Donald Horowitz describes, there was a considerable amount of
chance involved in the circumstances that led to the alliance’s sttte3s.the other
hand, the British were committed from the outset to a multi-ethnic nation. So pdrdaps t
prospects for defusing ethnic conflict were predictable, since in some serBatishe
did predict at least the feasibility of that outcome. Did the British understarettinic
dynamics correctly, did their strategy change the dynamics for ttez,lmr were they

just lucky? Put another way, was the success of the UMNO-MCA alliaraugsa of the

124 Horowitz, p. 402.
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counterinsurgent success, or was it the result of underlying conditions that weslld ha
allowed for counterinsurgent success independent of the alliance?

Interestingly, the same questions are relevant to Irag. Like thetBntMalaya,
the Americans in Irag were committed from the outset to a multi-ethnic natign. B
unlike the British, they have not fully realized that goal — at least noDjdtthey
understand the dynamics incorrectly, did their strategy change the dyrianitlos
worse, or were they just unlucky?

Quite possibly, the answers to these questions all flow directly from theatsw
this question: how severe were the ethno-religious cleavages at the begirthmg of
conflict? The argument was made in Chapter 2 that, though group loyalties axeahot f
they are likely to be very difficult to influence over the relatively shareframes faced
by counterinsurgents. If this is true, then the severity of cleavages at theibgaf the
conflict is likely to be highly influential in shaping outcomes. Accordingdyging that
severity would be a first-order priority for strategy development. The need to be
particularly sensitive to this question is one lesson learned for the rest aigheal
work. Some recent work by Kalyvas and Kocher, cited earlier, expresgtieiske for
the notion that the “depth” of ethnic cleavages is determinative in civil\#ars.
However, the point made here is slightly different; deep cleavages nesahmuelthe
onset of ethnic civil wars in order for them to raise their likelihoods and - moretampor
for the counterinsurgent who must fight the wars, not predict them — substantiyady sha

their dynamics2®

125 Kalyvas and Kocher.

126 This is consistent with a point Kalyvas makes\elsere. See Stathis N. Kalyvaghe Logic of Violence
in Civil War (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2006),5.
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Counterinsurgency experiences in Malaya, Algeria, and Vietnam also suggest the
possible utility of an additional framework for addressing the issues otullig, ®ne
that treats the role of ethno-religious identity implicitly rather thali@dy. A theme
that recurs in the scholarship about Vietnam in particular is that peasanhgegvaere
were not so much driven by their level of poverty or their absolute standard ofds/ing
by thedistributionof wealth and power in their communities. Clearly, this distinction is
critical to any counterinsurgency strategy designed to address popular grievRace

explains this logic as it operated in Long An province in the early and mid-1960s:

Economic development would go on regardless of wbn, although it might be delayed
while deciding who would win. Thus it was simplgtran issue in the struggle. . .
Government programs were focused largely on progidi generahcrementof wealth or
income, whereas what attracted people to the réeakry movement was that it
represented a new society in which there wouldrbiedividualredistributionof values,
including power and status as well as material @gsens. . . Those unsympathetic to the
government were glad to have dispensaries, roaassland farmers’ associations, but
they went right ahead and cooperated with the tgavlary movement, fathe same

groups were still going to be at the bottom no eratiow much assistance the government
provided*?’

Race argues that one of the reasons the VC were so effective in the firstthalivair

was that they recognized this redistributive imperative. Of course rbdtgin of

wealth would come naturally to Communist insurgents, central as it is to thégoli
philosophy. But Race points out another important distinction in this regard — that
participants in the insurgency, themselves, distinguished between “policieslatiist

of wealth and income” and “policies redistributive of power and staffisOr, to put it
another way, grievances about distribution had both economic and political dimensions,
and they were separable.

Blaufarb makes a similar point in his analysis of Vietham, arguing that

127 Race, p. 176 (emphasis in original).

128 |pbid., p. 165.
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the critical aspect of rural development aid fonmm@rinsurgency purposes was the
process by which decisions were made and the sidhiited. . . Grievance processes are
[more important] than the more common emphasesianation, health services, roads,
and the like, although the latter should not beoigd. In all these matters, the process . . .
is more important than the material details. Isirhe a process in which the beneficiaries
are confirmed in their essential goal of achievgngater control over what is done for
them and to them by the power structtffe.

The decision “processes” to which Blaufarb refers must by definition réfflect
distribution of “power and status” that Race’s interview respondents found to be more
important than the distribution of material goods and services.

In Blaufarb’s view, it was limitations in the reform of distribution of paditic
power where the South Viethamese counterinsurgency ultimately fell shqartdmtly,
he separates this phenomenon from the distributive problems of wealth, which were quite
extensively addressed by the U.S.-GVN pacification campaign and the Landribethe

legislation.
In the end, the peasant was left to his own resswith no organization to speak for
him above the village level. The government thailefl — despite the economic and
development benefits of its programs, despitertheeased security in the countryside —
to create among the peasantry a strong, posititevation to engage in the struggle on
the official side. . . The programmatic aspectpaxification in Vietham were therefore a
substantial success, but they were unable to comgags with the most deep-seated

problems in rural life in Vietnam. These couldyhhve been solved by providing the
villagers with political levers linked to the natial political proces$™

What emerges from this analysis is a new pair of hypotheses, that dreong t
factors that win the loyalty of a population and establish legitimacy,ldisnal effects
may be more important than absolute effects, and political effects nmagreemportant
than economic effects. This latter observation echoes Horowitz’s cautionrcited i
Chapter 2, that while political power is often an instrument for determiningaatbacof

material benefits, “power may albethe benefit. . . Broad matters of group status

129 Blaufarb, pp. 289, 309-310.

130pid., pp. 272, 277.

139



regularly have equal or superior standing to the narrow allocative decisiamsabia to
be the uniform stuff of everyday politic$**

Table 4 below presents a graphical representation of these hypothedesrtoget
with some examples of the kinds of government measures that might fit into eleh of t

four categories implied by the interaction of the hypotheses.

ECONOMIC POLITICAL
MEASURES & EFFECTS MEASURES & EFFECTS
Examplesdirect aid, job creation|, .
ABSOLUTE economic growth, public works Examplesenfranchisement
MEASURES & Hypothesized Effectiveness:
EFFECTS Hypothesized Effectiveness: yp '

least effective moderately effective

Examplesallocation of public Examples:constitutional structure

resources, tax policy, land (national and local level),
:\D/IIES;SRJJBRUETSI%NAL ownership representation in decision-making
EFFECTS . . processes .
Hypothesized Effectiveness: Hypothesized Effectiveness:
moderately effective most effective

Table 4: An Alternative Assessment Framework for Effectiveness of @ernance
Measures & Effects in Counterinsurgency
Note that this framework is silent on the role of group identities and ethnic and
religious conflict. But ethnic and religious identities can be related toaheetvork in at
least two important ways. First, such affiliations may define the key grampng
which wealth and political power is distributed. In more homogenous societies, the most
important groups might be defined by class or alignment with other interests. Second,
perhaps the presence of ethnic or religious conflict could accentuate therelat
importance of political power over economic power, in the spirit of Horowitz’s

comments above.

131 Horowitz, p. 187 (emphasis in original).
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So, for example, despite the GVN's failings in establishing equitable pblitica
processes between federal and local governments, it was able to s@joe Actory
against the VC through land reform, a fundamentally economic redistributive measur
Would such an initiative have had such an effect in an ethnically divided society? In
Algeria, where ethno-religious conflict was at the center of the insaygstrong
economic growth and job creation seemed not to matter a great deal, anddttes har
imagine as strong an effect of land reform on the fortunes of the FLN as ttietledf&/C
experienced®

The framework derived from these insights could benefit from greateetloabr

scrutiny, but may offer promising opportunities for further research.

In conclusion, the Malayan, Algerian, and Viethamese cases examined here
suggest the following insights regarding the study’s hypotheses:

e Experiences in Malaya and Vietnam provide some evidence to support the
conventional wisdom that providing good governance is an effective strategy for
counterinsurgents.

e However, all three cases suggest that the efficacy of governasee-$taategies is
more ambiguous and complicated than is usually assumed.

e The Algerian case provides some qualified support for the hypothesis that thes politi

of ethnic identity can subvert the effectiveness of governance-basegissat

132 Melnik, pp. 232-233.

141



From a methodological stand-point, one of the key lessons of these cases is the need to
examine the dynamics of legitimacy in counterinsurgency at more loctd,lavask

taken up in the next few chapters.
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Chapter 5: Governance, Identity, and Counterinsurgency in lraq

This chapter presents an overview of identity politics in Iraq and how those
politics have been manifest in the insurgency and counterinsurgency conduated ther
following the American-led Coalition invasion of 2003. It provides a national-level
background for, and introduction to, the local case studies in the two chapters that follow
It is organized into three sections on the following topics: 1) identity politics and-et
religious conflict in Iraq; 2) insurgency and counterinsurgency; and 3) lcealstady
selection.

Identity Politics and Ethno-religious Conflict in Iraq

Demographics, Geography, and a History of Cleavages

Figure 2: Map of Iraqi Ethno-religious Groups®
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the politics of ethno-religious identity in Iraq are complex and volatile. WHaitgs
sectarian cleavages have only recently gained geopoliticalisagraé on a global scale,
they have been central, enduring features of Iraqgi politics since the statamed out
of the defunct Ottoman Empire under a British mandate in 1920.

The most significant of these cleavages are those between Sunni Arab and Shi'a
Arab populations and between Arab and Kurdish ethnic populations. These cleavages
create three major Iragqi communities around which much commentary on Iragspoliti
revolves: Sunni Arabs, constituting approximately 20% of the population; Shi'a Arabs,
constituting approximately 50-55% of the population; and the mostly Sunni but generally
more secular Kurds, constituting approximately 18-20% of the population. Most of the
remaining several percent of Iragis are Turkmen, Christian Arabs (maviyooh are
also known as Chaldeans or Assyrians), and YeZidis.

As shown in the map above, large areas of Iraqg are relatively homogeneous with
respect to the country’s three major ethno-religious communities, with idordmating
the northeast, Shi'a Arabs dominating the southeast and Sunni Arabs dominating the
north-central and western Euphrates river valley areas. However, signiiezénof the
country are heterogeneous, including some of the major population centers, such as
Baghdad, Mosul, Kirkuk, and the central provinces of Diyala and Babil.

Irag’s starkest and most persistent ethnic conflict has been betweeraAdabs

Kurds. The Kurdish people, sometimes referred to as the world’s largest nétiont\a

3 CIA World Factbook, 2008, CIA map referenced inenb above, and Jasim Muhammad Tuzlu, “The
Demographic Map, Elections, and Forecast Figuredafal Components,” FBIS Report in Arabic
(GMP20041210000187), December 8, 2004.
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state? are spread mainly across Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria and have long harbored
designs to establish an independent Kurdish state. As minorities in their haeag stat
however, their ambitions have always been thwarted by more powerful forces.

Iragi Kurds’ efforts to free themselves from Baghdad's rule date from the
beginning of Iraq’s statehood under the British mandate] Kurds and Arabs in Iraq
have clashed repeatedly over the decades since then. These fights were palttimally
but military as well, with large-scale armed hostilities breaking outd®n Kurdish
guerrillas and Iragi government forces in 1930, 1943-45, throughout most of the 1960s,
1974-5, and 1988-90. The last of these conflicts is the most infamous, featuring Saddam
Hussein’s “al Anfal” campaign in which eighty percent of Kurdish villagere
destroyed and probably more than 100,000 Kurds were killed, many of them women and
children, and some by chemical weapbns.

On at least two occasions, Baghdad actually made short-lived commitments in
recognition of a legitimate Kurdish nationalism, if not quite independence. The
Declaration of 29 June 1966 and the Manifesto of 11 March 1970 essentially “recognized
the ‘legitimacy of the Kurdish nationality’, and promised Kurdish linguisgbts,

Kurdish participation in government, and Kurdish administrators for the Kurdisharea.”

In short order, however, Baghdad reneged on these commitments, proving either unable

* Barbara Harff and Ted Robert GuEthnic Conflict in World Politics® Edition (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 2004), p. 44.

® Liora Lukitz, Irag: The Search for National Identifondon: Frank Cass, 1995), pp. 33-38.

® Charles TrippA History of Iraq, 2° Edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002245, and
Peter W. GalbraithiThe End of Iraq: How American Incompetence Creat&dar Without EndNew
York: Simon and Schuster, 2006), pp. 26-27.

" Marion Forouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglétag Since 1958: From Revolution to Dictatorshiff, Bdition
(London, New York: I.B. Tauris, 2001), pp. 104, 131
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or unwilling to implement them. In effect, then, Arabs and Kurds have never truly
accepted the others’ claims to legitimate control over Iragi KurdistandsKtirough

often suffering from internal political conflicts, have generally operatedruhde

premise that legitimacy flows first from Kurdish ethnic identity. Onei@ddrly

compelling piece of evidence of this can be found in a referendum conducted in the
Kurdish areas during the first post-Saddam Iraqgi elections in January 2005. The
referendum asked for a yes or no vote on whether the Kurds preferred independence for
Iraqi Kurdistan. Of the two million who voted, 98 percent said’yes.

The history of cleavages between Irag’s Sunni Arab and Shi'a Arab populations is
more complex and varied than the history of Arab-Kurd conflict. Prior to 2003, Iraq —
and before Iraq its three constituent Ottoman provinces (“vilayets”) — wagsatuled
by groups dominated by the Sunni Arab minority. This practice dates almost to the
beginning of Ottoman rule in the early sixteenth certand was replicated by the
British when they took over in the aftermath of World W&t I.

To varying degrees over time, this Sunni Arab rule tended to be chauvinistic and
discriminatory. Under Saddam Hussein, that discrimination included mass murder of hi
opponents. To be sure, regimes throughout Irag’s modern history made attempts to build
an Iraqgi national identity that transcended ethnicity and religion. Inatiedays of the
monarchy, the 1920s and 1930s, Iraqi and British leaders tried to build on tribes and

theirs sheikhs as non-sectarian bases for the legitimacy of their rule. InH€58, t

8 Galbraith, p. 171.
° Phebe MarrThe Modern History of Iraq,"2 Edition (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2004), p. 6.

° Tripp, p. 31.
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monarchy was overthrown in a coup orchestrated by a group of reformistymilitar
officers. They established a constitutional republic for the first timeagidmistory.

The new regime’s prime minister, Abd al-Karim Qasim, himself the praafunixed
Sunni-Shi'a parentage, pursued a secular reform agenda, emphasizing the seeidfor
economic changes. Then with the rise of the Ba’ath Party in Iraqg in the 1960s, the
government submerged the concept of Iragi nationalism beneath calls for a Bacdlar
Arab identity.

These different visions of cross-sectarian political identity advancétehyaqi
government sometimes served to moderate Sunni-Shi'a cleavages, but theyHelitfar s
of eliminating them. The simple fact that Sunnis dominated the senior ranks of the
government and the military in spite of being less than half as numerous aw&hi'a
perceived as a persistent injustice. As one Shi'a student put it in 1931, “[Havéj'ibe S
sacrificed their men, orphaned their children and widowed their wives in ordemuo set
governmental chairs for the Sunnis on the skulls of their marfyrdte most
straightforward means of redressing this Shi'a grievance — fre@ekeetremained
unavailable to the Iragi people. Moreover, for many Iragi Shi'a, the strantpssm of
first Qasim and then the Ba’ath party represented a threat to Shi'isiin, Ttke 1960s
saw a religious revival among Shi’a youth, and, as historian Phebe Marr explagns, “t
Shi'a also used the period of upheaval and declining central control to develop a new

religious and communal identity at odds with the secular nationalism of thel centra

™ Quoted in Lukitz, p. 62.
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government and to strengthen Shi'i groups, like the [Shi'a Islamist politicsi qkhr
Da'wa and the clergy™®

The brutal reign of Saddam Hussein did nothing to alleviate the sense of
grievance among lragi Shi'a. From the early days of his regime, Sdddra tight rein
on popular Shi'a clerics who openly opposed his rule, which included the execution of
revered Da'wa party founder Ayatollah Mohammed Bagir al Sadr in 1980, as well as
restricted public recognition of Shi'a religious holidays and pilgrimageter A&Q’s
eviction from Kuwait in 1991, many Shi’a groups in southern Iraq revolted in an attempt
to overthrow Saddam. The revolts were viciously suppressed, and Saddam’s economic
and military retribution for the uprising continued for years, resulting irsives
suffering and dislocation among the overwhelmingly Shi'a population of the south.

In sum, Irag’s modern history has seen persistent and relatively deep identity-
based cleavages among its major ethno-religious populations. Most impoaigint, |
politics was sufficiently sensitive to such cleavages that when the opportunigdan
2003 to build a plural democracy, the basis for cross-ethnic, cross-sectarian cooperat
was relatively weak. As analyst Andreas Wimmer put it, “As at independentens-
ethnic networks of civil society organizations exist[ed] that could provideattee
channels for the aggregation of interests.”

The Limitations of Ethno-religious Cleavages in Explaining Iraqi Politics
While identity-based cleavages have clearly been a major featuegjphistory,

it is important to note that these divides have not always and everywhere dominated

2 Marr, pp. 103, 138.

13 Andreas Wimmer, “Democracy and Ethno-religious fianin Iraqg,” Survival vol. 45, no. 4 (Winter
2003-4), p. 119.
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Irag’s political dynamics. As noted, much of Iraq’s population lives in heterogeneous
cities, which has resulted in development of some deep cross-sectarian tiakural
through intermarriage, education, and commerce. And by the same token, political
conflicts have often formed along fault lines other than those of ethnicity andAseirt
many other states, politically salient identities have also included teoseaged by

tribal, class-based, urban, rural, and nationalist affiliations.

In particular, tribes — extended kinship networks — have been and continue to be
an important building block of Iraqi society. While many Iraqi tribes are ethnarzd
religiously homogeneous, they are not uniformly so, and those identities coelist wi
ones defined according to the tribe itself. The political relevance of aiiizethe sheikhs
who lead them has waxed and waned over the decades. After a steep decline in power
during the nineteenth century, tribal leaders regained some of their irdluader
British rule, which tended to use the sheikhs as proxies for government authority and
legitimacy. For two decades following the revolution in 1958, Iraqi leaders saught t
marginalize tribal elements, which they viewed as “premodéamid as “remnants of
colonialism.*®

But under the stress of the Iran-lraq war, the Persian Gulf war, and their
aftermaths, Saddam Hussein revived Baghdad’s courting of tribal leadetsr@sians of
government authority. In exchange for loyalty and providing local security and

intelligence, Saddam provided many tribal leaders with land, weapons, and thoney.

4 Toby Dodge)nventing Irag: The Failure of Nation Building amdHistory DeniedNew York:
Columbia University Press, 2003), p. 162.

15 Amatzia Baram, “Neo-Tribalism in Iraq: Saddam Heie% Tribal Policies, 1991-1996liternational
Journal of Middle East Studiggol. 29, no. 1 (February 1997), p. 1.

% |bid., pp. 1-31, Marr, p. 262, Tripp, pp. 265-266.
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This support during the 1980s and 1990s rejuvenated tribal identities as an important
feature of Iraq’s 2% century political landscape.

Even so, many Iragis continue to view tribalism as a relic of more primitnesti
As one local religious leader in Amarah told a British official of the CoalitraviBional
Authority (CPA) in 2003, “We are modern people. We reject the tridegHhis speaks
to another politically salient division in Iraqi society, that between urban aald often
tribal) communities. As scholar Hosham Dawod points out, “. . . it is not very long since
Iragi society, like all Arab societies, was divided into three interdependestrgagly
antagonistic groups: nomads, agriculturalists and town-dweff&rgvhile nomads are
mostly gone in Iraq, the “town-and-country” distinction remains relevasbie degree
in a society where modern, secular, highly educated, technologically driven, urban
communities coexist with uneducated, agricultural diie&nd these communities
certainly cut across ethno-religious lines. For example, Charles Trippbassdifferent
communities of Irag’s Shi'a Arabs during the 1980s like this: “The rural Skihase
social world was still largely influenced by considerations of partidareship, family
and clan codes of honour and behaviour, differed markedly from the various established
groups of urban Shi'a, whether these comprised the clerics, the lay professioiine

urban poor.®

" Rory StewartThe Prince of the Marshes (And Other Occupatioraatds of a Year in IragOrlando,
FL: Harcourt Inc., 2006), p. 99.

18 Hosham Dawod, “The ‘State-ization’ of the Tribedahe Tribalization of the State: the Case of Itim,
Faleh Abdul-Jabar and Hosham Dawod, efishes and Power: Nationalism and Ethnicity in t&ldle
East(London: Saqi Books, 2003), p. 113.

19 See Lukitz, p. 58, and Faleh Abdul-Jabar, “Sheis Ideologues: Deconstruction and Reconstruction
of Tribes under Patrimonial Totalitarianism in Ird®68-1998,” in Abdul-Jabar and Dawod, eds., p. 73

D Tripp, p. 246.
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Another important political identity in Iraq has been affiliation with socio-
economic class. In discussing social fault lines in Irag since the 1958 revolution,
historians Marion Farouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglett argue that, “the fiemdam
division . . . was not ‘religious’ or ‘sectarian,” but socio-economic, between tes ha
and the have-nots . . .” This division had a sectarian color to it because of the largely
rural, largely impoverished, and largely Shi'a population in the South. But the Shi'a
were not necessarily poor primarily because they were Shi'a, but bebausbal
estates where they lived had been “appropriated by powerful tribal leadédrthe
tribesmen had been left either entirely without land or with insufficient lanthéar t
subsistence®

Finally, nationalism represents a politically salient identity this across ethno-
religious identities in Iraq. Iraqi leaders over the years have mgrtaade vigorous
attempts to establish and appeal to a transcendent national political idehgtuiini-
Shi'a alliance during the Revolt of 1920 against British occupation is often reenech
as the first instance of Iragi national identity formation, though the alliaaseonly
tactical and short-live® Since then, leaders from King Faisal to Saddam Hussein have
sought to rally Iragis behind the notion of a common shared identity. At differeist time
this process has taken different forms. In the early years of Ba’athrplrtyraqi
nationalism was subordinated to a Pan-Arab vision of political identity, an ethni@rsec
tack that was especially unwelcome to Iraq’s Kurds and to its deegipteli

communities of many sects. During the Iran-Irag war, Saddam Hussein ldwarche

2 Forouk-Sluglett and Sluglett, pp. 190-200.

2 |bid., p. 10, Lukitz, p. 61, Tripp, p. 44, ThaiaKm, “Tribes and Nationalism: Tribal Political Guie
and Behaviour in Iraq, 1914-20,” in Abdul-Jabar &alvod, eds., p. 283.
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aggressive propaganda campaign to buttress Iraqi patriotism which emghesize
heritage of Babylonian civilization, the Abbasid caliphate and the Arab ideniis
Shi'a population as distinct from Persian Shi'a identity.

Ultimately, however, these nationalist projects have largely failed to@werthe
various forms of factionalism in Iraqi politics described in this chapter. &harlpp

summarizes this failure:

. .. heither the state as an abstraction, nogtbeps or individuals who have
commanded it, have managed to ensure that thepheulttistories of the Iraqis are
subsumed into a single narrative of state poweAuthoritarianism and skill at
exploiting the fracture lines within the populatj@s well as restrictive understandings
of political trust, have kept hierarchies of staémsl privilege intact. This has subverted
the very idea of national community in whose naoecsssive governments have
claimed to acf?

Perhaps it is most accurate to say that Iragi nationalism is a real ariticalfyosalient
identity, but only one among several competing identities. In historian Juas el
“Iragi nationalism exists as a complicated social and psychological piesron,
coexisting with what Anthony Smith has called subnationalisths\tso, many different
Iragis may claim strong nationalist feelings and identity, and yet gni@m have a wide
variety of understandings of what the Iragi “nation” is, generating whdaR¥isser
calls “battles for sectarian hegemony within a single national framewrk.”
Summary of Identity Politics in Iraq

In summary, what general premises can be established regarding igeltits

in Irag? First and perhaps most important, group loyalties clearly majteatdeal in

% Tripp, pp. 4-5.

4 Juan R.1. Cole, “The Rise of Religious and Ethvimss Politics in Irag,” in David Little and Donakd
Swearer, edsReligion and Nationalism in Iraq: A Comparative Bpective(Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2006), p. 43.

% Reidar Visser, “Introduction,” in Reidar Visserda@areth Stansfield,” ed\n Iraq of Its Regions:
Cornerstones of a Federal Democragj®ew York: Columbia University Press, 2008), p. 21.
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determining perceptions of legitimacy. In part due to the artificialityaaf's creation,

and in part due to its history of serial minority dictatorship, a Westernsstydiel of the
social contract between citizens and the state has never really taken giomday has
continued to be based in groups and institutions external to the state, a problem the
British confronted — and in time helped reinforce — from the beginning of their neandat
in Irag. As historian Toby Dodge describes, “at the heart of British thinkisgawa
dichotomy between the explanatory weight to assign to individuals as independent agents
and that to assign to social structure and ‘traditional’ institutions and p=tficin

opting to use tribal structures as proxies of governance, the British redudted t
dichotomy in favor of “traditional” institutions and helped perpetuate the importdnce
non-state, group-based political legitimacy, a legacy which was adopdéterent ways
by subsequent indigenous rulers and which still echoes in Iragi politics todayn, Agai

Charles Tripp summarizes the consequences of this phenomenon succinctly:

. .. many lraqis have tried to champion . . .ittea of politics as civility, advocating a
framework of laws and a shared space for politicdivity. A minority view in Iraq’s
political history, this tendency has generally beearwhelmed by people organized
according to very different notions of trust, whére community is not one of citizens,
but of family and clan members, fellow tribesmerconspirators’

The second premise Iraq’s history yields is that group loyalties andagesv
based on ethno-religious identity in particular have been among the mostimport
foundations for political organization and competition.

Third, however, is that other cleavages and sources of legitimacy apart from
ethno-religious ones have been important, too; politically salient identitiesmzuded

those generated by tribal, class-based, urban, rural, and nationaleti@ftl In his

% Dodge, p. 2.

2 Tripp, p. 2.
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landmark study of Iraqi social history, historian Hanna Batatu refers tocbegaex
interactions as overlapping identiti&s.

For the purposes of this study, then, it would be inappropriate to assume that one
particular cleavage or identity is most important in any given instance.e Waitan be
confident that ethno-religious identities will be relevant at some level, we ¢canpaori,
be sure how, and therefore should not project conflicting interests or motivations on
populations without empirical verification. This understanding will help frameabesc
studies in the following chapters.

Insurgency and Counterinsurgency

The Insurgencies

Political violence in Iraq in the years since the American-led Gwalnvasion of
2003 has been complex and diverse in its origins and dynamics. A comprehensive
taxonomy and description of this violence is beyond the scope of this study, but a few
general words about insurgency in Iraq are necessary to provide proper comtiest f
case studies that follow. These comments, as well as the case studmssed mainly
on the war as it evolved up until 2006, when al Qaeda in Iraq’s bombing of the al
Askariya Mosque in Samarra initiated a shift in the nature of the violencegin\vaile
much debate in 2006 surrounded whether Iraq was in the midst of a “civil war,” few
contested that the nature of the war had undergone a transformation in the wake of the
Samarra bombing. In April of that year, U.S. ambassador Zalmay Kdthéiad

Coalition forces commander General George Casey acknowledged that fittipgbri

% Hanna BatatuThe Old Social Classes and the Revolutionary Moneindraq (London: Saqi Books,
1978), quoted in Lukitz, p. 153.
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threat to stability is shifting from an insurgency grounded in rejection of thgaktical
order to sectarian violence grounded in mutual fears and recriminatfons.”

The definition of insurgency introduced in Chapter 3 was: “an indigenous military
or paramilitary challenge to the sovereignty of a constituted governmeralbwepart
of its territory.” By this definition, three principal, different insurgenaan be
identified in the years following 2003: Sunni “rejectionists,” Salafi jihadshd Shi'a
militias affiliated with Moqgtada al-Sad?.

“Rejectionists” were a diverse compilation of groups themselves, but were
generally drawn from the ranks of those elements of society whose accessitavpswe
destroyed by the removal of Saddam Hussein’s regime: dedicated Ba dblyesits
former regime soldiers, and members of the tribes most favored by Saddam'’s
government. These groups also appealed to a broader set of Sunni Arabs — those who did
not necessarily support Saddam but after nearly a century of draconian mulerayer
Iraq feared political marginalization of Sunnis, if not outright repression, &iathes of
their ethnic and sectarian rivals. Another common bond among the Sunni rejectionists
was a strong distaste for both the fact and the principle of occupation. Hatined_bf.
military presence contributed to at least tactical cooperation anecotas nationalists,

tribal sheikhs, and Islamists alike. As one former Ba'ath official said citbamstances

29 7almay Khalilzad and George W. Casey Jr., “A RatBuccess in Iraq[’0os Angeles Time#pril 11,
2006.

30 Multi-National Forces-Iraq (MNF-1) during this ped used a somewhat different taxonomy, but one tha
is consistent with this one. They grouped Sunjeict®nists and Sadrist militias under a singledieg of
“rejectionists,” but also split out “Saddamists™&iormer Regime Loyalists,” which this taxonomy gps
under “Sunni rejectionists.” Sédeasuring Stability and Security in IrggVashington, DC: U.S.
Department of Defense, February 2006), p. 23. oftwer alternative taxonomies of the insurgentsan|

see Bruce R. Pirnie and Edward O’Conn@lbunterinsurgency in Iraq (2003-200@ganta Monica, CA:
RAND Corporation, 2008), pp. 22-23, and StathiKalyvas and Matthew Adam Kocher, “Ethnic
Cleavages and Irregular War: Iraq and Vietnalglitics and Societwol. 35, no. 2 (June 2007), pp. 186-
187.
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have obliged all forces to be united with each other to guarantee the liberatian of Ira
The Islamist organizations are fighting side by side with progressi/secular forces,
which is very important and necessary to kick out the imperialist occupation.”

On the far end of the spectrum of Islamist insurgents in Iraq were the Salafi
jihadist? groups, including, but not limited to, al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI). These insurgents
were also composed overwhelmingly of Sunni Arabs and cooperated extensively with the
rejectionists in the first several years of the conflict. However, tirategic objectives
differed considerably from the rejectionists. The jihadists were stegteot in
reinstating a pre-war status quo, but rather in advancing a particular fundashenta
interpretation of Koran-inspired good living and in creating a new caliphate ofliely
in a swath of historically Muslim territory stretching from North AfrtcaSouth Asi&?>

The Shi'a insurgency prior to 2006 was very different from the Sunni insurgency.
Perhaps most importantly, it was not as large or intense. Much of the violence that
occurred in predominantly Shi'a areas during those years was more aféstdtnal
fighting among various Shi’a militia than of an organized insurgency againkti®@oa
forces or the new Iraqgi government. Most Shi'a did not share the Sunnis’ sense of
disenfranchisement and fear of marginalization. To the contrary, the Coalitigiomva

in 2003 handed Iraq’s Shi'a their best opportunity in all of the country’s checkered

31 Quoted in Ahmed Hashinmsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Iréithaca: Cornell University Press,
2006), pp. 185-186.

324Jihadist” is controversial as a descriptive téanviolent Islamic extremists, but that controweis
immaterial to this analysis, so the term is use® las a matter of convenience. $éards That Work and
Words That Don't: A Guide for Counterterrorism Coomitation Counterterrorism Communications
Center, vol. 2, issue 10 (March 14, 2008).

% Commander Randall Peck, et\dbices of the Enemy: Quotations from Al-Qaida asdo&iated
MovementgAlexandria, VA: Institute for Defense Analysesaidh 2007).
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history to take political advantage of their majority status. To some extenrip
stake in the successful development of a new Iraqi state has served as a Wisincent
among Shi’a communities to pursue insurgency in response to political frustrations.

A major exception to this generalization, of course, has been the persistence of
Mugtada al Sadr and his Mahdi Army (“Jaysh al-Madhi” or JAM). Sadr has led
opposition to Coalition rule since the early days after the invasion, and JAM even fought
some pitched battles with U.S. forces in 2004. Sadr strikes some of the same notes as
Sunni insurgents, especially those having to do with the illegitimacy of the ogauple
the need to establish a regime that is more in tune to Islamic values. Buhtner
similarities end. Sadr’s vision of Iragi nationalism resembles an Aralowesf Iranian
theocracy (“vilayet al-fagih” or rule by clerics) more than it dodseeiBa’athist
totalitarianism or a Salafist caliphate. Additionally, Sadr’s social stippbased
primarily in the impoverished, uneducated segments of Iragq’s Shi'a commurAtes
result, in many ways, the Sadrist insurgency has been a populist one, givingot a soc
economic flavor quite distinct from its more strident religious focus. Haemggainst
Coalition and government failures to provide basic services, together with lidizbol
style grass-roots campaigns to provide such services outside the governmem, beca
central features of the Sadrist moventént.

The variation in motivations evident across these different insurgent groups
provides one rationale for an analytical approach focused on local rather than national

case studies. In particular, motivations and grievances based on ethno-religious

3 Sudarsan Raghavan and Ellen Knickmeyer, “Sadrpuasfion Mark Etched in BlackWashington Post
September 11, 2006, p. 10, Ahmed Hashim, “Iraq’adshWhy the Insurgency Won't Go Awayoston
Review May 2005, Hashim (2006), pp. 255-264.
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cleavages are intermingled with other motivations and grievances, such aslhiese r
to the quality of governance. For the rejectionists, the key grievance afipbara
combination of sectarian disenfranchisement, fear of sectarian retribuatiaed in with
some sectarian chauvinism. In one Sunni tribal leader’s view, Shi’a “cannahtaige
of Irag in the same manner as the Sunnis. The [Shi'a] are backwards. They ararbarba
savages, they do not know true religion, theirs is twisted, it is not the true religion of
Muhammad.?®

At the same time, however, some evidence also suggests that Sunni popular
support for Coalition forces was significantly affected by the Coalitionmigige failures
to return Iraqi society and infrastructure to working order, that is, faibfrggvernance.
For example, one Sunni Arab commented that “if the Americans came and developed our
general services, brought work for our people, and transferred their technology to us
then we would not have been so disappointed. But it is not acceptable to us as human
beings that after one year, America is still not able to bring us electrigi Another
commented that “the mind of the Iraqi is on electricity. He wants to find exrafen to
get a little electricity in his house so that he can drink cold water.”

By contrast, jihadist insurgents have seemed fairly unconcerned with prosaic
issues such as drinking water and electricity. The Salafist stré&staof subscribed to by

these insurgents is mostly silent on the nuts and bolts of governance, even to the point of

% Hashim (2006), pp. 71-72.
% Hashim (2005), p. 2.

37 Anthony ShadidNight Draws Near: Irag’s People in the Shadow ofefiza’s War(New York: Henry
Holt and Company, 2005), p. 217.
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rejecting the legitimacy of political partié$.For example, in internal discussions, the al
Qaeda’s theorist Abu Badr Naji unabashedly downplayed the importance of g@esrnan
for the movement’s doctrine: “It is not a prerequisite that the mujahid movemeot has
be prepared especially for agriculture, trade, and industry . . . As for the one who
manages the techniques in each ministry, he can be a paid employee who has no interest
in policy and is not a member of the movement or the pattyhis focus on religious
precepts at the expense of political and economic ones manifest itseltijalad 2004
where, while controlling the city for several months, insurgents governedpatigdy
policing moral behavior rather than by organizing and executing municipal s£fvice

On the surface, then, the pattern of different insurgent motivations in Iraq
conforms to an identity-based interpretation of insurgency. Sunni insurgents, who saw
Sunni Arabs as a group to be gravely disadvantaged by the new political order, were
likely to define their goals in terms of re-establishing sectariangayror simply
defending themselves against sectarian reprisals. Shi'a insurgentsmishef long-
awaited political ascendance for Shi'a Arab group interests, seemegtadanuch
concerned with the nature and quality of governance being executed by theCaalit
the new Iragi government as by any sectarian grievances. The cabes st the

following two chapters are first steps in a full accounting of whether tlpssfcial

3 Understanding Islamisminternational Crisis Group, Middle East/North isér Report No. 37, March 2,
2005, p. 12|n Their Own Words: Reading the Iraqi Insurgenkyternational Crisis Group, Middle East
Report No. 50, February 15, 2006, pp. 15-19, MitEsgenstadt and Jeffrey Whitdssessing Iraq’s Sunni
Arab InsurgencyWashington Institute for Near East Policy, Pokocus #50, December 2005, p. 33,
Hashim (2006), pp. 121-124.

%9 Quoted in Lawrence Wright, “The Master Plan: Fa hew theorists of jihad, Al Qaeda is just the
beginning,”The New YorkelSeptember 11, 2006.

“%In Their Own Words: Reading the Iraqi Insurgenpy16.
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dynamics were strongly representative of what was really happening finst few years
of the Iragi insurgency.
Counterinsurgency

Like the insurgencies in Iraq, the U.S.-led counterinsurgency defies
generalization. Its dynamics varied greatly over geography, oegammzand especially
over time. Some of this variation was a consequence of the United States’ lack of
preparation for counterinsurgency and the subsequent decentralized improvisation
practiced by tactical commanders throughout the country. Variation also cantenave
through organizational learning and a growing willingness of senior politedéis to
acknowledge an operational environment that differed starkly from expectations.

As a result of this variation, it is difficult to discern a clear national paitenow
the U.S. addressed the factors of interest in this study: governance and uteitity.
Consider, for example, the following two statements from senior officialeiCPA
regarding the relative importance of economic and political factoralizing the
country. CPA administrator L. Paul Bremer believed that “if we don’tlg@t economy
right, no matter how fancy our political transformation, it won't wdrk.Meanwhile,
CPA’s Governance Coordinator in Anbar province concluded that “a good political
settlement without economic aid can still lead to stability, while no level of

macroeconomic support can produce stability absent a viable political prétastti

*! Quoted in Rajiv Chandrasekaramperial Life in the Emerald City: Inside Iraq’s €en ZonéNew
York: Knopf, 2006), p. 62.

“2 Keith Mines, “Economic Tools in Counterinsurgerayd Post-conflict Stabilization: Lessons Learned
(and Relearned) in al Anbar, Iraq, 2003-04,” E-Nofeoreign Policy Research Institute, September 29,
2006.
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no clear priority between these two sets of policy levers, U.S. strategythisstvard
opportunistically and incoherently on all fronts.

During this time, U.S. policy drew criticism both for emphasizing the role of
ethno-religious identity too much and not enough. Representative of the formsr crit
was Baghdad University professor Saad Jawad, who complained that “We never saw
each other as Sunnis or Shiites first. We were Iraqis first. But the Aamsmahanged all
that. They made a point of categorizing people as Sunni or Shiite or Rurd.”
Representative of the latter camp was democracy scholar and CPA adwisor L
Diamond, who argued that “good governance’ will have little meaning in Iraq ifqadlit
order is not restored and preserved, through means that will need to be more tiaitical
military. The overriding initial task must be to fashion a political bargawhich all
major Iraqi groups feel they have a stake in the country’s politicalftittir

Not until November 2005 did the U.S. articulate a comprehensive statement of its
national-level plan, the National Strategy for Victory in Iraq (NSVI)The NSVI
defined three “tracks” for U.S. efforts — political, security, and economic —afethter
attempted to address both the politics of ethno-religious conflict and improvemémss i
guality of governance. By this point, however, over two years of conflict hatiglre
passed. And less than three months after the new strategy’s publication, thgaAskar

Mosque bombing set the war off in a new and perilous direction.

“3 Quoted in Chandrasekaran, p. 196.

*4 Larry Diamond Squandered Victory: The American Occupation andBitvegled Effort to Bring
Democracy to IradNew York: Henry Holt & Company, 2005), p. 335sAalsee Stephen Biddle, “Seeing
Baghdad, Thinking SaigonForeign Affairs March/April 2006.

> National Strategy for Victory in IraWashington: Executive Office of the PresidentyBimber 2005).
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Up to this point it is probably fair to say that the U.S.-led counterinsurgency had
produced mixed results, but overall was not successful. The proceeding discussion
outlines the counterinsurgency through the lens of this study’s analytic faakjew
addressing security, governance, political agreements, and outcomdmaeswdigables.

Security

Like people throughout history who have been caught in the midst of
insurgencies, Iragis were concerned most of all with security for tinssand their
families. When asked what Iraqis wanted from their government, one womial repl
“We want security and we want stability. Anybody who comes along isafifeng as
he brings security and stabilit§®’ As noted above, the U.S. military’s early security
operations in Iraq were relatively decentralized and therefore divierggneral,
however, commanders were slow to conceive of their situation in terms of
counterinsurgency. As a result, “security” operations tended to resemblggitessive,
large-scale, violent combat operations for which most units were traineg.ofen, the
result was the use of excessive, even indiscriminate force. For examplejrtroops
Baghdad frequently returned insurgent mortar fire with artillery bag@hat were more
likely to destroy homes and kill innocent civilians than to find their tafjets.S. forces

also conducted wide sweeps of suspicious neighborhoods featuring arrests atiaayl-mil

“6 Shadid, p. 149.

" Sean Rayment, “U.S. Tactics Condemned by Britifftt@s,” The Daily TelegraphApril 11, 2004,
quoted in Jim Baker, “Systems Thinking in Countsuirgencies,ParametersWinter 2006-07, p. 32.
Also see Nigel Aylwin-Foster, “Changing the Army fBounterinsurgency Operation§/ilitary Review
November-December 2005, pp. 2-15.

162



age males. One brigade commander in thnfantry Division declared that his forces
were there to “kill the enemy, not to win their hearts or mirds.”

As a result of these tactics, stories abound of neutral or friendly Iraqis tusning t
sympathy for the insurgents after harrowing or brutal experiences wihuspuhair-
trigger, culturally insensitive U.S. forcé$.A retired U.S. Army officer summed up the

problem this way:

Most of the generals and politicians did not thihkough the consequences of
compelling American soldiers with no knowledge afldic or Arab culture to implement
intrusive measures inside an Islamic society. Weséed people in front of their
families, dragging them away in handcuffs with bagsr their heads, and then provided
no information to the families of those we incaated. In the end, our soldiers killed,
maimed and incarcerated thousands of Arabs, 9@ptof whom were not the enemy.

But they are now’

The Coalition’s security operations also suffered from some important earl
strategic errors. For example, the U.S. war plan assumed that most key goernm
services, including the police, would be quickly re-established in the wakeiokreg
change, and therefore made no provision for general post-combat securitipnpetat
In the face of widespread looting and collapsing civil order that immediat&ywed
Saddam Hussein’s removal, Coalition forces were slow to respond. Even as thg severi

and importance of the breakdown of law and order began to dawn on Coalition leaders,

“8 Colonel David Hogg, quoted in Thomas E. Ridkissco: The American Military Adventure in Iraq
(New York: Penguin Press, 2006), pp. 236-238, 220-2

9 See, for example, Anna Badkhen, “Balancing ABgh Francisco Chronicjeéctober 13, 2005,
Anthony Lloyd, “Bungling Raids by U.S. Troops Fuilgi Anger,” Times (London)December 11, 2004,
Edward Wong, “In Anger, Ordinary Iragis Are Joinitige Insurgency,New York Timeslune 28, 2004.

* Colonel Douglas McGregor (ret.), quoted in Hast®2®06), p. 326.

*1 Ricks, Chapters 5-@jard Lessons: The Iraq Reconstruction Experiefwashington, DC: Special
Inspector General for Iragi Reconstruction, 20@@), 7-16, Michael R. Gordon and General Bernard E.
Trainor,Cobra II: The Inside Story of the Invasion and Quation of Iraq(New York, Pantheon Books,
2006), Chapter 8, George Packeng Assassins’ Gate: America in Iréldew York: Farrar, Straus and
Giroux, 2005), Chapter 4, Bob WoodwaRlan of AttackNew York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), pp. 148,
342-343.
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the size of the invasion force was too small to re-establish and maintain security
throughout the country.

Then, as the security situation continued to unravel, the CPA exacerbated its
problems by abruptly disbanding the Iragi Army and ordering comprehensive de-
Ba’'athification throughout the Iragi government. In almost a single sttio&e&;oalition
had alienated many thousands of Iraqis who possessed most of the country’s technical
capability for re-establishing security and the functioning of governarahhad created
many thousands of unemployed, armed, military-trained young males.

From the perspective of “winning hearts and minds,” clearly the Coalition fgot of
to a poor start from the strategic to the tactical level. At the same timmapartant
caveat applies to this judgment, at least to the tactical criticismslineg@xcessive
force. In some instances, as is often the case in counterinsurgencies, ndegonativas
to aggressive tactics were available to U.S. forces due to the persistengtlay of
insurgent forces and by ineffectual attempts to put a more friendly face on the
counterinsurgency. For example, in the spring of 2004, 3fision of the U.S.

Marine Corps relieved an Army unit in Anbar province and attempted to implement a
policy more geared to winning hearts and minds than the policy that had been in place
previously. Among other reforms, the Marines began patrolling the cities oratbet

than in armored vehicles. This policy was quickly reversed when the Marines fotind tha
conditions were too violent and the people in the cities too unresponsive to their efforts

for the new policy to be worth the additional risk being taken.

2 Ricks, pp. 311-320, Hashim (2006), p. 327.
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Also, U.S. forces did demonstrate the ability to learn from their mistakes over
time, and in many places they backed away from the more damaging sprastiges
that prevailed in the early days of the counterinsurgency. Major GeneraCRedezlli,
as commander of the Army’S' Cavalry Division in Baghdad during 2004 and 2005, for
example, became a particularly vocal champion of focusing military opesadt least as
much on securing the civilian population as on killing and capturing insurjeBtsthe
end of 2005, many military and civilian leaders had picked up on the importance of this
shifting emphasis. The NSVI codified the change in labeling its securttly &s a
“clear, hold, and build” strategy. By 2007, under the command of General David
Petraeus, population security was to become the central mission of Coalities in
Iraq.

Governance

The Coalition’s goals for providing good governance in Iraq were nothing if not
ambitious. The CPA set out to establish new, modern governance practices in a
staggering array of domains, from health care to jurisprudence to stock tradimansBi
of dollars were poured into reconstruction efforts aimed not only at repairing war
damage, but at improving the fraying infrastructure of a poorly managed cotippled
by years of economic sanctions. Indeed, since the CPA effectivelthedraqi
government from May 2003 to June 2004, its commitment to improving governance in
Iraq was deep. In the judgment of Coalition leaders, the legitimacy of themiss

depended on delivering on the promises of improved lives for the Iraqi people.

%3 James Rainey, “Aiming for a More Subtle Fightirgrée,” Los Angeles TimeMay 9, 2006.

** National Strategy for Victory in Iragpp. 18-22.
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This commitment to improving governance across a wide range of domains was
sustained when the CPA transferred sovereignty to the Iragi government in June 2004.
The centerpiece of U.S. efforts was the Iraq Relief and Reconstruction Furg,(IRR
which allocated over $18 billion to improve Irag’s quality of life and functionakty
state. Budgeted project categories were: security and law enfor¢c@umséaoé, public
safety infrastructure, civil society, electric sector, oil inflasture, water resources,
sanitation, transportation, telecommunications, road and bridge construction, health ca
private sector employment development, education, refugees, human rights, dgmocrac
and governanc®. Beginning in late 2005, the U.S. added to this effort several Provincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRTSs) to oversee programs and assist local & gualevéncial
levels to build provincial capacity, foster economic development, strengthen raie, of |
and promote reconciliatiolf.

Also, at more tactical levels, good governance was a central part of ttegyisili
efforts to shift toward a more population-centric approach to combating tirgensy.
Soldiers and Marines became heavily involved not only in security operations but in
reconstruction projects, local politics, and re-establishing functional edssstrice
systems such as sewage, water, electricity, and trash (“SWET”). ¢moahanders were
allocated discretionary funds from the Commander’'s Emergency ResponsaniProg
(CERP) to spend on local projects that promised to build good will, solve acute

community problems, provide quick employment, and the like. For the most part, these

*5 For detailed descriptions and accounting of IRR¥jqzts, see any of the reporBection 2207 Report on
Iraq Relief and Reconstructippublished by the United States Department of 3iaige October 2004.
Available at: http://2001-2009.state.gov/p/neafpig2207/index.htm (accessed 7/26/09).

%% United States Agency for International Developméay Provincial Reconstruction Teamisall 2007.
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types of operations had not been part of the military’s original mission otriieing,
but conducting them was simply a pragmatic response to the environment in which they
found themselves. As one company commander in Baghdad during 2003-2004 put it,
“Electricity, sewage, and security were the top three concerns otitensi[in my area
of operations] and thus the top priorities for my unit.”
Despite the enormous effort applied to improve governance in Iraq, its
effectiveness in resolving the sources of conflict seems to have been hampeved by
key factors. The first was one of the classic conundrums of counterinsurgensgedsc
in Chapter 3: while stable security may be well served by good governance, good
governance is difficult to achieve without some initial semblance of secumitgome
instances this dilemma led to an impasse between the military and cigdinoies, each
of whom tended to see their own success as dependent on the prior success ofthe other.
The second obstacle to the effectiveness of Coalition governance efforts, which is
central to this study, was the politics of identity. In some instances, Goatitbjects
went unappreciated simply by virtue of their association with the CoalitioA offfeial
Rory Stewart explained the challenges of governance efforts based on hisreepier

southern Iraq:

Many of our most expensive ventures, though beiaéfiwon us no thanks: water
purification projects cost millions but were mostiyderground and produced water that,
although safer, looked the same as the old watér.were blamed for the disrepair of
schools that Saddam had taken the credit for mgldind got no credit for refurbishing
them; no one saw the equipment we bought for mingdffices or thanked us for
providing a municipal rubbish dump. Even the npugtular projects — large bridges,
rural regeneration grants, or mass employment sebenseemed to have little influence

" Tyson Voelkel, “Counterinsurgency Doctrine FM 3-&4d Operation Iraqi Freedom: A Bottom Up
Review,” in Jay W. Boggs and Joseph R. Cerami, &ti& Interagency and Counterinsurgency Warfare:
Aligning and Integrating Military and Civilian Raden Stability, Security, Transition and Reconstit
Operationg(Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 20G8)538.

%8 Shadid, p. 261.
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on whether people voted for armed militias. . gisavere reluctant to trust us or work
with us and because of this lack of cooperatiom,Gbalition achieved little of what it
hoped and it received almost no credit for its i$fo Despite thousands of troops and
tens of millions invested in essential servicespite a number of impressive
reconstruction projects, despite ambitious progranm®lice training and in developing
“good governance and civil society,” the Coalitimad only a minimal political impact in
southern Iraq. . . the invasion was crippled nowbgt we did but by who we wert2.

This problem was echoed throughout the country as well. A Marine civil affaiceroff
with seven months of experience in Ramadi lamented that “goodwill physical
infrastructure projects, while generating some positive public sentimmergoar
measures of success against the insurgeficy.”

And being an occupying power was far from the only identity-related chaltenge
the Coalition’s governance efforts. Distribution of the benefits offered up by the
Coalition also posed a political minefield. For example, as the CPA officiab8te
noted, “jobs given to the wrong people would be worse than no jobs &t &kpending
on the location and the context, various social groups, including ethnic and religious
groups, felt entitled to preferential treatment and were aggrievadtifteeatment was
not forthcoming.

So good governance was certainly a central element of the Coalition’s @pproa
and this aspect of the counterinsurgency was generally not starvecdbfmcessor
leadership attention. But at least in the first few years of the countgemsy;, these

efforts gained only uneven traction.

%9 Stewart, pp. 198, 393, 397.
%0 Quoted in Hashim (2006), p. 298.

®1 Stewart, p. 203.
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Political Agreements Addressing Ethno-religious Cleavages

As noted above, when it comes to the politics of ethno-religious cleavages in Iraq,
the Coalition has been accused of being both too sensitive to this issue and not sensitive
enough. The former charge is based in part on the Coalition’s insistence on ethno-
religious balance in formation of the Iragi Governing Council, its managemeritesf ot
transitional political processes, and its supposed accommodation of strongly ethno-
sectarian parties during the drafting of the constitution during 2005. Accordimg to t
logic the Coalition’s influence contributed to the unnecessary “Lebanon-izatidraqi
politics, whereby key positions of power are allocated to pre-determined etttansse
groups.

The opposing viewpoint is that accommodation of ethno-sectarian interests and
allocation of power along these lines is a natural and necessary prerdquisiadility
in Iraq, and that the Coalition’s attempts to impose excessive unity and caitvalion
the Iraqi polity have exacerbated civil conffiét.

Both arguments are supported by ample evidence, largely because Coalition
policy essentially amounted to attempts to compromise between competiniy gaht
and centripetal political forces. However, given that as of this writing, théityiaf
unified, democratic, pluralist Iragi state remains an unresolved question, fiasltib
assess the validity of these opposing arguments. Ultimately, they resteditfarent
assumptions about the depth or the importance of the prevailing ethno-religious deavage

in Irag. And, as the first section of this chapter tried to demonstrate, anyngfea

%2 For a summary of “integrationist” vs. “accomodatgi” positions, see John McGarry and Brendan
O’Leary, “Irag’s Constitution of 2005: Liberal Carsation as Political Prescriptionifiternational
Journal of Constitutional Laywol. 5, no. 4 (October 2007), pp. 670-676.
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macro assessment of that question is exceedingly difficult in Iraq, gesgrest social
complexity and the long historical suppression of inter-ethnic dynamios aands of
serial dictatorships.

The Coalition’s (and many Iraqgis’) attempt to compromise between
accommodating and overcoming Iraq’s ethno-religious cleavages weeeettatound
implementing federalism, whereby many powers would be decentralized and other
centralized powers would be shared among competing factions. CPA democraoy advi

Larry Diamond summarized both the need and the challenge for this approach:

From an analytic perspective, and from my expegestadying divided countries around
the world, federalism made eminent sense. Indeads hard to see how Iraq’s deep
regional, ethnic, and sectarian divisions couldramaged in a democracy without
constitutional guarantees of autonomy. Yet Irad &lavays been highly centralized, and
for many Iragis, the unitary state was a bedroakciple of their nationalist identit$?

Iragi opponents of Saddam Hussein had been talking about federalism at least since 1992,
when both the Kurdish parliament and the dissident Iragi National Congress endorsed it
as the most promising basis for a future democracy ir’frag.2002, the Democratic
Principles Working Group of the State Department’s “Future of Iraq” prdiizated
many alternative forms and degrees of decentralization, but agreed #ratied should
become “a cornerstone of the new Iraqi body polfticThe Bush administration then
adopted the mantra of federalism during the CPA’s reign.

Overshadowing all of the policy and academic debates on federalism anthat t

was the long-standing de facto autonomy of Iragi Kurdistan. Whatever sttuctura

% Diamond, p. 163.

% Kanan Makiya, “A Model for Post-Saddam Iradgurnal of Democragyol. 14, no. 3 (July 2003), pp.
5-12.

5 U.S. Department of State, Future of Iraq Projpetnocratic Principles and Procedures Working Group
Report, “Final Report on the Transition to Demograciraq,” November 2002, p. 91.
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solution was to prevail would need to account for the decentralized authority the Kurds
had already claimed for themselves. And so, when Iragq adopted its constitution in 2005,
Kurdish autonomy was enshrined in the form of a powerful “regional” government,

which would have the authority to raise its own “internal security” forces andiviold

legal primacy over the federal government on any issue not enumerated in the
constitution as an exclusively federal power. The constitution’s division of power
between the federal government and the provinces — as opposed to regions — was much
murkier, with language allowing for conflicting interpretations of whatgrovinces

could and could not d¥.

Perhaps the most controversial aspect of the constitution’s formulation of
federalism was not its recognition of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRGjs
provision that any province or combination of provinces would also be allowed to form
regional governments that would enjoy the same status as the KRG. For maoigllgsp
Sunni Arabs, this looked like a formula for disintegration, not decentralization. Even
supporters of decentralization found this medicine too strong. Influential Iraglehs
Kanan Makiya saw the constitution as “unwittingly paving the way for awsmilthat
will cost hundreds of thousands of Iraqi livé$."Federalism scholar Donald Horowitz
complained that “the Iraqi state created by this constitution is probabeteest

federation in the world®®

% |ragi Constitution, especially Article 121 on regal powers and Articles 115 and 122 on provincial
powers.

7 Kanan Makiya, “Present at the DisintegratioNgw York TimesDecember 11, 2005.

% Donald Horowitz, “The Sunni MomentyVall Street JournalDecember 14, 2005.
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As of this writing, however, nothing like the radical decentralization feayed b
many has occurred. A smaller-scale version of Makiya’s fearednavitlid occur, but it
was precipitated by terrorist incitement and militia adventurism, not tstitationally-
sanctioned changes in Iraqg’s political structures. Instead, practiltaftlae structural
guestions on left hanging by Iraq’s constitution in 2005 remain in limbo. In partioolar
new regions have been formed, according to ethno-religious logic or otherwsse.th
constitution established a key executive power-sharing mechanism in the farm of
transitional tripartite “presidency council,” composed of a president and two vice
presidents. Though allocation of the three positions by ethno-religious group is not
specified in the constitution, the positions have been filled by one Kurd (Presidgnt Jal
Talabani), one Shi'a Arab (Vice President Adel Abdul al Mahdi), and one Sunni Arab
(Vice President Tariq al Hashimi). This presidency council, which hastefly
provided veto power to representatives each of Irag’s major ethno-sectarianmtissn
is scheduled to expire with the parliamentary elections in 2010, after which the
presidency will be filled by a single person.

In sum, Coalition and Iraqi officials have certainly pursued political agnesme
aimed at addressing ethno-religious cleavages. As described, the Istquton, itself,
written and approved in 2005, contains some major elements of such agreements. At the
same time, however, these agreements have proved highly controversial. They may or
may not prove to be durable over time, but it is clear that the agreements embodied in the
constitution did not succeed in ending the insurgency in Irag. If anything, perceive
inequalities in the constitution may have contributed to the sharp worsening oteiolen

in 2006. After all, the constitution was narrowly ratified in an October 2005 referendum
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in which perhaps as many as 90% of Sunni Arabs voted agdihsistfor how this
record relates this study’s variables, a clearer picture of how ethgiows political
agreements affected the insurgency requires a more granular look at localld@ase s

Counterinsurgency Outcomes

As with each of the variables described in the preceding sections, measurements
of counterinsurgency outcomes in Irag during the period considered here tell an
incomplete story if looked at in aggregate. National averages hide largionarecross
locales. What will be important for this analysis are the measures of ¢gosuatgency
outcomes at local levels in the case studies.

Nevertheless, a few general observations on counterinsurgency outcomés over t
years 2003-2006 may be made. By the most obvious measure — violence levels — the
counterinsurgency would have to be judged unsuccessful over this timeframe. As shown
in Figure 3, the average number of weekly attacks on Coalition and Iraqi péclogs
almost tripled from early 2004 to the beginning of 2006. Coalition and Iraqgi security
force casualties followed a similar trefid.

Public opinion polls also show a deteriorating condition with respect to
counterinsurgent success in defeating the insurgents. One national poll asked
respondents to say “whether you feel that the security has gotten betts avstayed
the same over the last three months.” In April 2005, 13% of respondents answered

“worse” or “much worse.” When the same question was asked in March 2006, “worse”

%9 Diamond, p. 350.

" Measuring Stability and Security in Irg8Vashington, DC: U.S. Department of Defense, Fatyru
2006), p. 27.
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Average Weekly Attacks by Time Period
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Figure 3: DoD Estimates of Insurgent Attacks on Coalition and Iraqi Secuty
Forces

and “much worse” comprised 55% of the answérBetween March 2005 and March
2006, the portion of Iragis who expressed no confidence or “not very much” confidence
in their federal and provincial governments to improve the situation in the country
doubled from around 15% to around 33%The popularity of Coalition forces was even
less impressive. From February 2004 to March 2007, the percent of Iragis who opposed
the presence of Coalition forces rose from 51% to 78%. Over the same time period,

Iragis claiming they believed that attacks on Coalition forces wereptadde” rose from

" Survey of Iraqi Public Opinigrinternational Republican Institute, April 11-2005, p. 12, an&urvey of
Iragi Public Opinion International Republican Institute, March 23-3D@.

"2 Measuring Stability and Security in Irg8Vashington, DC: U.S. Department of Defense, M@98), pp.
10, 12.
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17% to 51%72 In the aggregate, it is clear in this period that Coalition forces did not
succeed in winning Iraqgi hearts and minds.

By late in 2006, even Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s assessment
progress was downbeat. In November, he wrote to the president that “CleatliJ.@ha
forces are currently doing in Iraq is not working well enough or fast endtightie next
month, the Iraq Study Group, a blue-ribbon panel of elder statesmen, began their highl
anticipated report with the words: “The situation in Iraq is grave and oletenig.”>

The period from 2003-2006 was not without its accomplishments, of course.
Most prominently, two rounds of relatively safe elections and the writing anidaath
of the constitution in 2005 stand as significant achievements for the Iraqi govermuent a
its Coalition partners. But from the perspective of counterinsurgency stratisgsiear

that at the national level, these achievements were not sufficient foesucce

Local Case Study Selection

A common theme of first-hand accounts of counterinsurgency in Iraq has been the

primacy of local conditions in explaining the course of events. Rory Stewart found that

. . . what mattered most were local details, daflgounters with men of which we knew
little and of whom Iraqis knew little more. . . Vigeefer the universal and the theoretical:
the historical analogy and the statistics. Buitjslis local, the catastrophe of Iraq is
discovered best through individual interactiéhs.

Stathis Kalyvas’s and Matthew Kocher’s analysis of Iraq also leadsttheonclude that

the dynamics of violence are mainly locally-driven, and to recommend that “schath

3 Gary Langer, “Security Gains Reverse Iraq’s Spifedugh Serious Problems Remain,” ABC
News/BBC/NHK/ARD National Survey of Iraq, March 12008, pp. 30, 33.

" Michael R. Gordon and David S. Cloud, “Rumsfelifemo on Iraq Proposed Major Changgw York
Times December 3, 2006.

> James A. Baker IlI, Lee H. Hamilton, et &he Iraq Study Group Reppfbecember 2006, p. 6.

® Stewart, pp. 46, 405.
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policy makers should pay less attention to supposedly intractable cleavae®re to
the internal dynamics of violent conflict.”

The preceding overview of governance, identity, and counterinsurgency in Iraq
provides further impetus for focusing analysis at more local levels. Therarteweost
guestions of interest at the national level appear to be “it varies,” or “indegeAs
summarized in Table 5, the settings for three of this study’s five frarkexaaables are
ambiguous when considered at the national level. Ethno-religious cleaverges w
certainly present and salient. And the counterinsurgency as of early 2006 wigsdea
successful. But the quality of security and governance operations was higabjeva
across time and geography. And while high-profile ethno-religious pokiiraements
were reached, they seem to have locked-in perceived grievances ratlsattieainem.

The resulting picture is not very useful analytically.

. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Cases a b C d y
(identity (good (good (political (success)
cleavages) | security) governance) | agreement)
Iraq (2003- Yes Ambiguous| Ambiguous  Ambiguo No
2006) ‘T

Table 5: Case Study Variable Summary for Iraq
Accordingly, the case studies in Chapters 6 and 7 provide a first step in extending
this analytic framework to local levels. The two cases considered arepéreaxes of
the U.S. Army’s 2 Brigade Combat Team!®nfantry Division in and around Ramadi
from September 2004 to July 2005 and the experiences of the U.S. Affitsn®red

Cavalry Regiment in and around Tal Afar from April 2005 to February 2006.

" Kalyvas and Kocher, pp. 209-210, 216.
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Of all the potential case studies to choose from, why do these two rise to the top?

Together, six factors constitute the rationale for this selection.

1. The choice to examine two cases rather than three or ten is driven by tintaiotast
More cases are always desirable, but trading depth for breadth would defeat the
purpose of this analysis, so two comparative cases will suffice to shed lidtg on t
research’s main hypothesis.

2. A superficial examination of these two cases suggests that they shariva patie
on the framework’s key conditional variable — the significance of ethnaenatig
cleavages — while having differing values for the dependent variable of
counterinsurgent “success.” Closer examination may or may not bear out these
impressions, but this combination is analytically desirable in seeking tarewgiech
of the other variables (security, governance, political agreements)etmtotexplain
the differing outcomes. Note that this choice violates a typical rule of thomdage
selection — avoiding selection based on the value of the dependent variable.
However, this research does not purport to be drawing a random or representative
sample from the full population of cases, nor will it draw deterministic cancisis
based on the results of these case studies. As a result, for the purposes of this
research, the need to observe variation in the dependent variable trumps the usual
rationales for avoiding selection on the dependent variable.

3. There is value in comparing cases from similar time frames.

4. There is value in comparing cases with similar insurgent threats.

5. The time frame covered by these cases — late 2004 to early 2006 — has some

analytically useful properties. The Iraqi government became soveneigme 2004,
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so this period avoids crossing over the transition of control between Coalition and
Iragi authority. At the same time, this period precedes a couple of key environmental
shifts: the February 2006 Samarra mosque bombing and the 2007 “surge” of
increased U.S. forces and changed tactics. So during this time, the insurgéecy in t
western and northern parts of Iraq was somewhat mature. And most of theetarge s
piece battles, such as those in Najaf, Sadr City, and the first assaullugshRakre

past, and U.S. operations had settled into a focus on counterinsurgency.

. Ramadi has an additional attractive property, which is that it underwent a famous
reversal of fortunes in late 2006 and 2007 in the form of the so-called Tribal
Awakening. This research will not include a separate case study on this developme
but a simple comparison between the 2004-2005 case and the subsequent dramatic

turn-around there is relevant to the questions examined by this research.
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Chapter 6: Ramadi (September 2004 — July 2005)

This chapter presents a case study of U.S. operations in and around the city of
Ramadi from September 2004 — July 2005. Its focus is on the operations of the U.S.
Army’s 2" Brigade Combat Team of th&*2nfantry Division (2/2ID) and its
subordinate units during that time period. Like the cases in Chapter 4, but in expanded
form, the cases in this chapter and the next are presented in seven parts cavering th
following topics: 1) an overview of the background and major events of the case; 2) the
role of ethnic and religious identity politics in the case; 3) counterinsuagéohs with
respect to providing security; 4) counterinsurgent actions with respect tovinmgpr
governance; 5) any efforts toward political agreements that address eliigious
cleavages; 6) an assessment of the outcome of the counterinsurgency; and 7) a
concluding discussion and evaluation of the case in the context of this study’s questions
and analytic framework.

Case Background

Ramadi and the Insurgency

Ramadi is the capital and the largest city of Iraq’s western Anbar peovihs
located in the upper Euphrates river valley, situated mostly on the southern banks of the
river, about 70 miles west of Baghdad. In 2004, the World Food Program estimated its
population to be 456,853hough the total likely declined from that level during the
course of the violence that occurred during the time period of this case studydiRama
population is ethnically and religiously homogeneous, with Sunni Muslim Arabs

comprising more than 90% of the population.

! Baseline Food Security Analysis in Iré¢yorld Food Program, September 2004), p. 78.
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Founded in 1869, the city sits along the primary road and rail lines connecting
Baghdad and the heart of Iraq with Jordan and points westward. This location has long
given Ramadi an important commercial role, in both legitimate and illicit@uic
activity, and it also became a major transit point for foreign insurgents entaignig
fight U.S. and Iraqgi security forces.

In part due to its role as a hub for international trade and transit, Ramadi has been
a somewhat more cosmopolitan and secular city than its Anbar neighbors, such as
Fallujah. It is the home of Anbar University, and has been a relativelgllidemter for
intellectual and cultural lifé. Ramadi witnessed large scale demonstrations against
Saddam Hussein in 1995, a phenomenon virtually unheard of in the Sunni Arab portions
of Iraq.

At the same time, however, Ramadi was also home to many Ba’ath parigigffic
and the local and provincial government hierarchies in Ramadi were closly tie
Saddam Hussein’s regime. The city served as the hub of Saddam’s turbulent but large
successful program of co-opting the support of Anbar’s tribal ledders,was also
home to the Iragi Army’s combat engine@its special force3and a large number of
active and retired senior officers. Consequently, the Coalition Provisiornabtyts
(CPA) Orders number 1 and 2, banishing all Ba’ath party officials from offide a

disbanding the Iragi Army, hit Ramadi especially hard. Formerly powerful @&opl

2 Lieutenant Colonel Justin C. Gubler and Commandémt Major Dennis P. Bergmann, Jr., “Task Force
Rock Operating Guidance,” undated annotated bgefin 8, Interview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra).

3 Interview 7 (Capt Sean Kuehl).
* Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).

® Pamela Hess, “Ramadi Posts Seen As ‘Symbol of @timn’,” Washington TimesSeptember 7, 2004,
p. 11.
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Ramadi had both the motivation and the tactical and technical expertise to mount an

effective military opposition to the U.S. presence.

3
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Figure 4: Ramadi and Surrounding Ared
The insurgency in Ramadi was multi-faceted and evolved over time, but generall
comprised three overlapping groups. One U.S. battalion staff described thetgsups
way, using the labels most commonly used by the local population (and written in
inimitable Powerpoint syntax):
¢ Resistance — fighters who are resisting occupation by a foreign greyyfight U.S.
and this is seen as an honorable endeavor; no central control of resistance groups.
e Terrorists — foreigners who are not from Ramadi, Al Anbar, or Iraq. There ats loc

who support Islamic extremist (global Salafi jihad / Wahabbist) groups.

® Lieutenant Colonel Justin C. Gubler and Commandémt Major Dennis P. Bergmann, Jr., “Task Force
Rock Introduction to Ar Ramadi: Its People and Bmemy,” undated briefing, p. 3.

" Gubler and Bergmann, “Task Force Rock Operatinigl@ce,” p. 5.
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e Criminals — primary motivation is money, organized crime support both Terrorists
and Resistance fighters.

The staff also estimated that 25% of “resistance” fighters worked withetrerists.”
According to a civilian analyst working in Anbar during this period who conducted
extensive interviews with insurgency supporters, “people always distinguisiween
the foreign jihadists and the Sunni nationalists, even though they tolerated the common
cause that had been made between tHefddwever, the relative importance of the
“resistance” and the “terrorists” shifted over time; specificallRa@eda in Iraq (AQI)
and its Islamic extremist compatriots gradually evolved from beintgiseimportant
insurgent element of the two, to being the clearly predominartt one.

By September 2004, Ramadi was one of the hot spots of the insurgency, forming
the southwestern corner of the so-called “Sunni Triangle” that extendedhold@&hin
the east and Tikrit in the north. Though Fallujah was considered the center of the
insurgency in Anbar, Ramadi was not far behind it in operational and strategic
significance and in the intensity of combat. To cite just one indicator of thisitytethe
brigade that 2/2ID replaced (th& Brigade Combat Team?1nfantry Division, or
1/11D) suffered more than 500 casualties, including 50 fatalities, during itsoour f
September 2003 to September 280adore than half of those casualties were suffered

in just the six months prior to 2/21D’s arrival by the Marine battalion operating unde

8 Interview 1 (Andrea Jackson).
® Interview 6 (Cpl Peder Ell), Interview 23 (CarMalkasian), Interview 36 (anonymous Army officer).

10 Seth Robson, “¥ BCT Settles Into Iraqi HomeFuropean Stars and StripeSeptember 11, 2004.
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1/11D that alone had responsibility for the city of Rama8ff Battalion, 4' Marine
Regiment)**
The Counterinsurgents

During the period of this case study, the U.S.’s operational military hedeigua
in Irag was known as Multi-National Corps-lraq (MNC-I). Operations in Anbaripce
were overseen by Marine headquarters units, fhdakine Expeditionary Force (I MEF)
and ' Marine Division (1 MARDIV) until March 2005, then subsequently tffe 2
Marine Expeditionary Force (Il MEF) andMarine Division (2 MARDIV)?

2/2ID, somewhat unusually, was an Army brigade operating under a Marine
division-level headquarters. The brigade commanded 5,560 soldiers, marines, airmen,
and sailors. Its main combat forces were three organic infantry bastatine attached
Marine infantry battalion, and an artillery battalitn.

2/21D arrived in Ramadi at the end of August 2004 and officially took over
responsibility for the “battlespace” known as “AO [Area of Operations] Kapom
1/11D on September 12. AO Topeka covered approximately 6,500 square kilometers of
Ramadi and its surroundings, up to Lake Thar Thar in the north, Fallujah in the east, Hit

in the west, and Lake Razazah in the sétith.

1 F J. Bing West, “Iragification, Part IIWall Street JournalAugust 2, 2004, p. 10.
12 First Marine Expeditionary Force, http://www.i-megmc.mil/div/history.asp (accessed July 26, 2009).

13 24 Brigade Combat Team!@nfantry Division,After Action Review: Operation Iragi Freedom 04-06,

August 2004 — August 2005

bid.
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Figure 5: 2/2ID Unit Insignia®

'd:_i.rm“ FORCE|. The brigade deployed to Iraq (via Kuwait) directly from its

home near the Korean Peninsula’s demilitarized zone, where its
mission and training had been entirely focused on deterring and

waging high-intensity conventional war against North Korea’s armed

forces. Apropos of this long-standing mission, the brigade’s
nickname was “Strike Force” and its motto was “Kill the Enemy!” (sgeiféi 5).

Like so many other Army units deploying to Iraq in the same period, 2/2ID had to
prepare to deploy and re-orient its training and operating mindset on short noticg, havin
received its deployment orders less than three months prior to its departuk&ofiesm

After 11 months in Iraq, 2/2ID was relieved in place at the end of July 2005 by
the 29 Brigade Combat Team, ®8nfantry Division, from the Pennsylvania National
Guard.

What Happened (September 2004 — July 2005)

Anbar province, after initially seeming ready to cooperate with Coaliticme$
immediately following the 2003 invasion, rapidly evolved into the main home of the
Sunni insurgency. In the early days, U.S. forces in Ramadi, especially thesNanips,
believed in the promise of showing a friendly face to the local population as a means of
winning its loyalty'® As one reporter described, “Commanders worked to instill

sympathy for the local population through sensitivity training and exhortatioms f

15 bid.

6 Ahmed Hashiminsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Irithaca: Cornell University Press, 2006), p.
327.
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higher officers. Marines were ordered to show friendliness through “aatiest
including waving at people on the stret.”

These attitudes proved short-lived, however, as attacks against U.S. forces quickly
escalated in frequency and sophistication. In one particularly well-méaieind deeply
felt incident in April 2004, a dozen Marines were killed in a single ambush in the city.
Naturally, this environment hardened the attitudes of many U.S. forces, even busse w
original intent had been to do what was necessary to win the hearts and minds of Ramadi
residents. In the words of one Marine non-commissioned officer (NCO) who was
deployed in Ramadi in the spring and summer of 2004, “My whole opinion of the people
here has changed. There aren't any good pethle.S. forces developed a strong sense
that the general population was largely complicit in many insurgent attackstaba
U.S. Another Marine NCO relates the story of a rocket-propelled grertadk ah his

platoon.

When the Marines responded, the attacker fledtHayt found that he had established a
comfortable and obvious position to lie in waitheFe, in an alleyway beside the shops
was a seat and ammunition for the grenade launelh@ng with a pitcher of water and a
half-eaten bowl of grapes. . . ‘You could tell they had been hanging out all day. It was
out in the open. Every single one of the guyh@aghops could tell the guy was set up to

attack us.]’9

By the summer of 2004, U.S. forces were taking measures to reduce their
disruptive effects on normal life in Ramadi, based on the premise that U.S. presence wa
an irritant and stoked some of the violence in the city. The Marine battalion éasexic

patrolling the city almost entirely and instead set up observation posts throughout the

" Mike Dorning, “Marines Grow Weary of Even Friendfaces, Chicago TribuneSeptember 16, 2004.
'8 |bid.

2 bid.
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city. But the change generated little improvement in the viol&hdedeed, the security
situation had deteriorated to the point that the U.S. was not confident it would be able to
hold the planned January elections safely in the®tity.

This period also witnessed the disintegration of what semblance of governmental
authority had remained in the city. In August and September alone, Anbariag@ove
resigned after his sons were kidnapped and his own life was thre&t¢nedieputy
governor was kidnapped and murdef&dnd Ramadi’s police chief was arrested by U.S.
forces for having begun working with the insurgency. By late September,’&nbar
beleaguered acting governor, who doubled as Ramadi’s acting mayor, could only lament
that “We do not know who the attackers are or who is backing them. Are they backed
from outside? Nobody know$™

This was the environment in which 2/21D took command of Ramadi in
September. Commanders were determined not to let Ramadi “become anothei Fall
where insurgents operated with impunity. Accordingly, 2/2ID took an aggressive early
approach, launching three separate brigade-level offensive operationsrst ttedie

weeks in comman®. These operations, according to a brigade press release, were

2 Anne Barnard, “US Forces, Hit By Raids, Fault Theigi Allies,” Boston GlobgAugust 1, 2004, p. 1,
Hess, “Ramadi Posts Seen As ‘Symbol of Occupation™

%L John F. Burns and Erik Eckholm, “In Western Ireigndamentalists Hold U.S. at Bayyéw York Times
August 29, 2004, p. 1.

22 «Highlights: Iraqi Press 2 Aug 04,” August 2, 200%8IS Report GMP20040802000241, “Highlights:
Iragi Press 29 Aug 04,” August 29, 2004, FBIS RegiviP20040829000187.

% Alissa J. Rubin, “Iraqi City On Edge Of Chaokgds Angeles TimeSeptember 28, 2004, p. 1.
*Ibid.

%5 Seth Robson, “¥ BCT Hopes to Keep Ramadi From Turning Into AnotReliujah,” Pacific Stars and
Stripes September 20, 2004.
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designed to “deny anti-U.S. forces safe haven, round up suspected anti-U.S. ledders a
exploit weapons caches used against legitimate forces in théarehe tactics
employed were mainly large-scale cordon-and-search operations.

These operations produced some results in terms of detained suspects and
confiscated weapons, and yet seemed to have little effect on the leviensitinof
attacks against U.S. forces. On a day-to-day basis, U.S. forces in Ramduhihhdrds
full simply securing the city’s main east-west road, known to the U.S. as Raltgan,
and maintaining safe resupply of their own b&3es.

By late October, 2/2ID had already suffered 12 soldiers killed in attimmg the
leader of Anbar’s dominant Dulaym tribe declared that “the city is chaokieres no
presence of the Allawi [federal] government.” A Marine civil affaiG®isaid: “We hit
the deck one and a half months ago, and the area has changed for the downhill very
quickly.”?

In the face of this deteriorating situation, 2/21ID commander Colonel GagnPa
decided to realign his forces. Up until that point, only one of the brigade’s foureattach
infantry battalions, the 2nd Battaliorl” Marine Regiment (2/5 Marines) was based

inside Ramadi. The other battalions were based in the areas immediataiydung the

city, including two full battalions in Ramadi’'s eastern suburbs. With approval rem t

% seth Robson, “¥ Brigade Combat Team Roundup Has Yielded 75 Suspredtaq,” Pacific Stars and
Stripes October 8, 2004.

" Interview 27 (Capt Eric Dougherty), Interview Z9@L Gary Patton).

%8 Joseph Giordono, "3 Brigade Combat Team Soldiers Round Up Suspectaddents in Iraq,Pacific
Stars and Stripe€ctober 24, 2004.

2 Edward Wong, “Provincial Capital Near Falluja lagidly Slipping Into ChaosXew York Times
October 28, 2004, p. 1.
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divisional headquarters, Patton moved one of those two battalfbBstalion, 505
Infantry (1/50%), from the east into the city, effectively doubling the number of U.S.
combat forces inside Ramadi.

Before the increased troop levels could show much of an effect on security in
Ramadi, however, operations in the city were overshadowed by the preparation and
execution of the Coalition’s major November assault on nearby Fallujah. Ranveah sa
uptick in attacks as insurgents pulling back from Fallujah sought refugensit treere.
U.S. operations focused on shielding the city from these collateral efiattsnly
partial success. An Al Jazirah reporter described the situation in Ramadi anidove

17 this way:

U.S. forces closed off the city’s main entrancesypnting anyone from entering or
departing the city. Life inside the city has coetply stopped, and shops are closed. For
several weeks now, students have not gone to sthodl colleges. Electricity has been
out for eight days. The U.S. forces entered thefram the western side trying to reach
the eastern neighborhoods; they, however, were@otefd by the fierce resistance of
gunmen. Eyewitnesses said that fires blazed iaragparts of the city due to the

shootout, and warplanes are flying over.

In the aftermath of the so-called “second battle of Fallujah,” secunigittons
actually improved in Ramadi, and in December and January, the city began to show some
signs of a return to normal life. By this time, the focus of U.S. operations had shifted t
ensuring the relatively peaceful implementation of national elections ahthef
January 2005. Much had been staked strategically on the elections as evidemnge of Ira
democratic transition, and the participation of Anbar province’s Sunni Arab population

seemed patrticularly important. "From a symbolic and a political standpoint, coggdact

30«A| Jazirah Interviews Journalist on SituationAkRamadi,” Al-Jazirah Satellite Channel Television
November 17, 2004, FBIS Report GMP20041117000050.
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successful election in Ramadi, the provincial capital, is critical,” lezdaBrigadier
General Joseph Dunford, the assistant commander of the 1st Marine DiVision.

Ultimately, election day in Ramadi produced both good and bad news for the U.S.
No major attacks occurred, which was both a surprise and a major victory for thgysecur
forces in the city. Turnout, however, was extremely paltry. Province-wideut was
only 2%, and early unofficial figures in Ramadi showed that only 1,700 of the city’s
400,000 residents votéd. Intimidation by insurgents was a major factor in the low
turnout, as was grave suspicion of the legitimacy and reliability of the gro&a®n the
Ramadi director of the Independent Electoral Commission of Iraq resignethdogith
his staff, a few days before the elections due to death thteats.

In the wake of the elections, the U.S. launched a new offensive throughout the
upper Euphrates river valley, known as Operation River Blitz. In Ramadi, tbis wés
marked by the establishment of checkpoints at the main entrances to the cél,assav
curfew from 8 p.m. to 6 a.Af. The checkpoints helped to limit insurgents’ freedom of

movement?> though they were also manpower inten&hand drew some complaints

31 Tony Perry, “Ramadi At Heart Of Iraq Election Hspid_os Angeles Timeganuary 22, 2005.

% Tony Perry, “Polls Stand Empty In Sunni Strongkiblcbs Angeles Timedanuary 31, 2005. One
officer estimated that only 65 people voted injastalion’s area of operations, which covered
approximately half the city. Interview 19 (MAJ @rSierra)

33 4ECI Head, Members in Al-Ramadi Tender Resignatid\l-Shargiyah January 28, 2005, FBIS Report
GMP20050128000194.

34 Jackie Spinner, “Marines, Iraqgi Forces Launch B¥fee in Ramadi,Washington PosFebruary 21,
2005.

% Joseph Giordono, “A Year On the Edg& BCT Bound for Colorado After Grueling Tour in Ragih
Stars and Stripesiuly 31, 2005.

% Interview 15 (anonymous Army officer).
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from local residents for impeding commerce and daily*fif&y April, 2/2ID was
claiming some success for these measures, crediting them with “& desdine in the
amount of insurgent activity’®

The late winter and spring of 2005 also saw a growing role for Iraqi security
forces in Ramadi. Up to this point, those efforts to shift responsibility forigetaur
local forces had been almost entirely fruitless. The local police forceymostl
disintegrated in the fall, the Iragi Army was not present, and a unit of the lasiqnill
Guard, recruited largely from the local population, had been disbanded in November due
to its being completely ineffectual and compromised by the insurgents. B by t
spring, some Iragi Army units had deployed to Ramadi. In most cases, these tends we
double-edged sword in terms of working with the local population. Most of the Army
units were majority Shi'a Arab. Most of the soldiers were not happy to be in Anbar, and
many Ramadi residents resented their presence, even interpretiny@lasgon of
their suspicions about American complicity in a Shi'a takeover of Iragq. Theserms
were exacerbated further with the appointment in 2005 of Bayan Jabr Sulagh as the
Minister of the Interior. Jabr was widely thought to be affiliated with dotesian Badr
Corps militia and soon gained a reputation for using elements of the national police to

conduct ethnic cleansing.

37 Ann Scott Tyson, “To The Dismay Of Local Sunnikji®s Arrive To Police RamadiWashington
Post May 7, 2005, p. 13.

% Tom Roeder, “Carson Unit Says Tide Is Turningglorado Springs Gazettdpril 18, 2005.

3 Interview 1 (Andrea Jackson).
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On the other hand, many of the Iragi Army units, especially over time, proved
capable of professionalism and avoidance of overtly sectarian beffaviad their
effectiveness in understanding the local environment, developing intelligence, and
identifying insurgents was naturally far superior to that of the Amesita

Importantly, the early months of 2005 also brought the first signs of an emerging
rift between Ramadi’s tribal leaders and the Islamist insurgents myggirathe area,
especially AQl. Some of the earliest evidence of a split came in the iexectiseven
foreign AQI members in retaliation for the assassination of a Dulaimietaler and
Iragi National Guard commander, Lieutenant Colonel Sulaiman Ahmed Ddfaiftiis
was near the same time that reports surfaced of U.S. military offagal®ll as the Iraqi
Defense Minister holding secret meetings with elements of the insur§etaynamed
sources told Al Jazirah that as a result of some of these meetings, daynaitiit will be
formed in the city of Al-Ramadi to preserve security. The unit will consisirafdr
Iragi army personnel and commanders and will not take orders from the U.S.diorces

the Iragi Defense Ministry . .** At the same time, U.S. forces in the far western deserts

“ Interview 3 (anonymous Army officer), Interview g8nonymous Army officer).

! Interview 13 (COL David Clark), Interview 15 (angnous Army officer), Interview 19 (MAJ Greg
Sierra).

“2 John Ward Anderson, “A Gruesome Find, With A Diéfiece,"Washington PostMarch 19, 2005.

434U.S. Holds Secret Talks With Insurgents in Iragfashington PosFebruary 21, 2005, “Behind the
News,” Al-Jazirah Satellite Channel Televisiolune 27, 2005, FBIS Report GMP20050627535004.

*Hamid Abdallah, “With the Americans’ knowledge atmhsent, the Iraqgi defense minister holds
negotiations with the Iraqi resistancéf-Jazirah April 4, 2005, FBIS Report GMP20050404000175.
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of Anbar had just begun working with the Albu Mahal Desert Protectors, a triizsisd
militia formed to combat AQf?

Notwithstanding these developments, however, the U.S. faced a major obstacle in
attempting to exploit the emerging hostility between groups of erstwhileggrsuallies —
namely, its own policy. As arule, the U.S. remained extremely leery oing éatal
militias with no formal ties to the Iragi government. After all, this wesestially the
model that was attempted in handing off authority to the “Fallujah Brigade” ih Apr
2004, an experiment generally viewed inside and outside the Coalition as a disastrous
failure®® Instead, the U.S. was still hoping to marry up the local legitimacy enjgyed b
Anbar’s tribal leaders with the formal institutions of the Iraqi govemtma particular
the Iragi Army. Bing West, a writer, former Marine, and former Pentadgamnabfvho
spent many months in Anbar province during this period provides a stark illustration of
this policy in action:

The sheikhs offered a deal in March of 2005. Tlwapted arms and ammunition, plus
vehicles. They would protect their turfs with @l force of roughly 5,000 men. They
would agree to boundaries and point out the takfislamic extremists]. That would
stop the IED attacks along the main roads. [Aaststommander of 1 MARDIV,
Brigadier General Joseph] Dunford refused. Youehav elected national government,
he said, with a new army. Send your tribal sor{s® Army training center in] Taji. . .
Asked if he could promise they would return to thebal areas, Dunford said no. There
was an elected government and no need for anoftititamThe days of the tribes were

47
over.

Dunford went on to explain, “In the spring of 2005, | met with dozens of sheikhs. They

were shaken up by what we had done in Fallujah. They said they’'d fight on our side, but

*5 John A. McCary, “The Anbar Awakening: An Allianoé Incentives, The Washington Quarterlyol.
32, no. 1 (January 2009), p. 48, Austin Long, “Wames to Al Anbar: Political Conflict in an Iraqi
Province,” unpublished paper presented at theratemal Studies Association conference, Febru@fp2
p. 11.

“% Interview 23 (Carter Malkasian), Interview 33 (Mb&n Richard Natonski).

" Bing West,The Strongest Tribe: War, Politics, and the Endgamieaq (New York: Random House,
2008), p. 75.
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refused to go through the government in Baghdad. In 2005, we weren't willing to accept
that deal.*®

In part because of this gap between the tribes and the U.S., relationshipsibetwee
U.S. forces and the local population in Ramadi continued to develop slowly. 2/2ID did
begin to make progress in identifying some local leaders in and around thwhaityere
willing to work with them in trying to re-establish governance in the city, ant) iiés
local intelligence networks slowly expand®dAt the same time, though, the locall
population continued to bristle at the restrictions imposed by U.S. forces. And AQI
attacks and intimidation continued to undermine efforts to stabilize the city. Intiay
new Anbar governor was kidnapped in Ramadi and found dead a few weeRS @
also aggressively targeted the growing number of sheikhs who appeared willing to
challenge its strong influence. A new city council was just being stood upiBs 2/
prepared to depart the country in July 2005.

Unclassified statistics on overall attack trends in Ramadi during this peeiod a
not yet available. Anecdotal evidence is mixed, with some participantgydent
reduced violence between the beginning and the end of 2/2ID’s tour and some identifying

roughly similar levels at the beginning and end of the period. Estimates of iessualt

“8 |bid., p. 96.
9 Interview 32 (LTC Justin Gubler), Interview 34 (S8rian Fennema).
*¥Nancy A. Youssef and Yasser Salihee, “Gunmen Kidhaovernor In Irag, Philadelphia Inquirer

May 11, 2005, p. 1, Ellen Knickmeyer and Othman Btoimed, “Governor In Iraq Is Found Dead,”
Washington Postlune 1, 2005, p. 16.
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suffered by 2-2ID and its subordinate units range from 68 to 98 killed in action with
approximately 700 more wound&l.

What does seem clear, however, is a sharp deterioration in security in Ramadi
subsequent to 2/2ID’s departure. A few journalistic accounts chart thedotyisward

spiral. From August 2005:

Insurgents in Anbar province, the center of guerriésistance in Iraq, are fighting the
U.S. military to a standstill. After repeated mapdfensives in Fallujah and Ramadi, . . .
many U.S. officers and enlisted men have stopp&htgabout winning a military
victory in Irag's Sunni Muslim heartland. . . Tod#ye street [in Ramadi] is pocked with
holes left by bombs intended for U.S. convoys,eftonts are ripped by shrapnel, bullet
holes tattoo walls, buildings have been blown tabte by U.S. missile strikes and
insurgent mortar volleys, and roofs are caved itUlfy. bombing. At the main U.S. base
in Ramadi, artillery booms every night, sending enshells to pound insurgent positions

in and around the cit§’/2.
From October 2005:

[In Ramadi,] Sunni Arab insurgents are waging tffieircest war against American
troops, attacking with relative impunity just bleackom Marine-controlled territory.

Every day, the Americans fight to hold their turfd war against an enemy who seems to
be everywhere but is not often seen. The cosbéas high: in the last six weeks, 21
Americans have been killed here, far more thaminather city in Iraq and double the
number of deaths in Baghdad, a city with a popaitati5 times as large. . . more than two
years after the American invasion, this city of AW people is just barely within
American control. The deputy governor of Anbar whet to death on Tuesday; the day
before, the governor's car was fired on. Ther@ipalice force. A Baghdad cellphone
company has refused to put up towers here. Amehasans are regularly pelted with
rockets and mortar shells, and when troops herewgaidf their vehicles to patrol, they

are almost always runnir;‘:’é’.
From December 2005:

It is clear that the U.S. forces are not presesitimthe city . . . there are no Iraqi forces
either. Gunmen have assumed full control of the cThere is intensive shelling of the

%1 Joseph Giordono, “A Year On the Edg& BCT Bound for Colorado After Grueling Tour in Radin
Stars and Stripesiuly 31, 2005, Interview 3 (anonymous Army office

2 Tom Lasseter, “Insurgents Have Changed U.S. I4basit Winning,”Philadelphia Inquirer August 28,
2005, p. 1.

%3 Sabrina Tavernise, “Unseen Enemy Is At Its Figrlred Sunni City,”"New York TimesOctober 23,
2005, p. 1.
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governorate building, the citizenship affairs binfgl which the U.S. forces use as their
headquarters, and the main headquarters west oityhe. >4

It was only in late 2006 that Ramadi became the focal point of the Tribal Awakening that
transformed the counterinsurgency in Anbar.

Were ethno-religious identity-based cleavages significant?

Having experienced many generations in power, Irag’s Sunni Arab community
has come to view political power as an important element of its identity. Ascard re

study of Anbar’s tribes reported,

The modern Sunni Arabs of Iraq take a great deptide in their religious and political
history. They tend to regard themselves as theethekents and heirs to a long history of
intellectual development, wealth, and politicakrolver the massive Islamic empire.
They regard other ethnic and religious groups thhouwt the history of Iraq as less

worthy of political power and influencs,

One commonly noted manifestation of this sense of political identity is that 30 man
Sunni Arab Iraqgis dispute the generally accepted population estimates th&@sfeow
Arabs with a clear majority of Irag’s population. This view is not limited to the aodr
uneducated, but is shared by many Sunnis who are wealthy, educated, well-traveled, and
even pro-Westerff

Given this context, it is difficult to overstate the sense of disenfranchisdetie
by many Sunni Arabs following the U.S. invasion in 2003. Even Sunni opponents of
Saddam Hussein who welcomed the invasion and the change of regime werelgxtreme

upset by the influence granted to Shi'a exiles — pro-Western and pro-Irékeasn & the

>4 May al-Shirbini, interview with correspondent Amm#di, Al-Arabiyah TelevisionDecember 1, 2005,
FBIS Report GMP20051201546007.

%5 Lin Todd, et aljraq Tribal Study — Al-Anbar Governorat&lobal Resources Group, June 2006), p. 2-
24,

%% patrick Graham, “The Message From The Sunni Head{ New York TimesMay 22, 2005.

195



Iragi Governing Council (IGC) and subsequently the Iragi Interim Governméent(l
Beyond the chagrin of coming up short in the division of spoils, Iragq’s Sunni Arabs found
the new political arrangement to be unnatural and a transgression of cultoral s
noted in Chapter 5, a Sunni tribal leader captured this feeling well in his @sskat,
Shi'a “cannot take charge of Iraq in the same manner as the Sunnis. The [Shi'a] are
backwards. They are barbarian savages, they do not know true religion, thester, tw
it is not the true religion of Muhammad®”

In Ramadi, this sense of sectarian disenfranchisement was not the onlyfiriver
the insurgency, of course, but it was clearly one of the most important factors. While
Ramadi, itself, is very homogeneous, one of its people’s primary grievansesweav
of the new Iragi federal government as a sectarian Shi'a force, with ¢hé\iray and
the Coalition serving as agents of that sectarian force. As a home to aiathidts and
military officers, Ramadi in particular struggled to come to terms \w&hdea of an Iraq
where its influence was weak.

The prominent counterinsurgency expert John Nagl, who was a brigade
operations officer in AO Topeka during 2003-2004, just prior to 2/21D’s deployment

recalled:

As the task force proceeded through its year iddbar, we came to realize that a very
high percentage of the population — almost exckigi$unni in our AO — did support the
objectives of the insurgency, which was a restoratif Sunni ascendancy over the Shi'a.
The Sunnis saw the American occupation as propyinipe Shi'a and therefore targeted
us. We couldn’t win this fight at the local levebuccess demanded national-level

reconciliation between the Sunnis and the Shi’gg. .

*" Carter Malkasian, “The Role of Perceptions andtieal Reform in Counterinsurgency: The Case of
Western Iraq, 2004-05Journal of Strategic Studiggol. 17, no. 3 (September 2006), pp. 371-373.

8 Hashim, pp. 71-72.

%9 Christopher K. Ives, “Interview with LTC John Aalyl,” from the collectiorDperational Leadership
Experiences in the Global War on Terrori¢kt. Leavenworth, KS: Combat Studies Instituteuday 9,
2007).
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And according to Lieutenant Colonel Justin Gubler, battalion commander of th& 1/503

Infantry,

Ramadi residents’ biggest fear was being repreasddibused by the Shi'a government,
and that was the biggest obstacle toward their ingrkith us. We heard that from the

sheikhs and from professionals and from formertarii officers. We were the ones that
installed the Shi'a government, which they knew ldauistreat them the way the Ba’ath

party mistreated the shig.

Gubler’s executive officer, Major Greg Sierra, said simply, “the Sunnisveisn’t
ready to play in the new Iraq — they hadn’t accepted that things were going to be
different.”®*

One especially commonly cited Sunni complaint was a belief that Iraq \weas be
handed over to Iran. Just prior to the national elections in January 200% Miagirie
Division’s commander, Major General Richard Natonski, was touring pollitigrsta A
group of Iragi men gathered to describe their views to the general. One thhmrtol
“the election will only create a Shiite Muslim-dominated government in Bad)btht
will ignore Sunni Muslim cities like Ramadi?® On election day, a professor told an
American reporter that he was boycotting the election because he bdfiatgdvould
be manipulated by pro-Iranian Shiite politicians. “lrag will become part ofdfr this.

| want no part of it.*3 Another Ramadi resident pleaded with a Marine intelligence

officer at one point, “don’t leave us with this Iranian arrfi{/.Shortly after the elections,

% Interview 32 (LTC Justin Gubler).
® Interview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra).

2 Tony Perry, “U.S. General Gets Earful From MerSlmni City Who May Forgo Polls|’os Angeles
Times January 30, 2005.

8 perry, “Polls Stand Empty In Sunni Stronghold”.

% Interview 7 (Capt Sean Kuehl); a very similar coemnwas made in Interview 15 (anonymous Army
officer).
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insurgent leaders told U.S. representatives in secret meetings thatvitthe $hi'a-
dominated government as being controlled by Iran and that their “aim was tosbstabli
political identity that can represent disenfranchised Sufinis.”

It is telling that Ramadi remained among the most obstinate of the Sunni-
dominated areas in coming to terms with participation in the national governmemé In t
fall of 2005, the U.S. headquarters in Baghdad was claiming progress in bringing Sunnis
into the political process. They cited public opinion survey results from June 2005
showing that majorities of Sunnis in most areas, including approximately 80% osSunni
in Baghdad, believed that boycotting the January elections had been a “bad ideia.” But
Ramadi, only 40% believed the boycott had been a bad idea, while 46% still described
the boycott as a “good ide&®”

Other evidence of significant sectarian cleavages can be found in the reattions
Ramadi residents in the first half of 2005 to the increased deployment of largaly Shi
security forces to the area. One Shi'a Iragi soldier in Ramadi commentechu@e
they don't like us. They don't like people from the south, so when we search them, they
make faces at us.” Another called Ramadi hostile territory, complainihjttisaa
problem that we are Shiite. [The local people] think we are all spies.” Nwtural
insurgents exploited these tensions to maximum effect, distributingurterand graffiti

referring to the Shi'a Army units as “rapists,” “Jews” and “dogs of theecans.®’

854U.S. Holds Secret Talks With Insurgents in Iragfashington PosFebruary 21, 2005.

% Measuring Stability and Security in IrggVashington, DC: U.S. Department of Defense, Ost@®05),
p.7.

7 Tyson, “To The Dismay Of Local Sunnis, ShiitesiderTo Police Ramadi”.
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For all the importance of sectarian Sunni identity in Ramadi, it is impadant
note that the salience of this identity was to some degree eclipsed bideittdles.

These identities overlapped heavily due to the city’s homogeneity, but political
identification and loyalties in Ramadi did tend to adhere more to tribal hiezaritian to
religious ones, per se. As one intelligence officer described it, “théittdrdity

trumped everything. It gives the leaders legitima€yThe strength of tribal identities
and loyalties tended to be more pronounced in the surrounding areas than in the city,
itself, where tribes were intermixé&d.

It is also important to note the weakness of Iragi national identity that migh
otherwise have mitigated some of the divisive effects of strong tribal ataisec
identification. Several interviewees noted the absence of any Iraqgi nstomal
Ramadi, except of the sort tied to Saddam Hussein’s regime. For example, Colonel
David Clark, the commander of th¥ Battalion, 508 Infantry Regiment (1/50'6,
commented that “The Iraqgis that we knew and worked with were three or four things
before they were Iraqis — clan, tribe, religion, all before they Wwages. Those interests
came first, all above the national intere$t.”

In sum, it is clear that despite the absence of much sectarian violence in Ramadi,
conflict between Irag’s Sunni and Shi'a Arabs was quite central to the origins and

evolution of the insurgency there.

% Interview 7 (Capt Sean Kuehl).
% Interview 23 (Carter Malkasian), Interview 32 (LDGstin Gubler).

" Interview 13 (COL David Clark).
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Were good security operations conducted?

Evaluating the quality of U.S. security operations during this period is not simple
The record is mixed and complex. Several interviewees felt that a “convehtional
mindset prevailed in the brigade for too long. This mindset manifested mt&##ID’s
planning and operations in an emphasis on targeting of insurgents rather thangropulati
security. “We were too kinetic, too focused on offensive operations,” said one officer.
“There was a tendency toward focusing on raids, killing and capturing badegety/s
A reporter embedded with the brigade commented that “U.S. forces were stiltdin Col
War mode — they were all about fighting and killing. . . there were a lot of raids,
detentions and the like that alienated the popul&ce.”

This view, though not universal among the interviewees, was held up and down
the chain of command. Marine Corporal Peder Ell did not see great value in large
offensive sweep operations, saying, “we’d pick up bad guys and disrupt their operations
but it only worked for a while. They would just come back in after the operation had

ended.”®

Colonel Patton, the brigade commander, agreed: “We did a lot of those
brigade-level and battalion-level ops and it never got us much of anything intporta
They were fruitless, and they pissed people BffBesides alienating the local

population, operations that involved raiding a lot of houses, arresting a lot of people, and

taking away people’s guns, also served to confirm some Anbaris’ suspiciorfsethhast

" Interview 3 (anonymous Army officer).
"2 Interview 4 (Seth Robson).
3 Interview 6 (Cpl Peder ElI).

" Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).
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was making war on the whole community of Sunnis on behalf of the sectarian federal
government?

According to 2/21D’s artillery battalion commander, Lieutenant Colonel John
Fant, “It took us a long time to understand that this was not a brigade fight, it was a
platoon and squad fight. | think our conventional training clouded our approach to the
problem. . . The brigade’s role should be political and resource provisiéh.Yet these
brigade roles were not consistently pursued. Another officer summarizprbtitem
this way:

What | ranked as important were developing goveraamnd developing the Iraqi police
and military. If you just looked at our resourdi®@ation, though, you might assume that
the main priority was killing bad guys. There vealot of variation across different
operating units and staff in terms of their relatiecus on governance vs. kinetic

operations. | don't think we ever had a commomli'esacross the AO of the center of
y

gravity, whether it was the population or the ené

Two other officers interviewed questioned the brigade leadership’s agpyador the
importance of cultivating relationships with local leaders. One recallettaent early

in the brigade’s deployment in which Colonel Patton cancelled consecutive meetings
with a local leader who had had a relationship with the previous brigade commander, and
then sent a lieutenant colonel to meet with him. In a culture that places a higbrvalue
seniority and respect, this officer believed, this approach “was an affrahettefder]

that set the tone for the whole time we were there.” Like other intervieheestributed

such mistakes in part to a “conventional mind$&tAnother interviewee believed that

S Interview 1 (Andrea Jackson).
8 Interview 35 (LTC John Fant).
" Interview 15 (anonymous Army officer).

8 Interview 36 (anonymous Army officer).
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the brigade commander “did not embrace his role as the person to lead engagdment wit
the local leaders” until the latter half of the brigade’s deployrfient.

On the other hand, the brigade’s focus on conventional combat operations was at
least partly a result of the level of threat it faced nearly immediapey its arrival in
Ramadi. The fall of 2004 was “brutal, just really violent,” said one offiten the
words of Colonel Clark, the 1/58&ommander, “We were up to our eyeballs fighting
those guys, so we weren't able to concentrate on the political and social and economic
aspects® In this environment, traditional counterinsurgency approaches had difficulty

taking root. Another officer offered this example:

In the fall, we planned to set up a ‘place of hapeine neighborhood, where we were
going to try to concentrate some security and rsitaaotion efforts. It was essentially an
ink spot approach, classic clear, hold, and buiMdk wrote the plan, but then as we were
getting ready to execute the plan, one of our batisgot engaged in pretty heavy
fighting and the decision got made that we’re rahg to implement the ‘place of hope’.
And | felt like this was a turning point when weriad away from the idea of focusing on
securing the populatio%.

The serious challenges posed by the high threat level led some intervieweest the
charge that the brigade had been “too kinétic.”

Another major limitation 2/21D faced in establishing security for Ramsadi’
population was its relatively small number of troops. AO Topeka had over half@milli
people, and 2/2ID totaled only around 5,500 personnel. And, as with any modern

military unit, a substantial number of those personnel were engaged in support functions

" Not for attribution comment from interviewee.
8 Interview 36 (anonymous Army officer).

8 Interview 13 (COL David Clark).

8 Interview 36 (anonymous Army officer).

8 For example, Interview 6 (Cpl Peder Ell), Intewi& (Capt Sean Kuehl), Interview 31 (LCpl Jamie
Sutton).
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and were not combat troops. Colonel Patton estimated that even after he moved an
additional battalion into the city — a choice he called one of the best decisionddie ma
during the deployment — there were only about 1,800 U.S. combat forces in Ramadi
proper®® This means the U.S. had approximately one soldier in the city for every 222
residents, a ratio more than four times smaller than the ratio the 2006 counterinsurgenc
field manual identifies as a “minimum force density” for effective coumgargency’
Representative of the many comments from interviewees on the subject of troopsnumbe

is this assessment from a 2/5 Marines company commander, Captain Eric iDpoughe

The biggest problem was that we were so undermaringidwe couldn’t give the people
confidence that we'd be around. As soon as yaygoree, the people could count on the
insurgents to show up and intimidate them or putiisim in retribution for their
cooperation with the Coalition. That puts the gdapan in a precarious position — they

were waiting to see who would win before they pi]bﬁides.6

The natural solution to the problem of inadequate forces is augmentation with
indigenous forces. And, indeed, the development of Iragi security forces was a key
component of 2/2ID’s operations. However, this proved to be problematic on two related
levels. First, for most or all of 2/2ID’s tenure in Ramadi, Iraqgi securigefthere were
totally inadequate to the task of providing security. In the first half dbtigade’s
deployment, Iraqi security forces were virtually non-existent. Thegtdrce was

heavily infiltrated, unreliable, ill-equipped, and eventually quit en m¥sgelocal Iraqi

8 Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).

% Field Manual (FM) 3-24 / Marine Corps WarfightiRgblication (MCWP) 3-33.5;ounterinsurgency
(Washington, DC: Headquarters, Department of theyAHeadquarters, Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, Department of the Navy, Deesr2b06), p. 1-13.

% Interview 27 (Capt Eric Dougherty). For a broatieatment of this subject see Carter Malkasiarig “D
the U.S. Need More Forces in Iraq? Evidence fronAdbar,” Joint Force Quarterlylssue 46 (8 Quarter
2007), pp. 120-126.

8 Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).
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National Guard brigade was entirely ineffective, partly due to a lackiafrig, but also
due to systematic insurgents’ intimidation of Guard soldiers’ families. U.&dor
disbanded the brigade altogether in the fall of Z50&here was some improvement over
time, especially among Iragi Army units deployed to Ramadi from othex piaitag

during the spring of 200%. But these units remained a weak supplement to the U.S.
combat forces in the area.

The second related problem was that Coalition policy at the strategic level
emphasized the importance of transition of authority and control to Iraqi forces, not
population security. In the words of the Corps commander who took charge at MNC-I in
January 2005, Lieutenant General John Vines, the goal was “rapid progress in training
and preparing Iragis to assume responsibility for security in every provthdhts any
U.S. officers advocating a greater focus on population security had not only the
inadequacy of available resources to contend with, but also a policy that pointed in the
opposite direction.

Perhaps inevitably in this environment, the approaches employed by U.S. forces
in Ramadi varied by subordinate unit and in general improved over time. Brigade-level
sweeps were eventually replaced by more small-unit patrolling, and théststeent of
checkpoints, which provided a modicum of consistent presence in at least a few locations
in the city?* This enabled units to improve their ability to collect intelligence and to

build relationships with the local population to some degree. Even these adaptations

8 Interview 13 (COL David Clark).
8 Interview 3 (anonymous Army officer).
% West, The Strongest Tribe. 71.

! Interview 5 (Capt Ed Rapisarda).
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were hamstrung, though, by the limited numbers of troops available. And it was only
near the very end of 2/2I1D’s deployment that units began to refocus their imedlige
collection efforts away from targeting and toward understanding the goliizal
dynamics of the local populatidf.

Overall, this record returns a somewhat ambiguous answer to the questi@n, “wer
good security operations conducted?” From a strategic perspective, even altowing
variation and improvement over time described above, the variety of problems outlined
here point to an answer closer to ‘no’ than ‘yes,’” but a qualified answer in any case.

Was good governance provided?

One of the distinguishing characteristics of Ramadi during this period was the
thoroughgoing dysfunction of the government. Leaders of the provincial and local
government and of the police were routinely targeted by insurgents for intiomicaul
assassination. Those who chose to continue to serve in the face of threats against them
were often killed. Mayors, provincial governors, and police chiefs in Ramadi tended to
have short tenures in office that ended in death, resignation, or arrest for gastigipa
the insurgency.

Hence governance of any sort, good or otherwise, was a scarce commodity in
Ramadi during 2004-2005. Most interviewees stressed the severe limitations on
reconstruction efforts that prevailed due to the violence and intimidation. Recaaoastruct
projects were regularly attacked, and Iragis who were seen or suspected#ingwath

the U.S. or taking funding from them were threatened and murdfei@de interviewee,

% Interview 32 (LTC Justin Gubler), Interview 36 ¢arymous Army officer).

% Interview 4 (Seth Robson), Interview 6 (Cpl PeBBRY, Interview 27 (Capt Eric Dougherty).
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who did not want this story attributed, related the following illustration of theisgeé

this problem:

One time, we detained a guy for two weeks, jusiesaould then go back out into the
city and profess to have a major grievance ag#iest).S. as a cover for taking U.S.
money and starting a sewer renovation project.t'$haw reluctant people were to be
seen to take American money.

This dynamic was particularly damaging because it subverted not only U.S.
reconstruction efforts and attempts to improve governance, but also efforts to provide
jobs for Ramadi’s thousands of unemployed military-age males. Interviewkszedidn
the extent to which unemployment was a cause of the insurgency, but there is no question
that it facilitated recruitment for the insurgefits.

Even when U.S.-sponsored projects went forward, they were inevitably more
complicated and costly than planned. Bing West reports a good illustration of these

difficulties:

One contractor had bid $70,000 to fill a dozen pleth. [A U.S. Civil Affairs officer]
estimated that the work should cost $5,000. Tiraotor protested that he had to buy
his own cement trucks. No one would rent a tracgd to Ramadi. He had to hire
guards who insisted on driving their own vehicléke paid local officials for ‘licenses’
and paid the sheikh who owned the street. Thegesits demanded their cut. His work
crew refused to stay overnight in the city, chogsarfour-hour round-trip from Baghdad

that cut the actual workday to three hours. He#$i¢d,000 for a $5,000 jo%s.

Insurgents also occasionally targeted civilian infrastructure, furtiggresting a
deliberate attempt to make the city ungovernable. For example, just ins2iz$D
month in Ramadi, insurgents blew up an agricultural center and the Red Crescent office,

and then blamed the attacks on U.S. fof€e8nother obstacle to improving governance

% John Hendren, “U.S. Troops Still Dying In Ramaadniél ‘Relative Peace, Tranquility’ os Angeles
Times December 1, 2004, Interview 35 (LTC John Fant).

% West, The Strongest Tribe. 97.

%«ys Military Says ‘Insurgents’ Blew Up Red Crest@ffices in Al-Ramadi,”’Agent France Press
October 8, 2004, FBIS Report EUP20041008000429.
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was corruption and a certain lack of civic culture. Colonel David Clark offered one of

many examples:

We spent a lot of money getting the water purif@asystem rebuilt and operational, and
we got that all set up — should have been a tremendictory for the people. But before
long, it shut down, why? Because the guards weidisg the gasoline for the engine
and selling it on the black market. And all th@ple along the line were tapping into it

and contaminated ?t7.

This general problem was recognized from the lowest to the highest letats of
ranks. U.S. Central Command chief, General John Abizaid, told reporters in May 2005,
“There are areas where there is relatively little reconstructiorubea# insurgent
activity. You go out to Al Anbar province, for example. It's pretty grim out therermst
of what has been done versus what could be dne.”

Shortcomings in the U.S.’s own capacity and planning also hampered

governance-related initiatives. One Marine officer complained that

there was very little done in the way of workingiwihe government. . . | never felt that
there was a State Department presence or a [pralvieconstruction team]. . . We had a
civil affairs reservist in our battalion — his jalas to coordinate the civil reconstruction
efforts — it was totally ineffective, we couldn’eganything done because there was no

supporting bureaucracy and no unified vision.

The training of the brigade’s staff and leadership was also quite limgaddiag
execution of infrastructure and civil planning proje€fs.

In spite of all these difficulties, there were some governance improvements
pursued and some success seen, mostly on a relatively small scale. 2/2ID ranra numbe

of missions aimed at rebuilding infrastructure and providing humanitarian dd to t

" Interview 13 (COL David Clark).

% Mark Mazzetti and Solomon Moore, “Insurgents Fisliin Irag’s Wild West,'Los Angeles Timesay
24, 2005.

% Interview 7 (Capt Sean Kuehl).

19 |nterview 35 (LTC John Fant).
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city's residents®® Projects included building medical clinics, soccer fields, refurbishing
schools and Anbar University, expanding police stations, and restoring a badly damaged
mosque-®® A Marine company commander recalls an attempt to set up a ‘model city’ in

their area.

We never quite got there. But the idea was, howe@et to the future of Ramadi, so
we envisioned a model city where everything waskimgy the way it should be, with
sanitation, education, security. . . And we wesd a@ble to run some humanitarian aid . .
. on the western side of the city. The local pedplthose areas loved it. They

appreciated the heflp?.?’

Of the projects that were pursued, improving electrical power generation and
distribution was prominent, and some slow progress was made in this area. Anbar
province was receiving less than eight hours per day of electric power as @DBay
which was down from its pre-war standards of 9-15 hours pet’d&8y March 20086,

Anbar had gone up to 12-16 hours per Hay.

One measure of the U.S.’s level of activity in attempting to improve the quality of
life in Ramadi can be found in the records of the Commander’'s Emergency Response
Program (CERP). This program provides money that brigade commanders and their
subordinate commanders can use at their discretion to meet local needs indbef are
operation. CERP spending typically, though not exclusively, goes to relatmally s

relatively short-term projects, and is also used to pay reparations fortgrdgeraged in

191 Giordono, “2“ Brigade Combat Team Soldiers Round Up Suspectaddents in Iraq”.
192 Rubin, “Iragi City On Edge Of Chaos”.
193 |nterview 5 (Capt Ed Rapisarda).

1% United States General Accounting Offigebuilding Irag: Resource, Security, Governanceefal
Services, and Oversight ISsU&AO-04-902R, June 2004), p. 90.

195 Measuring Stability and Security in IrgbVashington, DC: U.S. Department of Defense, Ma§6), p.
25.
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combat or to family members of killed and wounded civilians. In Ramadi, estimated
CERP spending increased significantly over the months of this case stuéig(seet).
Estimated spending by quarter rose from $1.1M (Aug-Oct) to $2.0M (Nov-Jan) to $2.1M

(Feb-Apr) to $2.4M (May-Juli®® This represents an increase from beginning to end of a

factor of 2.2.

CERP SPENDING - RAMADI, 2004-2006

(Estimated Monthly Totals)
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Figure 6: Estimated Monthly CERP Spending in Ramadi
Some commanders in Iraqg claim to have noted a pattern of declining violence in

the wake of CERP spending, including Lieutenant General Peter ChiarelliNGel M

1% ragi Reconstruction Management System, UniteteStArmy Corps of Engineers, Gulf Region

Division, June 2008. Available data on CERP spemdbtals include total funds distributed and pecoje
start dates and end dates. The author has edfimatethly and quarterly spending totals based aaleq
division of total funds spent over the number divecmonths per project. Project lengths in theabdase
range from 1 to 40 months, but the average lersghmonths. As a result, aggregate quarterly spgnd

summaries (as reported in the text above) ardiledg to be distorted by this estimation technidgban
the monthly spending estimates (as shown in thedig
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commander during 2006, and Colonel John Charlton, who commanded U.S. forces in the
Ramadi area during 206%. Charlton, who spent $87 million in CERP funds during 15
months in his area of operations, claimed that “We did more to win counterinsurgency
with our CERP dollars than we did with our weapolt&. However, there is reason to
guestion the causal link between CERP spending and violence.

In the first multivariate statistical analysis conducted on distrietteaq datd®®
Eli Berman, Jacob Shapiro and Joseph Felter found no significant relationship at all
between CERP spending and insurgent violence through 2006. They do find some
correlation between the two starting in 2007, so their work perhaps qualifies Garlton’
statement rather than contradicts it. This analysis will be addras$ieerfin Chapter 8,
but it does serve here to cast doubt on the often-asserted efficacy of reconstruction
spending.

One specific example that suggests a complicated causal relationsheeivetw
spending and security is one of Charlton’s own reconstruction success stolass, ang
ceramics factory that Charlton’s forces invested heavily in and got up andgunni
Ramadi in 2007. CERP was clearly not the decisive factor in this success stangebe

the U.S. spent over half a million dollars in CERP funds across 11 different cootracts

97 bana Hedgpeth and Sarah Cohen, “Money as a Weaptashington Posugust 11, 2008 (see both
article and the transcript of the online discusshdtp://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/discussion/2008/08/10/DI12008081001 Arl*sid=ST2008081002653&s_pos=list) (accessed
July 26, 2009).

1% Dana Hedgpeth and Sarah Cohen, “In Ramadi, a @dnstirgency in CashWashington PostAugust
11, 2008.

199 Eli Berman, Jacob N. Shapiro, and Joseph H Féltam Hearts and Minds Be Bought? The Economics
of Counterinsurgency in Iraq,” NBER Working Papd606 (December 2008).
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that same glass factory during 2005 without it ever opehtth@nly after Anbar’s Tribal
Awakening began in the fall of 2006 did the spending begin to have its intended effect.

Charlton’s comments, themselves, also reveal a certain degree of amt®vale
about the direction of causation with regard to CERP spending and changes in violence
levels. On the one hand, he asserted that “. . . the results [of CERP] were vidarly e
on the ground. Attacks in my area went from 30-35 per day down to essentially zero.”
But he also argues that “The key to any type of reconstruction or stabilizatioct sdfe
establish a secure environment first. . . Once we had [that], we were then ablk to wor
with the Iragis to rebuild**

This kind confusion is familiar, and reflects one of counterinsurgency’s classic
recurring dilemmas that has been discussed in earlier chapters — thity seaysre-
requisite for good governance while good governance is a pre-requisitedatysefFor
some interviewees, this dilemma resonated with their experience in Ramadi.

On the other hand, other interviewees questioned whether this dilemma was, in
fact, at work in Ramadi. Without exception, they believed in the dependency of good
governance on some threshold level of security. But some doubted the necessary causal
link in the opposite direction, suggesting that Ramadi residents’ attitude tow&rd U
forces and the local government was far more linked to security than to angsybet

of governance. In fact, some interviewees reported indifference amopgghkation

10 Hedgpeth and Cohen, “In Ramadi, a Counterinsurgen€ash”.

M1 Hedgpeth and Cohen, “Money as a Weapon”.
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about demonstrations of good governance — the people were far more interested in

reliable security!? 2/2ID’s commander commented that

Security was first and foremost what people want€dat was the feedback we always
got. . . We gave the hospital medical suppliesdaoted road repair, installed trash
receptacles. But basically, this stuff couldnkdaoot while we were there — it didn’t do
any good coming from us — it had to come from th\%%nment. So for us, these things

didn’'t end up making critical contributions to tfi!@)ht.ll

This observation came not only from U.S. forces, but also from local leaders. For
example, the acting governor of Anbar and mayor of Ramadi in October complained,
“The marines are not protecting us. It's true that they’'ve helped us withmomeets
such as improving the water supply and sewage disposal and rebuilding schools. But
people think all that is worthless. They need secutity.”

Moreover, even measures that were having some positive effects on secigity we
viewed with hostility by some of the local population. In May 2005, some Ramadi
residents staged a “sit-in” to highlight their grievances againstfar&s. According to
Al-Sharqiyah television news, Ramadi “looked completely empty and paralyized t
morning with the start of a two-day sit-in in protest against the US foreesiqas
against its residents.” Protesters “called for ending the siege imposed dxg tbetwo
months, the departure of the U.S. forces from the city, the release of pristoepsng
the acts of harassment against the residents of Al-Ramadi, putting an end to raid

operations against citizens' houses, and stopping indiscriminate shdbtivgHatever

12 nterview 13 (COL David Clark), Interview 32 (LTdistin Gubler).
13 |nterview 29 (COL Gary Patton).
14 Wong, “Provincial Capital Near Falluja Is Rapi@lipping Into Chaos”.

H5«pl-Ramadi Residents Begin 2-day Sit-in in ProteBUS Forces’ PracticesAl-Shargiyah Televisian
May 7, 2005, FBIS Report GMP20050507542005.
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the validity of those particular complaints, it was clear that the U.S. hag aigarbar to

clear in establishing any modicum of legitimacy for its governance aesivit the city.
Overall, it appears that good governance generally remained beyond the reach of

the counterinsurgents in Ramadi during this time period.

Were political agreements addressing ethno-religious cleavages pursued?

Two major cleavages defined the insurgency in Anbar and Ramadi during 2004-
2005. The first was between the Sunni Arabs and the new government of Irag. The
second was between those Sunni Arabs and the U.S.-led Coalition. These two sleavage
were closed related since, as noted above, many Anbaris saw the U.S. forodsras w
in concert with a Shi'a-led federal government. To a significant degree, thepgien
was correct — the U.S. was very clearly in concert with the new Iraqi fegemrnment.
The U.S. would have categorically rejected the characterization ofabhatrgnent as
“Shi'a-led” or as sectarian in any other way. Nevertheless, the U.S &sgsolvere based
on a fundamental premise that the institutions of the new Iragi government weoéethe
instruments of legitimate political power in the new Iraq.

Proceeding from this premise, U.S. policy from the establishment of the CPA at
least through the period of this case study was to insist that U.S. cooperatiaibaith t
sheikhs and other non-governmental power brokers was contingent on the integration of
those groups into the security and governance mechanisms of the federal goveinment
2003, Anbar CPA representative Keith Mines lobbied to create a “loya jirga,bak tri
council, to negotiate the distribution of political power in the new Iraq or, fahiisg to
at least empower the sheikhs who came forward to support the U.S. But the CPA

leadership was not interested in this, ever fearful of empowering non-goverhmenta
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militias and hence undermining the larger state-building effdras one intelligence
officer working in Iraq in 2003 put it, “the standard answer we got from Brempedple
was that tribes are a vestige of the past, that they have no place in the newatiemoc
Iraq.”™*’

This policy then served as a major stumbling block to negotiating any sort of
political compromise with local leaders in Ramadi. Colonel Clark acknowledgedithat, “
would have been way outside the box for us to accept [tribal overtures for creation of
militias] at that time. It was against the policy, and it would have been diffecpledict
how large the phenomenon was going to &.General Joseph Dunford’s comments
cited earlier in this chapter neatly summarize the situation: “[The shea&itsthey'd
fight on our side, but refused to go through the government in Baghdad. In 2005, we
weren't willing to accept that deat*® The £'Marine Division commander concurred
and defended this view: “The problem we had with local militias was that they did not
work. The Fallujah Brigade is an example. So | don't think this kind of initiative would
have succeeded in 2005. It wasn't a missed opportunity at@llhis same reluctance
continued to prevail under Il MEF, which took over control of U.S. operations in Anbar
province in March 2005. And the limitations of this policy were certainly not abédy
by the 2/2ID leadership’s previously noted slowness in embracing its role inmmngag

local leaders.

116 \west, The Strongest Tribe. 24.

17 Joe Klein, “Saddam’s Revengd,ime September 18, 2005.
18 |nterview 13 (COL David Clark).

H19\West, The Strongest Trihe. 96.

120 |nterview 33 (MajGen Richard Natonski).
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This is not to suggest that U.S. leaders were unaware of or unwilling to address
the sectarian grievances of the Anbari Sunnis more generally. MEF commaidders
pursue several initiatives to try to bridge the gap between Anbar and the federa
government, such as achieving better Sunni representation in Baghdad, moderating de-
Ba’athification, and advocating a greater role for Sunni officers inrétug Army!?* But
the effects of such efforts were hampered so long as the U.S. held the taimes'to
having their own legitimacy at arm’s length. This attitude tended to reindoece
common cause between the local “resistance” and the Islamist exsreffiie 1/50%
commander, Lieutenant Colonel Gubler, explained the problem this way: “For Sunnis,
the fledgling Iragi government can be seen to rely on illegitimate sgéontes — the
U.S. and/or Shi'a militias. Hence, as the [Iraqi Army] becomes larger areleffective
as a security force, the less likely it is that the Shi'a governmenheglbtiate a power-
sharing deal with the Sunni&*®

And for the first several months of 2/2ID’s tenure in Ramadi, seeking local
leaders who were willing to work with the Coalition and were also not working with the
insurgents was a challenge. A Marine company commander who left Ramaatich M
lamented that “We never really nailed down who the real power brokers were. We deal
with the provincial government, but they weren’t the guys who were pulling the

strings.*#®

12 Malkasian (2006), pp. 373-374.

122| jeutenant Colonel Justin C. Gubler, “Reconcilidgunterinsurgency with Civil War: A Strategy for
Stabilizing Iraq,” unpublished paper, March 26, 200. 7.

123 |nterview 5 (Capt Ed Rapisarda).
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As the split between AQI and the tribes began to open, however, opportunities to
work with tribal leaders began to present themselves to the U.S. during the spring and
summer of 2005. Effective response to these opportunities was slow, given the difficulty
of even distinguishing real leaders from charlatans and profit-see&erallsd “fake
sheikhs?). But over time, beginning at company and battalion levels, the U.S. began to
build some relationships with sheikhs who showed promise as potential allies. As it
became clear that the U.S. forces were not leaving the city, even some slekiesd
been working with the insurgency seemed interested in seeking some accommodati

with the U.S. Colonel Patton described the evolution of his own thinking on this point:

The real power base in Ramadi was in the tribeff,8e were going to make any inroads
in governance, we figured out that we would haveveok through the sheikhs and the
tribes. That wasn’'t something that we understaoday one, it took us time to figure
that out. . . Why did it take so long to get tcsthealization? Because we were trying to
work through the government and were not enthusiabbut propping up centers of

power outside government channtf2.

By the summer, 2/21D units had developed a “sheikh security council” comprising
two dozen sheikh¥® Still, these relationships proceeded fitfully, with a few steps
forward often matched by a few steps back. For example, some tribabkleatter
1/503%s AO requested that the U.S. lift their checkpoints and extend the evening curfew
by a couple hours. The U.S. forces complied, but that resulted in violence imtyediate
rising again. The battalion’s executive officer reports,

At that point, in June, several of the tribal lead@lanned a major meeting when they
were going to get everyone together to discusscanddinate their actions as part of a
new effort to oppose the insurgents. We were pitdd from attending this meeting
because they were going to great lengths to aheid éfforts being seen as associated

124 |Interview 26 (Tony Perry).
125 Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).

128 |nterview 32 (LTC Justin Gubler).

216



with us. But al Qaeda knew what they were doihgytassassinated guys, and scared
them away, so the meeting didn’t even hap%)zgn.

Carter Malkasian, a civilian analyst at the | MEF headquarters, cithdsstibacks in
tribal organization against AQI as evidence that in 2005, the environment was not yet
ready for a major shift. He suggests, “Maybe what was happening waseha
leadership had started to change its views, but the majority of the insurgentset the
soldiers — were still committed to the caus&.”

In parallel with trying to cultivate tribal allies, development of a cayncil
became a key focus for the 2/21D brigade staff beginning in the spring of 200%f One
the principal challenges of this effort was simply identifying who would benaivie to
gathering to discuss issues. Eventually, this effort did bear fruit, and@aitgil was
just being stood up when the brigade turned over control of the city to its sudé&ssor.
Even so, there remained a critical gap between the authority exercidezl dfficial
government and by the tribal leaders. Colonel Patton explains, “The provincial and city
governments that were just starting to function were not especially pledkeatentribal
leaders’ influence. We knew that bridging this gap was the end game, but pattieall
sheikhs controlled a lot more people and resources than the nearly absent government

did.”**® Some interviewees viewed these early in-roads into tribal alliancertgddithe

27 |Interview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra).
128 Interview 23 (Carter Malkasian).
129 |nterview 15 (anonymous Army officer).

130 Interview 29 (COL Gary Patton).
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earliest roots of what would become the Tribal Awakening movements the fodiowi
year®!

On balance, though, in spite of these early instances of building relationships with
the city’s tribal leaders, the evidence suggests that during the period acdghistudy,
the U.S. was not able to pursue any serious political agreements that would ddress t
fundamental sectarian cleavage between the disenfranchised Sunnis of Rauirnthei
new Iraqgi government. U.S. policy at the strategic level resisted theems/ehpolitical
compromise that were most salient to that cleavage, and the need to move in this
direction only became clear gradually to counterinsurgents at the operatidriatfcal
levels.

Was the counterinsurgency successful?

The outcomes of the counterinsurgency over the course of 2/2ID’s deployment
are mixed. If success is measured only by attack statistics over the obtive
brigade’s 10 %2 months in command in Ramadi, then some degree of success is
discernable. Unclassified attack data is sparse, though thé*s'88@cutive officer
reported that attacks in the eastern half of the city went from 10 per daygerZi8y
over those 10 ¥ month&

After returning to the U.S., that battalion’s leadership noted a variety of

improvements in their area of operations, as shown in Tafe 6.

13 Interview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra), Interview 29 (C@ary Patton), Interview 32 (LTC Justin Gubler).
132 |nterview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra).

133 Gubler and Bergmann, “Task Force Rock IntroductAr Ramadi: Its People and the Enemy,” p. 41.
(RPG=Rocket Propelled Grenade, RPK=assault ritdlPmachine gun, ISF=Iraqgi Security Forces,

IP=Iraqi Police, IED=Improvised Explosive Device/EBIED=Suicide Vehicle-Borne IED, MSR=Main
Supply Route, BLACK=unsafe, CF=Coalition Forces.)

218



September 2004 July 2005

e Enemy contact everyday — Direct fire| ¢ Enemy contact < once per week —

(RPG, RPK, PKM) & indirect fire IED/SVBIED or Indirect fire
(rocket & mortar). e MSR Michigan remained ‘BLACK’
e People did not go into the street, to | ¢ Life normalized — People drove &
work, school, or market. walked on the streets; children played,
e People scared & refused to talk to or Schools, markets & businesses were
support U.S. forces. open.
No ISF; IPs worked w/the enemy e People felt safer & tolerated or
Electricity was intermittent supported CF.

No running water in half the city ISF present; IP units were forming.

Sewers clogged and trash was piled ine  Electricity restored to the city. Power,
the city. outages 2-3 times per wk.

¢ Running water to all the city.
e Sewers were unclogged & trash was
picked up routinely.

Table 6: Changes in Eastern Ramadi, September 2004 — July 2005
The brigade reported a somewhat more modest list of ten “Brigade
Achievements” in the unclassified portion of its own After Action Repfrt:
e Executed a historic deployment from Korea into a combat zone
e No serious heat casualties during the entire deployment
e Supported and participated in combat operations in Fallujah, preventing Ramadi from
becoming a second insurgent stronghold
e Provided a secure voting environment in Ramadi for the 30 January national elections
e Local leader engagement facilitated the formation of a Ramadi city itamdcmulti-
agency security council
e Re-enlisted over 800 soldiers in combat

e Enabled 99% of 2BCT soldiers to participate in the R&R leave program

134 2nd Brigade Combat Team!®nfantry Division,After Action Review: Operation Iraqi Freedom 04-06,

August 2004 — August 2005
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e Developed and employed 5 new Iragi Army battalions, and built/renovated 6 new
Iragi Army compounds

e Over 2,100 insurgents captured or killed

e Captured a brigade-equivalent amount of weapons and resources

The only achievement on the list that resembles something like strategéss — the

claim of preventing Ramadi from becoming a “second insurgent stronghold” — was

always a close-run thing, and proved to be quite fragile in the months following the

brigade’s departure.

Interviewees expressed a wide range of views on how successful thenmiss
had been. Of sixteen interviewees who answered a question about the success or failur
of the mission, five characterized it as success. Interestingly, four effilesvere
Marines who left Ramadi in March 2005. One called the mission a failure. Ten
interviewees felt that 2/2ID had achieved something in between success aned fale
following two quotes are representative of that view. From 19%8@cutive officer

Major Greg Sierra:

Was this success in counterinsurgency or just ssdoecombat ops? Even though we
had multiple lines of effort, it was almost all coat ops. So even though we didn’t
manage to build much in terms of political and emuoit development, we did start to set
the conditions, and helped lay the foundation foathappened later, in terms of

working with the sheikhd®®
And from 2/21D’s artillery battalion commander, Lieutenant Colonel Joimt: Fa

I've come to the conclusion that we just held thkeee in check. We may not have won,
but we did prevent it from getting so out of cohtiat it would require another Fallujah
type operation. We resisted the overall collapsé,in some ways set the conditions for

the brigades that followed to help develop the Aw&kg.l%

135 Interview 19 (MAJ Greg Sierra).

138 |nterview 35 (LTC John Fant).
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Whatever degree of success the brigade achieved during its time in Réueradi, t

is little doubt that it was short-lived. As shown earlier in the chapter, repams fr

Ramadi in fall of 2005 were relentlessly grim, depicting an environment as lnausg

as the one that had greeted 2/2ID upon its arrival in 2004. By March 2006, a “Provincial

Stability Assessment” conducted jointly by the U.S. Embassy and MNFdl Aatigar

province as “Critical” on a scale of stable, moderate, serious, andlcrifici&s

designation was meant to signify the following characterisfics:

e a government that is not functioning or has not formed, or that is only be [sic]
represented by a single strong leader;

e an economy that does not have the infrastructure or government leadership to develop
and is a significant contributor to instability; and

e a security situation marked by high levels of [insurgent] activity, assdgsis and

extremism.

Clearly, 2/21D cannot be held responsible for the deterioration in Ramadi’s
security environment following its departure from the city. And without much more
investigation, it is impossible to estimate how much of that deterioration ik falte
changes in the environment or the insurgency, itself, as opposed to changes in the U.S.’s
policy or operations. Still, it seems fair to conclude, based on both the modesty and the
evident fragility of the progress achieved by the U.S. during the period of thisudge s

that the counterinsurgency mission was not successful in a strategic sense.

37 United States Government Accountability OfficeatBment of David M. Walker before the
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threatd International Relations, Committee on
Government Reform, House of RepresentatiRedyuilding Iraq: Governance, Security, Reconstargti
and Financing Challengg&AO-06-697T, April 25, 2006), p. 11.
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Evaluation

. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Cases a b C d y
(identity (good (good (political (success)
cleavages) | security) governance) | agreement)
Ramadi .
2004-2005 Yes Ambiguous No No No

Table 7: Case Study Variable Summary for Ramadi

Table 7 summarizes the simple codings for the study’s framework variahtes t
are suggested by the evidence presented in this chapter. It is cledentii-based
cleavages were at the heart of the insurgency in Ramadi and Anbar province.
Fundamental disagreement over the legitimacy of Sunni versus Shi’a Arab Iralg in
and in Anbar was not the only source of conflict, but it was the most important among
insurgents other than the religious extremists who flocked to the banner otdal iQae
Irag. This problem was evident from the beginning of the conflict, and the evidence
presented here confirms that this dynamic, while evolving, continued to prevail
throughout the time period of this case study.

It is also clear that as of mid-2005, the U.S. was not yet prepared to pursue
political strategies that would directly address these cleavage® pvimisely, the U.S.
had staked everything on achieving a grand political bargain at the nateslahat was
supposed to have addressed the grievances of Sunnis in Anbar. But as national-level
reconciliation efforts remained bogged down, counterinsurgents in Anbar were lef
fight their inherently political war with little discretion for addresspaijtical
grievances.

To say this is not necessarily to indict the policy choices made. U.S. leaders in

Washington and Baghdad were loath to undermine the fragile sovereignty of the new
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Iragi government by empowering tribal leaders in Anbar province. More®/agtad

above, there were good reasons to doubt the viability of Sunni tribal groups fighting AQI
effectively. The failed experiment with the Fallujah Brigade loomed largepsoposals

for arming tribal militias. In retrospect, the advantage of empoweringibies is

evident, but the costs of this strategy to the stability of the Iragi stagérrémbe seeft®

Even so, should this case be counted as evidence in support of the general hypothesis on
the greater importance of identity politics relative to good governance?

Whatever support the case does provide must be qualified by the fact that the U.S.
counterinsurgents do not score very highly on security operations or good governance in
this case. With security, there is substantial evidence that 2/2ID’$ appeoach to
fighting the insurgency through large cordon and search operations was unproauctive
best and counterproductive at worst. At the same time, the decision at steatelgito
allocate a single brigade combat team to a population center with around alfgaif mi
people did not set 2/2ID up to succeed in its security mission. On the other hand, both of
these negative factors were partially mitigated over time, fir@/®§D’s gradual
adaptation to smaller scale operations with a growing focus on securipgpthiation;
and second, by the deployment of Iraqi security forces into the city. While these
improvements appear to have been incremental and uneven, they belie an easy negative
categorization of the quality of security operations for the case.

The coding of the good governance variable is more clear. Good governance
cannot be said to have failed in this case, exactly; perhaps it is more atcsetehat it

was barely attempted. By most accounts, U.S. forces believed in the potentiafvalue

138 For one expression of such concern, see AustilgL'ithe Anbar Awakening,Survival vol. 50, no. 2
(April-May 2008), pp. 67-68, 83.

223



improving governance in Ramadi, as signified, for example, by the growing CERP
expenditures over time. But they were unable to make significant and sustained
investments in this objective due to the persistent levels of insurgent violence and
intimidation in the city.

So together, the weak contributions of security and governance in this case make
the marginal impact of the political agreement variable on the outcome harsielate.

Still, the causal link between U.S. policy in 2004 and 2005 of discouraging the
legitimation of local Sunni tribes and the persistence of the insurgency inrdRanniag
this period seems strong. Fundamentally, what institutions of governance @xiste
Ramadi at that time — principally the U.S. and, to a lesser degree, the ltagydecces
— were perceived as illegitimate. And this perception was not based on failures of
performance, but rather on presumptions of inherent legitimacy tied to etigiou®l
identity. So in this sense, this case does provide some evidence of the relative
importance to counterinsurgency of political agreements addressing elilgrontse
cleavages.

A relevant counterfactual question here would be, if the U.S. had managed to
stand up a local government and provide a greater amount of infrastructure
improvements, basic service provision, and economic development, would the insurgency
have retained the strength that it did? The question is impossible to answer, though as
described above, some interviewees were skeptical that more success innggrevi
quality of governance in the city would have had a great impact on the insurgency. In
any case, the conditions that would probably have been necessary to allow for such a

scenario seem almost categorically precluded by the prevailing dditication.
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Perhaps the most compelling evidence of this interpretation of causal factors
Ramadi can be found in the Tribal Awakening developments there and elsewhere in
Anbar in 2006-2007. A more detailed investigation of the Awakening using this analytic
lens awaits future research, but even its basic storyline is instructive$ar purposes.

In early 2006, the Coalition was already reporting some positive effects offtheding
split between Sunni rejectionists and jihadists among the insurgem€! had

continued to alienate Sunni Iraqgis with its intolerance and intimidation. At the teae,
the first instances of cooperation between U.S. forces and tribal groups wang beé

in al Qaim in the Western Anbar desert. Former insurgents began openlyfigath
other. In February 2006, six insurgent groups, including the 1920s Brigades and the
Islamic Movement for Iraq's Mujahideen, released a statement announcing eateepe
effort to form a “people’s cell” to oppose AQI and to provide security in Afil3ar.

Over the course of the next year and a half, Ramadi was transformedtem “t
blackest rat-hole in the dark insurgent sewer of the upper Euphrates valleyViégs Da
Kilcullen memorably called it, to a model for effective cooperation between.theadd
the local Iraq population. Attacks dropped from 100 a day to only &*feilhe reasons
for this transformation, of course, are numerous and complex. But improvements in the
quality of governance in Ramadi or Anbar are conspicuously absent from the

explanations offered by analysts and participants, affk&ing West dismisses the

139 Measuring Stability and Security in IrgiVashington, DC: U.S. Department of Defense, Fatyru
2006), pp. 24-25.

140 0liver Poole, “Insurgents Turning Against Al-Qadiéh Iraq,” The Daily TelegraphFebruary 6, 2006.
141 David Kilcullen, “Religion and Insurgency,” SmaNars Journal Blog, May 12, 2007.

142 5ee Major Niel Smith and Colonel Sean MacFarl&adbar Awakens: The Tipping PointNilitary
Review March-April 2008, pp. 41-52, Long (2008), Lon@®(@®), McCary.
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importance of such factors explicitly: “The Awakening wasn'’t attribetabdleconomic
development; Anbar was starved for funds. It wasn’t due to enlightened governance;
[Awakening leader Sheikh] Sattar referred to the Baghdad government as ‘those
Persians.***

Instead, what appears to have been decisive in the Awakening was the popular
rejection of AQI’s brutality and the U.S.’s newfound willingness to partnecttirevith
and empower local tribes as agents of security and governance. U.S. Army Gelamel
MacFarland, who took over AO Topeka in the summer of 2006 lists as one of the most
important lessons from his experience the realization that “The tribesaepties people
of Iraq . . . No matter how imperfect the tribal system appeared to us, it wadecapa
providing social order and control through culturally appropriate means where
governmental control was weak** The often-used short hand that the U.S. bought off
the insurgents or paid them to switch sides, therefore, is extremely misleaitirdpubt
some individual insurgents may have had their loyalties manipulated by mouaefor B
the insurgency in general, the U.S.’s payments to former insurgents cum ttibas nsi
more accurately described as a consequence of the change in loyaltiesdltause of
the change.

In Ramadi, whayoverned appears to have been much more important than how

those people governed.

143 Bing West, “Counterinsurgency Lessons From Iradjjitary Review March-April 2009, pp. 10-11.

144 Smith and MacFarland, p. 52.

226



Chapter 7: Tal Afar (May 2005 — February 2006)

This chapter presents a case study of U.S. operations in and around the city of Tal
Afar from May 2005 — February 2006. Its focus is on the operations of the U.S. Army’s
3 Armored Cavalry Regiment (3ACR) and its subordinate units during that time period.
Like the cases in previous chapters, this case is presented in seven pairig tioee
following topics: 1) an overview of the background and major events of the case; 2) the
role of ethnic and religious identity politics in the case; 3) counterinsuagéons with
respect to providing security; 4) counterinsurgent actions with respect tovinmgpr
governance; 5) any efforts toward political agreements that addressefilgimss
cleavages; 6) an assessment of the outcome of the counterinsurgency; and 7) a
concluding discussion and evaluation of the case in the context of this study’s questions
and analytic framework.

Case Background

Tal Afar and the Insurgency
The commander of the U.S. Army’$ 2rmored Cavalry Regiment, Colonel H.R.
McMaster, commented that “If you take all the complexities of Iraq antpeessed it
into one city, it is Tal Afar* Tal Afar is a small city in Irag’s northern Ninewah
province. It is located roughly equidistant (50-60 miles) between Ninewahital city
of Mosul to the east and the Syrian border to the west. Though population estimates for

Tal Afar range as high as 300,0bMost estimates are closer to 200,000, and some

! Richard A. Oppel Jr., “Magnet For Iraq Insurgeisté Crucial Test Of New U.S. Strategyyew York
Times June 16, 2005, p. 1.

2 Baseline Food Security Analysis in Iré¢yorld Food Program, September 2004), p. 105.
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interviewees were convinced that the city’s population by 2005 was much lower, perhaps
only 100,000 people or fewérTal Afar's population is distinct for being less than ten
percent Arab; 90 percent of the population is ethnic Turkmen. Tal Afar’'s Turkmen are
Muslims, but split between about 75 percent Sunni and 25 percent Shi'a.

In spite of its somewhat remote and isolated position, Tal Afar has been a
strategically important city throughout Iraq’s history, including duringntiost recent
war. Like Ramadi, it has served as something of a gateway for travetrhants, and
smugglers, as well as oil pipelines, transiting in and out of Iraq. It aésid&ts the
boundary among Turkish, Kurdish, and Arab ethnic communities and bears the imprint of
each of those rival groups. Though predominantly Turkmen, it was heavily Arabized
culturally during Saddam Hussein'’s rule, and its strategic location isecblgtthe
nearby Kurd$.

In recent decades, Tal Afar's economy was primarily based on four sectors:
agriculture, trucking, smuggling, and governmerhis latter sector became particularly
important in the aftermath of the U.S. invasion. Many of Tal Afar’s Turkmea wety
loyal Ba’athists and had been strong supporters of Saddam. And, again like Ramadi,
many current and former soldiers of Irag’s Army resided in Tal Afaaticrg a solid

basis for technical and tactical expertise in organizing armed opposition tonttieroes

3 Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh), Interview {ZLT Gavin Schwan), Interview 30 (LTC Greg
Reilly).

* Zeynep Gurcanli, “Why Tall Afar?Istanbul Stay September 17, 2004, FBIS Report
GMP20040917000111, Ahmed S. Hashinsurgency and Counterinsurgency in Irfithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2006), p. 370.

® Hashim, p. 373.
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in power® Tal Afar was disproportionately represented in Saddam’s secret police, so
much so that the idiomatic expression, “watch out for him, he’s from Tal Afar,” was
understood to signify a person with connections to Saddam’s ruthless internal security

institutions’

Figure 7: Tal Afar and Western Ninewah Provincé

Partly as a result of these relationships, and partly because of iterigtiaé city
fairly quickly became a focal point of insurgent activity in 2003-2004. It was both a

strategic transit point for foreign insurgents entering Iraq, and a home jolocah

® Interview 14 (COL H.R. McMaster), Interview 17 (LiGavin Schwan), “Interview with LTC Paul
Yingling,” from the collectiorOperational Leadership Experiences in the Global\WaTerrorism(Ft.
Leavenworth, KS: Combat Studies Institute, Septer@Be2006), p. 5.

" Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).

8 39 Armored Cavalry Regiment, “Operation RestoringtRégO&! Update,” unpublished briefing, August
27, 2005.
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Sunnis who were strongly opposed to the U.S. presence and the installation of a new
government in Baghdad that was friendly with Iran and that equated Ba’attirsts
terrorists. As in Ramadi, this common cause became the basis for an earbeall

between Islamic radicals and more secular Iragis opposed to the newlorther.

summer of 2004, this alliance of insurgents routed the local police force and all but took
control of the city> One report referred to the city at the time as a “guerrilla bastion
where the U.S.-backed interim Iragi government exerts only limitedatdhtr

In September 2004, the U.S.-led Coalition initiated a major offensive against T
Afar, known as Operation Black Typhoon, in an attempt to dislodge the insurgents from
their stronghold in the city. Coalition forces conducted what amounted to a siege of the
city for two weeks. Then on September 12, two U.S. battalions and an Iraqgi National
Guard battalion moved into the city in a major assault. As it turned out, they encountered
little resistance from insurgents, most of whom had apparently’fled.

But American officials at the time were not committed to conducting
counterinsurgency in the city. Instead, in keeping with the Coalition’srlanggegy of
transition, as well as with the “economy of force” levels of resourcesabiailthey
wanted to get out of the city quickly. The senior U.S. officer in the area, B¥rgadi
General Carter Ham, said, “Having us stay there is exactly the wringg tFirst of all,

we don't have enough forces to stay in the city. But it also sends a message tothose tha

° Steve Fainaru, “U.S.-Led Forces Retake Northeqi€ity,” Washington PosSeptember 13, 2004, p.
17.

19 patrick J. McDonnell, “U.S. Targets 3 Iraqi Citlekos Angeles TimeSeptember 10, 2004, p. 1.

M Fainaru, “U.S.-Led Forces Retake Northern Irady'Ci
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oppose us. It lets them say, ‘See, we told you, they really are occupiers elthkgiv
over a city.”?

The aftermath of Operation Black Typhoon was very difficult for the people of
Tal Afar. Essential services were left non-functional and many oftyie residents
were denied the freedom to return to their homes. Half or more of the ciigsniss
were temporarily displaced. The resulting humanitarian problems gehgrate
protests against the U.S. from the Turkish governtiend insurgents fairly quickly
reasserted their freedom of action and control in the city.

The Army unit that took over responsibility for Tal Afar in the spring of 2005
divided the insurgency there into two groups, borrowing locally-used terms that echoed
the threat assessment in Ramadi: “Resistance” and “Takfiri.” Acupto that unit’s
reports,

The ‘Resistance’ was made up of primarily Sunnikbanan, supported by internal and
external Islamic Extremist elements, whose fundaaleyoal was to prevent the Iraqi
Transitional Government from succeeding, stallgrewving power of the Shia local
leaders throughout the AO, and prevent the re-kstaent of security forces which
were not representative of the Sunni Turkoman gaifmr or its long term desires. The
‘Takfiri’ consisted of Islamic Extremist elements..[that] sought to end the occupation
of the area by Coalition Forces, force the failof¢he Iragi Transitional Government
(ITG), and establish a Muslim Rule of Law basedédy upon the ideology adopted by

Al-Qaida and the Taliban in Afghanistéﬁ

As in Anbar, these two groups were somewhat distinct but were operating in concert
against their common enemies, the Coalition and the Iragi government.
The “takfiri” elements within the insurgency in Tal Afar received agdeal of

attention, partly due to the U.S. government’s public emphasis on fighting &, @aed

2 Ibid.
13«Turks Angry at U.S. Over Killings in Iraglew York Daily NewsSeptember 14, 2004.

!4 Lieutenant Colonel Christopher M. Hickey, “Memodam for Record, 2/3 ACR Actions During
Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF) 04-06,” January 3I&, p. 5.
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partly due to their truly grisly acts of terrorism in the city, whichdesd suicide
bombings and leaving beheaded bodies lying in the streets. Colonel McMastdxediescri
the enemy in Tal Afar as “the worst of the worst . . . people in the wbrld.”
Nevertheless, the available evidence, including from the interviews conductbi for
research, shows that most of the insurgents in the city were local Sunni Turkmen, not
foreigners-® For example, one cavalry troop detained over 350 people over the course of
its time in the city, 90-95% of whom were local Sunni Turkrifers the regiment’s
operations officer, Major Michael Simmering indicated, “Everyone talks abaluhfar
being an important logistical hub for the foreign fighters coming into the igofram
Syria, but we didn’t really see a lot of that. . . [C]ertainly AQI was premsshdefinitely
fed the fire, but the insurgency was primarily locally-funded, locallylecally-
focused.*®
The Counterinsurgents

Like 2/2ID in Ramadi, 3ACR operated under a divisional headquarters (known at
the time as Multi-National Forces — Northwest) and a corps headquarters \lsiidtnal
Corps — Iraq) in Baghdad. 3ACR, a unit slightly larger but roughly equivalent to a
brigade combat team, is composed of five squadrons, each the rough equivalent of a
battalion: three cavalry squadrons, one aviation squadron, and one support squadron. The

design and training of a cavalry regiment features elements potehb#il advantageous

15431 ACR Chief: Rebels ‘Worst of the WorstColorado Springs GazettSeptember 14, 2005.

'8 Hashim, p. 379, Borzou Daragahi, “Nationalism BeWany Insurgents As They Fight U.SS4n
Francisco ChronicleOctober 26, 2004, p. 9, Captain Travis Patriqtliising Occam’s Razor to Connect
the Dots: The Ba’ath Party and the Insurgency inAfar,” Military Review January-February 2007, p. 21.
" Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).

18 Interview 10 (MAJ Michael Simmering).
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and disadvantageous to conducting counterinsurgency. In conventional, high-intensity
armored warfare, the role of cavalry units is primarily as scouts, pergrmi
reconnaissance and screening missions in support of larger armored formaétieas
missions put a premium on both mobility and collection and processing of intelligence
The former requirement means that cavalry units tend to be very tied to thedrmor
vehicles around which their units are built. This tactical culture is perhapstanclelte
adapting to counterinsurgency operations that involve foot patrols and extensive
interaction with the local population. On the other hand, the focus and force structure
that a cavalry unit normally dedicates to intelligence does provide a solid fraumfbat
adapting to counterinsurgency, a traditionally intelligence-driven type sfanis

3ACR was originally designated to operate in an area just outside Baghdad, but as
U.S. commanders grew more concerned about Tal Afar’s deterioration, foufiwd its
squadrons were reassigned to western Ninewah province shortly after arrivagy in
First Squadron (“Tiger Squadron”) moved into the expansive Syrian border area and
western desert, while Second Squadron (“Sabre Squadron”) took responsibility for Tal
Afar, itself. The aviation and support squadrons also moved with Tiger and Sabre. The
regiment’s units began arriving in Ninewabh in April, with about 4,000 troops having
settled in by the middle of May. Sabre Squadron, with around 1,300 troops, officially
assumed responsibility for the city of Tal Afar on May 1, 2005. 3ACR transferred

authority to its successor on February 19, 26506.

% Ricardo A. Herrera, “Brave Rifles at Tall Afar,fember 2005,” in William G. Robertson, ek,
Contact! Case Studies from the Long War, Volulftd.ILeavenworth, KS: Combat Studies InstitutesBre
2006), pp. 125-152.

233



What Happened (May 2005 — February 2006)

In the months after Operation Black Typhoon, western Ninewah province had
received only the thinnest coverage by U.S. forces. When 3ACR took control of the area,
it approximately quadrupled the number of troops in the area of operations. With so few
forces in the area, the U.S. and the still very weak Iraqi securitysfoemenot been able
to resist a gradual takeover of Tal Afar by insurgents. Soldiers describigyths a

20 where economic activity had all but ceadktimilies feared leaving their

“ghost town
homes, and U.S. forces were attacked every time they ventured out from theff base
Sabre Squadron platoon leader reported that “the first 3 months were essentially an
extended armed reconnaissance.”

The city’s neighborhoods had become tribal and sectarian enclaves where, for
example, Sunni Farhats rarely ventured into Shi'a Jolaq areas and vicé&'véesa.
Afar's mayor, a Sunni, was widely known to be working with the insurgents. The police
force, meanwhile, or at least what remained of it, was entirely Shi'a.ribegsdy some
interviewees as little more than a sectarian “death scfiale police tended to stay

holed up at the city’s Ottoman-era hilltop castle in a Shi'a neighborhood, only venturing

out to conduct attacks on rival tribal groups.

2 Interview 17 (1LT Gavin Schwan).

2 Interview 16 (2LT Andrew Shealy).

2 Interview 28 (CPT Alan Blackburn).

3 Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).
# Interview 25 (COL Joel Armstrong).

% Interview 9 (CPT James Dayhoff), Interview 14 (CBIR. McMaster).
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3ACR’s first moves were to try to clear some key locations in the city, likend
the hospital, to secure the main east-west highway and to attempt to statitcgocuns
the police force. After initial unsuccessful attacks against the U.S. fameasgents
began targeting civilians more. One local tribal leader complained, “Anyonelpiiche
the terrorists can't leave their homes because they will be kidnapped andotiisger
will demand money or weapons or make them join them to kill people. If they refuse
they will chop their heads off." A flier posted at a school read, “If you love your
children, you won't send them to school here because we will kill tAeftiis trend
was punctuated by a pivotal attack on May 23 when Sunni insurgents detonated two large
suicide car bombs in the neighborhood of the Jolaq tribe, one of the city’s largest Shi'a
tribes, killing or injuring more than 40 people. Sabre Squadron’s commander, Lieutenant
Colonel Chris Hickey, called this incident a turning point for the Jolaq tribe, who turned
to the U.S. for help and “created the opening needed to allow our soldiers and leaders to
finally begin understanding the city”

On June 4, in what was to be the beginning of one of Sabre Squadron’s main
efforts in Tal Afar, Hickey hosted a summit of tribal sheikhs to discuss hosive the
security situation in the city. More than sixty local leaders attended, and to the
Americans’ surprise, amid a great deal of tension, argument, and raised N@EO§Of
the sheikhs in attendance advocated a major military assault on tf kitiarge part,

however, this reflected a deep sectarian split among Tal Afar’s tribe'a ti@bal leaders

% Oppel.
2" Hickey, p. 12.

2 Oppel.
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were much readier for a military solution than were Sunni tribal leadetghay each
lobbied the provincial and federal governments to this effe@he minority Shi'a saw

the U.S. as a potential ally in protecting them from their Sunni rivals and wéee qui
ready to paint those groups with a broad insurgent brush. As one Sabre trooper put it,
“These guys weren't interested in fighting insurgency. They were stéerén using an
armored cavalry regiment to carry out their tribal vendeftas.”

For the first half of the blazing hot summer, 3ACR resisted entreatiesrfajoa
assault on the city, continuing to try to identify and target known insurgents inythe cit
while trying to build relationships with the complex network of competing sheikhs in the
city. In spite of tactical successes, however, the city remained gripgedriand
violence. By late July, the regiment had decided that a major offensive would be
necessary to clear some parts of the city of the worst of the insurgentsthassbegan
an elaborate, multi-week preparation for an attack focused on Tal AfatiesreSsirai
neighborhood, an attack that would be known as Operation Restoring Rights.

Key features of these preparations included marshalling several Iragjiakrd
police commando units, together with their U.S. Special Forces advisors, buitilmg a
berm around the city to limit movement in and out of the city, and constructing a large
facility outside the city for residents to take shelter away from thdatth The
regiment also brought more than half of Tiger Squadron into the western half @jthe c

from its posts in the desert and along the border, and arranged for a battalion 8% the 82

% Hickey, p. 30.
% Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).

3L Hickey, pp. 24-25.
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Airborne Division (2 Battalion, 328 Airborne Infantry Regiment, 2-325) to move into
the targeted Sarai neighborhood immediately following the assault.

In some respects, these preparations and the plans for the operation, itself, bore
the hallmarks of a very conventional combat operation. Its intent, however, was aligned
with the regiment’s understanding of the political dynamics in the cityieasenant

Colonel Hickey explains:

The overarching purpose of Operation Restoring Ri@RR) was to set the conditions
in which political and economic development couldqeed. More specifically, by
attacking the Takfirists and guarding against #ém@éncy to attack the population
directly, the Sunni could be reintegrated intornstream political process once the
veil of terror was lifted from their ranks. Meanieh maintaining the support of the
Shiites could eventually bring unity to the citydagstablish an environment that finally

allowed for reconstruction operations and recoaititn of tribal conflicts>?

With this objective in mind, U.S. and Iraqi security forces kicked off the oparati
on September 2. For nearly two weeks, U.S. and Iraqi forces cordoned off and then
moved through the Sarai district and other eastern portions of the city, fiagjltavilian
evacuation, targeting known insurgent strongholds, and clearing city blockstaResis
to the assault force was much lighter than anticipated, in part becausérafthe
government’s insistence on a seven-day pause for civilian evacuation, which some
believe allowed many insurgents to escépe.

By September 15, the operation had concluded, with U.S. and Iraqi forces having
killed around 150 insurgents and captured anothef8&ucially, U.S. forces opted to
remain stationed inside the city for the first time, with the newly atr&«825" battalion

taking over the Sarai neighborhood and Sabre Squadron taking up headquarters in the

#bid., p. 32.
% Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh), Interview 80TC Greg Reilly), Herrera, p. 142.

3 president George W. Bush, Remarks to the City 6fubleveland, Ohio, March 20, 2006.
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northern and central areas of the city. This began a period of major recomstamncl

political activism on the part of 3ACR. In October, Sabre Squadron established the

following goals for its operations in the city:

e Quickly establish security forces throughout the depth of the city to séwure
population prior to the return of the majority of the civilians.

e Establish [traffic control points] and obstacles throughout the city to control the
ability of the [anti-Iragi forces] to maneuver freely throughout the city.

¢ Recruit, train, equip, and employ a police force representative of the population.

e Immediately address any claims of damages made by the citizens and pay
compensation.

e Begin large scale reconstruction operations to immediately begin alpeniogptions
of security.

e Target anti-lraqi forces operating within the city to prevent them fenitiating
their campaign of intimidation on the population.

e Immediately establish new operational police stations throughout the city tothegi
process of transitioning security responsibilities to local forces.

e Conduct information operations in order to emphasize the legitimacy of the
government, the necessity of [Operation Restoring Rights], and the return of peace
and security to Tal Afar.

e Ensure each citizen of Tal Afar [is] afforded the opportunity to vote in the October

Referendum.

% Hickey, p. 40.
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Three of these goals stood out in importance. First was the establishment of new
security stations throughout the city, jointly manned by U.S. and Iraqi forcesddeane
behind this initiative was to establish a ubiquitous presence in the city and thubeaise
confidence of the population while expanding intelligence collection and limiting
insurgents’ freedom of movement.

Second was the recruitment of a new police force. In particular, U.S. forces
aimed to create a police force that was representative of the secarmagrdphics of the
city, as opposed to being dominated by the Shi’a minority as had been the case

previously. As Lieutenant Colonel Hickey explained,

Prior to [Operation Restoring Rights], Sabre attedpo recruit police from throughout
the city. Because of the enemy’s campaign of iiakition, Sunni citizens did not
volunteer in significant numbers. The police réimg process began upon the
completion of ORR and became an immediate sucdadte first two days of police
recruiting, over 300 people arrived at the castlediunteer to become [Iragi police]; the
more important part of the number was that 60-78% e people that arrived were

Sunni.36

Third was the preparation for the fall elections, the constitutional referendum in
October and national elections in December. Substantial popular participatiorein thes
elections was seen as a critical measure of political development indgknfiestate.

Sabre Squadron counted the elections as a significant success in Tal Afarwdiigene
major attacks and an estimated 17,000 people voted in October, and 40,000 in December,
a great improvement over 1,000 estimated voters in the January 2005 éfection.

These efforts were accompanied by a significant push to re-establisdsibe

functioning of the city’s infrastructure and services, especially provisioreahahater

and food. And 3ACR commanders continued their attempts to bring Tal Afar’s tribal

% Ibid., p. 41.

37 Ibid., pp. 44, 51.
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sheikhs into a political process that might eventually form the foundation for eityew
government.

Violence in Tal Afar plummeted over the fall of 2005. Figure 8 shows the
average number of daily attacks in each of the ten months from April 2005 to January
20062® These numbers include attacks by multiple methods against U.S. forces, Iraqi
security forces, as well as civilian targets in the city. Attacks delcbuer this period
from an average of six per day in June 2005 to about one per day in December. At the
end of that month, the 2-38Battalion left the city, leaving Sabre Squadron as the main
U.S. unit in the city. Nevertheless, violence continued its decline into January, when Tal

Afar experienced only 18 insurgent attacks all month.

INSURGENT ATTACKS - TAL AFAR, APRIL 05 - JANUARY 06
Average Attacks Per Day by Month
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Figure 8: Average Attacks Per Day in Tal Afar
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In February 2006, shortly before 3ACR turned Tal Afar over to its successors, t
1% Brigade of the ¥ Armored Division, the city’s sheikhs held a tribal reconciliation
meeting. Leading sheikhs from both Sunni and Shi'a tribes held civil discussions about
the future administration of the city and proclaimed themselves to be not just Sunni or
Shi'a, but “Iragian™*

In the months after 3ACR’s departure, Tal Afar was not free from insurgent
activity or from sectarian violence. Some of the same tensions that had plageédy t
before persistetf not least because of the sectarian violence that swept much of Iraq in
the wake of the bombing of the al Askariya Mosque in Samarra, only three days aft
3ACR left Ninewah. But the city did not regress back into the ungovernable war zone
that it had been.

The transformation of Tal Afar from insurgent stronghold to a moderately
functional city quickly became a touchstone for policymakers in conceivinglaftan
U.S. strategy in Iraq toward the concept deemed to have been practiced tharg: “cle
hold, and build.” In October 2005 Senate testimony, Secretary of State Condols®eza Ri
cited Tal Afar as a successful example of this appr&adiresident George W. Bush

dedicated an entire speech to 3ACR’s experiences in Tal Afar as antiliustfawhat

was possible for the U.S. to achieve in ItagAnd subsequently, it was featured in the

*bid., p. 51.

O peter Baker, “An Iraq Success Story’s Sad New @mgpVashington PosMarch 21, 2006, p. 1,
Louise Roug, “Fear Casts A Shadow On ‘Free Cityuted By Bush,'Los Angeles Time#/arch 26,
2006.

! Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice, “Iraq and Bdicy,” Testimony before the U.S. Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, October 19, 2005.

42 Bush.
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Army’s and Marine Corps’s new counterinsurgency manual, again as a $ulccess
example of “clear, hold, and build®

Were ethno-religious identity-based cleavages significant?

There is no question that Sunni-Shi’a identity-based conflict was central to the
insurgency in Tal Afar. The conflict was manifest in two mutually re-enfgr
dimensions: the national conflict between Sunnis who were increasingly affrai
disenfranchisement at the hands of the allegedly sectarian central govelarmddotal
conflict among tribes who were predominantly Sunni or Shi'a.

This sectarian cleavage is something of a historical curiosity bet¢dasknot
been a significant problem among Tal Afar’'s Turkmen population prior to the overthrow
of Saddam Hussefff. To the contrary, Tal Afar's Sunni and Shi’a were united to some
degree by pride in the distinctness of their Turkmen culture and language iordgymaj
Arab country. But in the aftermath of the Coalition invasion of Iraqg, the Turkmen were
experiencing what one scholar called an “identity cri§isTheir political mobilization
had been almost entirely based in the Ba’ath party, which was now not only out of power
but illegal, a problem one interviewee likened to “pulling the spinal column out of

"% What would replace Ba’athism was uncertain, but to the extent Tal Afar's Sunnis

Iraq.
could discern the intentions of the new Iragi government, they feared sectarian

discrimination. One interviewee characterized the views of the Sunni Turkitesnasl

“3 Field Manual (FM) 3-24 / Marine Corps WarfightiRgiblication (MCWP) 3-33.5;ounterinsurgency
(Washington, DC: Headquarters, Department of theyArHeadquarters, Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, Department of the Navy, Deegr2b06), pp. 5-22 — 5-23.

*4 Hashim, pp. 371-372, Patriquin, p. 17.

%> Hashim, pp. 374.

“® Interview 30 (LTC Greg Reilly).
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nationalist, but with “almost a colonial mentality; ‘our Shi'a’ are OK, we can leand|
them. But the ‘other Shi'a’, they are compromised, they have come under the sway of
the Iranians.®’

Additionally, with the collapse of the state that had provided virtually evegythin
to the city, from security to food, the people of Tal Afar increasingly looked to thei
tribes for sources of support. While Tal Afar’s tribes are not entirelyioakly
homogeneous, they do tend to be predominantly Sunni or‘8h8aon these emerging
tribal — and increasingly sectarian — grievances were being stoked Isiatnest
extremists who were taking up residence in the city in growing numbers, thankstm pa
its strategic location as a transit point between Syria and Mosul and then 8agimis
was the environment that became fertile ground for an alliance of conveniéneerbe
nationalist local “resistance” insurgents and the Islamist radical<Qdeda in Iraq
(AQI) and Ansar al Sunna. Very quickly, then, the city descended into a nightmare of
tribal feuds and terror imposed by the insurgents. In this sense, as one ineepug\e
the conflict in Tal Afar was “sectarian-fueled” but not “sectariareta®’

The sectarian cleavage was further exacerbated by the behavior of ntlaay of
Iraqgi security forces that operated in and around the city. The policeakeredver by a
Shi'a chief who quickly purged the leading Sunni officers from the force, prompting

rumors of the growing local influence of the Iranian-backed Badr CorpsamiliThe

*" Interview 24 (anonymous regional specialist).

“8 Interview 2 (Louise Roug), Interview 10 (MAJ MiadeSimmering), Interview 11 (Monte Morin),
Interview 28 (CPT Alan Blackburn).

9 Interview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).

0 Hashim, pp. 374-375, Hickey, p. 3.

243



Iragi Army also tended to reinforce the fears the Sunnis had of being maeginadliz
worse. In Operation Black Typhoon, the Army’s Scorpion Brigade, a heavily Shi
commando unit, was deployed to Tal Afar from Baghdad, inciting loud protests &bbm T
Afar’s Sunnis. Voicing a common complaint, one resident complained that all the
official security forces “are from the Badr Organization and the [Khjgiesh merga.
They wear the military uniform for disguise. Their treatment is very baey were

taking people to detention prisons just because they are Sunnis since the start of the
military campaign.” Another resident agreed, saying: “The Iraqi areyhe real
terrorists. Even what they write on our walls is evidence, like ‘Long livie pesga’ or
‘Long live Badr.”* And just as Tal Afar's Sunnis had begun to see Badr behind every
Shi'a, Shi'a were quick to label any Sunni as a terrofist.

Another measure of the division and animosity that had developed in the city was
the reactions of Sunnis in the Sarai district when told that they needed to evacuate
through a Shi'a neighborhood. The majority of them refused to do so, having been
warned that Shi'a residents and police in that neighborhood would attack them if they left
in that direction. One man explained, “I would rather die from American bombs in my
home with my family than walk south. People are saying the Shiites willokilby
kidnap you." Another resident of the Sarai neighborhood commented: "There are no bad
people in Sarai. If you come with me, | will take you to all the houses and yoe&an s

The bad people are the Shiites in the south [of the city]."

*1 Jonathan Finer, “Iraqi Forces Show Signs Of Pregjte Offensive, Washington PosSeptember 22,
2005, p. 1.

2 Hickey, p. 3.

%3 Jonathan Finer, “With Death At Their Door, Few \iedraqi City,” Washington PosSeptember 7,
2005, p. 20, Interview 2 (Louise Roug).
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Tal Afar’'s appearance as something of a microcosm of a brewing ciwvasar
not lost on Iraqi leaders in Baghdad. As Operation Restoring Rights went forward i
September 2005, debates raged over it in Baghdad, with Sunni and Shi’a politicians
leveling accusations of sectarianism with equal gusto. Shi’'a politiciangheas
operations as a legitimate government intervention aimed at ceasing Sunnsioppoés
the city’s Shi'a minority. For example Ali Al-Dabbagh claimed that ‘aupport [what
the government is doing] 100 percent. Tall Afar has been a bleeding wound in Iraqg’s
heart for a year now. There was a clear case of racial and ethnidrgjdartbe city.”
Others contended that the conflict was not originally a sectarian one, but that the
government response was making it one. Sunni lawmaker Salih al-Mutlaq, for example,
said, “The tension is between the people and the government, not between the Sunnis and
Shiites. [In Tal Afar, the government is waging] a very ugly ethnic Waihother
Sunni politician, Fakhri al-Qaysi, argued that accusations of terrorismonbra pretext
for marginalizing the political participation of Sunni communities. “The rulingipal
parties and the U.S. forces are trying to provoke the Sunni Arabs . . . and press to harp on
the tune of sectarianism as they have been doing since the first day of occuBation.”

Were good security operations conducted?

A description of security operations in Tal Afar may usefully be divided into the
periods before and after Operation Restoring Rights. Before the operation, teS. for

mostly lived on forward operating bases outside the city and would move into and around

>4 “Defense Minister Discusses Tall Afar, Urges Igjp ‘Drive Out Terrorists,”Al-Arabiyah Television
September 12, 2005, FBIS Report GMP200509125380002.

*“The Iraqi Scene,Al-Jazirah Satellite Channel TelevisidBeptember 18, 2005, FBIS Report
GMP20050918564001.
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the city in their armored vehicles. Dismounted patrols were conducted re@daviil,
but the “commute” to work was an important feature of operations. Frequently,
operations took on the character of “movement to contact,” where the patrolttaage
would be set by responding to enemy engagements.

3ACR forces also conducted a good deal of targeted operations — raids, and
strikes — against insurgent suspects or facilities. However, the quality oite¢lligence
it used for targeting was significantly hampered by two closelyecfactors. First,
because of their sporadic presence in the city, they had to rely on informantsrigen
much of what intelligence could not be gathered electronically. But in the reigment
first couple months in the area, members of Shi'a tribes were the only lodaintssi
willing to work with the U.S. forces. Over time, 3ACR learned that many oé thiiss
were not only unreliable, but counterproductive. Interviewees report incidents where
informants had identified individuals, or even just groupings of houses as being tied to
the insurgent, when in fact, they were simply pursuing tribal rRalss a result, until
U.S. forces recognized that they were being manipulated, they “actualtgrbated the
problem to some extent, by rolling up Sunnis, not all of whom were bad guys,” said
Major Simmering’’ One troop commander lamented that “our increased cooperation
with the Shi’a tribes confirmed the Sunni population’s worst fedr#khother said
simply, “up until Operation Restoring Rights, we were pretty much fightingiad

battle.”®

%% Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh), Interview 80TC Greg Reilly).
" Interview 10 (MAJ Michael Simmering).
%8 Interview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).

% Interview 28 (CPT Alan Blackburn).
246



After Operation Restoring Rights, however, the situation changed dratyatical
Many factors changed in that period, including some of those that will be déscriibe
next two sections. But one of the most important initiatives of this time was the
movement of U.S. forces (specifically Sabre Squadron and 2-826 the city and into
small, neighborhood outposts that were jointly manned by U.S. and Iraqi forces.

It was only at this point that U.S. forces were really able to start provading
strong, constant presence, which in turn allowed them to develop the relationships with
the people that generated good intelligence. Troop commanders reported thgtistayi
the city was a tough sell to their troops at first, but that the visible changesrédsence
brought were eventually very good for mor&leMore patrolling was done, both by U.S.
and Iraqi forces, and it was done at section and squad level rather than platoon level,
because the improved security environment allowed it. As a result, LieutenanelCol
Hickey said, “the perception of the amount of coalition forces operating withintyhe ci
changed significantly as more and more units became visible to the populace gn a dalil
basis.®

U.S. security operations in Tal Afar were also aided significantly by the
availability and generally good performance of Iraqi security forces. ghrowst of its
tenure in Ninewah, 3ACR was partnered with tf@tigade of the % Iragi Army
Division. The brigade was predominantly Kurdish and Shi’'a, which did sometimes
generate friction with Tal Afar's Sunni majority, as noted above. However, the unit

received praise from many interviewees for its skill, professianabsd leadership,

% Ibid., Interview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).

1 Hickey, p. 41.
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especially the commander of thid Baqgi Army Division, Major General Khorsheed
Saleem al-Doseke’f. In Colonel McMaster’s judgment, “the most important aspect of
building local legitimacy was the legitimacy of the [Iraqgi securitgés].”>

Another key factor in security operations was the sheer number of forces that the
Coalition was able to bring to bear on the fight for Tal Afar. Precise counts facaltif
and the forces focused on the city varied considerably over time. But by yignogll
measure, the military presence in Tal Afar was quite large relatihe ®ze of the city
and its population. At its peak during Operation Restoring Rights, the force prasence i
the city included 2,000-4,000 U.S. troops and 3,000-6,000 Iraqi troops, including Army,
police, and commando units. As noted, population estimates for this time also vary
greatly, but even the most conservative estimate of the force-to-populattowaatd be
1:40, and it could have gone as high as 2*18nywhere in this range would qualify as a
relatively high troop density, especially considering that the cityabATar only covers
approximately 9 square kilometers. Interestingly, McMaster ilyitvehnted even more
troops for the assauit. His judgment on the importance of troop density was that
success “could have been possible with a smaller number of troops, but it would have

taken a lot longer® Of course fewer forces were present for most of the period of the

case study, but during the critical months of September to December, both Sabre

%2 Interview 8 (2LT Dan Driscoll), Interview 9 (CPRdes Dayhoff), Interview 18 (SGT Chad Stapp),
“Interview with LTC Paul Yingling”, p. 6.

% Interview 14 (COL H.R. McMaster).

 Interview 17 (1LT Gavin Schwan), Interview 25 (CQdel Armstrong), Interview 28 (CPT Alan
Blackburn), Interview 30 (LTC Greg Reilly), Herregap. 140-141.

% Interview 9 (CPT James Dayhoff).

% Interview 14 (COL H.R. McMaster).
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Squadron and 2-38%Battalion, as well as large portions of the Iragi Army*Btigade,
3" Division were exclusively focused on the city.

The combination of troop density and persistent presence throughout the city
clearly played a major role in reducing the violence in Tal Afar and séktengity back
on a path toward a semblance of normalcy. On balance, this record suggests that good
security operations were conducted in Tal Afar.

Was good governance provided?

As with security operations, the 3ACR’s efforts to improve governance in Tal
Afar were quite different before and after Operation Restoring Righteenwhe
regiment arrived, Tal Afar’s city government was all but abandoned, and bastese
had drastically deteriorated. Responsibility for taking care of the ggople had
largely devolved to the city’'s many tribal lead&rsut economic activity had largely
ceased, creating an epidemic of unemployment for many of those who did ndhkave
city. In some cases, infrastructure failures fell disproportionately onhiteetBbes.

One prominent grievance was the collection of the raw sewage that dramed i
wooded area next to one of the city’s mainly Shi'a neighborhoods — a site that 3ACR
soldiers dubbed the “Shitwood Forest.”

Echoing 2/2ID’s experience in Ramadi, most of 3ACR’s efforts to re-esttabli
good governance in its first few months in the city were frustrated by thsteat
violence and the absence of many reliable Iraqgi partners willing to wankleam. First
Lieutenant Brian Tinklepaugh described an example of the difficulti@sgfacojects

aimed to improve governance during this time. His troop established a program to

" Oppel.
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deliver water in trucks to a predominantly Sunni neighborhood that was suffering from
unreliable water pressure and electricity. They hired Sunni truck driverganaleng
police to provide security for the trucks. The Shi’a police soon told the U.S. soldiers tha
they were hiring insurgents. When the U.S. then arrested the truck driversjehatedl
those drivers’ tribes, whose leadership stopped supporting the Coalition’s redanstruc
operations$®

Rebuilding the city and re-establishing the basic functions of governance beyond
security were central to the planning behind Operation Restoring Rights. naetite
Colonel Hickey called reconstruction the most important phase of the operation. He
explains,

Regardless of how many people Sabre capturedledkif the people didn't feel secure,
essential services were not re-established, ardevaternatives to engaging in terrorist
activities were not made available, Tal Afar wofdtl back into the trap of being a home
for terrorist activities. Immediately upon comjubet of combat operations, water trucks,
food & water drops, and other humanitarian asstgtamissions became the standard
throughout Tal Afaf®
Over the course of October and November, the Coalition initiated projects wbidhsn
of dollars focused especially on the restoration of water, electricity, sclanolsnedical
services. Sabre Squadron created a civil military operations center ityttieti
became a focal point for interacting with the local population on a wide varietyusfs.
Similarly, Sabre Squadron soldiers were active in rejuvenating theazitycil and

several other municipal institution.

8 1LT Brian Tinklepaugh, personal correspondencé wie author, April 10, 2009.
% Hickey, p. 39.

0 Ibid., p. 42.
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The Coalition’s spending in Tal Afar via the Commander’'s Emergency Response
Program (CERP) also rose dramatically in the fall of 2005. As outlined in Chaptex 6, thi
program provides money that brigade commanders and their subordinate commanders
can use to meet local needs in their areas of operation. CERP funds typically go to
relatively small, relatively short-term projects, and are also used/teeparations for
property damaged in combat or to family members of killed and wounded civilians.
Estimated CERP spending in Tal Afar increased significantly over tiedpErthe case
study. Estimated spending by quarter rose from $399K (May-July) to $418K (Ag-Oc
to $1.1M (Nov-Jan) to $1.3M (Feb-ApH). This represents an increase from beginning to
end of a factor of 3.3.

The results of these large investments, not only CERP, but other investments
made by the Coalition and the Iraqi government, were evident in relativelyostiert
Tal Afar’'s markets and schools re-opened, and basic services were gragktaligd to
some level of working order. A British reporter visiting Tal Afar in Decen20€5
reported that “the streets are full of building sites. New sewers hamalbgeand the
fronts of shops, destroyed in the U.S. assault, were replaced within weeks. Sunni police
have been hired and 2,000 goats were even distributed to farmers. More remarkably, the

approach of an American military convoy brings people out to wave and evedlap.”

" Iragi Reconstruction Management System, UniteteStarmy Corps of Engineers, Gulf Region
Division, June 2008. Available data on CERP spemdbtals include total funds distributed and pecoje
start dates and end dates. The author has edfimatethly and quarterly spending totals based aaleq
division of total funds spent over the number divecmonths per project. Project lengths in theabdase
range from 1 to 40 months, but the average lersgthmonths. As a result, aggregate quarterly spgnd
summaries (as reported in the text above) ardiledg to be distorted by this estimation technighan
the monthly spending estimates (as shown in thedig

2 Oliver Poole, “Iragis In Former Rebel StrongholdWCheer American SoldiersThe Daily Telegraph
December 19, 2005.
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CERP SPENDING - TAL AFAR, 2004-2006

(Estimated Monthly Totals)
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Figure 9: Estimated Monthly CERP Spending in Tal Afar
Some interviewees noted the importance of improvements in governance in
building the legitimacy of the Coalition and the local government in the eyes lottie

population. One U.S. squad leader called the difference made “night and day — people

really appreciated it”® A troop commander said “The population continuously gave us

praise for what we did there. They were very appreciative and looked on us favétabl
An engineering platoon leader believed that “Improving those kinds of qualitieof-li

conditions was one of the most important things that swayed the population over to

supporting the Coalition’®

3 Interview 18 (SGT Chad Stapp).
™ Interview 28 (CPT Alan Blackburn).

S Interview 20 (2LT Jared Leinart).
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At the same time, as in Ramadi, some interviewees noted serious limitations t
the effects of some of the reconstruction projects pursued, and believed thaalthe loc
population was far more interested in and appreciative of the security provitiesl by
Coalition. A regimental staff officer commented that “We dumped a ton of momey int
construction projects that they weren't interested in — schools, park$® ekaéporter
who spent a few months in Tal Afar during this period commented that “People would
always complain about water and electricity. . . [But] that whole argument alsicit ba
services — the main public utility is security. This is more important thahiagyt

else.”” Another interviewee, Lieutenant Tinklepaugh, stated plainly that,

the reconstruction activities that we engaged ireveeconsequence of our success in
marginalizing the insurgency, not a cause of e Population was appreciative, but
they rarely commented on it. What they were mudenappreciative of was the
security. . . They were real upset about the ldeNextricity and the lack of water
pressure (and these problems exacerbated each. oftret this created a problem with
the sewage system, which was also exacerbated bfythe drainage issues created by
the problems in the streets — caused by our vehadevell as by the combat. But these
problems didn't cause people to want to becomergesus, it caused people to become

apathetic7.8
3ACR’s commander, Colonel McMaster, seemed to share this perspective, éingtiing
“The most important thing is securing the population. And you can’t do much positive
until you've established this. . . Governance projects were important factors in our
progress, but they came at a different time — it was more of a reward for ¢mopela

happened in areas that were already secufed.”

8 Interview 9 (CPT James Dayhoff).
" Interview 11 (Monte Morin).
8 Interview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).

9 Interview 14 (COL H.R. McMaster).
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Were political agreements addressing ethno-religious cleavages pursued?

From fairly early in 3ACR’s deployment, its leaders were focused on the
importance of reaching a political accommodation among Tal Afar’s tribajpgr whose
increasingly sectarian loyalties were pushing the city toward thamgdike civil war.
Lieutenant Colonel Hickey was the regiment’s point person in this effort, aalll by
accounts he focused tirelessly on building relationships with Tal Afar’krghand on
attempting to bridge the divides between them.

Initially, as noted, only the Shi'a sheikhs were willing to talk seriously with U.S.
leaders about the future of the city. Hickey began spending forty or fiftg laoneek
with these sheikhs, working to convince them of the U.S.’s commitment to securing their
people. Then, as Hickey began to make inroads with Sunni sheikhs, “the Shia freaked
out,” as Hickey told journalist George Packer. They questioned the purpose of, as they
viewed it, consorting with the enemy. “Because I'm trying to be balancedkémi
recalled telling the Shi'a leaders. “I'm trying to stabilize yaity.clf | just talk to you,

I'm not going to stabilize your city®

This shift toward cultivating relationships among the Sunnis was not necessarily
an intuitive choice on the U.S. side either. “At the troop level,” Captain Jesses Sellar
said, “this was unpopular, because this means we have to go make friends wittsthe guy
who are blowing us up instead of with the guys who are feeding us fried chicken. But

[Hickey] was absolutely right®

8 George Packer, “Letter from Irag: The Lesson dfAfar,” The New YorkerApril 10, 2006, p. 53.

8 Interview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).
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Whenever possible, Hickey tried to arrange and moderate meetings among
sheikhs where they could air grievances with each other and with U.S. forces asd disc
potential resolutions. In time, one theme Hickey came to stress in such meethipat
the regiment tried to impress more broadly upon the city’s residents, was thecomm
cause Tal Afar’s Sunnis and Shi’a ought to share against the terrorism bgetggied
against them by the “Takfiris.” As Hickey described, “the ‘Resisgtahad the potential
to be quelled through involvement in the ongoing political proldesisey could escape
the intimidation campaign of the [insurgents] living among th&mlfi Major
Simmering’s view, the real purpose of Operation Restoring Rights was ndg¢dtative
town of insurgents . . . it was to protect the Sunni population who were willing to
participate in the political proces®”

After Operation Restoring Rights, rebuilding the police force also becaenefo
3ACR’s most important tools for addressing the sectarian conflicts in yheAtiuses by
the Shi'a police force had been a major contributing factor to Tal Afar’s downward
spiral, and as a result, U.S. forces believed that “the first step towaahitation
among the populace meant recreating a police force that was represesfttie
population.®® Police recruiting focused heavily on the city’s Sunni population.

The insurgents may well have recognized the strategic importance of this
development and tried to counter it. In the first several weeks after the endrafi@pe

Restoring Rights, Tal Afar was rocked by three major suicide bombing attaaks

8 Hickey, p. 23 (emphasis in original).
8 Interview 10 (MAJ Michael Simmering).

8 Hickey, p. 41.
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together killed around 70 people and injured more than 130 §thamso of these three
attacks were directed specifically at police recruits. Neverthelespptice recruiting
efforts remained a focus of the regiment’s strategy, and ultimateln speat deal of
success. By the end of its deployment in Tal Afar, 1,400 new police officers had been
recruited, 60 percent of whom were Surffiis.

The rebalancing of the police force was part of a broader attempt b@'sS
leadership to rebuild a sense of national identity in the city. As the regmseCutive
officer, Major Chris Kennedy, told a reporter, “What we're working towaednational
army, a national security force, not a Shiite or a Kurdish force, and anyonéinkm® t
otherwise doesn't know the situatidh."George Packer describes seeing Lieutenant
Colonel Hickey “ask a group of police trainees at a new station whether éneySunni
or Shiite, and when they started to answer he said, ‘No — Ir¥gi!””

In combination with all of the Coalition’s other operations, these political
overtures aimed at reducing sectarian antagonism did appear to pay off evas tine
city’s sheikhs began to take steps toward aligning their own activitibghase of the
nascent city government, as well as with the counterinsurgency goals of thedJ.S. a
Iraqi security forces. A 3ACR intelligence officer described thgmss he saw over the

fall of 2005:

8 Sabrina Tavernise, “Suicide Blast by Woman in Ikdts 8 Others; 57 Are Hurt,New York Times
September 29, 2005, Associated Press, “More Thdbea@ Following Series of AttackdJSA Today
October 12, 2005, p. 13, Louise Roug, “Suicide éktKills 30 in Northern Iraq,Los Angeles Times
October 13, 2005.

8 Thomas E. Ricks, “The Lessons Of Counterinsurggnafashington Posfebruary 16, 2006, p. 14.
87 Finer, “Iraqi Forces Show Signs Of Progress Ine@sive”.

8 packer, p. 54.
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The real difference since [Operation Restoring Riphas been in the reporting and
cooperation from the locals, both Shia and Suweriiutn in anyone who is causing
problems and there have even been fights repogtuaelen Sunni groups as the
previously-intimated are fighting back, even againembers of their own tribe or sect.
The long-simmering feud in Tal Afar between theaShilags and the Sunni Farhats . . .
has cooled down significantly after several wedksheikh meetings to iron out their

long-running dispute%?

In describing the evolution of the meeting with the city’s sheikhs, Major Simgisaid,
“Where we got to wasn't perfect, but what was a screaming match in Jurgecivds
conversation in January”

None of this is meant to imply that the sectarian conflicts that had created so
much strife had been solved. Indeed, the wounds of the tribal feuding ran deep, even
though they were young in historical terms. Those tensions and grievancesagersiste
Sectarian murders continued, and discrimination on the basis of sect and titibabaff
was rampant. In December, a self-appointed council of sheikhs and clerics published a
formal statement complaining about the persecution of the Sunni population in Tal
Afar.”!

And Tal Afar’s reformed police were not necessarily a picture of professm
or blind justice. George Packer had this exchange with an officer named Hassan one

during his visit in early 2006. Hassan told Packer,

“If the Americans weren't here, we could get moug of our interrogations.”
“You mean torture?”

“Only the terrorists.”

“How many terrorists and sympathizers are therahAfar?”

Hassan considered it for a moment. “A hundredfdtydthousand.” This was

approximately the number of Sunnis in the 8ﬁy

8 Craig T. OlsonSo This Is War: A"8U.S. Cavalry Intelligence Officer's Memoirs of fiieumphs,
Sorrows, Laughter, and Tears During a Year in I{8pomington, IN: AuthorHouse, 2007), p. 132.

% Interview 10 (MAJ Michael Simmering).

L Ferry Biedermann, “Tel Afar’s Ethnic Tug Of WartRuraq Army To The TestFinancial Times
January 18, 2006.

9 packer, p. 56.
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What the record does demonstrate, however, is that the U.S. forces fighting the
counterinsurgency in Tal Afar were keenly aware of the sectarian roots efaddhe
insurgency they were facing and they took deliberate and extensive measeseht
accommodation between competing sectarian parties. As journalist Lauge R
observed, “the military leadership had a very sophisticated understanding ajupe or
the city, and who was aggrieved and why. And they did try to prop up the groups who
felt disenfranchised?

Was the counterinsurgency successful?

According to the journalist Tom Ricks, “When U.S. military experts conducted an
internal review of the three dozen major U.S. brigades, battalions, and similar units
operating in Iraq in 2005, they concluded that of all those units't#&€R had done the
best at counterinsurgency’” There is no doubt that 3ACR’s operations in Tal Afar have
been widely perceived by policymakers and the press as a model of successful
counterinsurgency. As noted above, the experience was cited in this vein by, among
others, the military’s new counterinsurgency manual, Secretary offStaeand
President Bush.

This view was not confined to Americans. During Operation Restoring Rights,

the Iragi Defense Minister, Sa’dun al-Dulaymi (a Sunni Arab) told the dras$&aq’s

% Interview 2 (Louise Roug).

* Thomas E. Rickgriasco: The American Military Adventure in Irgdhjew York: Penguin Press, 2006), p.
420.

258



leaders “consider what is going on there an example and a model to be followed in othe
areas . . . in Irag®

Tal Afar’'s mayor during 3ACR’s deployment, Najim Abdullah al-Jabouri, asked
for the regiment’s tour to be extended and wrote a letter of glowing tribtite unit.
He credited the regiment with liberating the city, transforming it “feoghost town, in
which terrorists spread death and destruction, to a secure city flourishimigfevi He
said “this military operation was clean, with little collateral damagspiteethe ferocity
of the enemy. With the skill and precision of surgeons, they dealt with the terrorist
cancers in the city without causing unnecessary damage.” He callethdreadn
soldiers “not only courageous men and women, but avenging angels sent by The God
Himself . . "®® Even allowing for some inevitable public relations 8pamd Arabic
hyperbole, this registers as high praise and recalls the letter torCAptad Galula from
a town mayor in Algeria that was quoted in Chapter 4.

Sabre Squadron summed up its own performance as follows:

... the 1,300 cavalrymen of Sabre Squadron detysdefeated the insurgents, re-
established legitimate security forces at nearlyogations throughout the area and
revived a local government and economy on the lofrdnnihilation. . . the citizens of
Tal Afar and the surrounding areas . . . acknowdetigt participation in the political

process is the primary avenue to a future peatreuin9

% “|raqgi Defense Minister Says 18 Arms Caches FannBall Afar, Gives Update Al-Shargiyah
Television September 11, 2005, FBIS Report, GMP200509115B800

% Quoted in Olson, pp. 193-194.

% As one interviewee pointed out, Mayor Najim was fnom Tal Afar and may have owed his position to
the Coalition. Interview 22 (Jon Finer).

% Hickey, pp. 1-2.
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The regiment listed the following comparisons of the “enemy situation” arets

of operations near the beginning and the end of its deploythent.

June 2005 January 2006

e Enemy retained the initiative, capable of ¢ Enemy reactive, only capable of IED
complex attacks and defensive ops and IDF attacks

e Western Ninewah avenue for insurgents ¢ Western Ninewah difficult to traverse
and access to external support with reduced external support

e Tal Afar safe haven for leadership and | e Tal Afar now a non-permissive
“Title 10” functions environment

e HUMINT access limited e HUMINT unlimited

e Organization was cohesive and militarily ¢ Leadership disrupted and displaced
structured e Few cells operating in small

e Multiple cells in urban areas communities outside urban areas

e Tribal violence pervasive e Tribal tensions exist, no open violence

Table 8: Changes in Western Ninewah, June 2005 — January 2006

These assessments are supported by the striking drop off in insurgent attacks
experienced in this time period and shown in Figure 8. And interviewees universally,
albeit with varying degrees of qualification, described Tal Afar as a ainsuegency
success story.

As with any celebrated event, a certain mythology has developed around the
3ACR'’s experience in Tal Afar, and in fact, the success the regimenedrtjugre was
not as “decisive” as the paeans above suggest. There were troubling signmagunsh
after the regiment left Iraq. One resident told a reporter, “the armedmaéewer, but
the assassinations between Sunni and Shiites have increased.” Another resident said,
“Al-Qaeda has started to come back again. They have started to kill Shdt8sianis

who cooperate with the American$> Another report suggested that “Fear is palpable

% 39 Armored Cavalry Regiment, “Operations and Intelfige Brief,” undated briefing, p. 5. (“Title 10"=

training and equipping, HUMINT=human intelligen¢ED=Improvised Explosive Device, IDF=Indirect
Fire.)

100 Baker.
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in the streets . . . Residents complain that the city is increasingly dividebladhs
violence sharpens the boundaries between Sunni and Muslim neighborhoods.” Even with
a large Iragi and U.S. troop presence, “families complain of no-go ardesaityt,
boundaries drawn up by sectarian violence or intimidation by rélelEhe insurgency
continued in western Ninewah province, and U.S. forces continued to fight there for
months and years after the period of this case study.

Moreover, interviewees fully acknowledged the fragility of the stalttiat Tal

Afar had attained on their watch. In one platoon leader’s judgment,

We defeated the insurgency, but we weren't redllg o rebuild the government — there
wasn't enough time for that. . . When | first sda& tity on April 21 or so, it was just an
absolute ghost town. That day seven IEDs wentpefbple were shooting, everybody in
the city was hiding from us, but watching us. Cangpthat to the last patrol | did on
February 13, the market was open, the place wageahlthere was garbage pick-up, we
were talking to people . . . That said, for the tpzst, people still tended to stick to their
areas. The neighborhoods remained somewhat séggletike Route Barracuda,
everything south was Shi’'a, everything north wasriuand many people were not
comfortable crossing that ling?

A regimental staff officer concluded, “I certainly won’t say we solved teated the
insurgency throughout the province. | will say, though, that with the help of very
effective Iraqi leaders . . . we were able to establish security condhiainaliowed
progress in security force development and essential services.”

Tal Afar never, at least through the time of this writing, fell back into the
terrorized state of dysfunction that it had suffered through during 2004-2005. And the
alliance that had formed between the Sunni tribes and the Islamist etsrefm\QIl was

radically diminished. A reporter visiting Tal Afar in April 2005 was told by disolin

%1 Roug, “Fear Casts A Shadow On ‘Free City’ ToutgdEBiSh”.
192 |nterview 17 (1LT Gavin Schwan).

1934 Interview with LTC Paul Yingling,” p. 6.
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the city’s operations center that there were then 3-5 sectarian murgdees & the city.
The Coalition did not seem especially concerned about it, and the reporter said, “at that
time, this sounded like success to me too, not only compared to other places in the
country, but also compared to Tal Afar the previous y&4r.”

This is where the difference between “victory” and “success” becomes
analytically important. Counterinsurgency operations in Tal Afar duringp#isd did
not result in victory in the sense that they ended the insurgency. But it is morerthan fa
to call the 3ACR’s achievements there a success on the basis of the sigaifttasting

gains in security made there.

Evaluation
. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Cases a b c d y
(identity (good (good (political (success)
cleavages) | security) | governance)| agreement)
Tal Afar
2005-2006 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Table 9: Case Study Variable Summary for Tal Afar

Table 9 summarizes the simple codings for the study’s framework variahtes t
are suggested by the evidence presented in this chapter. Conditions for positige codi
of all five variables were present in this case. Sunni-Shi'a conflict wgschearly
central to the insurgency, not only along the local-national axis as in Ramadgdut a
along local tribal axes. On balance, counterinsurgents conducted good security
operations. Following Operation Restoring Rights, the Coalition committedea lar
number of troops to security, kept them living among the people to focus better on

population security, and worked closely with relatively professional indigenoustgec

1% |nterview 11 (Monte Morin).
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forces. And the counterinsurgents dedicated significant resources, manpower, and
leadership focus both to improving governance in the city and to working toward politica
agreements among the city’s warring groups that would address thefraseatal tribal
grievances.

From an analytic perspective, the Tal Afar case shares the same prslilean a
Malayan case: success was overdetermined, thereby clouding anyoeflarse the
relative contributions to success of different factors. This is where the opafions
participants on causation must be given special weight.

Even here, though, the evidence is mixed. Some interviewees emphasized the
dominant role of the force density that the U.S. was able to bring to bear in Tal Afar.
Tiger Squadron’s commander, Lieutenant Colonel Greg Reilly argued #tatdtng the
area with forces is guaranteed to have a major effect. Up until the redgfen still
had a pretty sizable footprint in the city, and this accounts for a lot of the improvement
security and stability. But there was still a high level of sectariarote/fS$r

Other 3ACR soldiers certainly saw some causal connection between their
initiatives to improve governance and the marginalization of the insurgents irfaral A
Sabre Squadron troop commander Captain Sellars laid out the case for this logic
succinctly: “Getting people back to a more normal life, giving them somethiloge,
provides the foundation for getting more to the political processes, and addressing tribal
and sectarian difference¥’® Lieutenant Colonel Chris Gibson, who commanded 2-325

in the Sarai neighborhood, later wrote, “The nascent governing entity must prosicle ba

19 Interview 30 (LTC Greg Reilly).

1% |nterview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).
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services to bolster its legitimacy with the people. . . The water and @lgaiepartments
were key — they must be effective and impartial in the distribution of seiice
Lieutenant Colonel Hickey, in many ways the principal architect of the fealsticcess,
concluded that “the ability of the Squadron to enable the Iraqi Government tchmeet t
needs of the population served to strengthen relations between the local govenament a
the populace as well as establish a path towards reconciliatforiére the implied
causal chain goes from government performance to political reconciliationga
competing groups.

But in the very same document, in explaining the strategic logic behind Operation

Restoring Rights, Hickey also says,

... by [the Coalition] attacking the Takfiristschguarding against the tendency to attack
the population directly, the Sunni could be reiné¢gd into the mainstream political
process once the veil of terror was lifted fromitih@nks. Meanwhile, maintaining the
support of the Shiites could eventually bring unéyhe city and establish an
environment that finally allowed for reconstructioperations and reconciliation of tribal

conﬂicts.109

In this description, the apparent causal chain runs from political reconciliation t

improved government performance, not the other way around. This logic matches two of
the comments cited earlier in the chapter: Lieutenant Tinklepaugh’siasskat “the
reconstruction activities that we engaged in were a consequence of our success in
marginalizing the insurgency, not a cause dffi"and Colonel McMaster’s observation

that “Governance projects were important factors in our progress, but theyatam

197 jeutenant Colonel Chris Gibson, “Battlefield \bcies and Strategic Success: The Path Forward in
Irag,” Military Review September-October 2006, p. 54.

198 Hickey, p. 42.
19 1bid., p. 32.

10 |nterview 12 (1LT Brian Tinklepaugh).
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different time — it was more of a reward for cooperation. It happened in hatagetre
already secured:**

And, of course, some indeterminate degree of security must precede both of those
other factors. Lieutenant Colonel Gibson, while lauding the importance of “basic
services,” also argues that “No amount of money or kindness, and no number of
infrastructure programs, will facilitate winning over the populace if CHdes cannot
provide security to the populatioh®

Are these counterinsurgents contradicting each other and themselves? onbat is
plausible interpretation of the evidence. Equally plausible, however, is that these
perspectives on causal relationships are compatible with each other. Bygitis |
because the variables are at least somewhat mutually dependent, difasat ¢
directions among the variables may predominate at different times. Theatigpliof
this explanation would be that it may not be possible to draw a more precise conclusion
than that a positive value for each of the variables may be necessary but niensuof§ic
itself for success in counterinsurgency. In his own summation of what accountés! for
squadron’s success, Hickey takes just this approach and does not discriminate among

factors:

The cumulative effect of Sunni participation in fhaitical process, establishment of
security throughout the city, reconstruction, modgsgribution, positioning of [2-325] in
Sarai, and the establishment of a comprehensiwmnaéssance and surveillance plan
resulted in a dramatic drop in attacks during theqal following [Operation Restoring

Rights] 13

" nterview 14 (COL H.R. McMaster).
12 Gibson, p. 49.

3 Hickey, p. 46.
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McMaster seemed to be of a similar mind, observing near the end of 3ACR’s tagur, “I
so damn complex. If you ever think you have the solution to this, you're wrong, and

you're dangerous™**

14 packer, p. 57.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions and Implications

This final chapter sums up the preceding analysis in five sections: an applicat
of the analytic framework to the Iraq case studies, conclusions, policizatihs,
methodological implications, and an overview of potential priorities for furtiseareh.

Applying the analytic framework to Coalition experience in Iraq — coraparof the

cases

Table 10 summarizes the codings applied in the two Irag case studies for each of
the framework’s key variables. The table also includes codings for the Awakening
movement in Ramadi and elsewhere in Anbar province during 2006 and 2007. Clearly,
as this case was not addressed formally in the analysis, these codingsasiketeBut
they are included as potentially useful discussion points. And, to reiteratdian ea
point, binary codings of these factors are inevitably crude and meant to be useful as

points of analytic departure rather than as conclusions.

. Dependent
Independent Variables Variable

Cases a b c d y

(identity (good (good (political (success)

cleavages)| security) | governance)| agreement)

Ramadi .
2004-2005 Yes Ambiguous No No No
Tal Afar
2005-2006 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ramadi
Awakening Yes Ambiguous| Ambiguous Yes Yes
(notional)

Table 10: Variable Summary for Irag Case Studies
Given these values, what do the cases say about the initial hypotheses advanced in

Chapter 3?
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H1: Good governance is not necessary for counterinsurgent success.
Would be supported by: c=No, y=Yes.

The Iraq cases do not strongly support this hypothesis. Many interviewees did
believe that good governance was a less important contributor to success thssiragidre
ethno-religious cleavages and, especially, simply providing security. And good
governance does appear to have played a subordinate role in the Anbar Awakening.
However, no one claimed outright that good governance is unnecessary. To the contrary,
some cited the important contribution social and economic reconstruction played in
building people’s confidence in the capabilities and the good will of the Coalition and the
Iragi government.

This result is similar to the one identified in Chapter 4, where the Algeasn c
cast doubt on the decisiveness of good governance’s effect on counterinsurgest succes
but certainly did not prove that it was an unnecessary factor.

Hypothesis H2 addresses cases with no ethno-religious cleavages amdeheref
not relevant to the Iraq cases.

H3: If ethno-religious cleavages are present, then good governance and

good security together are not sufficient for counterinsurgent success.

Would be supported by: a=Yes, b=Yes, c=Yes, y=No.

This hypothesis goes hand in hand with the study’s overarching hypothesis staged at
beginning of Chapter 3:

In the presence of major ethno-religious cleavages, good governance will

contribute much less to counterinsurgent success than will efforts toward

reaching political agreements that directly address those cleavages.
Essentially, hypothesis H3 is a stronger, more categorical form of theHgfothesis.

The Iraq cases considered in this study do not satisfy the conditions of hypothesis

H3, but they do support the hypothesis in its more general form. In Ramadi, the
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grievances that fuelled the insurgency had far more to do with a deep sense of
disenfranchisement within Irag’s Sunni community and the related fear afiaact
persecution than it did with any failure in the government’s performance. Thé causa
links between variations in the quality of governance and the fortunes of the
counterinsurgents are difficult to establish precisely given the simultamezaknesses
of the security and political lines of operation in Ramadi. Nevertheless, the evidenc
from the interviews in this case points toward major limitations to how much popular
loyalty and legitimacy could be won through the improvement of governance. Other
factors — namely security, itself, and identity-based concepts of letgtiula (both

tribal and sectarian) — appeared more decisive. This interpretation idyssopgorted

by the dramatic shift that eventually occurred in Ramadi, which seems to have bee
rooted in two key changes: the exhaustion of the population with violence and terror; and
a new willingness of the Coalition to decouple the legitimacy of local roie the
legitimacy of national rule.

Tal Afar’s story is quite different, but suggests a similar conclusion. Tee& i
doubt that the quality of governance mattered to the way both the population and the
counterinsurgents conceived of legitimacy. At the same time, however, it afhzars
what improvements in governance were achieved in Tal Afar were atseasitch a
consequence as a cause of successful counterinsurgency. Without both the 3ACR’s
dense presence in the city and its intensive focus on brokering compromises among the
city’s largely sectarian tribal conflicts, improvements in governakedylwould never
have taken root. And, even recognizing some degree of mutual reinforcement, the

dependency of the factors probably did not run in the opposite direction. This
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interpretation echoes that of the Algerian case in Chapter 4, where etigroisel
cleavages were shown to subvert the effectiveness of the governancesbéset! t
counterinsurgency.

Further evidence in support of the general form of the hypothesis can be found in
the only quantitative analysis of the Iraq war published to date that used officia
Department of Defense time-series, district-level dafaithors Eli Berman, Jacob N.
Shapiro, and Joseph H. Felter use multivariate econometric techniques tolessess t
relative importance of, among other things, economic factors and provision of basic
services in affecting levels of violence across 104 districts (the subpiavi
administrative level) in Iraq. At first glance, the results of theitysg which show a
correlation between at least the economic dimensions of good governance and stibseque
improvements in violence, appear at odds with this dissertation’s hypothesis.

However, their conclusions are qualified by two critical factors that liyctuang
them closer into alignment with the arguments presented in this dissertatist) the

authors make the following explicit assumption in their model:

non-combatants make a decision about sharing irgftbom based on a rational
calculation of self-interest, rather than due t@aerwhelming ideological commitment
to one side or another. This is not to say thehsun ideological commitment is
irrational or unusual, just that on the margin bgolwernments and rebels can influence
the decisions of noncombatants through concreteragirovision of services and threats
of retaliation?

This assumption is plausible, but it bypasses the central question at issge in thi
dissertation regarding the sources of legitimacy. It is difficult to réfeuidea that the

mechanisms of loyalty would work the way they are assumed to here “on tha"marg

! Eli Berman, Jacob N. Shapiro, and Joseph H Félfem Hearts and Minds Be Bought? The Economics
of Counterinsurgency in Iraq,” NBER Working Papd606 (December 2008).

2 Ibid., pp. 13-14.
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but for those marginal effects to be representative of the main dynantihessyfstem,

the noncombatants would need to be basically indifferent between rule by the irsurgent
and rule by the government apart from the factors of service or retalidthis premise

is not consistent with observed group solidarity of various kinds, including ethno-
religious.

The other critical caveat to that analysis is that it shows that up until 2007, CERP
spending, the model’s proxy for service provision, had essentially no effect in igducin
violence. Only beginning in 2007 — a very different environment from previous years
due to the Awakening and the Coalition troop “surge” — does the beneficial @ffect
CERP spending become evidénthe authors attribute this change to the military’s
improved ability to garner intelligence in part because of its better atiegmwith the
population, but mainly because tribes were willing to share information. This
explanation is fine as far as it goes, but what accounts for that shif®, itsel

The Ramadi case here suggests that the shift had much to do with a change in the
Coalition’s political strategy as it related to Iraq’s sectaraaries. Specifically, in
2004-2005, U.S. policy was to insist that Coalition cooperation with the Sunni tribal
groups in Anbar was contingent on their integration into the security mechanidmas of t
federal government. This was a deal breaker for the tribes because theythiewe
federal government as a tool of Shi'a sectarian interests. Those palisicaltions were
illegitimate by virtue of their perceived identity. Cooperation became pessiy when
the Coalition decoupled its own support from the requirement to integrate with Baghdad.

By this logic, it was not primarily better intelligence that allowed CERFave its

? Ibid., pp. 31-36.
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natural salutary effect. Instead, what made the difference wasahéstsnent of an

authority, in the form of tribal leaders, that had both capacity and local lagitjrhoth

of which had been lacking theretofore. So the service provision improvements followed

the legitimacy, not the other way around.

Conclusions

In assessing the meaning of this research beyond Iraqg, what conclusiogs eme
about counterinsurgency?
Chapter 2 attempted to establish a few important premises for the helsasec

on observations about the intellectual history of counterinsurgency strategy. Thdse poi

can be summarized as follows.

e Prevailing policy and strategy for counterinsurgency in the United Statesdraded
to reflect assumptions about the bases of political legitimacy that aesl rioot
Western political philosophy and Cold War history.

e In particular, conception of counterinsurgency as a competition of governance
between insurgents and counterinsurgents is based on a materialistic viewlof soc
welfare, justice, and legitimate authority that is not universally held.

e A substantial body of scholarship establishes that conflicts where ethnidigiuise
identities are politically salient have different dynamics than othefictnf

From these premises was derived the study’s main hypothesis that in tme@rese

of major ethno-religious cleavages, good governance will contribute mudio less

counterinsurgent success than will efforts toward reaching politica¢agents

that directly address those cleavages.
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Following from this question, the analysis presented in the study suggests
three conclusions about the nature of counterinsurgency.
1. Identity politics shape counterinsurgency outcomes.

The case studies presented in this research demonstrate the importance of ethno-
religious identity politics in shaping the outcomes of insurgencies and
counterinsurgencies. In all three of the cases analyzed where efigroisetleavages
were clearly salient to the conflicts — Algeria and both Iraq caseset dausal
relationships are evident between the counterinsurgents’ attentivenesgtditics of
ethno-religious identity and the subsequent course of the insurgencies.

These cases also provide some qualified support of the study’s central higpothes
In Algeria and Iraq, competition between insurgents and counterinsurgents over the
guality of governance was a clearly less important factor in determinirogpiiiect
outcomes than the disposition of political agreements related to ethno-religious
cleavages. Furthermore, though the evidence is not conclusive, it is even plaasible t
providing good governance was neither necessary nor sufficient for achieving
counterinsurgent success in Algeria, Ramadi, or Tal Afar.

This is not to say, however, that providing good governance was irrelevant. Even
if good governance is evidently less important than cross-cleavage palgregiments, it
still is shown in the case studies to be a contributor to counterinsurgentssacuegs
absence an impediment to success. As will be discussed in the next section, the policy
implication of this conclusion about the relative importance of providing good

governance is not that counterinsurgents should ignore the quality of governance in the
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places they are fighting. Rather, it is that they should not invest all their hope of
establishing legitimacy through activities focused on improving governance.

This conclusion should be seen as a qualification, but not a contradiction of recent
insights from the academic literature on the endogeneity of group identity aedoébdl
To conclude that identity-based factors affect the dynamics of insurgedcy a
counterinsurgency is not to deny that the reverse is also true to some extent. This
conclusion should not be interpreted as a deterministic assertion of the intitscébil
ethno-religious conflict. Rather, the point is simply that such loyalties imaportant
linkages to perceptions of legitimacy and therefore to the viability of counieyarg
strategies. Or to put it in the terms used at the beginning of the study, who gowerns ca
be even more important than how whoever governs governs.

2. ldentity politics are local.

One implication of the first conclusion is the need for a subtle shift in anahgtic a
planning emphasis away from considering individual loyalties and preé=¢onward
considering group loyalties and preferences. However, this shift in emphasis sbioul
be extended to its logical extreme, which would be an assumption that ethno-religious
groups will be reliably similar across wide swaths of geography, time;isnunstance.
That assumption is not valid. Irag demonstrates that national-level observations of
identity-group politics in the midst of counterinsurgency are relevant but inadequat
guides to explaining and affecting local behavior.

Tal Afar’s sectarian conflict certainly mirrored Iraq’s nationatagan conflict in

some ways. But both the conflict’'s escalation and its subsequent moderation in 2005-

* Stathis N. Kalyvas and Matthew Adam Kocher, “Eth@leavages and Irregular War: Iraq and Vietnam,”
Politics and Societyol. 35, no. 2 (June 2007), pp. 188-223.
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2006 were driven primarily by local grievances, local conditions, and local conggisom
The connection between Tal Afar’'s Sunni-Shi'a political rivalries and thosaghdad
were much more symbolic than causal. Even in Ramadi, where sectarian coisfiéxd ex
primarily in relation to Baghdad, not locally, the fortunes of the counterinsurgentd turne
at least as much on local manifestations of those identity politics as on natianal one
Specifically, the tribal Awakening movement that did so much to undermine the
insurgency in Anbar province did not result from the successful resolution of national
issues that were dividing Sunnis and Shi'a, such as constitutional provisions for power
sharing, federalism, allocation of oil revenues, or control of federal misistfie the
contrary, the Awakening occurred in spite of ongoing rancor over these ilssues
Baghdad. Instead, the transformation in Anbar was based, in combination with mounting
popular frustration with al Qaeda, on the Coalition’s willingness to expand tribal a
other local leaders’ degree of control over their own territory and people.

It seems clear that local legitimacy and loyalty develop with a signif degree
of independence from national identity group dynamics and institutions. A cavalry troop
commander summed it up this way: “Ninety percent of the population does not look at
the situation from a strategic standpoint. They think of it as ‘how does this affect me
my block.” They’re not just neutral, waiting to be influenced — they’re leaning.thgy

will be strongly influenced by what happens on their own blogks.”

® Interview 21 (CPT Jesse Sellars).
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3. Population security is still the most important factor in shaping counterinsurgency
outcomes.

Recognizing the importance of ethno-religious identity politics should do nothing
to take away from the fundamental primacy of population security in counteyamsyr
strategy. This conclusion is not new, but the Iraq case studies clearly unel¢nscor
point, so it bears repeating here. Almost all of the counterinsurgents intervawers f
research emphasized the criticality of establishing people’s conéidericeir own
physical security as a prerequisite for accomplishing anything eéseaanterinsurgency
environment. Civilian analyst Andrea Jackson, who conducted hundreds of interviews
with Iraqis during 2003-2006, reported that “I asked every person | interviewed . . .
what's the biggest concern for you and your family? They all said securityrmhjf”®

In this research’s case studies, good security operations are alwagiatass
with counterinsurgent success, and in two instances — Algeria and VietnatOéBer
are associated with ambiguous counterinsurgency outcomes. This suggests that
establishing population security is necessary, but perhaps not sufficient for
counterinsurgent success. This interpretation is intuitive and is also borne bet by t
narratives of the case studies in question.

It is important to note one key caveat to this conclusion. As described in Chapter
3, there is a tautological hazard in discussing the causality betweeitysacd
counterinsurgent success. The distinction between the cause and the effeeen betw

what Jeffrey Race calls tactical security and strategic sgturitan be subtle and

® Interview 1 (Andrea Jackson).

" Jeffrey RaceWar Comes to Long An: Revolutionary Conflict iniatamese Provinc@Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1972), p. 146.
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subjective. If “success” is defined too narrowly in terms of short-ternisle¥eiolence,
then the link between good security operations and success is mere tautologys What i
required to maintain this distinction, in both analytic and strategic planning canteat
definition of success that focuses on the sustainability of security oveatichwith
diminished commitment of military resources.

As with the first conclusion, this one benefits from being situated in the context of
Stathis Kalyvas’s recent work. Kalyvas proposes that in the midst of anfliat,
“collaboration” of local populations is more a consequence than a cause of successf
physical and institutional “control” by politico-military actdtsThis study corroborates
that theory, though it continues to emphasize the importance of popular loyalties,
attitudes, and grievances in explaining the viability of such control over time. As
Kalyvas understands, the causation here runs in both directions, but the key is that
security, or the fear of insecurity, “operates as a first-order condiaimtakes the
production of loyalty possible’” That conclusion seems clear from the evidence in the
Iraq cases. Itis the dynamics of the second-order conditions that are theguodvinc
identity politics as well as more materialist sources of legitimaag,where the first

conclusion above becomes most relevant.

In sum, these conclusions do not overturn any of the traditional tenets of
counterinsurgency, but instead should help to sharpen some of them. Based on this

research the conventional wisdom that successful counterinsurgency depends on

8 Stathis N. KalyvasThe Logic of Violence in Civil Wg€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
2006), Chapters 4 and 5.

° Ibid., p. 115.
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establishing legitimacy, which in turn demands coordinated political andmnilita
programs, remains valid. To the extent that “winning hearts and minds” is used to
describe this principle, that phrase remains applicable.

What this research adds to our understanding of counterinsurgency is an
appreciation for identity-based sources of legitimacy which can rival and elgseghe
legitimacy that flows from good governance. Accordingly, the political compaia
counterinsurgency strategy must be political not only in the sense of beingdamus
government and how government exercises power. It must also be sensitive to the
distribution of that power across key identity groups.

Policy implications

Moving from description and analytic inference to prescription is an inevitably
treacherous step on the scholarly path. Few single studies of complex social geenom
can hope to be comprehensive or definitive enough to produce unambiguous policy
recommendations with much confidence.

On the other hand, the applicability of the work’s insights to real-world problems
is, in the end, one of the most important measures of its quality. And, while this study’s
results are far from the final word on its subject, they do suggest several important
implications for policy makers and counterinsurgent leaders.

1. Counterinsurgency strategy must account for the role of traditional social hierarchies
and forms of legitimacy.

The intermediation of relationships between people and their government by
tribes or clerics or other non-governmental group leaders is a stediegigoortant

factor in counterinsurgency. Iraq is a clear illustration that theséidraaihierarchies
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can be relevant even in societies that appear in many respects to be quite “rapdern”
developed according to the Western model. This creates an imperative for
counterinsurgents, at a minimum, to understand what power hierarchies exist henong t
people where they are fighting, and to explicitly examine the role of group |ayalty
identity politics in their assessments of their operational environment. Ingastahere
these factors appear salient, they must become integral to strategy derglag well.
These traditional hierarchies and identity-based loyalties may be pbtessets for the
counterinsurgents, or they may be obstacles to their larger stratelgic goa

Or, as with the tribes of Anbar province, they may be assets and obstacles
simultaneously. Empowering those tribes was a step backward in the Coalitiort’soef
create a strong, unified central government, but at the same time wealgnmnportant
in undermining the worst elements of the insurgency. Even participants in the
counterinsurgency during that time may continue to differ about whether the proper
trade-off was made in that caSeAll the same, it is not necessary to settle this point in
order to simply recognize the utility of anticipating the importance of sade-offs in
advance rather than stumbling upon them a few months or years into a conflict. That is
what makes this factor a critical element of the initial assessanéergtrategy

development phase for any prospective counterinsurgency.

1 For example, contrast David Kilcullen, “Anatomyafribal Revolt,” Small Wars Journal blog, August
29, 2007, with Austin Long, “The Anbar Awakenin@urvival vol. 50, no. 2 (April-May 2008). Both
Kilcullen and Long were advisors to Coalition fosaturing that time.
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2. Counterinsurgents should always be prepared to employ the full range of tools
addressing security, governance and identity.

David Galula believed that each military, political, judicial, and other line of
operation in counterinsurgency is indispensible, arguing that “if one is nil, the produc
will be zero.™ This may not always be the case, but it remains a valid, conservative
guide to planning.

Notwithstanding this study’s emphasis on the potentially high importance of
addressing ethno-religious cleavages, the dynamics of identity pofiticgraup
loyalties are likely to be so fluid, opaque, and variable across localities that
counterinsurgents cannot afford to neglect any element of its legitim@dinguool kit.
They should be prepared to build political stability on foundations of both identity and
guality of governance simultaneously. This is not to say that it is impossibkke m
distinctions about where certain tools may be more or less effective. Raitegr)iing
that the complexity and uncertainty associated with the problem recommends a
conservative approach that does not exclude any potentially valuable contributor to
building support of the people for the counterinsurgent’s control.

To reiterate the point made under the first conclusion above, the policy
implication of recognizing the limitations of providing good governance is not that
counterinsurgents should ignore the quality of governance in the places tlightarg.
Rather, it is just that counterinsurgents should adopt a heightened sense of caution
regarding what can be achieved through improving governance alone in the absence of

the larger political strategy that addresses power distributions amaniyi@dgoups.

M David GalulaCounterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Praciibew York: Frederick A. Praeger,
1964), p. 87.
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It is worth noting that this implication is consistent with a recent recordat®sn
coming from a U.S. Department of Defense study on “ungoverned areas” that fargued
a shift in the focus of foreign assistance from “capacity-building” tatthagcy-
building.”* According to this perspective, “capacity-building,” which is focused on
states’ abilities to execute certain governance functions, is insoffto enhance
stability if it is not coordinated with locally specific ways in which legate power is
distributed and exercised. As in the context of counterinsurgency, this concept does not
discredit capacity-building, per se, but rather invests it with limited proamdesxpected
utility as the singular basis for building political stability.

3. Local, specialized knowledge trumps doctrine and theory.

Because the dynamics of insurgency and counterinsurgency are so samsitive
variations in local conditions and events, strategies should be based to the maximum
extent possible on local, specialized knowledge and relationships. Counterinsurgency
doctrine and theory are useful for providing frameworks and guidelines ftagstra
development, but in developing strategies for particular conflicts, as DawdllKil said,
“There is simply no substitute for what we might call ‘conflict ethnograpdngeep,
situation-specific understanding of the human, social, and cultural dimensions of a
conflict, understood not by analogy with some other conflict, but in its own téfms.”

The U.S. military’s new Capstone Concept for Joint Operations document

recognizes the importance of this point, imploring its readers to “Addressitatios

2 Robert D. Lamb, “In the new security environméeepacity-building’ should give way to ‘legitimacy-
building.” unpublished working paper, December 200

13 David Kilcullen, “Religion and Insurgency,” SmaNars Journal blog, May 12, 2007.
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on its own terms, in its unique political and strategic context, rather tharpattgro fit
the situation to a preferred templaté.”
4. Do not economize on force size.

No matter how sophisticated the counterinsurgency strategy, it is unlikely to
succeed without the allocation of enough security forces to create a sistbidiquitous
presence where the insurgency is active. Case study intervieweesectlysisported
that some degree of physical population security was a pre-requisiterfmggaaction
on any other element of the counterinsurgency strategy. The contrast between the tw
Iraq case studies illustrates the value of large densities of troops in urban
counterinsurgency as well as the challenges of spreading troops thinip’s$&mhous
dictum on conventional war applies to irregular warfare just as well: quaasts h
quality all its own.

5. Avoid getting involved in counterinsurgency.

One final implication of this research is simply a reinforcement of the enduring
and yet apparently unpersuasive point that winning counterinsurgencies is gxtreme
difficult, especially for foreign powers. In important respects, the ssaustake in
insurgencies are not especially amenable to change through the instrahiergsyn
governments and militaries. For governments under attack, of course, this is a moot
point. However, for governments making commitments beyond their borders to fight this
kind of warfare, it is quite salient. While the track record of counterinsurgemoy i
entirely one of failure, it is universally one of costs and complications thexéaeded

initial expectations.

14 Capstone Concept for Joint Operations, Version(8/@shington, DC: Department of Defense, January
15, 2009), p. 12.

282



This point recapitulates some of the closing words of Douglas Blaufarb’senaly

of the first “counterinsurgency era” of the 1950s and 1960s:

No lesson is easier to state and harder to applyttat a decision to become involved
once again in a counterinsurgency situation shbalgreceded by intense and prayerful
study. . . The fundamental lesson to draw fromroisadventures of the
counterinsurgency era is the one already emphabizatany — the lesson of the limits of
American power?®

And if counterinsurgency in general is difficult, it is made only more diffidayt
the presence of significant ethno-religious cleavages. This dynamiaits/e, but at the
same time has perhaps been underappreciated by Western leaders unagdd¢astome
looking at politics through the eyes of peoples beyond their borders. Journalist Jeff Stein
captured this phenomenon nicely in a darkly comic piece where he exposed several
senior U.S. government officials’ ignorance of the distinctions between Sunnhéad S
Muslims. One member of Congress, after hearing Stein’s description of e itk
between the two sects and their history of contentious politics, commented, “Now that
you've explained it to me, what occurs to me is that it makes what we’re doindgnexer t
extremely difficult, not only in Iraq but that whole aré@.These are words to the wise.

Methodological implications

Analysis of the case studies in Chapters 4-7 suggests a revision of the model for
counterinsurgency strategy’s causal logic that was presented in CBatigure 10
shows a new version of that logic. Recall that events are represented byetbd lett
descriptions, and causal processes are represented by numbered arrowssidhisive

the diagram adds one event and two causal processes. Event | represents

> Douglas S. BlaufariThe Counterinsurgency Era: U.S. Doctrine and Perfance 1950 to the Present
(New York: The Free Press, 1977), pp. 301-302, 310-

18 Jeff Stein, “Can You Tell a Sunni from a Shiitd®w York TimesOctober 17, 2006.
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counterinsurgent attempts to achieve a political agreement addressingedilfioas
cleavages. This leads directly, via process 10, to event D, the decline of popular support

for the insurgency.

@ @ Counterinsurgents attempt to improve governance

Counterinsurgents @ l @

attempt to broker @ Improvements in governance are realized~"— Counterinsurgents conduct security operations
ethno-religious

political agreement @ l % @
Popular support to insurgents declines——» @Counterinsurgentsfind insurgents
@ Insurgency declines @Counterinsurgents killcapture insurgents

OF

@ Stable peace prevails

Figure 10: Revised Causal Logic of Counterinsurgency Strategy

The other addition to this model is causal process 11, which directly links
counterinsurgent security operations to popular support for the insurgency. Thisnadditi
reflects the strong findings from the case studies that popular attituddsaceye based
on who is effective at providing security, independent of the factors of goveraatce
political agreements. This type of militarized security does not leadldite@vent H,
stable peace, but it does contribute to it, not only through events E and F, but also through
event D.

The effect of these updates is not to invalidate any of the prior assumptions about
causal relationships. Instead, as is consistent with the evidence fromelstuchss, it
dilutes the apparent importance of process 3, which links improvements in governance to
decline in popular support for the insurgency. That process remains valid, but shares its
influence on event D with events B and |.

In relating this research to the literature on ethnic conflict, the coankisifered

here clearly seek to raise the profile of ethno-religious identitycasigal factor in
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explaining the dynamics of insurgency and counterinsurgency. However, these
conclusions should certainly not be construed as an endorsement of a primordialist view
of identity or of deterministic theories of group conflict. To the contraryetigence
compiled here corroborates those accounts of identity and conflict that propaosedt
complex and fluid descriptions of their interactions.

Such complexity has a major methodological implication that has been alluded to
throughout this study: the most important variables in analysis of civil conffiath as
grievances, popular loyalties, mechanisms of control, and violence — arelgll part
endogenous to the conflict environment, itself. As a result, isolating and coding values
for such variables and inferring causal relationships among them can only be done with
much validity by close examination of detailed, localized history of causagses. It
does not follow from this implication that the dynamics of counterinsurgency cannot be
effectively explored with statistical techniques. It does mean, howeveaghaggating
data over geography and time means sacrificing a great deal of intpoftamation. It
also means that statistical correlations of factors should be accompaeieyevh
possible by micro-level investigations of how those factors interacted egp@lsy
implications derived from such correlations risk placing the analytidbe&ote the horse.

Priorities for further research

An almost unavoidable hazard of research is raising as many or more quastions
one has answered. This research is no exception. Additionally, there are many way
which the analysis in this study could be strengthened. Some of the most potentially

valuable priorities for further research on this subject are as follows.
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In Chapter 4, two hypotheses were offered about governance and
counterinsurgency. Specifically, these hypotheses suggested that amfaogottsethat
win the loyalty of a population and establish legitimatigtributional effects may be
more important thaabsoluteeffects, angbolitical effects may be more important than
economiceffects. These hypotheses are worthy of greater specification arsdijtiélaly
specific framework can be built from such specification, empirical testing

A key limitation of the analysis presented in this study is the absence of
significant input from Iraqgi sources. Practical considerations preventedtomh of
much of this kind of data, but clearly, a fuller examination of how Iraqis think about
legitimacy and the politics of ethno-religious identity would include the estilfirect
discussions with Iraqgis, themselves. If this research inspires furtheiowdriq or any
other cases of counterinsurgency or civil conflict, investigators should cedark
opportunities where possible to draw in perspectives of the people whose loyalty and
security is being contested.

Future research on this topic may also benefit from employing an analytic
framework somewhat more complex than the one used in this study. Complex
frameworks have clear drawbacks, and as described in Chapter 3, the retgiii@tgi
of the five-variable framework employed here was adopted purposefully, iroEstts
capture the kinds of intuitive categories of decision variables that agwelsil in real
policy-making. However, there is a price that is paid for this strate@yrnrstof precise
specification and explicit inclusion of some variables. Accordingly, the/imatrategy
adopted in this study would be well complemented by research using a moraldetaile

framework with a larger number of more specific variables.
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This analysis would also certainly benefit from inclusion of a larger number of
case studies. Small numbers of case studies inevitably constrain the process of
generalizing insights to draw conclusions and derive recommendations forguudicy
strategy.

Finally, though further analysis of these topics will of course not be limited to
recent American experiences with counterinsurgency, it is worth noting that more
detailed analysis of more local cases should become increasingly fesstata from
Coalition operations in Irag and Afghanistan becomes more available, in bothezassi
and unclassified contexts. Those experiences will provide a rich basis for atugar
case analysis of counterinsurgency for the next generation of scholars astsaarady

beyond.

A U.S. Army veteran of both Iraq and Afghanistan recently wrote that “The
problem with war narratives isn’'t lying. The problem is there’s too much truth. . . The
enterprise is so vast that almost everything is true, and writers can eVfuokever
truths support a particular thesi<."Even as an analyst armed with data and the time to
think long and hard about the problem, it is difficult to avoid drawing the same
conclusion as this veteran does. Few hypotheses about insurgency and counterinsurgency
seem to be completely without evidence, and even fewer seem immune to

counterexamples.

" Roman Skaskiw, “E-Mail From AfghanistariThe Atlanti¢c October 2008.
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But if this research has done nothing else, it has highlighted one truth about
counterinsurgency to place alongside the others: that who governs can be even more

important than how whoever governs governs.
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Appendix: Interview List

| conducted 37 interviews in support of the case studies detailed in Chapters 6 and 7 ottlagiolissInterviews
were conducted over the period of March 29 — May 13, 2009. Four interviews were conductsdrintherrest by telephone.
Interviews ranged in duration from 40 minutes to 140 minutes, and averaged around 70 minutes.

The single criterion for invitation to be interviewed was having first-hand ledye of events at the times and places
addressed in the case studies. Interviewee candidates were idegtthed Inames appearing in contemporary news coverage
or in other primary source documents or through recommendations by other interviewie#ontact was made via e-mail,
and all interviewees reviewed and agreed to the terms of the Informed Consenédfared and approved by the
Institutional Review Board for the purposes of conducting this research. Ines| caguests for attribution to be withheld
were honored. In most cases, this applied to a small number of the intervieweegntenif any. However, four
interviewees requested that none of their comments be attributed, so thesewets\are identified in the lists below only by
their interview number, date of interview, and general professional background.

Legend for Abbreviations in Tables

1/3 ACR: F'Squadron (Tiger),"3Armored Cavalry Regiment (U.S. Army)
1/503% Infantry: ' Battalion, 50%' Infantry Regiment (U.S. Army)
1/506" Infantry: T'Battalion, 508 Infantry Regiment (U.S. Army)

2/2ID: 2" Brigade Combat Team@Infantry Division (U.S. Army)
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2/3 ACR: 2% Squadron (Sabre)'®Armored Cavalry Regiment (U.S. Army)

2/5 Marines: ¥ Battalion, 8' Marine Infantry Regiment (U.S. Marine Corps)
2/17" Field Artillery: 2" Battalion, 17 Field Artillery (U.S. Army)

3ACR: 3Y Armored Cavalry Regiment (U.S. Army)

4/3 ACR: 4" squadron (Longknife),"8Armored Cavalry Regiment (U.S. Army)
I/l MEF: 1%/ 2" Marine Expeditionary Force (U.S. Marine Corps)

CNA: Center for Naval Analyses

MNC-I: Multi-National Corps — Iraq

290



Table Al: Interviews for Ramadi Case Study (Chapter 6)

Date Rank (at time of case Interview
Number | (in 2009) Name study) Organization Job/Title Mode
1 March 29 Andrea Jackson Civilian Il MEF, MNC-I researcher in person
3 April 1 anonymous Army officer
4 April 2 Seth Robson Civilian Stars and Stripes reporter phone
5 April 5 Ed Rapisarda Captain (Capt) 2/5 Marines company commander phone
6 April 6 Peder Ell Corporal (Cpl) 2/5 Marines combat engineer phone
7 April 8 Sean Kuehl Captain (Capt) 2/5 Marines battalion intelligence officer phone
13 April 11 David Clark Colonel (COL) 1/506th Infantry battalion commander phone
15 April 13 anonymous Army officer
19 April 15 Greg Sierra Major (MAJ) 1/503rd Infantry battalion executive officer phone
23 April 21 Carter Malkasian Civilian | MEF, CNA analyst in person
26 April 22 Tony Perry Civilian Los Angeles Times reporter phone
27 April 22 Eric Dougherty Captain (Capt) 2/5 Marines company commander phone
29 April 23 Gary Patton Colonel (COL) 2/21D brigade commander in person
31 April 26 Jaime Sutton Lance Corporal (LCpl) 2/5 Marines weapons platoon marine phone
32 April 27 Justin Gubler Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) 1/503rd Infantry battalion commander phone
33 April 28 Richard Natonski | Major General (MajGen) First Marine Division division commander phone
34 April 29 Brian Fennema Staff Sergeant (SSG) 2/2ID tactical humint team member phone
35 May 1 John Fant Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) 2/17th Field Artillery battalion commander phone
36 May 8 anonymous Army officer
37 May 13 Jamie Braddock Sergeant (SGT) 2/2ID tactical humint team member phone
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Table A2: Interviews for Tal Afar Case Study (Chapter 7)

Date Rank (at time of case Interview
Number | (in 2009) Name study) Organization Job/Title Mode
2 April 1 Louise Roug Civilian Los Angeles Times reporter phone
8 April 9 Dan Driscoll Second Lieutenant (2LT) 2/3 ACR platoon leader phone
9 April 10 James Dayhoff Captain (CPT) 2/3 ACR battery cmdr / regimental ops officer phone
10 April 10 Michael Simmering Major (MAJ) 2/3 ACR squadron operations officer phone
11 April 10 Monte Morin Civilian Stars and Stripes reporter phone
12 April 10 Brian Tinklepaugh First Lieutenant (1LT) 2/3 ACR platoon leader phone
14 April 13 H.R. McMaster Colonel (COL) 3ACR regimental commander phone
16 April 13 Andrew Shealy Second Lieutenant (2LT) 4/3 ACR air defense officer phone
17 April 14 Gavin Schwan First Lieutenant (1LT) 2/3 ACR platoon leader phone
18 April 14 Chad Stapp Sergeant (SGT) 2/3 ACR squad leader phone
20 April 17 Jared Leinert Second Lieutenant (2LT) 113th Engineers platoon leader phone
21 April 17 Jesse Sellars Captain (CPT) 2/3 ACR troop commander phone
22 April 17 Jon Finer Civilian Washington Post reporter phone
24 April 22 anonymous regional expert
25 April 22 Joel Armstrong Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) 3ACR deputy regimental commander phone
28 April 23 Alan Blackburn Captain (CPT) 2/3 ACR troop commander phone
30 April 25 Greg Reilly Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) 1/3 ACR squadron commander phone
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