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Foreword
ar has been a subject of intense interest across the ages. Very early literary works like Homer's Iliad and the Rigvedic hymns of ancient India talk of war. Few can fail to be stirred by such questions: How and why do wars come about? How and why do they end? Why did the winners win and the losers lose? How do leaders make life-and-death decisions? Why do combatants follow orders that put their lives at risk? How do individuals and societies behave in war, and how are they affected by it? Recent events have raised the study of war from one of intellectual interest to a matter of vital importance to America and the world. Ordinary citizens must understand war in order to choose their leaders wisely, and leaders must understand it if they are to prevent wars where possible and win them when necessary.
This series, therefore, seeks to present the keenest analyses of war in its different aspects, the sharpest evaluations of political and military decisionmaking, and descriptive accounts of military activity that illuminate its human elements. It will do so drawing on the full range of military history from ancient times to the present and in every part of the globe in order to make available to the general public readable and accurate scholarly accounts of this most fascinating and dangerous of human activities.
Events of the twenty-first century have turned the attention of military historians and their readers from the more conventional conflicts between great armies in the field to the modes of fighting employed by irregulars, terrorists, and insurgents. Wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere have posed difficult problems for those nations that need to engage and defeat unconventional forces that threaten their national interests and security. In this up-todate study, A Question of Command, Mark Moyar brings a new focus to the problem of counterinsurgency warfare: leadership.
Some have argued that modern counterinsurgents win by creating superior human "networks" or by sustaining the popular will to endure the onerous costs of counterinsurgency. Other views center on the belief that the best way to defeat insurgents is to destroy them with force. The most popular view, embraced by the highly influential U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual and most other recent texts, holds that defeating insurgency hinges on understanding the nature of the insurgency and selecting methods that will win the people's hearts and minds.
Mark Moyar challenges all of this conventional wisdom, asserting that the key to counterinsurgency success is selecting commanders who are rich in certain leadership attributes. He rejects the view of the hearts-and-minds school that economic, social, and political reforms deserve high priority in resource allocation, and instead recommends focusing resources on security, civil administration, and leadership development. In addition, he calls for a new calculus in determining whether to intervene in future insurgent conflicts, arguing that cost projections should be based primarily on evaluation of the elites that will provide the leaders for the insurgents and the counterinsurgents.
Through a series of case studies stretching from Ulysses S. Grant to General David Petraeus, Moyar identifies the ten critical attributes of counterinsurgency leadership and shows why some governments have fared much better than others in developing and selecting counterinsurgency leaders. From the history of these conflicts, he draws out lessons that can be applied now and in the future. His analysis of today's U.S. military and its allied partners in Afghanistan and Iraq offers compelling guidance for a dramatic revamping of personnel systems.
The events of the past decade foretell American engagement in counterinsurgency for years to come, making it imperative that we educate our policymakers, military leaders, and citizens on this crucial subject. A Question of Command should shake up the study of counterinsurgency and take a place among the standard readings on irregular warfare. Wholly original, this book makes a thoughtful and well-supported case that "counterinsurgency is `leadercentric' warfare, a contest between elites in which the elite with superiority in certain leadership attributes usually wins."
Donald Kagan and Frederick Kagan



Preface
he inspiration for this book germinated in the early 199os with interviews of American and South Vietnamese veterans of the Phoenix program, a counterinsurgency initiative aimed at destroying the Viet Cong's leadership during the later stages of the Vietnam War. Having read the standard Vietnam War histories before conducting the interviews, I asked these veterans why the South Vietnamese forces were ineffective at counterinsurgency. To my surprise, the interviewees almost invariably responded that the premise of the question was incorrect, as some of the South Vietnamese forces were very effective. Having read many of the standard counterinsurgency texts, I asked whether those forces were effective because of good training, favorable social and economic conditions, use of sound counterinsurgency methods, or U.S. advisory and financial support. It was none of those things, they said. The effectiveness of South Vietnamese units, the interviewees explained, was determined by the quality of their commanders. If the unit's leader was good, then the unit obtained intelligence and other forms of cooperation from the villagers, aggressively hunted down insurgents, and captured or killed large numbers of enemy personnel. If the unit's leader was poor, then the unit alienated the population, shunned contact with the enemy, and endured heavy losses when attacked. Over the next fifteen years, my research for two books on the Vietnam War turned up overwhelming evidence that leadership was the key to success at all times and in all aspects of countering the Viet Cong insurgents.
In the spring of 2005, as a recently arrived professor at the U.S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, I was directed to create a new course to prepare mid-level military officers for Iraq, Afghanistan, and other conflicts that demanded recourse to forms of power other than conventional military force. It was part of a broader Marine Corps effort to increase education in subjects related to counterinsurgency. Perusing the huge list of counterinsurgencies past and present, I chose for the course those that seemed most capable of yielding lessons applicable in the twenty-first century. Teaching the course in the ensuing years revealed that leadership was as crucial, and as underappreciated, in those conflicts as in the Vietnam War. In the middle of 2007, with the streets of Baghdad running red with American and Iraqi blood, with Americans at home engaging in bitter recrimination, I decided to postpone the second volume of a two-volume history of the Vietnam War to write this book on counterinsurgency leadership, using as case studies many of the counterinsurgencies covered in the Marine Corps Command and Staff College course.
This book is intended to assist counterinsurgents in Iraq, where the situation has greatly improved in the year that passed during its completion; in Afghanistan, where the situation has not improved so much; and wherever else tyrannical insurgents threaten. Its conclusions are not to be found in the counterinsurgency books currently in use at our service academies, military graduate schools, counterinsurgency training facilities, or civilian national security institutions. Nor are they found in The U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual that was published in December 20o6 and widely acclaimed as the new gospel on counterinsurgency. Although the manual's list of best counterinsurgency practices includes "Embed quality advisors and special forces with host-nation forces," it makes no mention of empowering quality American or host-nation commanders. That practice, I shall argue, is the most important one of all.
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CHAPTER 1
Leader-Centric Warfare
ad someone predicted ten years ago that counterinsurgency would be a leading topic in the White House in 2009, or that popular television shows would run features on counterinsurgency doctrine, or that the U.S. government would be spending billions of dollars on counterinsurgency research, the prophecy would have been relegated to the company of Al Capone's vaults and the Jupiter Effect. In 1999, Americans viewed counterinsurgency as passe, of interest only to antiquarians, for Vietnam had taught us to steer clear of insurgencies. On the rare occasion when a conference on counterinsurgency was held, it was attended by a few grizzled Vietnam veterans and an even smaller number of scholars who had haplessly devoted years to such an unfashionable subject.
The National Security strategy that the United States published in 1999 made no mention of counterinsurgency; it deemed America's principal national security challenges to be negotiating international peace agreements, reforming international commerce, and curbing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It discussed the U.S. military mainly in terms of how it could deter aggression and promote cooperation with other nations.' Most elements of the American military were themselves focused on either conventional warfare or peacekeeping. Even within the military educational system, where the study of warfare was exalted, counterinsurgency specialists were generally viewed as purveyors of eight-track tapes in an age of digital music.
Tragically, the outbreaks of insurgency in Afghanistan and Iraq turned counterinsurgency into the most important problem confronting the United States in the early twenty-first century. They also made counterinsurgency a high-growth industry, attracting attention and money from defense contractors, military research institutes, and private think tanks. The result has been a deluge of counterinsurgency studies. The most valuable ones have focused on individual cases of counterinsurgency or on specialized topics across multiple subjects, such as disarmament, doctrine, or advisory duty.2 Considerably less progress has been made in identifying how to achieve success in counterinsurgency. The trees have been seen better than the forest.
The forest has not been misperceived for want of effort. Theorizing about success in counterinsurgency has surged since 2001, with most of it emanating from political scientists and military officers trained in political science.' The "network-centric warfare" concept of the 199os, which held that future wars would be won by technologically driven networks, was seemingly vindicated by the initial successes in Afghanistan and Iraq in 2001 and 2003, respectively, but the bubble of technological omnipotence was soon burst by the failure of high technology to defeat Afghan and Iraqi insurgents. New theorizing about network-centric warfare has emerged, however, according to which modern counterinsurgencies are to be won by human-driven networks that employ all types of power with little hierarchical direction.' Another novel theory maintains that success in counterinsurgency is determined by a country's willingness to tolerate the horrible brutality and heavy casualties supposedly inherent in effective counterinsurgencys
Most of the recent theorists have written works supporting a somewhat older theory of counterinsurgency, the "population-centric" or "hearts-andminds" theory, and as a consequence, this theory suffuses the new U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual and most other texts assigned to military officers today. According to the theory's adherents, success in defeating insurgents lies in understanding the nature of the insurgency and devising sound methods, both military and nonmilitary, to deprive the insurgents of the support of the people, whose opinions are the primary determinant of the war's outcome.' Social, political, and economic reforms must be implemented, say the theorists, to redress the grievances that cause people to support the insurgents. Examples of these reforms include promoting public participation in government, providing jobs or services to the poor, and recruiting people into self-defense organizations. Counterinsurgents should use as little force as possible because the use of force tends to alienate the popu lation. Security forces should not be used to seek out and destroy insurgent armed forces but only to protect the population from exploitation and harm by the insurgents. While some of these theorists acknowledge that leadership can be a factor in the outcome of an insurgent conflict, they treat it as one of many factors of relatively similar weight, such as training, logistics, foreign support, morale, and economic conditions.
The most well-known school of thought after the population-centric school is the "enemy-centric" school, which contends that the best way to defeat insurgents is to destroy their will and capabilities with coercion and armed force.' One group within this school advocates using violence against the insurgency's civilian supporters as well as its armed forces, a position with few advocates in the West today because of Western sensitivity to civilian casualties.' A larger group maintains that counterinsurgent violence need only focus on the armed insurgents, for the rest of the population can be sufficiently cowed through threats, nonviolent punishments, and the annihilation of insurgent armed forces.'
This book holds that counterinsurgency is "leader-centric" warfare, a contest between elites in which the elite with superiority in certain leadership attributes usually wins. The better elite gains the assistance of more people and uses them to subdue or destroy the enemy elite and its supporters. Elements of this view of counterinsurgency have been articulated by counterinsurgency practitioners and a small number of historians and contemporary commentators, and some are contained in such classic counterinsurgency treatises as the Small Wars Manual of the U.S. Marine Corps and Counterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practice by David Galulal° But no previous attempt has been made to present this interpretation comprehensively or to find supporting evidence from a wide range of cases. Nor, indeed, has any previous book focused on counterinsurgency leadership, despite the proliferation of books analyzing either counterinsurgency or leadership.
Whereas the population-centric theory considers the people's social, political, and economic grievances to be the foremost cause of popular insurgencies, the leader-centric theory maintains that a talented insurgent elite, which may or may not be motivated by such grievances, is the principal cause. The masses, however aggrieved, do not turn into insurgents on their own; they become insurgents only by following an elite that has decided to lead an insurgency, and only if that elite appears to be more virtuous and capable than the governmental elite. Consequently, insurgencies tend to be strongest where the insurgents enjoy the greatest advantage over the counterinsurgents in leadership quality, not where the people live in the most objectionable conditions.
The insurgent elite almost always has higher levels of education than most of its followers, and different motives, although elites and followers may share some of the same grievances. The elite tends to be more ideologically driven, and it seldom relents when the government acts to redress grievances, dismissing such efforts as devious counterinsurgent tricks. Only the threat or use of force can stop the hard-core insurgent leaders from attacking the counterinsurgents. To wield force in that manner with adequate consistency, the counterinsurgents must establish security in and around the populace by means of military domination. The establishment of security also prevents uncommitted elites and the uncommitted masses from abetting the insurgent elite because it denies the insurgents the access required to persuade and coerce civilians and because civilians of all cultures are inclined to favor the militarily dominant side, as it is more likely to protect them from harm.
The foregoing realities confirm the assertion of enemy-centric theorists that security is paramount in all counterinsurgencies. The enemy-centrists, however, do not appreciate the importance of leadership in attaining security. Nor do they recognize that talented leaders have won people to their side through more than just force, principally through charisma, sociability, and good governance, while poor leaders have driven people toward the opposing side by their deficiencies in these three areas. In assessing a government during an insurgency, elites and masses put a premium on persuasive communications, impartial law enforcement, incorruptibility, and respect for personal property, all of which depend on the character of the leaders. Major social, economic, or political changes, to which population-centric theorists attach great weight, have historically had much less impact. Such changes have, in certain instances, gained the counterinsurgents some supporters among the masses and uncommitted elites, but they have rarely turned a losing war into a winning one, and they have never done so in the absence of good leadership and armed force.
If, as the population-centric school of thought maintains, counterinsurgency were primarily a question of finding the right methods-or tactics, techniques, and procedures, as they are known in military parlance-then victory would be won easily once the proper methods were identified. History, however, does not record such outcomes. Sound counterinsurgency methods dictated from on high, in the form of orders or doctrine, have consistently failed when good leaders were lacking. The installation of good leaders, by contrast, has most often produced success even if those individuals were not told in detail how to do their job 11
Some broad principles do apply to every, or almost every, counterinsurgency. They have been understood for centuries, and they have been inscribed in countless publications. Examples are:
• Obtaining intelligence on the insurgents is essential to success.
• Civil and military authorities should work closely together in countering the insurgents.
• Counterinsurgents should strive to gain the assistance of the population.
• Local self-defense forces are an effective means of obstructing insurgent activities.
• Counterinsurgent security forces should maintain a permanent presence in populous areas.
Aside from basic administrative and military methods, however, the specific tactics, techniques, and procedures for putting these principles into practicefor instance, methods for obtaining intelligence or organizing self-defense units-apply only in certain circumstances. Counterinsurgency requires different methods from one place to another because of differences in the local population, the insurgent forces, the counterinsurgent forces, and the terrain. It requires different methods from one moment in time to another because the insurgents change their behavior frequently, often in response to the actions of the counterinsurgents. Studying counterinsurgency methods that have worked elsewhere is valuable in providing the commander with ideas, but the effective commander must be able to determine which ideas are transferable and which are not, and to adapt methods and create new ones, abilities in which not all commanders are equal. Then the commander must be able to implement the methods effectively, usually the most difficult part of all.12
Decentralized command has been the hallmark of effective counterinsurgency since ancient times, except in those cases where insurgents and counterinsurgents clashed with large conventional forces. National leaders and intermediate leaders-those between the national leaders and the local leaders-typically communicate the mission and a list of restrictions to local commanders and then let the local commanders decide how to accomplish the mission. Neither today nor at any time in the past has decentralization involved eliminating hierarchy entirely and replacing it with self-sustaining "networks" that cooperate without leadership. Counterinsurgency command remains hierarchical at the local level, with leaders-typically company or battalion commanders or civil officials with equivalent authority-providing crucial direction to subordinates. Efforts to produce networks without strong leadership have consistently failed because the various entities became inert or unruly or because they went off in their own directions.
At the local level, successful counterinsurgency commanders select methods and adjust them repeatedly to capitalize on changes in the insurgent environment before the enemy does. National and intermediate leaders have usually been most successful not when they have identified appropriate methods, although some have helped in this regard, but when they have installed able subordinate commanders, monitored their performance, and coached them. Regardless of how brilliant or dynamic the national and intermediate leaders are, they do not achieve success in counterinsurgency when their local commanders are devoid of leadership abilities. Good local commanders, on the other hand, can succeed under poor senior commanders, provided that the latter do not micromanage or impose undue constraints.
The talented local commander can also be thwarted if forced to comply with poor counterinsurgency doctrine, poor strategy, or poor national policy. A doctrine or strategy that dictates in detail how to defeat the insurgents will compel at least some local commanders to adopt methods that are ill suited to local conditions. Strategy or policy may permit hostile foreign forces to intrude into the counterinsurgency theater and wreak havoc on the counterinsurgents, nullifying the achievements of good local leadership. At times, strategy or policy allocates fewer personnel or material resources to local counterinsurgents than even the best counterinsurgency commander needs in order to succeed.
More often, strategy or policy inhibits success by neglecting or undermining the process of appointing counterinsurgency commanders. Time and again, when choosing which elites should lead the organizations prosecuting the war, counterinsurgent strategists and policymakers have selected elites without the proper leadership capabilities or, by accident or design, excluded elites who did not take kindly to being excluded. Such decisions have resulted in countless deaths and maimings and in the destruction of governments and societies. For reasons of both humanity and national security, therefore, strategists and policymakers must learn the dynamics of counterinsurgency leadership before issuing any decrees that confer or strip authority.
Counterinsurgency experts who acknowledge the importance of leadership in counterinsurgency often treat it as a factor that is fixed and thus not worthy of much attention. Many a senior leader, adhering to this view, has made no effort to upgrade counterinsurgency commanders. Yet, as the cases in this book illustrate, numerous senior leaders have been able to effect major changes in the quality of leadership at lower levels. They have done so by replacing weak commanders with strong ones or, over an extended period of time, by developing new leaders.
The tasks of finding and developing the right leaders and getting them into key command positions are far more complex and daunting than is generally recognized. Counterinsurgents vary widely in their ability to accomplish these tasks, which results in massive differences in overall effectiveness. The surest way to test an individual's suitability for counterinsurgency leadership is to put that person in command of a unit engaged in counterinsurgency operations. But determining how well a commander is performing can consume much precious time, and the price of failure is tallied in blood, so every effort must be made to estimate aptitude before handing authority to an officer untested in the cauldron of experience. The best way to predict the suitability of inexperienced candidates for counterinsurgency command or counterinsurgency leadership development programs is to screen them for the characteristics common to effective counterinsurgency commanders 13
Only a very few attempts have been made to identify those characteristics, and they have been incomplete 14 As a consequence, one of the principal objectives of this book is to identify the critical attributes of effective counterinsurgency leaders. Analysis of the seven past counterinsurgencies and two present-day counterinsurgencies covered here reveals that ten attributes have consistently been the most important. The most valuable attributes did not vary from case to case despite wide variations in the nature of the insurgents and the counterinsurgents, although the relative importance of each attribute did vary according to the dynamics of the insurgency and the level of the counterinsurgency commander in the counterinsurgency hierarchy.
In some of the cases, the insurgents operated primarily in rural areas; in others, they were almost exclusively in the cities. Insurgents operated in small, loosely connected groups that seldom mustered more than a few dozen men for battle, or they had strong hierarchical organizations that fielded conventionally outfitted soldiers in battalion strength. Whereas some insurgent groups sought radical political and social change, others were fighting simply to displace a governing elite that they considered alien or unjust. Established elites, newly empowered elites, foreign elites, and transnational elites played varying roles on both the insurgent and the counterinsurgent sides, and foreign militaries operated independently as counterinsurgents, under the control of indigenous authorities, or as advisers to indigenous forces. The states on whose behalf the counterinsurgents fought included both democracies and autocracies, both independent nations and colonial possessions. Some of the states were scions of Western or Latin American civilizations, others of Middle Eastern or Far Eastern civilizations. The same leadership attributes produced success in these diverse circumstances because all of the insurgent environments shared two essential characteristics: they all hosted contests between human elites, and they all presented variations and changes that demanded frequent adaptation.
The Ten Attributes of Effective Counterinsurgency Leaders
i. Initiative
This attribute has two parts, both of which are critical for success. The first is the ability to act without specific guidance from above, which is of obvious importance in an enterprise like counterinsurgency where authority is usually decentralized. The second is the propensity to act energetically and aggressively, which enables counterinsurgents to preempt the insurgents, fight them on favorable terms, and invigorate all counterinsurgent programs, military as well as nonmilitary. When commanders lack initiative or when their initiative is stifled by others through excessive demands and restrictions, their troops lack enthusiasm and vigor, their enemies organize the population and prepare for battle without hindrance, and counterinsurgency assets suffer attacks at the time and place of the enemy's choosing.
2. Flexibility
Counterinsurgency's changing circumstances and numerous activities demand the flexibility to switch rapidly from one type of thought or action to another. No matter how much training and education the counterinsurgent leaders have received and no matter what doctrinal publications they hold in their hands, they will encounter unfamiliar challenges that require divergence from established practices. Individuals lacking flexibility, of whom there are many, will rely on standard tactics, techniques, and procedures rather than accept new ones of greater utility. Flexibility also helps leaders deal effectively with the moral and political ambiguities endemic to counterinsurgency warfare.
3. Creativity
With counterinsurgency leaders, as with anyone, creativity comes in many varieties. Officers at higher levels may generate new counterinsurgency methods that have broad applicability across the theater of operations. More often, creativity occurs at the local level, where counterinsurgents regularly encounter new problems of such diversity and unpredictability as to render them immune to textbook solutions. Creative thinkers who prefer abstraction often come up with new methods that solve recurring problems across a given area, while more practical creative thinkers excel at improvising solutions to immediate problems. Recent pronouncements about "adaptive leadership" sometimes give the impression that creativity and flexibility are the same, but in fact one quality is often present without the other. Flexible officers who are not very creative do not develop new methods well but are adept at implementing new methods created by others. Creativity without flexibility entails a reluctance to challenge constraints, which limits the space in which creativity can operate.
4. Judgment
Judgment, the use of logic and intuition to evaluate information and make sound decisions, enables commanders to discern which methods and actions will work against the particular insurgents they face. Weighing the multitude of complex, competing, and changing factors that shape, and are shaped by, counterinsurgency actions challenges the most powerful of human intellects. A decision on whether to shoot back at insurgents firing from a village, for instance, necessitates an estimate of the insurgent casualties that the return fire would inflict, the damage it would cause to the village's economy, the influence it would exert on the minds of the villagers and village officials, the reaction it would generate through national and international media, and the impact it would have upon the morale of the counterinsurgents who are under fire. At higher levels of command, judgment is also required to determine how well subordinate commanders are performing and to decide whether underperforming commanders should be reprimanded or relieved.
5. Empathy
Empathy enables leaders to appreciate the thoughts and feelings of others, thereby boosting their ability to anticipate the consequences of actions. This asset is of obvious value in influencing the civilian populace in an insurgent conflict. It also permits commanders to inspire their subordinates effectively and to gain cooperation from other commanders. Empathetic commanders are also better than others at forecasting the enemy's next moves.
6. Charisma
Acting partly through the subconscious and the irrational, the charisma of counterinsurgency commanders makes people more willing to follow their lead and more vigorous and resolute in their actions. Charisma in a commander acts not only on subordinates but also on every other friendly or neutral person the commander touches. Although charismatic leaders wield influence in all cultures, some of the characteristics that make for a charismatic leader vary from one culture to another.
7. Sociability
Through one-on-one interaction, sociable leaders impress and influence others in the insurgent environment. Sociability and charisma do not necessarily go together-more than a few leaders with the charisma to inspire groups during speeches or in the heat of combat are unable to move an individual during a conversation, and vice versa. Counterinsurgency commanders must talk with leaders of other organizations and other nationalities to obtain their cooperation in all manner of endeavors, and they speak regularly with citizens who can provide invaluable assistance. Cultivating relations with the media, a crucial task in nations with a free press, likewise requires extensive personal interaction. In addition, sociable commanders tend to spend more time than unsocial commanders visiting those under their command, which enhances their capacity for influencing and monitoring subordinates.
8. Dedication
Effective counterinsurgency leadership involves grueling labor, frequent movement through insecure areas, long workdays, and the danger of assassination. Individuals of modest dedication will avoid these costs by neglecting important tasks, staying inside headquarters, or minimizing operations. They may quit altogether. Dedicated officers will work twenty-hour days and lead patrols into insurgent-infested territory even as men collapse or die around them. In the vicious Darwinian world of counterinsurgency, victory is sometimes decided by perseverance.
9. Integrity
Counterinsurgency commanders are vested with considerable authority and resources so that they can act swiftly and forcefully against fierce, cunning adversaries. Because they often operate with little supervision and few rules, possibilities for abuse of power are endless. Among the abuses most tempting to counterinsurgency leaders are corruption, extortion, favoritism in law enforcement, unwarranted use of force against civilians, and mistreatment of prisoners. Leaders of integrity, whose conscience tells them that such acts are wrong, resist these temptations and, through example and discipline, prevent those under their command from perpetrating abuses of power. Absent integrity, counterinsurgency leaders are prone to commit every imaginable infraction and to permit subordinates to do the same, which fuels domestic and international hatred of the counterinsurgents.
lo. Organization
Counterinsurgency commanders must excel at organizing people and actions if they are to prevent the derailment or collision of the numerous complex activities which it is their duty to direct. Well-organized commanders maintain discipline and regularly check on subordinates to ensure that they are carrying out their assigned tasks effectively and staying out of mischief. They keep civilians involved in valuable projects, preventing them from siding with the insurgents. Organizational ability also comes in handy when commanders restructure organizations or build new ones, as they often do in counterinsurgency.
Extremely few leaders rate high in all ten of the key attributes, but excellent performance requires superiority in only a substantial number of them. The nine cases reviewed here, as well as voluminous psychological research, show that an individual's levels of most of these ten attributes are partially determined by heredity." They are shaped, moreover, by the cultures in which individuals have been immersed and the families in which individuals have been reared, which further impede attempts to enhance those attributes, because cultures and their effects have shown themselves very resistant to deliberate change. But most of the attributes can be boosted through self-improvement and practice, and senior leaders can enhance them further in their subordinate commanders by coaching and inspiring them, setting the proper command climate, and providing the right types of training and education. The case studies show which attributes can be increased, and how.
Two other important aspects of effective counterinsurgency leadership will be explored at length in this book. The first is the advantage of shared identity. People the world over are more willing to follow a leader who belongs to their own group or groups than a leader who does not, whether the group is ethnic, tribal, religious, political, socioeconomic, or cultural, so it is advantageous to assign leaders to followers with the same group affiliations. There have been, however, many instances where people enthusiastically followed strong leaders who did not belong to their groups.
The second is the advantage of experience. Experience can augment leadership attributes, provide valuable knowledge about leadership and counterinsurgency, and command the respect of others. In general, commanders at the lowest levels fare considerably better if they have at least a few years of leadership experience under their belts, and the top local commanders usually do better with ten or more years of experience. It does not have to be experience in counterinsurgency, and very often it is not; leadership experience in highintensity war, in peacetime armed forces, or in other types of organizations usually suffices. Experienced leaders who lack counterinsurgency experience will, however, benefit from introduction to basic principles. The experience factor rises to special prominence when commanders are created or replaced in great numbers, as will be seen in several of the cases.
Counterinsurgents seeking to put the most suitable officers into the most important command positions often encounter enormous impediments, such as internal politics, rigid personnel policies, and nepotism. The case studies in this book reveal the methods that counterinsurgents have employed to overcome the obstacles and put excellent leaders into critical commands. As with other counterinsurgency methods, most are not universally applicable, so their implementation itself requires good leadership.
For all of the nine cases, only a small fraction of what transpired in the leadership realm was recorded by contemporary observers or historians. For the two present wars, moreover, much of the recorded information is not yet available to outside researchers. Consequently, it is not possible to cover every important aspect of counterinsurgency leadership in each chapter. But these aspects surface in enough of the chapters to permit valid conclusions. Those conclusions are summarized in the final chapter.
Studying a variety of historical insurgencies imparts a familiarity with counterinsurgency leadership and methods that theories alone cannot provide. It also illuminates the importance of political, social, cultural, and military contexts. With few exceptions, crafting remedies to leadership problems and the other problems of counterinsurgency requires keen analysis of local contexts and their relevance to counterinsurgency warfare.
Books on counterinsurgency can actually undermine counterinsurgents by revealing counterinsurgency methods or principles to which the insurgents can then develop countermeasures. This book does not fit into that category. The insurgents in Afghanistan and Iraq recognize the importance of leadership in counterinsurgency-which is why they are killing counterinsurgent leaders in regrettably large numbers. It is mainly the West, with its cerebral assumptions about the nature of human affairs, that does not recognize the leader-centric nature of counterinsurgency and will profit to learn it.




CHAPTER 2
The Civil War
or most Americans, the Civil War is Stonewall Jackson's Virginia infantry gathering at Henry Hill and mowing down onrushing federals to seize victory at the First Battle of Bull Run. It is two days of metal tearing through 23,746 men at Shiloh. It is George Pickett's division charging into devastating canister fire on the third day of Gettysburg. It is, in short, grand conventional warfare.
Outside the circles of Civil War historians and dedicated buffs, it is little known that insurgent warfare composed a large proportion of the fighting in the Civil War. Insurgency of one sort or another sprang up in most of the Southern and border states as Northern forces progressively intruded into their territory. Not all of the insurgents were the civilian-clad guerrillas most commonly associated with insurgencies -some wore uniforms and reported to the Confederate States Army. But most were farmers waging guerrilla warfare in civilian garb and were not under the control of the Confederate States Army or the Confederate government in Richmond, which generally viewed their manner of fighting as dishonorable. They raided lightly defended Union positions, attacked supply lines, and assassinated federal officials and soldiers. They intimidated and, on occasion, murdered pro-Union civilians. From their numerous supporters among the civilian populace they received forewarning of approaching Union forces, allowing them to disperse and resume civilian activities.
For many of the Union's conventional army divisions, the insurgents were not merely annoying gnats but stinging hornets. By destroying bridges, tear ing up railroad tracks, and ambushing wagons, they wreaked havoc on Union logistics, seriously impeding large conventional operations and requiring the diversion of troops to guard against further ravages. At times, Southern irregulars tied down as much as one-third of the total Union army in static defense of logistical lines and bases. Even with so many troops assigned to countering the irregulars, Union commanders incessantly griped that they had far too few troops to contend with them.
Early in the war, President Abraham Lincoln and most other Union leaders tried a policy of conciliation in the occupied regions. The great majority of white Southerners, they believed, did not really favor secession; they had merely been duped into supporting the Confederacy by a small number of wily agitators. Thus, they could be won back to the cause through kindness and blandishments. The armed guerillas, having likewise been tricked, needed only to be imprisoned, not put to death.
Like man in Thomas Hobbes's state of nature, the Union policy of conciliation had a difficult and short life. In much of the territory under occupation, Union commanders did not possess the attributes required for thwarting insurgency by nonmilitary means. Ill-led Union troops spoiled conciliation by stealing from the citizenry and committing other petty crimes, in the process converting pro-Union or neutral citizens into Confederate sympathizers. But even good Union leaders seldom won over Southern whites through beneficence, because in most of the Confederacy the white population was steadfastly opposed to federal rule and steadfastly loyal to the local elites who had led the South to secession and, in the occupied areas, to insurgency. The Southern elites enjoyed this loyalty because of superior leadership abilities, a common heritage, and a shared belief that Southern civilization was under attack from a tyrannical federal government. The Union could not have ended the state of insurgency by nonviolent means short of abandoning the fundamental objectives for which it was fighting. As a consequence, the Union counterinsurgents usually had to operate amid populations that strongly supported the elite leadership of the insurgency, and, most important, they could not recruit locals to help them combat the insurgents.
The difficulty of operating in and around such a populace emerges with special clarity from the experiences of Captain Richard Blazer in Virginia's Loudon County. A native of what would become West Virginia and a very talented leader, Blazer had so impressed his seniors in the U.S. Army that they assigned him one hundred crack cavalrymen and the task of fighting some of the Confederacy's most formidable guerrillas, the Rangers of John Singleton Mosby. Blazer's talents matched the task. Seizing the initiative, Blazer took small detachments of cavalrymen into areas of Loudon County where other Union officers had not dared tread with less than a brigade or a division. Even though he hailed from a place that Virginians considered backward and traitorous, Blazer became one of the few Union counterinsurgency officers who gained the admiration of secessionist whites, owing to his sociable nature and his respect for the citizenry and their property. "His kindness to citizens was proverbial," remarked one Virginian, "and everywhere within the range of his activities the citizens were ready to bear honorable testimony to his character." Yet even Blazer could not stop the citizenry from supporting Mosby's insurgents. After a short period in which Blazer disrupted Mosby's activities in Loudon County, Mosby, with the help of local informants and scouts, decimated Blazer's elite unit and took Blazer captive.'
In the face of armed resistance from guerrillas who enjoyed popular backing, Lincoln and most local Union commanders eventually abandoned the idea of conciliating every Southerner and moved over to the view that a minority of pro-Union or neutral whites were friends to be protected, while the other whites were enemies to be punished or destroyed. Union leaders responded to guerrilla activities by fining, imprisoning, forcibly relocating, or burning the crops or houses of individuals suspected of aiding the guerrillas. Executing captured guerrillas on the spot became standard practice!
To forestall or deflect guerrilla attacks, Union forces across the occupied states adopted similar tactics. Typically, some troops were dedicated to guarding railroads, bridges, depots, and other critical installations. In major towns, the federals set up posts from which small troop detachments patrolled the countryside in search of guerrillas, and at county seats, they stationed mobile reserves. To keep some control over the populace and prevent further deterioration of the Union's prestige, the federal government took charge of local civil administration. Because no civilian federal agencies provided personnel for local Southern posts and because local Unionists were usually too scarce or too frightened to fill the jobs, the Union army's officers carried out just about every function. They collected taxes and ran sanitation departments. They served as legislators and judges and policemen.
Similar military tactics did not, however, produce similar military outcomes. Success hinged on the abilities of the local Union commanders to employ these tactics aggressively and creatively. With respect to counterguerrilla operations, which ranged in size from patrols of a few men to sweeps with an entire division, the counterinsurgency historian Andrew J. Birtle concludes, "What usually determined the success or failure of these operations was not their size, but the amount of drive and ingenuity exhibited by the commanders."'
In combating insurgents, the Union high command relied on decentralized command, leaving local commanders to decide how to fight the war in their areas. Colonel George Crook, one of the best Union counterinsurgency commanders, crushed the guerrillas in a portion of West Virginia by picking good officers and setting them loose in the countryside with no specific instructions on how to accomplish the mission of defeating the insurgents. "I selected some of the most apt officers," Crook recounted, "and scattered them through the country to learn it and all the people in it, and particularly the bushwhackers, their haunts, etc." Crook's officers ended the state of insurgency in some areas by capturing or killing large numbers of guerrillas, although in one county the insurgency was so strong that they resorted to burning the whole area.'
Insurgency assumed its largest and most gruesome form in Missouri. At the outbreak of the war, the governor and the legislature of the state had favored the Confederacy, but Captain Nathaniel Lyon of Connecticut, the commander at the federal arsenal in St. Louis, drove them out of Missouri by force of arms. Federal military authorities organized a new Unionist government and spread troops thinly across the state to enforce its writ. The Missouri governmentin-exile, meanwhile, officially joined the Confederacy, which recognized Missouri as the twelfth Confederate state.
The overthrow of the elected government, along with popular support for slavery and states' rights, propelled much of Missouri into rebellion. Guerrillas blossomed in household after household. Unbeholden to the nearest Confederate military command, which was hundreds of miles away, local insurgent leaders waged war as they saw fit. Because large swaths of the populace supported them, the insurgents had excellent intelligence and could evade Union troops with minimal difficulty.
In the middle of 1861, Major General John C. Fremont arrived in St. Louis to take command of the federal Department of the West, which encompassed Missouri and the other western states. Fremont was among the most prominent of the "political generals." In the first months of 1861, with many of the U.S. Army's best officers having departed for the Confederacy and with the federal armed forces slated for rapid expansion, the Union had been in seri ous need of additional general officers. Rather than promote from within the ranks, Lincoln gave generalships to popular politicians in the hope that they would help raise troops, rally the public, and ensure the support of various other Northern political figures. Many had little, if any, military experience or knowledge, a fact that the army's West Point graduates never tired of bemoaning. Fremont, remembered then and today mostly for his daring expeditions into the western territories, had some military experience, but he was not highly esteemed as a military officer and, indeed, had once been convicted of mutiny. He received the lofty command in the West because he was a popular former senator and had been championed by Radical Republicans in Congress.'
Fremont ranks high on the list of men who gave the political generals a bad name. For his staff, Fremont brought in Hungarian and German immigrants and other political allies who draped themselves in fancy uniforms that only made their ineptitude more pathetic. Corruption flourished. Huge amounts of supplies went missing, leaving Union troops without uniforms or weapons.' Fremont holed up in a St. Louis mansion surrounded by a magnificent walled garden, at an expense to the army of a staggering $6,ooo per annum rent, and his splendidly attired bodyguard corps compelled visiting officers to wait for as long as three days to see him. Ulysses S. Grant, at the time a brigadier general, described his encounters with Fremont at St. Louis: "He sat in a room in full uniform with his maps before him. When you went in he would point out one line or another in a mysterious manner, never asking you to take a seat. You left without the least idea of what he meant or what he wanted you to do."'
The Union commanders whom Fremont charged with ruling Missouri's counties were incompetent, politically partisan, and corrupt. Under the exhortation of Radical Republicans, these commanders unleashed violence indiscriminately on the civilian populace, sometimes with the help of pro-Union guerrillas, which caused more than a few pro-Union and neutral civilians to turn against the occupiers.' Fremont allowed General James Lane, Charles Jennison, and other "Jayhawkers" from Kansas to enter Missouri to hunt down rebels, which they and their followers did in the manner of hooligans. In addition to liberating slaves, the Jayhawkers "liberated" property for their own use and burned houses, driving many more citizens of Missouri into the rebel camp.' A leader with good judgment and empathy would have recognized the damage that such actions inflicted on the Union cause. A leader with organizational talent and deep devotion to the cause would have stopped them.
In the fall of 1861, after a mixed force of Confederate militiamen and regulars vanquished the federal army at Wilson's Creek and advanced into southwestern Missouri, Fremont imposed martial law over the entire state and ordered draconian measures, including the destruction of rebels' property and the shooting of anyone bearing arms behind Union lines. Fremont and his subordinates lacked the vigorous initiative, sound judgment, and empathy that might have made these measures effective. President Lincoln frowned over Fremont's failure to bring the rebels under control and his poor administration, but not until Fremont made an unauthorized decision to emancipate the slaves of Missouri secessionists did Lincoln give Fremont the boot io
Major General Henry W. Halleck, a professional soldier of fame and distinction, took Fremont's place in November 1861. Halleck had graduated third in the West Point class of 1839 and had, in 1846, published a book entitled Elements of Military Art and Science with the prestigious D. Appleton and Company of New York. Based largely on the writings of the Swiss military theorist Baron Henri Jomini, the book became required reading for U.S. military officers, and it profoundly shaped the decisions of American military leaders on both sides of the Mason-Dixon line during the Civil War. Theorists of Halleck's ilk are often poorly fit to run large organizations, but Halleck proved an exception. As an army officer in California in the late 1840s and as a businessman after his retirement from the army in 1854, Halleck displayed outstanding organizational abilities. The secession of the southern states in 1861 made him sad rather than angry, and it was with some reluctance that he accepted a request from General Winfield Scott to rejoin the Union army in the summer of 186111
General George B. McClellan, Halleck's superior, informed Halleck in advance of his arrival in Missouri, "I have intrusted to you a duty which requires the utmost tact and decision. You have not merely the ordinary duties of a military commander to perform, but the far more difficult task of reducing chaos to order, of changing probably the majority of the personnel of the staff of the department, and of reducing to a point of economy, consistent with the interests and necessities of the State, a system of reckless expenditure and fraud, perhaps unheard-of before in the history of the world. You will find in your department many general and staff officers holding illegal commissions and appointments not recognized or approved by the President or Secretary of War. You will please at once inform these gentlemen of the nullity of their appointment, and see that no pay or allowances are issued to them until such time as commissions may be authorized by the President or Secretary of War." 12
The replacement of Fremont with Halleck illustrates wonderfully the importance of leadership and the difference that one man could make in countering an insurgency. Acting swiftly and decisively, Halleck cashiered not only most of Fremont's staff but also many of the commanders whom Fremont had sent to the counties of Missouri. Into their billets he brought professional officers with West Point training and a penchant for aggressive action. With his superior skills of organization, Halleck fixed weaknesses in the bureaucracy that had permitted corruption and inactivity. He prohibited his troops from confiscating or destroying civilian property, which he viewed as "an outrageous abuse of power and a violation of the rules of war," and compelled Kansas Jayhawkers to leave Missouri 13
As Halleck watched the Missouri rebels continue to displace and rob Missouri Unionists, however, he became less respectful of property rights and civil liberties. In response to guerrilla strikes, Halleck began exacting fines from Missouri's high-society secessionists 14 After fruitless efforts to catch guerrillas in the counties where they enjoyed widespread support, his commanders carried out mass arrests of civilians in those areas. Other means of inspiring trepidation in would-be insurgents included mandatory loyalty oaths, although no rebels proved averse to breaking them, and the posting of bonds, which had some deterrent effect via the pocketbook. Halleck even decreed that people who provided guerrillas with militarily useful information were to be put to death. Insurgents caught bearing arms were summarily shot 15
For the most part, the counterguerrilla forces in Missouri fought in small detachments with wide latitude. Poor leadership and lack of pay remained serious problems, even after Halleck took over. Officers often permitted their men to carry out brutal and wanton acts of revenge against the civilian populace because they shared the view of their men that guerrilla excesses justified counter excesses and because they failed to appreciate the negative impact of counter excesses on civilians who had not previously opposed the Union. Integrity was in very short supply. When Union troops were accused of wrongdoing, including murder of suspected guerrilla sympathizers, junior officers usually spared them from punishment by assuring the higher-ups that nothing criminal had been done. Once in a while, an officer was sacked for the flagrant plundering of innocent civilians or for corruption, but the replacement was seldom an improvement 16
Halleck was able to replace fewer commanders in Kansas than in Missouri. In contrast to Missouri's governing elites, the power brokers of Kansas were Unionists who remained in place after the war started and kept control over appointments by means of influence in Washington. Kansas politicians engaged in all manner of intrigues and backstabbing, of the sort that twentyfirst-century Iraqis would be hard pressed to outdo. Foremost among the conspirators was James Lane, a Radical Senator and abolitionist. When Halleck assigned General James W. Denver to Kansas, Lane protested directly to Lincoln, for Lane despised Denver and feared that the appointment would frustrate his ambitions to control military affairs in Kansas. Lincoln suspended the appointment. Lane then tried to get a relative of his, Brigadier General Thomas A. Davies, into the job. Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton declared that he would resign if Davies received the appointment, after which the position went to Brigadier General James G. Blunt, another Lane favorite.
Blunt, whose nickname was Fat Boy, had done little militarily to justify his generalship and had Lane to thank for getting promoted ahead of many officers of greater worth. Although a man of some courage and aggressiveness, he lacked many of the key counterinsurgency leadership traits, above all integrity and dedication. A drunkard and a womanizer, Blunt took "female servants" with him into the field. He did the partisan bidding of Lane, and together they made their own fortunes by taking bribes from businessmen who were supplying the army.
Eventually, Lane used his influence with Radical Republicans in Washington and the army to gain control over other military appointments in Kansas, appointments that should have been the responsibility of Governor Charles Robinson. Some of this influence derived from his success in raising several regiments of troops for the Union cause. That achievement was, however, tarnished by Lane's decision to put one of these regiments under the command of his son-in-law and another under a political crony."
In May 1863, Lincoln put Major General John M. Schofield in command of Missouri and Kansas, prompting an outcry from Lane and his friends in the Radical press. Their protestations failed to undo the appointment, but Schofield gave Lane's faction something of a concession by putting "Fat Boy" Blunt in charge of portions of Kansas and Missouri. Lane erupted in fury again when Schofield assigned key sections of those two states to Thomas Ewing, Jr., a commander whom Lane disdained, but Lane's efforts to have Ewing removed were fruitless 18
Ewing had great trouble dealing with the Bushwhackers, as the insurgents in Missouri were called, because the junior officers in Missouri at this time consisted mainly of the dregs of the Union officer corps, and the number of troops under their command was meager. Becoming frustrated with the inability of his forces to find and neutralize the guerrillas, Ewing turned to a counterinsurgency method that could be done without large numbers of troops or talented officers: depopulation. In August 1863, Ewing began compelling relatives and supporters of the Bushwhackers to leave Missouri for points south. He served eviction notices to all the residents of several Missouri counties that the Bushwhackers had used as bases for raids into Kansas towns. Without decent leaders to control them, the troops who enforced the evacuation engaged in plunder and other crimes. Despite its injustices, forced resettlement achieved its objectives, reducing Bushwhacker activity and ending Bushwhacker raids into Kansas 19
Ewing's success in uprooting Missouri citizens failed to placate Lane, who continued to denounce Ewing and even accused him of showing too much restraint when he forbade Kansas vigilantes to enter Missouri. A spellbinding orator, Lane exhorted a large gathering in Leavenworth to give several Missouri counties "extermination for revenge, desolation for security." On September 30, Lane and other Kansas Radicals went to the White House to beseech Lincoln to remove Schofield. John Hay, Lincoln's private secretary, recorded that these Radicals were more noteworthy "for sincere earnestness and stubborn determination than for either high average intelligence or adroitness." Lincoln had the good sense to keep Schofield in place. In October, Schofield improved matters for humanity, if not for Lane, by firing Blunt. Fortunes changed again in 1864, however, when Schofield went to Tennessee to work for Grant and a Lane favorite took his place 2°
In parts of Tennessee could be witnessed more scenes of major insurgency. In early 1862, Ulysses S. Grant overran the Confederate defenses at Fort Donelson and Fort Henry, two critical bulwarks in the Confederate defensive line across northern Tennessee, and knifed down the Tennessee River to the state's southern frontier. The audacious Confederate attack at Shiloh in April bloodied and shook the federal army but failed to pry it out of southwestern Tennessee. During the summer the principal threat to Grant's forces came from insurgents, who struck Union troops and the Union supply arteries running from north to south. Grant and Major General William T. Sherman took on the job of combating these rebels, and like so many Union officers before them, they began by attempting to win over the populace through conciliatory measures. When that approach failed to stem guerrilla attacks, Grant and Sherman replaced the olive branch with the torch. In response to guerrilla marauding, they exacted property from active rebel sympathizers or burned their houses or even entire towns. At times they deported families to Confederate territory, even if they could not tell whether the families had any connection to the insurgents. Although they tried to secure the support of the local Unionist minority by protecting it from the insurgents, the Unionists themselves were alienated by the destruction and displacement wrought by the federal troops. The levels of guerrilla activity did not recede?1
Grant and Sherman were endowed with some of the key counterinsurgency leadership attributes, such as initiative, dedication, and organizational skill. Those attributes made distinguished conventional commanders of them. But they were deficient in others, particularly empathy, creativity, and flexibility, which explains why their counterinsurgency records are much less impressive. They preferred the straightforward, certain business of war to the twisty ambiguity and conniving of politics, a serious handicap in trying to defeat insurgents. Later in the war, Sherman told his brother, Senator John Sherman, "If you ever hear anybody use my name in connection with a political office, tell them you know me well enough to assure them that I would be offended by such association. I would rather be an engineer of a railroad, than President of the United States, or any political officer."22 Grant later became president, but he was as unsuccessful in politics as he was successful in conventional war, becoming one of the worst presidents in American history.
Counterinsurgency in the state of Tennessee later came under the command of Andrew Johnson, former U.S. senator from Tennessee and future president of the United States, whom President Lincoln had appointed the state's military governor following Union military advances into the state. Having failed to learn from the experiences of Grant and Sherman, Johnson initially sought to win the people over through outstretched hands, and then in frustration decided to employ the fist. He was especially tough in western and middle Tennessee, where the insurgents continued to enjoy great support among the populace, but he also used force liberally in eastern Tennessee, one of the few areas in the South that was crawling with Unionists. Johnson allowed federal troops to respond to guerrilla depredations by forcing nearby civilians to pay fines, incinerating their farms, or deporting them. His military government fined and imprisoned members of the upper class suspected of abetting the insurgents 23
Johnson, however, demonstrated more flexibility and imagination than Grant, Sherman, and other Union counterinsurgency leaders, as evidenced by his decision to arm Tennessee natives and send them on counterinsurgency missions. The task was admittedly easier in Tennessee than in other zones of occupation because of eastern Tennessee's large pro-Union population. The effectiveness of these units varied according to their leadership; some captured or killed numerous guerrillas, but others were either passive or prone to indiscriminate destruction.24 Two leaders of the passive type were Colonel John Brownlow of the First Tennessee Cavalry and Colonel William B. Stokes of the Fifth Tennessee Cavalry, who were charged with rooting out secessionist guerrillas in White County. Both were political colonels-Brownlow was the son of one of Tennessee's most prominent Unionist politicians, and Stokes was a former Tennessee state legislator of the Unionist persuasion. Neither was an accomplished military officer, and Stokes was positively awful. The guerrillas of White County flourished during their successive tenures. Another documented case was that of Lieutenant William Estrada, who was berated by the provost marshal general, Brigadier General Samuel P. Carter, for his lack of initiative. Rather than chasing the guerrillas, Estrada kept his men at the base to which they had been dispatched. Carter scolded, "This was not the design of sending you into that section. You are expected to scour the country.... The General expects you to be vigilant and active, and do everything in your power to bring the villains ... to justice."25
Preventing abuse of Tennessee's civilian populace required leaders of considerable integrity and organizational talent. Provost Marshal General Carter was a politically savvy man and a fair one, but he did not keep a close eye on the thirty-two deputy provost marshals who were charged with civil governance in the counties. Many of them were assigned to their home counties, which had the advantage of empowering people with great local knowledge but also gave them the ability to settle old scores by official means. Some of the provost marshals took advantage of their position to avenge wrongs suffered earlier in the war, when the Confederates occupied most of the state, oftentimes by punishing all Confederate sympathizers, not merely those who had perpetrated deeds against them. In addition, they tolerated theft and violence against civilians by their subordinates, which created enormous resentment among the civilian populace, including Unionists. These provost marshals were a major reason why the Union failed to restore order in most of Tennes- see.26
Another reason for Unionist woes in Tennessee was the shortage of supplies among the counterinsurgency forces, the result of resource constraints and poor judgment and corruption at higher levels of command. Union troops sometimes received no more than a few crackers or an ear of corn per day, producing hunger so intense that they pilfered from the citizenry despite all threats of punishment and the actual harsh punishments meted out by higher commands. One Union general who tried unsuccessfully to stop the foraging asserted that "hungry men are difficult to control after fasting for five months on half and quarter rations." Another said, "No laws, nor orders, nor regulations, nor activity on the part of a commander, can prevent the demoralization ... of an Army compelled, by the necessity of the case, to subsist on the country in which it may be operating."27
Insurgency developed in the Confederate state of Arkansas after the Union victory at Pea Ridge in March 1862. Capitalizing on the triumph, Union invasion forces drove toward the heart of the state, the capital city of Little Rock. News of their progress compounded the disarray into which the Arkansas state government had already fallen. Governor Henry M. Rector had become enraged when the Confederate government in Richmond sent huge numbers of native Arkansans to fight in Tennessee and Mississippi, which had denuded Arkansas of regulars and left it vulnerable to Union invaders. No more Arkansans would leave, he vowed publicly, until the Confederates sent an army capable of protecting the state. Jefferson Davis dispatched Major General Thomas C. Hindman to rescue the situation. Imposing martial law, Hindman conscripted young Arkansas men into a new conventional army and ordered the state's citizens to form guerrilla companies. Hindman wanted these guerrillas to harass Union forces as they pressed further into the state, in imitation of the Spanish guerrillas who had bled Napoleon's armies from 18o8 to 1813.
Commencing the guerrilla war in June 1862, Hindman ordered the guerrilla companies to concentrate their wrath on Union supply lines.28 During their first year in action, the Arkansas insurgents repeatedly broke the Union's supply lines, an achievement of strategic importance because it prevented Union forces from reaching Little Rock. In the winter of 1862-1863, however, the insurgency began to unravel. Although Hindman intended to exert control over the guerrilla companies, he was unable to do so, leaving responsibility for discipline to the company commanders, many of whom were not men of strong conscience. The guerrilla companies acquired a knack for pillaging. When the Confederate regular army learned of their misdeeds and told them to desist, they began fighting the Confederate army as well as the Union one. Until the war's end, guerrillas plundered and terrorized Arkansans of all political persuasions, reserving special harshness for Unionists, and their crimes severely weakened support for the Confederate cause in the state. Guerrillas with virtuous leaders, on the other hand, ably defended their counties against Union forces and retained the approval of the public.29
As elsewhere, the federal forces in Arkansas received little guidance from above but did gravitate toward common tactics. They responded to guerrilla ambushes by burning homes, farms, and towns, and they executed guerrillas for not wearing uniforms. Poor judgment and lack of integrity and empathy characterized many of the federal counterinsurgency leaders in Arkansas, and citizens of all loyalties suffered. Brigadier General Cyrus Bussey reported that several thousand Unionist families in his area had been "robbed of everything they had by the troops of this command, and are now left destitute and compelled to leave their homes to avoid starvation." When expropriating forage, horses, cattle, and other property, some soldiers had provided receipts, but Bussey noted that the receipts could not be settled. "Many good loyal people have been shamefully treated by our army," Bussey lamented. "In most instances everything has been taken and no receipts given, the people turned out to starve, and their effects loaded into trains and sent to Kansas.""
Even with so blunt an instrument as the incineration of property belonging to guerrilla sympathizers, the traits of the commander often made the difference between success and failure. When determining whose property to set afire, good commanders tried hard to separate friendly civilians from hostile civilians and weighed all of the consequences, such as the impact of crop destruction on the food available to federal troops in the future. Other commanders discriminated little, if at al131
The ability of local commanders in Arkansas to devise innovative counterinsurgency methods led to major Union counterinsurgency advances in the war's final years. Marcus La Rue Harrison, an Indiana native who was one of the most creative Union commanders in Arkansas, developed fortified Unionist colonies in which residents were required to serve in home guard units. Depriving the insurgents of easy access to their supporters, the program seriously weakened the insurgency and freed up federal troops for action elsewhere. The colonies also provided sources of food for federal soldiers and way stations for cavalry on patrol.
The most effective commanders were those who both possessed the right attributes and were native to Arkansas, for they knew the land, could distinguish guerrillas from other civilians, and, unlike officers from the North, shared the people's regional and cultural identities. Large numbers of white Arkansans supported the Union, especially in the Ozark region of northwestern Arkansas, and were willing to lead or serve in Unionist armed forces. With respect to the Arkansas Unionist forces, the leading historian of the Arkansas guerrilla war writes, "When backed by firm leadership and a well-developed counterinsurgency plan, they proved the worst nemesis of the Confederate guerillas in Arkansas." Hailing from Arkansas did not mean that they were softer on the rebels; even Arkansan Unionist leaders often set alight the property of suspected insurgent sympathizers and the gristmills where rebels met, on the grounds that the counterinsurgents had too few horses to combat the guerrillas with patrols and ambushes 32
Yet another interesting site of conflict, from the perspective of counterinsurgency leadership, was Louisiana. On the night of April 24, 1862, a Union fleet under the command of David Glasgow Farragut steamed up the Mississippi River toward Fort Jackson and Fort St. Philip, the two Confederate river forts guarding New Orleans. When the warships reached the forts, Confederate batteries opened fire and Confederate gunboats rushed out to engage them in battle. The fighting raged for three hours, with the Union giving better than it took. After sinking most of the Confederate gunboats, the Union fleet outflanked the forts and compelled them to surrender. Then it sailed into New Orleans, the largest city of the Confederacy, to deposit an invasion force. Though expecting a fierce fight, the Yankee troops were not greeted by organized violence, just howls from city mobs and the billowing smoke of burning cotton. The Confederate army, spread thin by fighting on many fronts, had been unable to assign large numbers of troops to the city's defense, and the city's small garrison had fled upon learning of the approach of the Union navy.
Arriving with the first federal troops was the new military governor, Benjamin Butler. Before the war, Butler had been a popular legislator in the Democratic Party. He had very little military experience, but in 1861, Lincoln made him a major general and put him in command of an army, viewing the appointment as a means of gaining the support of the opposition party and recruiting Massachusetts men into the army. Eventually, whispers would be heard that Lincoln kept Butler in the military to prevent him from running for president. Butler, who possessed an inflated estimation of his own talents, constantly demanded promotions, even after his limitations had become manifest. Although he fared poorly in early military engagements, he was highly successful in getting young men in New England to join the army, so the promotions kept coming 33
Once ensconced in New Orleans, Butler took on the tasks of a military commander, state governor, and city mayor. While the political generals had a long record as poor commanders of both regular forces and counterguerrilla forces, a record that Butler lengthened further during his time in New Orleans, they did have an advantage over professional military officers in one area, governance of occupied territories, since they had years of experience in government. In much of the occupied South, professional military commanders turned civil affairs over to such individuals, so that the military men could stick to what they knew best, the use of force 34 Because of Butler's political experience and his considerable organizational talents, he served well in the roles of governor and mayor, taking the initiative with preventive measures that kept a major insurgency from arising. Some historians have questioned the wisdom of his early attempts to cow the thoroughly pro-Confederate population with a few drastic punishments, the closure of hostile newspapers, and an order that women who insulted federal soldiers be treated as prostitutes, for these measures made him a despised figure throughout the South. Yet his actions did help deter would-be insurgents in New Orleans and elsewhere in Louisiana. In addition, Butler succeeded in recruiting large numbers of Louisiana blacks into the Union armed forces35
Butler's successor as military governor was a man of very similar specifications, Nathaniel Prentiss Banks. Prior to the war, Banks had served as the Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives and the governor of Massachusetts. His only knowledge of the military came from his service on the House Military Affairs Committee, a position he had used primarily to steer contracts to an armory in his district. Because of Banks's political clout, Lincoln bestowed on him the rank of major general in June 1861, bypassing every regular officer except General Winfield Scott and all volunteer officers except George B. McClellan and John C. Fremont. Banks continued to receive important field commands even after he had exposed himself as a third-rate general 36
In governing New Orleans, Banks put his prior gubernatorial experience to good use, although his efforts to conciliate all parties sometimes made him popular with no one. No significant insurgency percolated in the city. In the military sphere, his actions were much less sound, and they became a major concern to the Union high command. Most infamously, Banks led an expedition into the Red River area of northern Louisiana, where the Confederate state government had set up temporary quarters, and suffered a resounding defeat.
Top military officers were also upset that Banks devoted more of his energies and resources to administrative control and policy enforcement than to military operations. When Halleck urged Banks to send troops to fight Confederate forces in the hinterlands, Banks refused. This controversy was emblematic of a larger problem: the political generals thought that the key to the war was controlling the Southern population, whereas the professional generals believed that the key was defeating the Confederate armies 37 When this dispute arose, determining which tack to take often proved very difficult, because controlling the population and destroying Confederate regulars were both vital tasks. Dividing resources between them required judgments based on incomplete knowledge of the enemy and speculation about the results of various actions.
By Palm Sunday, 1865, the day that Robert E. Lee surrendered to Ulysses S. Grant at Appomattox Court House, the Union had extinguished the insurgents in just a few parts of the Confederacy. Only in Arkansas could the successes be said to have been statewide, and even there pockets of insurgency persisted until the bitter end. The Union's biggest counterinsurgency successes occurred, by no coincidence, in areas where local Unionists served in leadership positions, particularly Arkansas and eastern Tennessee. Union leaders may be excused for their inability to recruit local civilians in solidly pro-Confederate locales, because staunch loyalty to local secessionist elites and resistance to the Union's policy objectives made it a nearly impossible task. Secessionist civilians refused to switch sides even when outstanding Union leaders like Captain Richard Blazer were in charge and even when Union commanders began destroying the property of Confederate sympathizers. Less excusable was the Union's alienation of whites in Southern and border states who had started out the war pro-Union or neutral. By condoning gross misconduct and otherwise displaying a lack of virtue, the counterinsurgency's leaders turned many people into insurgents or insurgent supporters. Union leaders could have won them over had they prevented subordinates from misbehaving, governed with sense and foresight, exercised their charisma, and spent time meeting and talking with the people.
Obtaining such leaders would have required much more careful attention to command selection. Only a small number of senior Union leaders consistently selected the most suitable officers for command. The difference that this capability made for senior leaders can be seen clearly in the transition from Fremont to Halleck in Missouri. Whereas Fremont put political hacks into leadership jobs, Halleck fired them and installed good professional officers in their stead. Better officers could also have been obtained by taking officers from conventional units, but that would have degraded the forces that had to fight the war's decisive battles.
Although the counterinsurgents employed similar tactics, techniques, and procedures for the most part, the more creative and flexible commanders made adjustments to the standard methods based on local circumstances, usually with beneficial results. Effectiveness also varied widely based on the presence of the leadership characteristics necessary for keeping violent force under control. On account of poor leadership, Union troops frequently fell into habits of wanton destruction, violence, and criminality against the civilian populace in many Southern locales, at great detriment to the Union cause. Those leaders who maintained authority over their troops and punished only full-fledged insurgents had considerably more success in obtaining cooperation from locals, especially those of neutral or pro-Union disposition. Even draconian instruments, such as the burning of possessions belonging to suspected enemy sympathizers, worked far better when implemented by officers who had the judgment, empathy, and integrity to manipulate those instruments properly.
Initiative and dedication often differentiated effective leaders from ineffective ones, in conventional warfare as well as in counterinsurgency. Both traits were essential to success, but by themselves they were sufficient for success only in conventional war, for counterinsurgency leadership required a broader range of talents than conventional leadership. Some fine conventional commanders with superior initiative and dedication, like Grant and Sherman, had great trouble using destruction and violence in a suitably discriminating way. Only with the crudest of implements, depopulation, could leaders get by on initiative and dedication alone.
Few wars can provide as much insight as the Civil War into the interference of domestic politics in leadership selection. Although some of Lincoln's political generals turned out to be good military leaders, many others under mined the Union military effort and wasted men's lives with their amateurish performances. On the other hand, some of them served ably as civil administrators in occupied territory, outdoing most of the professional military officers in that regard, and through their political influence they bolstered support for war in the North. To his credit, Lincoln sometimes did remove truly awful political generals, such as Fremont, and at times he resisted calls from Northern politicians to put their good-for-nothing cronies into positions of military authority, as with many of Senator Lane's demands in Kansas.
Poor cousins to the armies of George B. McClellan and Ulysses S. Grant, Union counterinsurgency forces regularly suffered from want of resources, principally troops, food, and pay. If severe in extent, these shortages presented problems that no strength of leadership could overcome. With the conventional war absorbing most of the North's military manpower, the Union high command seldom could assign large numbers of soldiers to mobile counterguerrilla operations, a severe handicap in any war against guerrillas. Lack of food and pay caused troops to steal from the populace, and even fine leaders could not stop them if they were starving.
Nearly all of the insurgents laid down their arms in 1865 when the Confederate government capitulated. Many never returned to their insurgent ways, and a few, most famously John Singleton Mosby, became enthusiastic proponents of the federal government. For others, however, the insurgency did not truly end in 1865.



CHAPTER 3
Reconstruction in the South
s the Union army mowed through the South in 1864 and the first months of 1865, the land suffered the ravages of hard-bitten generals like William T. Sherman and Philip H. Sheridan, wreckers of Georgia and South Carolina and Virginia, men whose names would be etched on the minds of generations of Southerners to come. Federal soldiers turned cities into ashes, stripped factories to the beams, and peeled mile after mile of railroad track off the earth. Once the Union military machine had passed through a plantation, every object of value had been eaten, burned, or taken away. Union officers also overturned existing civil authorities and freed slaves as they went, ushering in violent anarchy in places.
When at last the Confederate armies laid down their weapons, vast numbers of Southerners had no food, livestock, or shelter. Personal savings, having been put into Confederate bonds, were gone. Farmers and business owners could not pay workers, resulting in massive unemployment for both whites and blacks. Northern blacks wearing Union uniforms and carrying Union rifles arrived to occupy sections of the former Confederacy, and newly liberated slaves were recruited to do the same-further humiliation for the white South.
Although most Confederates, including Confederate guerrillas, stopped fighting after General Lee's surrender at Appomattox, violence persisted in some of the Southern and border regions populated by mixtures of secessionists and Unionists. In east Tennessee, secessionist guerrillas continued to clash with federal regulars and with roaming bands of armed Unionists who beat and killed civilians who had supported the Confederacy. Local authorities in towns like Knoxville, Athens, and Morristown allowed Unionist ruffians to engage in murder, horsewhipping, lynching, and larceny, viewing such deeds as just punishment for Confederate outrages against Unionists during the war, and neither the federal government nor the new Unionist state government did much to interfere. The state legislature, dominated by east Tennessee Unionists, instructed the populace to shoot insurgents on sight.' After discharged federal soldiers murdered a former Confederate in front of the Knox County courthouse, William G. Brownlow, a Methodist minister of Unionist persuasion who had become Tennessee's governor in April 1865, commented that "injured, insulted and oppressed Union men will redress their own wrongsand for the life of us, we are not able to see that they are in error."' Had Unionist excesses been limited in number and severity, they might have sustained the secessionist insurgents, but they were so widespread and cruel that instead they caused a mass exodus of former secessionists from east Tennessee, sucking the breath out of the insurgency.
In Missouri, Unionists attacked civilians who had supported the Confederate cause, and secessionist guerrillas who tried to surrender were executed by federal troops or Unionist civilians, all of which caused the remaining armed secessionists to continue the fight into the summer of 1865. Where the guerrillas receded, Radical Republicans took control of local governments and used their powers to punish citizens, officials, and clergy who did not share their views. Missouri residents who had sided with the Confederacy were, however, more plentiful and resilient than their counterparts in east Tennessee. Meeting violence with violence, they were not dislodged from their homes in massive numbers.'
As far as counterinsurgency leadership is concerned, the most instructive episode from post-Civil War Missouri was the deployment of state troops to Lexington in November 1866. The Radical Republican state governor sent a militia company to the town after Conservatives-men who accepted Unionism but opposed major social and political change-compelled the townspeople to vote for Conservative candidates at gunpoint. The militia company commander, Major Bacon Montgomery, proved to be exactly the type of man one would not want for this delicate assignment. Forgoing any semblance of fairness, Montgomery refused to hold a new election and instead simply installed Radicals in office. When a local newspaper editor criticized the militia, Major Montgomery destroyed the paper's printing press and threatened to hang the editor as a "God-damned traitor, rebel liar ... and Son of a Bitch." Not yet done, Montgomery allowed the militiamen to rampage through town like frontier bandits. Conservatives appealed to the federal military for help, an ironic request coming as it did from men who had renounced the federal government in 1861 for intruding into states' affairs.
This appeal induced the army to send a Major James R. Kelly to the town for the purposes of observation. During his first two days in town, Kelly witnessed a murder, three armed robberies, a stagecoach robbery, and a barroom brawl involving gunfire that struck a passerby, all instigated by the militia. The militiamen, he reported, were "the most condemned set of ruffians I ever saw, while it is strange but true, that nearly all the Conservative men of this place ... are apparently gentlemen, and men of good standing and wealth." Major General Winfield S. Hancock rectified the situation by sending three companies of federal infantry to Lexington. The federal troops placed Montgomery under arrest, compelled his militia to disperse, and let Conservatives occupy the offices for which they had been elected.'
In most other parts of the former Confederacy, the end of the conventional war meant a halt to all bloodshed, at least among whites, and occupation by federal troops. Although Andrew Johnson had resorted to tough tactics as governor of occupied Tennessee during the war, as president he adopted Lincoln's positions on the postwar South: the defeated white Southerners should be treated gently, and blacks should not be made the political equals of whites. Like Lincoln, Johnson criticized Radical Republicans for seeking to deal with the South as a conquered territory and impose racial equality, for in his view that approach would perpetuate hatred and require an indefinite federal presence in the South. Johnson allowed the Southern states to maintain existing state laws, except those concerning slavery, and to keep existing officeholders in place, save for governors and legislators?
Many in the North, having just fought a bitter and bloody war against the armies of Lee and Bragg, were disconcerted when the Southern state governments formed after the war were filled with men who had been wearing Confederate uniforms only months earlier. They were troubled, too, by news that Southern states were denying the vote to blacks, tolerating white violence against blacks, and passing paternalistic legislation, known as the Black Codes, that limited the freedoms of blacks. Moderate Republicans soon became disillusioned with Johnson's version of Reconstruction and began supporting the Reconstruction platform of the Radical Republicans. Moderates joined the Radicals in supporting the Union League, which sent representatives to the South to register black voters and protect Unionists, as well as the Freedmen's Bureau, which performed a wide range of services for freed slaves, such as obtaining land, supervising labor contracts, providing health services, and establishing schools. The Republicans passed legislation authorizing the federal government to protect blacks by imposing punishments on white civilians and carrying out trials by military tribunals. President Johnson attempted to halt the deluge of Republican laws with his veto power, but the congressional Republicans assembled enough votes to override the vetoes.
As in most environments where the soil is fertile for an insurgency, the government had early opportunities to either ease or worsen the conditions needed for an insurgency to germinate. What was made of these opportunities depended to a great extent on the leaders responsible for extending federal power into the states, principally the local commanders of the army, the Freedmen's Bureau, and the Union League. The army had both a military presence and a civil presence in the South, for it was regularly called upon to perform functions that local governments and the federal government lacked the people or resources to perform, such as law enforcement, railroad repair, and sanitation. President Johnson and General Ulysses S. Grant, the commanding general of the federal army, set a few constraints on local commanders but delegated most decision-making power down to the local level, on the grounds that the man on the spot was the one best qualified to reach decisions.'
In the last months of the war, Grant and Secretary of War Stanton had purged many of the political generals for want of military proficiency, a purge that helped the Union army in its final fights with Robert E. Lee's stubborn Army of Northern Virginia but also kept the political generals from receiving top commands in the postwar South, jobs for which they were highly qualified. The professional military officers charged with occupying the South after the war were certainly better leaders on average than most of the officers who had been relegated to counterinsurgency duties during the war, but they were ill prepared and, more important, often ill suited to reconstruction work.' Their shortcomings frustrated preventive counterinsurgency in many Southern counties.
From the very beginning, certain Union officers demonstrated an uncanny ability to bungle nonmilitary tasks and poison relations with the Southern population. On April 29, 1865, General Henry W. Halleck reported to Grant on the incompetence and crimes of the 25th Corps in its occupation of Vir ginia, stating that "want of discipline and good officers in the Twenty-fifth Corps renders it a very improper force for the preservation of order in this department. A number of cases of atrocious rape by these men have already occurred." Halleck recommended transferring the entire corps someplace else, where it could not cause more damage. Taking its place, said Halleck, should be a corps more skilled and more respectful of the population, which would require "officers and men of more intelligence and character than we have in the 25th Corps."' Grant promptly moved the 25th Corps to a training camp and brought in a better-led unit.'
Brigadier General J. S. Fullerton, assistant commissioner of the Freedmen's Bureau in Louisiana, wrote in December 1865 that the people's reaction to the bureau ranged from very positive to very negative, based purely upon the characteristics of local agents. "On the part of some agents there has been a want of tact, conciliation, and sound judgment," Fullerton observed. "The acts of a few local agents of the bureau were such as to destroy the confidence that should exist between these planters who were endeavoring to give free labor an impartial trial, and the freedmen who worked in their fields." For instance, such agents "would listen to the story or complaint of the black man alone, refusing to hear his white neighbor on the same subject, or if they did listen, with the determination not to believe."10
Brigadier General John Tarbell, who saw the Freedmen's Bureau at work in several Southern states, rejected the view of many Northern Radicals that white Southerners uniformly despised the Freedmen's Bureau because of blind hatred of Reconstruction. Rather, he said, the whites hated it only in districts where its officers were incompetent or corrupt, of which he had seen a considerable number. "In districts where they had upright, intelligent, and impartial officers of the bureau, the people expressed entire satisfaction," Tarbell noted. "They stated to me that where they had such officers, and where they had soldiers who were under good discipline, they were entirely welcome, and indeed they were glad to have their presence-in some cases approving the action of the bureau officers in punishing white men for the ill treatment of colored people, saying that the officers were perfectly right. "11
At the state level, where the responsibilities of leadership consisted primarily of supervising local leaders and providing general guidance, one of the best Freedmen's Bureau leaders was Major General Charles H. Smith of the Arkansas bureau. A recipient of the Congressional Medal of Honor for heroism at the Battle of St. Mary's Church in June 1864, Smith had commanded the 28th U.S. Colored Infantry before going to Arkansas, during which time he had demonstrated the ability to empathize with both blacks and whites. That ability served him well in Arkansas. Smith kept close watch over the Freedmen's Bureau agents through frequent visits, and he removed those who performed poorly. Through his creativity, flexibility, and evenhandedness, he calmed the black and the white populations alike. Convinced that drastic change would cause dangerous social and political turmoil, he sought to keep the freedmen working on plantations and strove at the same time for gradual improvement in their economic and political conditions12
In the early days of Reconstruction, the federal government committed some of its most flagrant violations of personal liberty and welfare in Texas, the result of both the general defiance of white Texans and the presence of Union leaders who were not fit for taming this bronco of a state. Outside observers usually ascribed Texan defiance to the state's good fortune, during the last years of the war, in escaping the devastation visited upon most other Confederate states.13 The ultimate source of the Union leadership problems in the Lone Star State, Major General Philip Sheridan, had caused a goodly share of said devastation, having turned the fertile farms of the Shenandoah Valley into a long black smoldering streak in 1864. Following his rampage through the Shenandoah, during the twilight of the Confederacy, Sheridan had become the most celebrated Union general after Grant and Sherman, owing to his tactical skill, his ability to motivate troops, and the praise of Grant. At the Battle of Cedar Creek, he had, through force of personality, single-handedly turned around a retreating and dispirited army of 30,000 men and crushed the Confederate army that had attacked it. As a soldier, as a commander of troops, as a man capable of doing all that is possible with any number of men, there is no man living greater than Sheridan," Grant pronounced. "I rank Sheridan with Napoleon and Frederick and the great commanders of history."14
In the middle of May 1865, Grant dispatched Sheridan to Texas to vanquish the last organized Confederate armed forces, which were commanded by General Edmund Kirby Smith. But while Sheridan was in transit, Smith surrendered his little army, leaving Sheridan to take control of Texas unopposed. Reporting to Grant three days after Smith's capitulation, Sheridan wrote, "Texas has not yet suffered from the war and will require some intimidation."15 The behavior of white Texans in the first months of the occupation convinced Sheridan that almost every white man in the state was given to cruelty and insolence and that only force could fix this problem. Showing more brazenness than whites in most other parts of the occupied South, the Texans repeatedly beat and murdered blacks, along with whites who tried to help blacks find jobs beyond the plantations where they had been slaves. When federal troops tried to compel planters to honor labor contracts arranged by the Freedmen's Bureau, whites murdered the troops. When the Freedmen's Bureau built schools for blacks, whites chased away the teachers who were willing to flee, killed the rest, and burned down the schools. Attempts to prosecute the perpetrators of these various crimes in local courts typically came to naught, for the white juries would not issue guilty verdicts. The newly elected state government, though avowedly pro-Union, opposed racial equality and tolerated the mistreatment of blacks."
Texan resistance to change persuaded some of Sheridan's subordinate commanders that strict imposition of Reconstruction policies would alienate whites to such a degree that they would oppose all collaboration with federal authorities and refuse to provide the assistance the federal authorities needed to rein in vigilantes and terrorists. Major General Horatio Wright and Major General Samuel P. Heintzelman, two of the top Union commanders in Texas, moderated federal Reconstruction policies and thereby gained the cooperation of Governor James W. Throckmorton and other elected officials."
Sheridan, on the other hand, believed that Reconstruction ought to be rigidly enforced, and the objections of white Texans discounted. By nature a man who preferred absolutes to compromise, he looked with abhorrence on the idea of diluting Reconstruction policies to appease white Southerners. And he refused to delve into the tangle of local politics or speak persuasively to whites, actions that might have enabled a stricter adherence to federal Reconstruction policies to yield some lasting gains. On one occasion, Sheridan frankly confessed to a confidant that he simply would not set foot in the muddy realm of politics: "If I am disliked," said Sheridan, "it is because I cannot and will not cater to rebel sentiment and be an instrument to advance the merits of political parties or particular reconstruction schemes. I do not permit anyone to approach me on politics, but go on minding my own business and my legitimate military duties as though I did not care whether the Southern States were readmitted tomorrow or kept out for twenty years.""
To compound matters, the crimes of a minority of whites produced in Sheridan an abiding contempt for the entire white Southern population, which exacerbated his aversion to interaction with local elites. Sheridan wrote to F. C. Newhall, a close friend of his, "The more I see of this people the less I see to admire."19 Sheridan told a newspaperman, "If I owned hell and Texas, I would rent out Texas and live in hell!"2°
Sheridan's differences of opinion with Wright and Heintzelman over the strictness of Reconstruction led him to remove both men in 1866. He shuffled Wright off to Washington, D.C., and replaced him with Major General George W. Getty, who had served with Sheridan in the Shenandoah Valley. Still hobbled by an injury sustained in the Wilderness campaign of 1864, Getty lacked the stamina necessary for the job. After he took charge, the federal army's mistreatment of Texas civilians increased considerably. 21
To take Heintzelman's place, Sheridan appointed Charles Griffin, a stern disciplinarian who had performed splendidly as an artillery officer and division commander during the war. Griffin's severity helped curb the disciplinary problems among federal soldiers and officials in the state, but it also carried with it inflexibility and callousness. Like Sheridan, Griffin believed that his mission was to enforce Reconstruction policies in their entirety and that the opinions of white Texans should not be permitted to cause any deviation from that course or any slowing of the pace. His personality inclined him even more in this direction than Sheridan's inclined him. Griffin was one of those Radical Republicans who cared a good deal more for humanity in the abstract than for the people he met in person, especially Southerners. "Bluff, bellicose, outspoken, and quick to take offense" was how one observer described him 22 Griffin had few friends, and no Southern friends.
At first, Griffin was able to work harmoniously with Governor Throckmorton, although that achievement probably had more to do with Griffin's initial cautiousness and the relationship with the governor established by his predecessor than with any talents of his own. Griffin used army troops to protect settlers on the frontier, and in return Throckmorton allowed Griffin to use army forces to punish whites who mistreated blacks or federal troops.23 But the romance between Griffin and the state government soon turned sour. By insisting on radical changes and forcing them on the state with little tact, Griffin gained the hatred of Throckmorton and most other white Texans. Throckmorton later called Griffin "a dog, mangy and full of fleas, and as mean as the meanest radical in Texas. "24
Contempt for white Texans led men like Sheridan and Griffin to show inordinate lenience toward federal troops and Unionist civilians who harmed them, whether in retaliation for particular transgressions or not. Throughout Sheridan's stint as viceroy of Texas, the whites of the state endured a multitude of cruelties, greater and lesser, at the hands of Union soldiers whose officers could not, or did not try to, keep them under tight discipline. Perhaps the worst case was that of the rowdy drunken federal troops who one night set the town of Brenham ablaze and roughed up its inhabitants. Sheridan made a medium-sized problem into a big one by blaming the destruction of Brenham on the civilian population and refusing to punish the two federal officers who should have brought the soldiers under control. Toleration of bad behavior in this instance proved costly again in the future, for the two officers who should have been sacked were later charged with other crimes -destruction of court records in one case and embezzlement from the Freedmen's Bureau in the other. The unruly and indiscriminate character of the violence ensured that it would not stop the white Texan wrongdoers and that it would inflame many who had not favored insurgency.25
In March 1867, Radical and moderate Republicans in the U.S. Congress transformed Reconstruction throughout the South by passing, and overriding President Johnson's veto of, the First Reconstruction Act. Appalled by the resistance of the elected Southern governments to equal rights for blacks, the Republicans declared the governments of ten Southern states illegal and divided the South into five military districts. Each district commander was to use federal troops to protect blacks, maintain order, and punish wrongdoers, by military court if necessary. The First Reconstruction Act was followed by legislation authorizing the district commanders to register voters, remove state officials, and pass laws. The Radicals barred from governmental service most former Confederate leaders, which meant most of the Southern white male elites.
During the next twelve months, the Radical legislation completely changed the political landscape in the South. The military registered millions of black voters and protected other organizations that helped register blacks while excluding ex-Confederates from casting votes or holding office. Republicans of both races were voted into office in great numbers, and Republicans gained the dominant position in the state governments. The new Republican governments gave legal rights to blacks for the first time and ran courts that were likely to treat blacks favorably. The state governments and the army also organized new militias and police forces that enforced Republican policies 26
A certain number of Southern whites were intent on resisting Radical Reconstruction simply because of their inveterate opposition to black advancement. The majority of whites in the South, however, found it objectionable less because of the goal of black advancement than because of the means and speed with which it tried to achieve that goal. In the first years of Reconstruction, they had resigned themselves to cooperation with the federal government and to greater, though far from complete, rights for blacks. As much as 30 percent of the Southern white population had voted for Republicans, and influential planters, merchants, bankers, and even former Confederate officers had taken on leading roles in the Republican Party. White Democratic elites had, for the most part, been willing to tolerate the federal authorities and their programs to advance the conditions of blacks, even if they tried to slow the rate of change?' The treatment of blacks under the Black Codes that the white South accepted in 1865 and 1866 was a dramatic improvement over their treatment in the days of slavery and, except for the unwillingness of some state governments to protect blacks from white violence, was not very different from what President Lincoln had envisioned. It was, indeed, better than what blacks would endure under the Jim Crow laws that were passed in the South after Radical Reconstruction had destroyed the faith of most Northerners and all white Southerners in federal guidance of the South's political affairs?s
Within a few years of its birth, Radical Reconstruction would turn nearly all Southern whites, including most who had previously voted for Republicans, into fervent opponents of Reconstruction. One reason was that the Radical program sought to advance the political and legal rights of blacks more rapidly than most whites found acceptable. The other, and more important, reason was the wholesale replacement of elites. Prohibiting former Confederates from voting or holding office guaranteed the hostility of most of the elites of Southern white society. Even if deprived of power legally, these individuals retained great influence over the rest of the white population. General John Schofield, in objecting vainly to the policies of the Radicals, had warned presciently that barring former Confederates from government service "excludes from office, both State and federal, nearly every man in the South whose social position, intellectual attainments and known moral character entitle him to the confidence of the people."29
The fact that many of the new elites were Northerners or blacks was a major handicap in gaining the allegiance of Southern whites who harbored prejudices against both groups. The new elites, nevertheless, almost certainly could have gained the grudging respect and cooperation of a dejected populace, for whom group prejudices did not preclude personal affections, if they had provided virtuous leadership. Instead, they provided the very opposite type of leadership. Most Southern whites soon equated Radical Reconstruction with misrule and oppression by "Carpetbaggers" (Northern Republicans, who often arrived in the South with cheap carpetbag luggage), "Scalawags" (Southern white Republicans), and blacks. Many of the Scalawags eventually came to the same conclusion about Carpetbaggers and blacks, both of whom tried to push prominent Scalawags out of the government in the later years of Reconstruction 30 The Democratic press, which did much to shape Southern white perceptions, exaggerated the misdeeds of the Reconstruction authorities with regularity, but there were plenty of real misdeeds, most of which could be traced to bad leadership at the state and local levels.
Although the Radical governments of the South contained persons of talent, commitment, and fairmindedness, most of the leaders ranged from mediocre to abysmal. Marshall Jewell, a leading figure in the Republican Party establishment, was exaggerating only slightly when he lamented that the Carpetbaggers did not have "among them one really first class man." Some of the least able elements of Northern society joined the ranks of the Carpetbaggers. Owing to the conditions of slavery, the Southern blacks in the Radical governments frequently lacked the requisite education, experience, and initiative 31
State and local militia and police forces of both races frequently engaged in disorderly and damaging behavior. Blacks composed the bulk of the state militia in many Southern states, either because Southern whites did not want to serve Radical state governments or because Republicans deliberately tried to keep white Democrats out of the units 32 Otis A. Singletary, author of a history of the black militias that was generally sympathetic to the black militiamen, commented that much of the white hatred of Reconstruction "resulted directly from deeds involving Negro militia forces." Singletary concluded, "Militiamen were not nearly so vicious as they were painted by their enemies but they did from time to time become involved in activities that contributed to the deterioration of relations and led almost inevitably to outbreaks of violence." Singletary put much of the blame for the poor morale and conduct of black troops on their officers, who were a mixture of Carpetbaggers, Scalawags, and blacks. "Although some of the officers were both competent and conscientious," he observed, "the over-all level was very low indeed, resulting from the fact that most of them either were political appointees or had been elected by the men, usually without regard for ability or for past experience." Numerous officers were court-martialed for "drunkenness and conduct unbe coming an officer and a gentleman." One lieutenant in Tennessee had to stand before a court-martial on charges of "habitual drunkenness and utter worth- lessness."33
The Republican governments also outraged the white population through innumerable transgressions of a less direct sort. Dawdling security forces and partisan courts permitted lawlessness to take hold in some areas, leading to crimes against whites that the white population then attributed to Republican incompetence or neglect 34 The leaders of the Republican governments committed countless acts of corruption of every imaginable type, a reality that not even their most sympathetic defenders tried to deny.35 On repeated occasions, the state governments and militias and the Freedmen's Bureau tampered with elections and obtained the votes of blacks through pressure or monetary compensation. And often the government simply failed to perform normal administrative duties 36
Whether from the Democratic press, from friends and neighbors, or from personal experience, white Democrats were regularly informed of the government's failings. Unable to influence the government by legal means, many turned to insurgency, with the traditional elites assuming leadership positions and all other elements of white society represented in the ranks .3' The earliest and most famous of the white insurgent groups was the Ku Klux Klan, which rose to power in middle Tennessee during 1867 with the avowed aim of protecting whites from the oppression and chaos caused by Governor William G. Brownlow, the same William G. Brownlow who had previously tolerated and encouraged brutality against former Confederates in east Tennessee. Brownlow was trying to run middle and west Tennessee with officials and militiamen who were either white Republicans from east Tennessee or blacks from across the state, making no effort to court the Democrats who composed most of the white population in the middle and west. The individuals whom he installed in leadership posts were generally a sorry lot, appointed in some cases purely because they were friends or supporters of Brownlow. As one prominent Radical Republican lamented, "The great impediment of the Republican party of this state is the incompetence of its leaders"3S
Because of spotty leadership, Tennessee militiamen behaved badly with locals, hurling insults and threats at them and acquiring a reputation for public inebriation. They overreacted to defiant and obnoxious white Democrats, becoming reckless in their punishments and excessive in their use of force. Brownlow promised to arrest and try one officer whose troops had killed an ex-Confederate under dubious circumstances and committed various other crimes known to the public, but Brownlow did not make good on the promise. Whatever good work some officers performed was overshadowed by the highly publicized, and sometimes exaggerated, misconduct of troops under officers without integrity, empathy, or the ability to maintain discipline 39
Brownlow's officials and militiamen further alienated the white populations of middle and west Tennessee by failing to maintain order among the populace. Drunkards, thieves, and other miscreants of both races perpetrated countless acts of violence and theft that went unpunished. Those who did get charged with crimes were likely to receive pardons from the Brownlow government if they were Republicans. The Ku Klux Klan rose to prominence by holding out the promise of law and order. Using the whip and the hangman's noose, they punished blacks who were accused of committing crimes, which led to a sharp reduction in criminal activity and consequently a sharp rise in white support for the Klansmen. At first, the Klan punished only blacks accused of crimes; not until its later phases did elements of the Klan target all blacks and their white allies 40
In late 1867 and early 1868, the Ku Klux Klan spread into every former Confederate state plus Kentucky, with considerable help from the Democratic press and the exertions of the Klan's Grand Wizard, Nathan Bedford Forrest. A former Confederate general, Forrest had caused endless trouble for the Union during the Civil War with his magnificent cavalry raids. Sherman said that "Forrest was the most remarkable man our Civil War produced on either side." Forrest "had a genius for strategy which was original, and to me incomprehensible.... He seemed always to know what I was doing or intended to do, while I am free to confess I could never tell or form any satisfactory idea of what he was trying to accomplish."41
At the end of the war, Forrest told his troops to "cultivate friendly feelings toward those with whom we have so long contended" and to "obey the laws" of the federal government 42 In the next two years, however, Forrest came to believe that Brownlow and other white Radicals were tyrannizing the white South by arming black militiamen, disfranchising former Confederates, and failing to maintain order. He told a reporter from the Cincinnati Commercial that he did not hate the federal government, only the "radical revolutionists who are trying to destroy it." The Radical Republicans, especially in Tennessee, were, in his opinion, "the worst men on God's earth-men who would hesitate at no crime."43
Although Forrest did much to encourage the creation of new Klan dens, neither he nor anyone else ever held authority over most of the dens; how each den operated was up to its own leaders. Independent organizations similar to the Klan also sprang up across the South, with names like the White Brotherhood, the Invisible Empire, the Swamp Fox Rangers, the Knights of the Black Cross, and the Young Men's Democratic Clubs. As time went on, the leadership of the organizations shifted from respected men of the upper classes to common criminals and other disreputable characters who were inclined to violence against any and all blacks and white Republicans. Early Klan leaders like Forrest, as well as other members of the white Democratic elite, were appalled by the later excesses of these organizations and tried, with some success, to halt them"
The primary counterinsurgency armed forces were the federal army and the state militias. The army could cover little territory, for it had fewer than 20,000 soldiers in the entire South for most of Radical Reconstruction. When federal troops came to a county rife with insurgency, the insurgents almost always avoided attacking them, for army units tended to be well equipped and proficient in combat, and antagonizing them could cause the terrible swift sword to swoop down, in the form of hundreds or even thousands of additional federal troops. The damage inflicted on the South by the likes of Sherman and Sheridan had instilled in Southerners a ghastly fear of federal forces that would not go away, no matter how small their current presence in the South. White insurgents usually evaded capture by federal troops by dispersing and lying low until the troops departed. Federal soldiers, in any event, could not normally take action against suspected insurgents without a request from local authorities, some of whom were afraid of or sympathetic toward the insurgents. The large majority of suspects arrested by the army were set free because of lack of evidence or because of concern about local opinion 45
The state militias were not very successful at counterinsurgency either, but for different reasons. The poor leadership of black militia units ensured that they would not perform skillfully, hold together under fire, or behave professionally with the citizenry. The Republican state governments often avoided using black militiamen at all because of questions about their competence or because of fear of antagonizing whites 46 The white state militia units generally had better officers and were more effective in counterinsurgency missions, although they too committed a goodly number of mistakes and crimes. Though not separated from the rest of the white South by the chasm of race, these militiamen were usually separated by acrid political differences-the bulk of white militiamen were staunch Unionists from Tennessee or Arkansas-and these differences encouraged misbehavior on both sides.
As Klan violence mounted in Tennessee, Governor Brownlow recognized that his militia's poor conduct was increasing popular support for the insurgents, so he endeavored to make more selective use of the militia in 1868, relying mainly on threats to deploy militia units rather than actual deployment, a sensible way of using badly led militiamen. During the summer of 1868, the Tennessee state legislature authorized Brownlow to send state militia units to any county where ten Union men attested that they were needed, and permitted him to impose severe fines and prison terms on anyone who joined or encouraged any secret organization "that shall prowl through the country or towns of this state, by day or by night, disguised or otherwise, for the purpose of disturbing the peace." Alarmed by Brownlow's new powers, conservative leaders in middle and west Tennessee prevailed upon the Klan to halt the violence, and they cut a deal with Brownlow whereby the people of middle and west Tennessee would support the laws in return for the withholding of the state militia. Despite some subsequent tensions, this deal held for the remainder of Republican rule 47
The Klan spread across Arkansas as 1868 unfolded, to the point that it rivaled the state government as the principal authority. In the middle of the year, Arkansas governor Powell Clayton resolved to suppress the Klan by arresting and trying its members by military commission. With the state legislature's permission, he declared martial law in the ten counties most beset by Klan depredations and deployed 2,000 militiamen, mainly white Unionists from northern and western counties and blacks from other sections of the state. These troops came under the command of three district commandersRobert F. Catterson, Samuel W. Mallory, and D. P. Upham, all former Union military officers who were serving in the state legislature. The militiamen were told to procure food and other supplies from the local population and to offer citizens vouchers as compensation. As it turned out, the state government 41 often honored only those vouchers held by Republicans.
On November 13, 1868, Catterson assembled 36o mounted militiamen at Murfreesboro, and proceeded to demonstrate the importance of intelligence collection, preemption, and the decisive use of force. Upon learning that the enemy had gathered munitions and horses at the town of Center Point, his deputy, Major J. H. Demby, sent loo militiamen to the town to seize the stores. After accomplishing that mission handily, they obtained intelligence indicating that 500 men from neighboring counties were gathering against them, so they pulled back to Murfreesboro.
The next morning, Catterson sent Demby back to Center Point with a larger detachment. At the town, the lead elements of Demby's forces ran into 400 insurgents, who fired at them from the windows and balconies of houses. Evidently the insurgents had not expected or prepared for a large militia force, for as Catterson's columns swung in from the flanks, the 40o retreated and reassembled behind a church in disorderly fashion. When the state militiamen charged the church, the insurgents scattered and ran for the nearest hiding places. Searching the town for trap doors and hidden attics, the militiamen caught sixty suspected Klansmen, whom they placed under arrest and tried by military commission.
The Arkansas militia suffered a total of just one killed and five wounded during the Battle of Center Point. Clayton commented afterward, "Had it not been for the quickness of perception and promptness of action that characterized General Catterson's operations and his immediate and vigorous attack upon the enemy without parley or delay, the assembling of this very considerable insurgent force might have turned the tide against the State Government and led to the most serious results." The battle and the ensuing roundup of insurgents ended armed resistance in this section of Arkansas 49
Catterson next took his militia west into Sevier County, then headed southward into Little River County before bobbing back east through four counties abutting the Louisiana border. Along the way, his troops arrested suspected Klan leaders and hanged a few Klansmen for horrendous crimes. But they also reportedly tortured a number of prisoners to extract confessions and other information, and Catterson did not punish those responsible for the torture. Catterson was, in addition, less than vigilant in preventing his militiamen from confiscating more civilian property than was absolutely necessary. He did, however, respond sternly to reports that his men were raping local women, which were the greatest source of public outrage, and ordered the execution by firing squad of at least one militiaman for such a crime so
Mallory, in command of the southeastern district, proved to be a far less effective counterinsurgency leader than Catterson. For one thing, he failed to instill discipline in the three companies of black militiamen under his authority. One Saturday night, soon after the establishment of a base at the town of Monticello, some of the militiamen got out of hand and fired their weapons wildly for several minutes. No one was reported injured, but the next day whites from both political parties traveled to Little Rock and beseeched Clayton to disband Mallory's companies, offering to put two companies of nonpartisan white militias in charge of the area. Governor Clayton agreed to the proposal. Mallory's troops were discharged without supervision, which led to more trouble, for they pillaged extensively on their way home 51
Catterson's militia was called on to complete the tasks that Mallory's men had barely managed to start. Arriving at Monticello in December, Catterson and his troops arrested several important Klansmen and executed one for the murder of a deputy sheriff and a black man. Most of the remaining troublemakers disappeared as fast as their horses or feet could carry them. This part of the state, long a hotbed of violence, suddenly became a model of peace and quietude. Catterson's militia returned to Little Rock in January to an official parade hosted by the governor, and marched to the state house to the tunes of a military band. They were soon mustered out 52
Upham, who arrived with his troops in the northeastern district in early December, proved to be as adept as Catterson in acquiring information on enemy plans and preempting them. Learning that 200 insurgents led by Colonel A. C. Pickett were massing for an assault near the town of Augusta, Upham took fifteen Klan sympathizers hostage and vowed that he would kill them and raze the town if the insurgents attacked. Upham also released a delegation of town citizens to beseech Pickett to call off the assault. Sufficiently intimidated, Pickett sent his men home. A short time later, another insurgent force assembled near Augusta, and Upham again drew his saber before the enemy did, dispatching troops who quickly found, engaged, and defeated the insurgents. Of the suspected Klansmen apprehended by Upham's men, some were tried by military commission and a few were executed.
A number of Upham's men proceeded to plunder the town of Augusta. As one federal officer said, "The men that were disposed to be wild terrorized the people of the city." Upham came under criticism for failing to discipline his troops, although he did on at least some occasions arrest plunderers and return property to its rightful owners. Upham incarcerated his own deputy, Captain John H. Rosa, for detaining residents and demanding ransom payments, a practice that had generated the handsome sum of $4,000. Upham eventually convinced Colonel Pickett and other local notables to disband the Klan, which led Governor Clayton to terminate martial law in the district 53
After the onset of the militia campaign, Clayton added Crittenden County, opposite Memphis, to the list of targets on account of widespread violence against blacks and white Republicans and the collusion of the sheriff with the Ku Klux Klan. Local Klansmen had been so brazen as to shoot a captain of the Freedmen's Bureau in the middle of town in broad daylight. When Clayton declared martial law in Crittenden County, the white men in the county announced that they would resist the invaders. But they were caught off guard by the rapidity of the state's reaction. Just after Christmas, a cavalry squad stormed into the county and arrested key figures before any resistance could be offered.
Colonel J. L. Watson subsequently arrived with 400 militiamen, who turned the county jail into a fortress and used it as a base to hunt for Klansmen. A few of these militiamen engaged in violent crimes against civilians, which the Democratic press in Memphis publicized along with some false accusations. Watson put to death one of his militiamen after he was convicted of murder and four more who were guilty of rape. The local Klan besieged the fortress, forcing the militiamen to stay in at night, but eventually the U.S. cavalry came to the rescue and broke up the Klansmen. The most notorious Klan members left the state for Memphis and other places where the authorities did not have Klan-chasing high on their priority lists. By early February most of the militiamen had been withdrawn, and in March Clayton lifted martial laws4
By early 1869 the Klan had stopped functioning in Arkansas, laid low by the intimidation and force applied by strong counterinsurgent leaders. The excesses of certain militia units, however, had increased anti-Republican sentiments among whites in Arkansas and elsewhere. The Democrats of Arkansas exploited that hostility when they turned from violence to the ballot box during the succeeding years. In the state elections of 1874, they would sweep the Republicans from power.
After Ulysses S. Grant became president in March 1869, he helped Southern states combat the Klan in ways that Johnson had not, providing weapons and ammunition, for instance, to the state militias of North Carolina and South Carolina. But Grant was reluctant to employ federal troops in counterinsurgency missions because of his political inexperience and his fear of being likened to tyrants like Caesar, Cromwell, and Napoleon 55 During Grant's first two years in the White House, Klan activity was limited enough that he was spared tough decisions on federal intervention. In early 1871, however, Grant was inundated with requests from Southern Republican governments for help against surging Klan violence, the most alarming of which came from South Carolina.
The Klan was rising in South Carolina as a result of the arming of black militias and the corruption in the state government. Whites accustomed to deferential blacks complained profusely of undisciplined black militiamen marching through the streets with their weapons and insulting whites. Militiamen committed arson against whites with considerable frequency and murdered one white man, a one-armed Confederate veteran who had refused to let passing militiamen steal the whiskey barrels from his wagon. The Klan responded with threats and whippings and, on several occasions, murder. Some of the Klan violence was inflicted on individuals who had committed crimes. As had happened elsewhere, though, vigilante justice was overtaken by racial and political terrorism against blacks and white Republicans as more and more thugs joined the Klan or disguised themselves as Klansmen to conceal their criminal activities 56
Because of the Klan resurgence in South Carolina and other states, Congress passed the Ku Klux Klan Act on April 20, 1871. The act made it a federal offense to "conspire together, or go in disguise upon the public highway, or upon the premises of another for the purpose ... of depriving any person or class of persons of the equal privileges or immunities of the laws." It authorized the president to suspend the writ of habeas corpus until the end of the next congressional session and to use the armed forces to stop the violation of civil rights 57 Still reluctant to intervene militarily, Grant hoped that the mere passage of the act would compel the Klan to back off. In early May he publicly announced his support for the act, then went to Long Branch, New Jersey, for the summer and left the problem to his subordinates, with whom he maintained communication by mail and telegraph.
A couple of weeks later, concerned by continuing reports of Klan violence, the secretary of war and the attorney general hired detectives to investigate the Klan in several states. Posing as businessmen or job seekers, the detectives quickly turned up all sorts of information about the Klan and its members and found that it remained in operation, if often in a subdued manner. In July the Justice Department issued orders to commence prosecutions of Klansmen. The U.S. attorney for northern Mississippi, G. Wiley Wells, was among the swiftest in pushing ahead, producing nearly 200 indictments by early September. In North Carolina, the federal government obtained the conviction of forty-nine offenders. Arrests were made in relatively modest numbers in other states because of Klan inactivity or the unwillingness of federal and state authorities to detain Klan suspects for fear of provoking more insurgent violence 58
The prosecutions of July and August failed to intimidate the insurgents in much of the South, for Klan outrages continued on a large scale, especially in South Carolina. Brigadier General Alfred Howe Terry, commander of the Department of the South, told Grant in late August that the army ought to crush the Klan decisively in one place, South Carolina, to discourage Klansmen elsewhere. Because the army's presence in the South was so small-only 8,038 regulars were on occupation duty in 1871-it was impossible to attack the insurgents in many states at once.59
The reports from South Carolina in late August so worried Grant that he left Long Branch and sent the U.S. attorney general, Amos T. Akerman, to visit the Carolinas to see what was going on. Akerman reported back that the president should use everything at his disposal, including suspension of habeas corpus, to strike at the Klan. On October 17, Grant suspended habeas corpus in nine South Carolina counties, the first time the writ had been suspended in peacetime, and the U.S. marshals and federal troops began mass arrests. As the federal government cracked down, the insurgents offered little armed resistance, opting instead to lie low or flee the state.
The most effective Union commander in the South Carolina campaign was Major Lewis Merrill, who was assigned to York County, in the Piedmont area bordering North Carolina. Merrill had attended West Point, where he was an unexceptional performer, graduating twentieth of the thirty-four students in the class of 1855, and a serious troublemaker, having nearly been courtmartialed for threatening an instructor. A tall man of athletic build and elegant bearing, Merrill exuded charisma. In 1861 and 1862 he led Union cavalrymen in hunting down secessionist guerrillas in Missouri, showing little mercy to the enemy. After he executed twenty-two captured guerrillas by firing squad, he became so controversial a figure that President Lincoln summoned him to the White House for an explanation. Merrill described to the president the murders these men had committed, and said that he had tried unsuccessfully to obtain approval from Washington for the executions. Lincoln put his hand on Merrill's shoulder and said, "Remember, young man, there are some things which should be done which it would not do for superiors to order done." Merrill went on to participate in the capture of Little Rock in 1863. During his service in Missouri and Arkansas, he demonstrated a variety of talents, most notably the ability to adapt to changing circumstances. In the last years of the war, however, he was assigned to garrison and escort duty, involving only minor skirmishes with enemy irregulars, which prevented him from rising as high in the ranks as his peers. After the war, he served in the army as a judge advocate and inspector general, acquiring experience in legal and investigative tasks that served him well later.6o
Merrill arrived in York County near the end of March 1871. Because of the presence of federal troops and the concern of white citizens that the Klan had gone too far in recent times, the Klan was at first quiescent. In the middle of April, however, the Klan erupted, starting with the Saturday night whipping of an elderly black man whose son had eluded Klan pursuers. Merrill decided that although Klan members were a small minority of the population, they enjoyed the sympathies of practically the entire white population, so large numbers of people ought to be held accountable. But Merrill and his ninety men could only support local law enforcement authorities, who were sympathetic to the Klan. Any major actions would have to await the dispensation of authority from above.
As Merrill bided his time, he took the initiative in collecting information about the local Klan. He and his troops spoke with everyone they could find, from local dignitaries to reputed Klansmen to blacks who had witnessed Klan violence. They hired informants, including some within the ranks of the Klan. Using the mass of facts thus obtained, Merrill compiled a detailed description of the Klan's organization and personnel and a lengthy catalog of its activities, including six murders and four hundred whippings since the previous December, both of which he forwarded up the chain of command. His reports helped convince Congress and the president to take action in South Carolina."
When Grant announced the suspension of habeas corpus in the nine South Carolina counties, great numbers of white men fled York County before the arrests could begin, but a surprisingly large group of Klansmen did not. Upon receiving the authorization to act, Merrill spread out his forces and ordered them to move against the insurgents simultaneously to deny any more of them time to escape. Because of his investments in intelligence collection, Merrill was able to target the insurgents with pinpoint accuracy. Merrill's troops apprehended numerous suspects, and hundreds more turned themselves in after the arrests began. Merrill sent troops to Shelby, Rutherfordton, and other towns across the North Carolina border to snatch Klansmen who had evaded the first of the nets he had cast.62
On only a few occasions did Merrill's troops arrest the wrong people. Through further investigation, Merrill discovered their innocence and released them. Attorney General Akerman said that Merrill was ideally suited to the task at hand, summing up Merrill's leadership abilities by describing him as "resolute, collected, bold and prudent, with a good legal head, very discriminating between truth and falsehood, very indignant at wrong, and yet master of his indignation; the safer because incredulous at the outset, and, therefore, disposed to scrutinize reports the more keenly."63
Merrill apprehended close to 700 people in York County by December 31. The government did not have enough prosecutors to handle that many cases, so detainees not guilty of serious offense were released after they confessed. Even more detainees would have been released had Merrill not compiled so much evidence against the defendants, for his handiwork allowed the prosecutions to proceed expeditiously.64 In the other South Carolina counties where arrests had been made, far fewer people were arrested, prosecuted, or convicted because federal officers had not collected evidence as energetically or carefully as Merrill.
The campaign against the Klan in South Carolina was seriously set back by the resignation of Akerman in December 1871, for his successor, George H. Williams, was much less vigorous in prosecuting Klan members. As a result, many of the accused received generous plea bargains or no sentences at all, and only a small number of the accused-those who had committed the most serious crimes and were implicated by the most solid evidence-paid serious penalties.65 The South Carolina campaign, nevertheless, succeeded in discouraging white violence in the state and across the South. By 1872, the Klan and the other white insurgency organizations were moribund in most Southern states.
One exception was Louisiana, where from 1872 to 1874 white insurgents clashed with federal troops with some regularity. The Louisiana insurgency was fueled by poor Republican governance and disputes between Republicans and Democrats over state elections. The hotly contested gubernatorial race of 1872 between Republican William P. Kellogg and Democrat John McEnery, which was characterized by unusually widespread voter intimidation and fraud on both sides, produced a standoff that required presidential intercession. Believing that it was impossible to know who had really won the election, Grant decided after some hesitation to declare Kellogg the winner. To his own consternation and that of many other Americans, Grant had to use the army to protect Kellogg from enraged Democrats. McEnery registered his protest by setting up a shadow government, which Grant tolerated until March 1873, when one of McEnery's lieutenants formed an insurgent militia and attacked a large police station in New Orleans. Federal troops came to the rescue, causing the rebels to flee and the Democratic press to issue biting condemnations of federal tyranny. Kellogg then used the city police to break up McEnery's legislature 66
Kellogg controlled the state government for the rest of 1873 and 1874. His government was chock-full of incompetents and was notable even by Reconstruction standards for its surfeit of corruption and its inordinate number of pardons to Republican criminals. It failed to exert any authority in some sections of the state because the state militia suffered from the usual leadership problems and federal forces were too few in number to fill the void. Kellogg removed elected Democratic officials in certain parishes and replaced them with Republicans, to which the insurgents responded by driving away blacks and white Republicans.
The largest outbreak of violence occurred at Colfax, the seat of Grant Parish, in the middle of the state, where Kellogg had kicked out the elected sheriff, Christopher Columbus Nash, and replaced him with a Republican. The Republican sheriff added to popular resentment by fortifying the courthouse and using it as a base for several hundred militiamen. Organizing a posse of whites from nearby parishes, the ousted Nash launched an attack on the courthouse. The poor quality of the militia unit's leadership was evident in the mili- tiamen's flight from their fortifications before they had inflicted significant casualties and in their attempt to regroup in a building that could easily be surrounded. The insurgents ended the militia's resistance by setting the building on fire. Thirty-seven black militiamen who survived the fire were taken prisoner and shot that night. The total number of black militia casualties was never determined, but a deputy U.S. marshal subsequently found sixty-nine of the unit's men in a shallow grave. The army and Kellogg's government responded vigorously in this case, sending troops to Colfax and arresting as many of the insurgents as they could find. Nash escaped under fire, swimming his horse across the Red River, but nine others were apprehended and put on trial in federal court, although they received little to no prison time.67
The White League, an insurgent organization that supported McEnery and the Democratic Party, expanded rapidly in 1874 in response to the proliferating reports of misrule by the Carpetbaggers and blacks in the state government. In July, the White League published a manifesto stating its intention of "restoring an honest and intelligent government to the State of Louisiana" by replacing blacks with Southern whites. "Where the white rules," it asserted, "the negro is peaceful and happy; where the black rules, the negro is starved and op- pressed."68 With a large presence in eighteen parishes, the White League held approximately 14,000 men in its ranks by the end of August. During the summer, the White League lynched several blacks and forced numerous Republican officials to relinquish their positions.69
On the afternoon of September 14, the former Confederate colonel David B. Penn, who was McEnery's "lieutenant governor," urged a crowd of White Leaguers in New Orleans to "arm and assemble for the purpose of driving the usurpers from power."" After Kellogg rejected a demand from the group to resign, 8,400 insurgents fetched their weapons and seized the city hall. Later in the afternoon, they clashed with 3,600 members of the state militia and police in what became known as the Battle of Liberty Place. The insurgents overpowered the militia and police forces, who broke rank and fled. The White League proceeded to occupy all of the public buildings except those held by federal forces-the latter including the Custom House, where Kellogg had gone for protection.
Hoping to avoid further armed conflict, Grant issued a presidential proclamation in which he ordered all "turbulent and disorderly persons [who] have combined together with force and arms to overthrow the State government of Louisiana ... to disperse and retire peaceably to their respective abodes within five days." If they did not obey this command, Grant warned, the federal military would deal with them. Grant gave the White League five days because it would take five days for the reinforcements he had summoned from Alabama, Tennessee, Georgia, and South Carolina to arrive in New Orleans. The threat worked. McEnery decided that political competition and guerrilla warfare were preferable to a conventional war that would most likely have an unhappy ending, so he convinced the White Leaguers to go home and let Kellogg retake power."
Although the attempted coup had failed in New Orleans, it emboldened White Leaguers elsewhere in the state to force Republicans out of office. The reach of the Kellogg government, never very long, was reduced such that it barely extended beyond the outskirts of New Orleans. As General William H. Emory, commander of the Department of the Gulf, reported, "Nearly every parish in the State, following the example of New Orleans, is more or less in a State of insurrection." Emory asked for and received more federal troops and cavalry to fight rebels in the parishes.72
The federal infantry and cavalry concentrated in northern Louisiana, the most insubordinate and lawless part of the state. At the head of these forces stood the Union's premier counterinsurgency commander, Lewis Merrill. As soon as Merrill arrived in Shreveport, he took active measures to subdue the "fools and unreasoning hot heads," as he called the insurgents. He sent troops to arrest James H. Cosgrove, editor of the Natchitoches People's Vindicator, which was sympathetic to the White League, and arrested other prominent persons who had participated in violence or otherwise violated Reconstruction laws. At the same time, he reinstated most of the Republicans whom the insurgents had compelled to resign. Merrill, however, was unable to bring insurgents to justice as effectively as he had in South Carolina because the U.S. attorney general's office lacked interest in pursuing the matter.73
The Democratic press denounced Merrill even more harshly than it had in South Carolina. He took it stoically, commenting, "So long as freedom of the press means license to lie and slander at pleasure every officer whose discharge of duty offends one or frequently both political parties, there would seem to be no remedy for the officer, and nothing for him to do but possess his soul in patience, and wait for a change of station to some frontier post, where the savages, whose feelings he must hurt, have no newspapers through which to assail him."74
During the elections for the Louisiana state legislature in 1874, the Republican-dominated state elections board declared that the two parties had won an equal number of seats, but the Democrats had good reason to believe that they had won more. With another crisis looming, Grant ordered Philip Sheridan to Louisiana with instructions to "ascertain the true condition of affairs" and to provide "such suggestions ... as you may deem advisable and judicious."75 Having come to doubt the abilities of Emory, Grant told Sheridan that he could take command of the Division of the South if necessary. Grant believed that Sheridan was the best man for the job because of his brilliance and his ability to act quickly and decisively on his own initiative, which would be critical in a fast-moving situation that probably could not be guided from Washington. But the choice of Sheridan was ill advised, given Sheridan's stumbles in Texas during the early years of Reconstruction and his reputation for cruelty among white Southerners. When word got out that Sheridan was heading to New Orleans, Democratic journalists started firing broadsides. "We know him for the man who desolated the valley of the Shenandoah, and brought fire and the sword and famine among its people," pronounced the New Orleans Picayune. "He has been sent here by the President in order to add this crowning outrage to the outrages which have already been heaped upon us."76
At noon on January 4,1875, the new state legislature met for the first time. Democrats in the audience pulled out pistols and knives, and Democratic representatives put themselves in charge. Kellogg called on the army to oust the Democrats, at which point Sheridan ordered federal troops to kick out the Democrats and give the Republicans control over the legislature, which they promptly and efficiently did." That evening, Sheridan took over command of the federal forces from Emory, whom he described as "a very weak old man, entirely unfitted for this place."78
An outcry against Sheridan's use of the army spilled forth from prominent Northerners as well as from white Southerners. A man of greater political shrewdness, flexibility, and impartiality would have attempted diplomacy before using force, they argued. Sheridan dug himself, and the whole cause of Reconstruction, into additional trouble with his next actions. In telegrams that soon found their way into newspapers, Sheridan recommended using military courts to try the leaders of the White League, provoking a new chorus of accusations that he had sunk into tyranny. The New York Times likened Sheridan to Oliver Cromwell during the Protectorate and declared that the federal troops in Louisiana "should be placed under a commander who is able to keep his head and his temper under control."79 James A. Garfield, a Republican congressman who was a few years away from becoming president, lamented, "This is the darkest day for the future of the Republican party I have ever seen. The Louisiana question now appears to be the mill stone that threatens to sink our party out of sight. That question is difficult when handled with the utmost wisdom, but it has been so terribly botched by the President and General Sheridan during the last four days as to place the great burden of the trouble upon us."80 The state legislatures of New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, Missouri, and several Southern states issued condemnations of Sheridan Sl
The besieged Grant publicly expressed confidence in Sheridan and denounced the White League but said that he would not follow Sheridan's recommendation to circumvent the civil courts. The U.S. House of Representatives sent a committee to Louisiana for three weeks to investigate the calamity, which provided Sheridan with yet more opportunities to trip and fall. Sheri dan gave the committee long lists of political murders committed by the White League in Louisiana, but his statistics were self-contradictory and came from disreputable sources, which cast new doubts on his integrity. The House committee concluded that Sheridan, as well as the state elections board, had deliberately undercounted Democratic votes. The Democrats actually deserved sixteen more seats in the legislature than the Republicans. In a stark demonstration of Sheridan's inability to maneuver politically, it was the committee members themselves who forged a compromise between the two political parties of Louisiana: the Democrats let Kellogg continue in office unmolested, and the Republicans gave the Democrats a majority of seats in the legislature 82
From the late 186os to the mid-1870s, news of corruption and election tampering by Carpetbaggers, Scalawags, and blacks across the South caused the majority of Northern whites to turn against Radical Reconstruction. Northern politicians chose not to intervene in the early 1870s when Southern whites, becoming unified in their opposition to Reconstruction, began voting Democratic state governments into power, even when those whites used violence and intimidation to prevent blacks from voting. Ultimately, the shortcomings of Radical Reconstruction, supplemented by the general corruption and ineptitude of the Grant administration, led to Reconstruction's inglorious demise. To end the dispute over the 1876 presidential election between Democrat Samuel J. Tilden and Republican Rutherford Hayes, the Democrats, desperate in their hatred of Radical Reconstruction, agreed to let Hayes have the presidency in return for the withdrawal of federal troops from the South. The removal of those troops precipitated the collapse of Republican power in the Southern states as white Democrats took over the state governments that had not turned Democratic already. Across the South, Democrats stripped blacks of many of the protections and privileges they had received during Reconstruction.
Over the course of its history, Radical Reconstruction had, despite a great deal of incompetence, suppressed most of the armed insurgents who had challenged federal authority. They did so more by the threat of force than by the use of force, and with much help from the insurgents, who hurt themselves in the eyes of Southern white society by moving from vigilantism to political and racial terrorism. Yet, in the end, Radical Reconstruction failed to prevent its opponents in the South from achieving their political objective of restoring white political and economic dominance, because it alienated nearly all South ern whites and broke the will of Northern whites to impose egalitarian racial policies.
Northern Republicans could have made Reconstruction more palatable to Southern whites by introducing political and social change more gradually, although it is not certain that Northern public opinion would have accepted such gradualism in the late i86os. Their worst mistake was supplanting the existing Southern elites with Carpetbaggers, Scalawags, and blacks. The Radical Republicans did more than enough to alienate the traditional elites but not enough to destroy or even seriously reduce their influence over the population. Taking away the elites' rights to vote and hold office did not prevent them from mounting resistance through insurgency and, later, through democratic elections. Given the strong traditional loyalties of Southern whites, permanent neutralization of the native white elites would have required the barbarity of the French, Russian, and Chinese revolutions, which the American people would never have accepted and which, in any case, would have been as disastrous in America as it was in France, Russia, and China.
The Northern Radicals failed to introduce new elites who could have wrested influence away from the old elites. Committing a common and often fatal error in counterinsurgency, they did not properly gauge the merits of the elites whom they were empowering. Some overestimated the quality of the newly created elites, while others fell victim to the fallacy that leadership quality varies little from one group to the next. Nor was much effort made to balance considerations of merit against considerations of politics in leadership appointments; the scales almost always tipped too heavily toward politics. The Carpetbaggers, Scalawags, and blacks lacked the initiative, integrity, and dedication necessary to gain and maintain the support of the South's white population. They failed to build militia and police forces capable of safeguarding the people's security and instead jeopardized the people's security by fielding unruly militiamen. Rather than inspiring the people with moral rectitude, they alienated them with rigged elections, biased justice, and pilferage from the public coffers.
If the South's traditional leaders had been adamantly opposed to any advancement for blacks, the Republicans could perhaps have been excused for trying to circumvent them. But that was not the case. Many of these leaders had supported the Republican Party in the pre-Radical phase of Reconstruction, and most others were willing to accept a moderate form of Reconstruction. Although the white elites objected to the drastic nature and rapid pace of change envisioned by Northerners, the federal government almost certainly could have done more for blacks by gradually nudging these whites along and forging an enduring partnership than by undertaking the Radical program and losing practically everything. Had it not been for the imposition of the new, ineffective elites during Radical Reconstruction, Southern and Northern whites would not have been so receptive in 1877 to the idea of eliminating federal oversight of the South or to the idea of rescinding most of the political rights gained by blacks since the Civil War.
In contrast to the state governments of Radical Reconstruction, the U.S. Army could boast that its leaders in the South included hundreds of accomplished men. But commanders who had vanquished their Confederate foes in the big conventional battles of the Civil War often proved less effective in combating insurgents. Some, including Grant and Sheridan, failed to cope with the ambiguities and compromises of the political side of counterinsurgency because they were, by temperament, much less comfortable with counterinsurgency than with conventional warfare. Some lacked the empathy, integrity, or organizational talent to keep their troops from harming the civilian population. Those who shared Sheridan's contempt for the entire white South could hardly work effectively with the local whites.
At the same time, the army did have some commanders who were cut out perfectly for counterinsurgency duty. Officers like Major General Charles H. Smith and Major Lewis Merrill possessed the right attributes and brought much grief to the insurgents, whether by cultivating white elites, gathering information with skill and vigor, or insisting on impartial treatment of the local population. But top authorities in the army and the federal government did not try very hard to promote such men or bring more of them into the army. For the U.S. Army, this problem would recur in future wars of insurgency. In fact, it is still present today.




CHAPTER 4
The Philippine Insurrection
s the sun rose over Manila Bay, seven American warships chugged forward from the southwest. The flagship, the USS Olympia, sported four 8-inch guns and steel deck plates, and the squadron also had a "baby battleship" with four 6-inch guns and various other cruisers of i88os vintage, members of the last generation of warships propelled by both sail and steam. The huge Spanish shore guns hurled projectiles at the intruders to no avail, their rounds plopping harmlessly into the water.
The American ships intended to destroy those guns, but only as a secondary objective. What had enticed them to Manila Bay were the seven Spanish warships moored at the Cavite navy yard. Though equal in number to the American ships, the Spanish ships were older, slower, smaller, less heavily armed, and less thickly armored. Some were made of wood or had enough wood on board to make excellent tinder. The Spanish ships fired first, at 5:15 a.m., before the American ships were in range. Commodore George Dewey, commanding the U.S. squadron from the bridge of the Olympia, waited until the distance had closed to 5,500 yards before ordering his ships to fire. At 5:22 a.m., as ship bands played "The Star-Spangled Banner," 250-pound shells began vaulting from the turrets of the American cruisers.
The U.S. squadron concentrated its fire on the Spanish flagship, the Reina Cristina, and scored one direct hit after another. Shells took down the mizzenmast and the national flag, smashed into the sick bay, the after magazine, and the fire room, and created a gaping wound in the hull, which spewed steam from the superheater. When more than half of the 352 Spanish crewmen lay dead or wounded and the magazines stood in danger of exploding, the ship's commander ordered the ship to be sunk. The American turrets then swiveled toward the remaining Spanish ships.
To the astonishment of both sides, rounds from the Spanish ships and shore batteries dropped all around the American ships but scored very few hits, and most of the hits caused only superficial damage to decks or rigging. Only one Spanish round penetrated the hull of an American ship, the Baltimore, putting a gun out of action and exploding ammunition, but it inflicted only eight minor wounds. Remarkably, no American was killed during the entire battle.
By 7:3o a.m. all of the Spanish ships were ablaze from the Americans' methodical salvos, and the Spanish guns were incapable of firing. But the Americans did not move in for the kill. Commodore Dewey pulled the flotilla back out of range because of a report-erroneous, it turned out-that some of his ships were running low on ammunition and needed to restock. As the ships regrouped, Dewey let all the crewmen have breakfast. They ate a leisurely meal of sardines, corned beef, and hardtack and then smoked cigarettes, strolling the decks as if enjoying a pleasure cruise. The break lasted for nearly three hours.
Once the battle resumed, the Spaniards endured another couple of hours of bombardment before deciding to scuttle their fleet and run up a white flag at the shore arsenal. The American squadron landed a party of seven men to finish the destruction of the vessels in the navy yard, then steamed the short distance up the coast to Manila, where it took up a menacing position near the city. That night they could still see the hulls of the Spanish ships burning at Cavite. Magazines periodically exploded and shot fiery debris up hundreds of feet.
Dewey sent word to the Spanish that if the shore batteries at Manila fired on his squadron, he would pulverize the city with his mighty guns. The Spanish agreed not to fire. Occupying the city was not an option for the United States at this point, however, for Dewey did not have enough men for the task. Instead, the American fleet undertook a blockade of Manila and awaited troops and further orders from Washington.'
Commander Dewey had, in a few hours, made what would be the first step in America's march to European-style imperialism. That truth was not, however, readily visible. President William McKinley had ordered the Manila Bay attack of May 1, 1898, to hurt the Spanish in the early moments of the Spanish American War and increase his leverage in future negotiations, not to take permanent control of the Philippines. He had gone to war with Spain over Cuba, and then only after overcoming his own doubts about the wisdom of such a course. Averse to bloodshed and beholden to businessmen who opposed war for economic reasons, McKinley had resisted the clamors for war from the "yellow journalists" of Hearst and Pulitzer and other jingoists like Assistant Secretary of the Navy Theodore Roosevelt. Even after an official American inquiry into the explosion of the USS Maine in Havana harbor attributed the event to a Spanish mine, McKinley had hesitated, eliciting from Roosevelt the remark that "McKinley has no more backbone than a chocolate eclair."' What ultimately led McKinley to declare war remains a point of contention; it may have been disgust with Spain's harsh repression of Cuban rebels, deference to overwhelming American public opinion, or some other consideration.'
Soon after the stunning victory at Manila Bay, McKinley ordered the organization of an American expedition to take Manila and hold it as a bargaining chip. In the interim, to undermine the Spaniards in the rest of the archipelago, an American steamer brought ashore an exiled Filipino nationalist named Emilio Aguinaldo, who in 1896 had started a revolt against Spanish rule. The Americans gave him a supply of rifles, a decision they rued later, when those rifles were turned on the Americans. In June, Aguinaldo declared the Philippines independent and appointed himself ruler. Few Americans, however, were paying attention to Aguinaldo at this time, focused as they were on Cuba, where a clumsy U.S. Army was battling an even clumsier Spanish force.
Manila came back into America's view in August, following the capitulation of the Spanish forces in Cuba. On August 13, newly arrived American forces initiated a ground assault on Manila and overwhelmed a tepid Spanish defense. Aguinaldo and his rebel armed forces sought to enter the city with the American victors but were kept out, for the Americans feared that the rebels would, among other things, kill priests and other civilians, as they had done elsewhere in recent weeks. Aguinaldo responded by cutting off the city's water supply and demanding that he be treated as the independent leader of the Philippines.
In the United States, American public sentiment for annexing the Philippines was on the rise. Many reasons were given. The Philippines could not be left to Spain, which by now had assumed devilish proportions in American eyes, nor to the other European imperial powers, which were only marginally better than Spain, nor to Aguinaldo and other Filipinos, who had dem onstrated a mixture of incompetence and tyranny in their early attempts at governance. Annexation, said its supporters, would enable the United States to extend its military and economic power and spread its superior civilization. On October 28, for reasons that remain obscure, McKinley ordered the annexation of the Philippines, and the Senate, after contentious debate, ratified it by a vote of fifty-seven to twenty-seven.
McKinley instructed the expeditionary commander, General Elwell S. Otis, to extend American control across the Philippine archipelago, a diverse array of islands extending over 500,000 square miles, home to approximately seven million people. McKinley instructed the army to remember that "we come, not as invaders or conquerors, but as friends," and decreed that "it should be the earnest and paramount aim of the military administration to win the confidence, respect, and affection of the inhabitants of the Philippines by assuring them in every possible way that full measure of individual rights and liberties which is the heritage of a free people, and by proving to them that the mission of the United States is one of benevolent assimilation, substituting the mild sway of justice and right for arbitrary rule."4
Aguinaldo continued to insist on Philippine independence, and he built up a military presence outside Manila that did not go unnoticed in General Otis's headquarters. Tensions mounted between Aguinaldo's forces and the American soldiers. On the night of February 4, 1899, a small number of men from each side got into a gunfight in Manila, which each side accused the other of starting, and combat exploded across the outskirts of the city like a chain of firecrackers. The next morning American artillery opened up on Aguinaldo's main line of defense, on the Santa Mesa Ridge, while American infantrymen dashed ahead under the artillery smoke. The Filipinos fought back with varying degrees of intensity and skill and generally little organization. Within a few hours, the Americans took the blockhouses on the ridge, and during the afternoon they overran Aguinaldo's main strong points on the ridge. Most of Aguinaldo's forces in Manila were defeated in a single day.
Attacking outward from Manila, the Americans battled Aguinaldo's Army of Liberation of the Philippines for the next several months. Aguinaldo had tried to model his army after European armies, but the final product was merely a patchwork of local volunteer militia units, with neither the leadership nor the training that enabled European and American armies to operate coherently in large groups. Even when defending fortified positions in terrain ideally suited for defense, Aguinaldo's rebel forces consistently lost to the Americans. But Aguinaldo was able to prolong the war by retreating across jungles and rivers, where the absence of roads compelled the Americans to advance at a slog. American operations came to a halt in the summer, when monsoon rains turned the islands into mud. In the fall, however, the Americans returned to the offensive and wiped out most of Aguinaldo's army before the season was out. Narrowly evading capture, Aguinaldo ordered his commanders to switch from a conventional war to a guerrilla insurgency.
Aguinaldo's provincial commands retained small groups of regular troops, armed with rifles, who conducted hit-and-run attacks on the Americans and intimidated or killed Filipino collaborators. Operating out of the archipelago's dense jungles, high cogon grass, and mountains, they proved a very difficult target for the counterinsurgents. More numerous were militiamen who lived as ordinary civilians. Typically armed with only bolo knives or spears, these insurgents largely avoided combat and instead concentrated on such as tasks as moving supplies, setting booby traps, gathering information, and spreading rumors that the Americans were intent on raping all women.' Local rebels with no ties to Aguinaldo controlled most militia forces, and they also operated shadow governments that collected taxes, recruited civilians into the rebellion, and enforced law and order.
In most regions of the Philippines, the insurgent leaders consisted exclusively of men from the principalia, the Filipino upper class, who had taken to arms to gain independence from foreign control. Redistributing wealth and altering relations between the upper and lower classes were not on the agenda. The less affluent Filipinos usually supported the rebellion because of longstanding loyalty to the principalia, although in select provinces they participated for a variety of other reasons, such as religion, compulsion by the insurgents, or local power struggles. As in times past, the peasants obeyed the dictates of the principalia and gave them a large fraction of their crops, while the principalia provided land, security, religious ceremonies, and insurance against poor harvests. Many peasants served in insurgent units commanded by their own landlords.'
In early i9oo, General Otis spread the American occupation forces across the islands of the archipelago. An officer in the 14oth New York Infantry during the Civil War, Otis had distinguished himself in the pivotal fighting on Little Round Top during the Battle of Gettysburg. In the ensuing decades he had published articles on military law and American Indians and directed a long series of administrative and logistical tasks, most recently the transporta tion of American forces to the Philippines, the swiftness of which stood in stark contrast to the appallingly sluggish deployment of American troops to Cuba. In addition to his considerable intelligence and administrative skills, Otis had a knack for designing conventional military campaigns.
Otis broke down the conventional forces in the Philippines into small occupation units and divided command by geographic region. His dispatch in reorganizing the forces and reorienting them toward civil affairs was impressive. But he had serious flaws as a counterinsurgency leader. Through his overbearing, self-righteous, and sarcastic comportment, he managed to alienate American officers of every rank. His leadership was made even less inspiring by his dullness and his unappealing appearance-he was often compared to a beagle with muttonchop whiskers. His abrasive and boring personality also guaranteed failure in dealing with the American press, whose reports from the Philippines had much power to undermine American popular and congressional support for the war. Relying on a leadership style that had served him well in managing the movement of troops and the acquisition of supplies, Otis seldom left Manila, which prevented him from staying adequately informed about the status of the war or the performance of his subordinates. For most of his long workdays, Otis sat in his office reviewing the mounds of papers that covered his desk and the tables he had ordered brought in to hold more mounds. Details consumed him. When he left his palatial residence and went into the city, he talked only to the wealthiest segment of Manila society, who conveyed to him the misleading impression that most Filipino elites favored American annexation and detested Aguinaldo.'
Otis issued all U.S. commanders some detailed guidance on the methods they should use and those they could not use, but, being far removed from most of the fighting, he could not compel commanders to adhere to that guidance. Some of the departmental and district commanders, occupying positions on the organizational chart between Otis and the local commanders, attempted to control the conduct of local counterinsurgency efforts, unwisely taking decisions away from local commanders who possessed superior comprehension of conditions on the ground. Commanders at the departmental and district levels were typically appointed based on seniority rather than suitability for the job, a bureaucratic policy more appropriate for a peacetime army than one at war. In only a few cases did the army rapidly promote young officers and propel them into departmental or district commands, most famously the cases of Frederick Funston and J. Franklin Bell, both of whom had led brilliantly dur ing the conventional war at home and won Congressional Medals of Honor. The advisability of supplanting seniority with merit was amply demonstrated when men like Funston and Bell excelled as counterinsurgency commanders, while officers selected based on seniority often fizzled.
A prime case of fizzling was Major General John C. Bates. A decent but undistinguished field officer in the regular army, he was appointed commander of the department of southern Luzon on the basis of seniority. He spent nearly all his time in Manila and on his rare visits outside the capital went only to nearby provinces. His inability to familiarize himself with the realities in the areas under his command did not stop him from rejecting innovative proposals from the provincial commanders, to the general detriment of the war effort. Because of his isolation and inattentiveness, he could not identify which of his subordinates were underperforming, a critical task for an officer at that level.'
Intermediate commanders who attempted to micromanage the war from their perches, especially those with no tact or charisma, drained initiative and dedication from their subordinates. The best departmental and district commanders left most decisions in the hands of local commanders while monitoring them and correcting or replacing the poor performers. Brigadier General Samuel B. M. Young, commander of the first district in northern Luzon, epitomized this type of leadership. By refusing to force specific actions on his subordinates and by shielding them from the demands of the central authorities in Manila, Young promoted creativity and initiative. A fine judge of talent, he relieved subordinate commanders who were unfit for their jobs. Not by coincidence, his district was among the most innovative and successful in combating the insurgents.' One other function that intermediate commanders could and sometimes did perform was the persuasion of Filipino elites to support the United States10
Local commanders, even those serving under officers who sought to micromanage, enjoyed a great deal of autonomy because distance and terrain limited the frequency of communications and supervisory visits. Commanders in the provinces found ways to disregard or only partially comply with orders that they considered foolish, which dampened the impact of leadership weaknesses at higher levels. Consequently, the success or failure of counterinsurgency depended largely on the overall quality of the pool of junior officers and the ability of senior officers to put the best of the junior officers into provincial and post commands. The American leadership did not always place junior officers wisely, but this handicap was overcome by the richness of talent in the junior officer pool.
During the critical period of the insurgency, most of the American company-grade and field-grade officers serving in the Philippines belonged to the U.S. Volunteers, a newly formed entity with an exceptionally gifted officer corps. Created by the Army Act of 1899, the U.S. Volunteers replaced the State Volunteers and U.S. Army Regulars, who had fought the conventional war, and were much superior to both because of the War Department's rigorous screening of officers. The colonels, lieutenant colonels, and majors in the U.S. Volunteers were picked from highly experienced officers who had distinguished themselves in the Regulars in 1899. The majors alone had an average of twenty-seven years in the army, and only two were under the age of fifty. The principal sources of captains and lieutenants were top State Volunteer officers, experienced noncommissioned officers who had fought well in the Philippines or Cuba, and, in the case of the lieutenants, recent West Point graduates. Nearly all of the captains were men over forty with at least twenty years in the army. Governors, congressmen, former officers, and even a few mothers sent telegrams or made personal visits to McKinley and War Department administrators to advocate for candidates. During the rush to raise forces in 1898, such entreaties had brought commissions in the Regulars to more than a few men whose political significance far exceeded their leadership talents. After learning of the problems caused by such men, McKinley and the War Department resolved to avoid repeating the mistake this time around, and therefore the selection of the officers of the U.S. Volunteers was almost always based on merit."
The enlisted men in the U.S. Volunteers were also very high in quality, having been handpicked from a huge mass of men who, in the spirit of patriotism or adventure, had volunteered for service. Physically and mentally fit men in their twenties, they possessed experience in a wide variety of civilian occupations relevant to running a country.12 Yet having such fine men in the ranks did not much reduce the importance of fine officers. Counterinsurgency thrived under good officers and drooped under bad ones. Henry T. Allen, who as chief of the Philippine Constabulary witnessed the counterinsurgency efforts on most of the islands, commented, "It is a fact that the disposition of nearly every town in the archipelago depends upon the officer or officers who have been commanding in that town"13
The extreme decentralization of authority made initiative, dedication, and integrity paramount requirements for American commanders. Combating guerrillas, influencing the population, and gathering intelligence required active measures, pursued unstintingly. As Colonel William E. Birkhimer, commander of the second district of southern Luzon, explained to a subordinate, leaders who constantly sent troops to hound the enemy generally fared better than those who did not. "You must seek these malefactors and assassins," Birk- himer said, "not wait for them to commit crimes and then follow at [a] distance as they retreat. Send out small parties under energetic officers. Let evil doers have no rest.... Do not let officers or men get the idea that they are in garrison life, but rather that no species of warfare the American troops ever engaged in required such persistent activity as that now confronting them here.""
With conditions varying widely from town to town, theories and standardized methods gave way to the inventiveness of local commanders. Creative and flexible officers excelled at formulating new counterinsurgency methods or modifying old ones. After sizing up local conditions, they took conventional tactics learned for use on European battlefields and adapted them to the counterinsurgency environment. Some innovations worked well and were retained; others failed and were discarded. Through trial and error, American commanders developed new and effective methods for marches, ambushes, and night operations and modified their supply systems to make use of Filipino porters and such native animals as water buffaloes.15 Brian Linn, the preeminent historian of the Philippine Insurrection, observes that the "key to the Army's success was its lack of adherence to rigid doctrines or theories and the willingness of its officers to experiment with novel pacification schemes.""
Success in recruiting and leading Filipinos depended heavily on American officers' charisma, integrity, and social skills, the last especially important for the few officers who had the good fortune to speak Spanish. It also depended on the desire of officers to help the Filipinos. For the most part, U.S. officers displayed a strong commitment to advancing the welfare of the Filipino people, a commitment commonly attributed to their faith in America's form of government and to their belief that American civilization ought to be exported to backward countries." Although they shared the attitude of U.S. Army officers in Reconstruction-that they were spreading a morally superior way of life-they often differed from them in their attitudes toward the local people. Whereas many American officers in Reconstruction had loved the American people in the abstract but could not stand Southerners in the flesh, officers in the Philippines looked down upon the Filipinos in the abstract as members of an inferior race but got along with them splendidly in practice. They understood the people's grievances and acted with enthusiasm, skill, and honesty to advance their lot in life. "Many soldiers saw no contradiction between detesting the Filipinos as a people and liking them as individuals," states Linn. The Americans' views of Filipinos as inferiors "did not prevent soldiers from doing a great deal of good.""
During the first months of i9oo, General Otis ordered U.S. commanders to concentrate on civic action-the activities of civil government, broadly conceived-rather than military action. Otis and a good many other Americans predicted that Filipinos would support the United States once they saw all the benefits of American rule, and believed that the use of armed force and other stern measures would alienate them.19 Americans in the field generally adhered to Otis's approach initially; it seemed the sensible thing to do given the infrequent insurgent military activity in early i9oo. American troops built schools, markets, roads, and bridges. They set up health clinics and pharmacies that doled out prescriptions free of charge, and went house to house on health inspections to administer vaccinations and implement smallpox quarantines. Dramatic improvements in medical care and public sanitation caused rapid drops in mortality rates. U.S. officials, in addition, rewrote the legal code and reformed the convoluted tax system.20
In highly detailed directives to his officers, Otis specified how indigenous governments were to be organized in the towns, mixing elements of American government and the preexisting governments. In keeping with Spanish precedent, as well as Aguinaldo's precedent, Otis limited suffrage to the wealthier and better-educated Filipinos, but he reduced the qualifications needed to vote in order to involve more Filipinos in the political process. Filipinos were to assume leadership roles, from the position of mayor on down.
In many a town, however, American officers found that Otis's model was poorly suited to political realities. The more adaptive of these officers came up with alternative ways to organize the town governments. One alternative, common in the plentiful areas where fear of insurgent violence kept citizens from voting, was appointment of the local officials by American officers. In much of Luzon, commanders opposed creating any local governments at all until the insurgency had been squelched, because of the scarcity of antiinsurgent Filipinos or the likelihood of death for those who agreed to serve. Other American commanders formed local governments even though they knew Filipino officials would secretly work for the insurgents, believing that such governments could still do more good than harm 2'
In April i9oo, Otis requested that he be relieved, having concluded that civic action had erased any organized insurgency that might have existed. Scanning the islands, one could see all sorts of signs that the Philippines had been pacified. American civic-action projects and virtuous American soldiers had caused Filipinos to admire and, to a lesser extent, cooperate with Americans. Large numbers of Filipinos were serving in municipal governments organized by the Americans. In some areas, Filipinos petitioned the Americans to keep their garrisons in place or to bring new garrisons to their towns. One leading official in Bulacan province reported that the insurgents had placed a Soo-peso reward on the head of the American provost marshal in San Miguel de Mayumo, but "no one is willing to kill him, as he is beloved by all.""
Otis had fundamentally misjudged the situation. By holing himself up with piles of papers instead of talking with officers in the field or seeking other knowledgeable sources, he had missed information indicating deep problems. Municipal governments were infiltrated by insurgents, and shadow governments held sway over numerous towns. In seemingly peaceful neighborhoods, the insurgents were making ready for armed attacks on the occupation troops. The insurgents had already begun fighting in some areas, and American provincial and post commanders were taking countermeasures, many of which diverged from Otis's original guidance. Having become convinced that benevolent civic action would not foil the insurgents, these commanders had, by the spring, begun intensive military operations and punitive actions 23
Colonel Arthur Murray, the commanding officer in Leyte, had at first tried to win over the locals by providing free health care, raising the pay of schoolteachers, and eliminating duties on hemp. But in the early spring of i9oo, in the face of heavy insurgent violence, Murray concluded that unalloyed benevolence was a recipe for defeat. Murray remarked, "Kindness and consideration I regret to say appear to me largely if not wholly unappreciated by these people, who seem to regard our lenient and humane treatment as an evidence of weakness on our part." Military operations henceforth became the primary component of counterinsurgency on Leyte 24 On Samar, after 6oo insurgents overran a thirty-one-man garrison at the town of Catubig, the Americans destroyed thousands of bushels of rice and set the town on fire. The American commander proclaimed that Samar's residents had to fight against the insurgents or suffer dire punishments.25
General Arthur MacArthur replaced Otis as supreme commander in the
Philippines in May i9oo. He was, like his son Douglas, a man with fervent admirers and equally fervent detractors. His admirers thought him a brilliant commander who deserved credit for the defeat of the Philippine Insurrection. The detractors derided his self-righteousness and self-promotion and considered his role in the victory to have been a good deal smaller than he claimed. MacArthur had become a lieutenant during the Civil War at the precocious age of seventeen by claiming to be nineteen, and at the age of eighteen he had performed an act of heroism in the 24th Wisconsin Volunteer Regiment that would earn him the Congressional Medal of Honor. In the middle of his regiment's assault up Missionary Ridge, on the fringes of Chattanooga, the regimental color sergeant collapsed of exhaustion, so MacArthur took the regimental battle flag from his hands and rushed to the front of the Union line. Braving withering Confederate rifle fire and the explosions of canister rounds rolled down by Confederate artillerymen, MacArthur and his flag carried the troops forward. He led the regiment all the way to the top of the 6oo-foot ridge, where they drove the Confederates from what had been considered an impregnable position. A captain who witnessed the event said, "Arthur was magnificent. He seems to be afraid of nothing. He'd fight a pack of tigers in a jungle." After the Civil War, MacArthur's career advancement was slowed to a crawl by the dramatic downsizing of the army. He languished at the rank of captain for twenty-three years. When war broke out with Spain, he was just a lieutenant colonel, but he managed to obtain command of a brigade and then a division in the Philippines, thoroughly impressing his superiors in both capacities 26
In personality and management style, MacArthur was much like Otis. His pomposity, egocentricity, and aloofness ensured that he remained without admirers among younger officers. MacArthur worked hard, but he spent almost all of his time in Manila and rarely met with any of his commanders. Unlike Otis, however, MacArthur did not immerse himself in minutiae or send detailed directives to commanders many levels below him. Rather than become obsessed with official papers, MacArthur read broadly on Asian colonial administration and history, ordering a Hong Kong bookseller to send him every book available on the Far East. He grasped the military and political problems across the islands better than Otis had?'
Just as MacArthur was taking over, insurgent attacks intensified. American weekly casualty rates rose above the figures for the period of conventional war, and assassinations of Filipino citizens who assisted the Americans soared. With the U.S. Army spread too thinly to protect many of its would-be friends, Filipinos shunned American requests for help.28 Lacking information on the enemy's whereabouts and identity and frustrated by American casualties, a growing number of American commanders authorized their troops to set fire to crops, houses, and towns in response to guerrilla attacks. The Americans declared martial law in some provinces, imposing severe restrictions on the movement of adult males and requiring Filipino mayors to participate in en- forcement.29
In September guerrillas launched a string of large attacks, with the goal of swaying the upcoming American presidential election in favor of William Jennings Bryan, who was promising to grant independence to the Philippines. Although the guerrillas suffered numerous setbacks, they did inflict significant defeats on two American units, both led by incompetent officers3° The September onslaught prompted the press and MacArthur's own subordinates to accuse him of softness toward the insurgents. It was time for the type of drastic measures that had been used against the American Indians, they said. "You can't put down a rebellion by throwing confetti and sprinkling perfumery," General Loyd Wheaton fumed. The time had come for "swift methods of destruction," for it was "no use going with a sword in one hand, a pacifist pamphlet in the other hand, and trailing the model of a schoolhouse after."31
MacArthur now arrived at the conclusion that numerous officers in the field had already reached: that no quantity or quality of benevolent civic action would suffice to end the insurgency. Compulsion and violence would be required in conjunction with continued civic action. In orders to lower echelons, MacArthur declared that all prominent Filipino families unwilling to commit themselves publicly to the American side, by either word or deed, should be considered accomplices of the insurgents. Prisoners of war would no longer be released, as had been the case until now, but would be kept in prison, and parttime guerrillas posing as civilians would no longer be accorded the privileges of prisoners of war but would be tried for crimes punishable by death. In actions against the insurgents, said MacArthur, "the more drastic the application the better," although he also forbade "unnecessary hardships and personal indignities" and violations of the laws of war in handling detainees 32 MacArthur's pronouncements convinced some of his subordinates to adopt severe tactics or caused them to take actions for which they had eagerly awaited permission, but the extent of his influence was more limited than he and his admirers later asserted, for many local commanders had already made the transition of their own accord in previous months 33
American counterinsurgency operations intensified in November as reinforcements arrived and the weather improved. Wherever American commanders caught a whiff of guerrilla warfare, they put primary emphasis on military action and punishment of insurgents and insurgent supporters. American troops and Filipino auxiliaries marched into the mountains and swamps and patrolled day and night, nabbing some guerrillas and keeping the others on the run. Guerrilla leaders who surrendered almost invariably spoke of aggressive pursuit by American forces as a leading cause of their failure and capitulation. Insurgents who surrendered or were captured provided information on how to find yet more insurgents, and the Americans were vigorous in collecting information from the townspeople, enabling them to apprehend members of the shadow governments, insurgent agents within the real governments, and insurgent sympathizers among the populace. Even Filipino officials who simply did nothing, hoping to antagonize neither side, were sometimes arrested for failing to report on guerrillas. Tried by U.S. Army provost courts, detained officials faced heavy fines or imprisonment with hard labor if convicted. These courts produced a sharp increase in the cooperativeness of local officials 34
To deny food and shelter to the guerillas and discourage the landowning principalia from leading or helping them, American troops systematically confiscated or destroyed the food and property of all who abetted the insurgency. In the areas most thoroughly infested with insurgents, they burned huge swaths of farmland to the ground. These measures compelled the insurgents to spend most of their time looking for food or hiding instead of milking the population or attacking the occupiers. Thanks in part to MacArthur's orders, American commanders stopped releasing prisoners of war and did away with some legal niceties in the processing of prisoners. In a few provinces they hanged insurgents who had masqueraded as civilians. American officers forced the population to concentrate in select areas where they could be controlled, and treated everyone outside those areas as insurgents, punishing them with property destruction, arrest, or death 35
Here as in the Civil War, most of the brutish instruments of counterinsurgency warfare still depended for their efficacy upon how leaders used them. In Abra province, Major William C. H. Bowen routinely destroyed property and conducted mass roundups, but unlike some of his peers, he largely avoided antagonizing the local populace because he acted with tremendous care and tact. The insurgent general in command of Abra noted that the "meritorious and prudent conduct" of Bowen had "brought the capitulation of the guerrilla soldiers of Abra." The province's citizens later petitioned, successfully, to have Bowen serve as the province's first civil governor.36
The high overall quality of American leadership ensured that American troops seldom perpetrated murder, rape, or other serious crimes against civilians despite the increasing severity of the war and the strains of hardship and enemy atrocities. Officers maintained discipline, repeatedly explained what would not be tolerated, and made clear the consequences of bad behavior by issuing stiff penalties for the occasional American wrongdoer. With prisoners, on the other hand, American lieutenants and captains tolerated torture, and majors and colonels and generals seldom reprimanded them. Although gruesome tortures were rare, American troops regularly beat prisoners or administered the "water cure," pouring large volumes of filthy water down a prisoner's throat. To justify these measures, American soldiers and their officers argued that the facts thus extracted saved American lives. The benefits came at a high cost to the war effort, however, for the press learned of acts of torture and publicized them, along with much else that was half true or worse, generating outrage in the United States. Courts-martial ensued against perpetrators fingered by the press, although many were acquitted or given light sentences 37
The insurgents' military defeats and the destruction of property belonging to insurgent supporters rapidly diminished ardor for the insurgency among most Filipinos, leaders as well as followers. To save themselves and their property, principalia started working for the Americans or providing them with information, and the masses followed their lead. Insurgent terrorism, which in the past had prevented such defections, no longer worked, either because military operations had rendered terrorism unfeasible or because the citizenry had been emboldened to strike back at the insurgents with help from the Americans. 8
Although force was essential in eliciting cooperation from the Filipinos, the cooperation was given more willingly, and hence was more valuable, when American officers employed the art of persuasion at the same time. By developing strong personal relationships with the local people and governing virtuously, local American commanders frequently gained the support of the principalia and the clergy. The benefits of American schools and health-care and economic programs also encouraged some Filipino elites to side with the Americans, but even American leaders who gave little attention to civic action programs, like Frederick Funston, were able to convince Filipinos to switch sides by employing charisma, social graces, and the good behavior of their troops in conjunction with robust military action 39 The Americans recruited prominent Filipinos into the Federal Party, which organized pro-American rallies in the towns and provided individuals for service in municipal government, taking on a serious risk of assassination. Whether the Federal Party played a major part in pacification hinged on the quality of its leaders and the willingness of American commanders to promote the party's activities. In recruiting members of the principalia into the party, savvy American officers watched for signs of competence, dedication, and incorruptibility, for these characteristics were in short supply among this class 40
At the end of i9oo, MacArthur encouraged American officers to recruit Filipinos into police and scout forces, and, more important, he provided resources for that purpose. MacArthur had heretofore resisted arming the Filipinos, for fear that they would beat up unarmed citizens or become insurgents, but with the approaching departure of the U.S. Volunteers, he decided that he needed the extra manpower. Filipino forces did not play a significant counterinsurgency role in every province, because some American commanders could not find enough trustworthy volunteers or did not trust organized Filipino units enough to bestow on them more than the simplest of responsibilities. Elsewhere, however, native security forces constituted a key component of pacification. With their knowledge of the language, the culture, and the terrain, they could find insurgents whom the Americans never would have found. By the end of i9oo, Filipino policemen were taking over security duties from the Americans in provinces where the guerrillas had been sufficiently beaten down, thereby freeing American soldiers for operations in other provinces. Much of the credit for the success of these indigenous units belonged to the high caliber of their officers, who, for the most part, were Americans. One senior American officer, who had the duty of selecting U.S. officers for Filipino units, explained: "The Filipinos, like all people, will fight when properly paid, fed, and disciplined, but above all when properly led. This is the keynote to an entirely successful use of Filipinos as soldiers.... It is therefore of the utmost importance that high-grade officers, thoroughly courageous, upright, sober, intelligent, and energetic, be placed over them. It is folly to assign as officers men unfit for duty with American soldiers.""
From December 1900 to July 1901 the counterinsurgents decimated most of the remaining insurgent armed forces by killing them, arresting them, or causing them to defect, and put Aguinaldo and a host of other insurgent leaders out of action. By the middle of 1901 the insurgents were capable of continuing the armed struggle only on the islands of Samar, Cebu, and Bohol and in the southwestern Luzon province of Batangas 42 Although later theorists have contended that counterinsurgents need ten or twenty times as many troops as the insurgents have in order to succeed, the Americans plus the Filipinos who fought on the American side frequently vanquished insurgents who outnumbered them.
The American forces and their Filipino allies had major advantages in weaponry, and they were permitted to destroy the food sources upon which the insurgents relied, something that governments in other wars have forbidden their counterinsurgent forces from doing. Their greatest advantage, however, was in command. The insurgent leaders were, on the whole, considerably less talented than the American leaders. Because of superior leadership, the counterinsurgents fought much more cohesively and adjusted their tactics much more rapidly than the insurgents did. They more often took the initiative and persisted in the face of hardship and were far less prone to internal strife and corruption.
Four principal factors account for the large disparity in quality between the insurgent and the counterinsurgent commanders. First, the insurgent leaders came from one narrow segment of small island societies-their status was based on birth and wealth-whereas the American leaders had been selected from multiple segments of a huge society. Second, nationalism was weaker among Filipinos than among Americans, so the insurgent leaders were less dedicated to their cause, Philippine independence, and less willing to follow directives from above. Third, and related to the second, Aguinaldo's control over his movement was so tenuous that he did not discipline bad officers, as they would have been disciplined in the American army, out of fear that they would cease supporting him. And fourth, American officers had extensive training and experience in military operations and leadership, whereas the insurgent leaders not only had to learn everything on the job but typically had less experience relevant to this line of work 43
On July 4, MacArthur turned over his military command to Major General Adna R. Chaffee. His civil-military governorship was transferred to William Howard Taft, the future president and the future chief justice of the Supreme Court, but Chaffee would be the man most responsible for counterinsur gency. Chaffee had served under Sheridan in 1864 during the devastation of the Shenandoah Valley, and after the Civil War he had spent decades fighting the Kiowas, Comanches, Cheyennes, and Apaches, giving him intimate familiarity with the harsh forms of counterinsurgency that he soon employed in the Philippines. A tough man who always put the mission ahead of compassion, Chaffee did not hesitate to remove officers who were reluctant to use harsh measures 44
The two big insurgent strongholds that remained to be subdued after Chaffee's assumption of power were Samar and Batangas. Samar, an eastern island, had never been completely controlled by the Spanish. The 5,000-square-mile interior was filled with swamps, mountains, jungles, and disease-ridden animals, ranking it among the least inviting areas in the archipelago. The persistence of insurgent activity on Samar could be traced not only to terrain but also to the quality of the insurgent commanders, who were among the best the insurgents had to offer.45 The American troop presence on the island, moreover, had been small in 1900 and most of 1901. Samar did not attract much attention from Manila until a series of assaults in the autumn of 1901, culminating with an attack at Balangiga on September 28.
Of the seventy-four Americans performing garrison duty in the town of Balangiga, nearly all were having breakfast at an outdoor kitchen when the insurgents struck. The town mayor, an insurgent agent, had previously obtained American consent to let ioo covert insurgents into the town on the pretext of employing them in public works projects. The Balangiga police chief, another covert insurgent, began the sneak attack, leading a handful of men in silently killing the three unsuspecting American sentries, the only Americans who were carrying rifles. The rest of the ioo insurgents then stormed out of tents and the parish church, clutching bolos and axes, and descended on the kitchen. Most of the Americans were eating at tables when the attackers set upon them, and many were cut to death before they knew what was happening. The company sergeant's head was split apart by an axe. Another man's head was severed with a bolo and fell into his breakfast plate. The company commander, Captain Thomas W. Connell, was standing in his pajamas in the officer quarters, a former convent, when the onslaught commenced. Jumping down from his second-story window, he ran toward his troops but was cut down by a bolo before he reached them.
Those who survived the insurgents' first slashes grabbed meat cleavers, cookpots, baseball bats, rocks, and whatever else they could find and met the attacking horde in desperate and vicious battle. The slaughter might have been total had it not been for one enormous American, Sergeant George F. Markley, who brawled his way to the enlisted barracks where the weapons were stacked, grabbed a rifle, and started shooting down insurgents. The survivors rallied around Markley and fought their way to a beach, where they escaped by boat. When the bloodbath was over, forty-eight Americans were dead and twentytwo wounded. The insurgents mutilated the American corpses, in one case gouging out a lieutenant's eyes and spreading jam on his face to attract insects 46
Chaffee concluded that the American soldiers had been attacked because of Captain Connell's excessive kindness to the natives, but Connell had been far from kind to the people of Balangiga. His poor conduct and that of his men may, in fact, have triggered the attack. Connell had infuriated the townspeople by forcing them to work without pay and live in conditions so overcrowded and squalid that they appalled some of the American soldiers. Troops under Connell's command had reportedly committed numerous acts of violence and theft against the populace, another clear indication of a deficit in leadership 47
Chaffee would have replied vigorously to such a slaughter in any case, but his misperception of its causes ensured that the retribution was extreme. The navy's gunboats and the army's forces on Samar received orders to "make a desert of Balangiga." Vengeful sailors and soldiers flattened everything in the town save for the stone walls of the church. Next, Chaffee increased the army's troop strength on Samar to 4,000 soldiers and assigned a new commander, Brigadier General Jacob "Hell Roaring Jake" Smith, a diminutive man named for his booming war cries.
As a rule, Chaffee liked to replace a new commander when a job was not getting done, and he usually found a new commander who was more effective than his predecessor, but in this instance Chaffee erred badly in choosing the replacement. Having served previously with Smith, Chaffee should have heeded the indications that Smith deserved to be kept away from such a job at all costs. After performing without distinction in the Civil War, Smith had spent three decades at the rank of captain. He had been court-martialed three times, twice for insubordination and once for the illegal sale of alcohol. In the Philippines, Smith had improved his reputation by performing competently as a regimental commander and district commander, but he owed his appointment at Samar more to his success in schmoozing MacArthur and Taft than to worthy service. If giving command to an erratic man like Smith was unavoid able, he should have been kept on a short leash, yet Chaffee not only instructed Smith to impose draconian measures but set no limits on what he could do on Samar.4S
To halt the shipment of contraband to Samar, Smith ordered tight restrictions on the movements of commercial boats-a good first step. But Smith thereafter neglected to issue sound orders or to supervise, critical failures in so trying an environment. Smith was "wholly lacking in tact, judgement and administrative capacity," observed Taft's deputy. Smith informed American gunboat crews and infantry companies that they could destroy any village that was abetting the insurgents, which, in conjunction with his lack of oversight, made him culpable for several atrocities committed by his subordinates 49
The greatest notoriety accrued to Major Littleton W. T. Waller, commander of a Marine battalion that had been shipped to Samar after the Balangiga disaster. Smith told Waller, "I want no prisoners. I wish you to burn and kill; the more you burn and kill, the better it will please me."50 Every male over the age of ten should be killed, Smith said, and the interior of the island should be turned into a "howling wilderness." Waller did not systematically slaughter males over the age of ten, but he did orchestrate much burning and killing. During an eleven-day stretch in October and November, Waller's Marines burned down 255 houses, destroyed one ton of hemp and half a ton of rice, killed thirty-nine men, and captured another eighteen. In December, Waller took fifty Marines, two Filipino scouts, and thirty-three Filipino porters on a hasty and senseless expedition to Basey, ignoring warnings from more experienced army officers about the perilous terrain and the difficulties of resupply. Waller and his followers met thick jungle that had to be hacked away at a snail's pace. Within six days, the men were near exhaustion, and so were their supplies, so Waller and his followers turned back. At one point, Waller and some of the other officers split off into small groups to fend for themselves, leaving other Marines and the porters behind, stranded until relief parties reached them on January i8. Eleven Marines perished during the debacle.
Some of the surviving Marines reported that three Filipino porters had hidden food or disobeyed orders during the expedition, so Waller and his adjutant, Lieutenant John H. A. Day, summarily executed these three-plus nine others in order to put the number of dead porters above the number of dead Marines. Waller and Day were subsequently court-martialed for murder. Day evaded punishment by saying that he was under orders from Waller, and Waller evaded punishment by claiming that he was under orders from Smith 51
In January 1902, following barrages of complaints about Smith's conduct from every conceivable direction, Chaffee ordered Smith to abandon the harshest measures and get food to famished Filipino civilians. Smith said that he would do so. Before these changes made their way to the field, however, the American forces and their Filipino allies finished off the insurgents, who by now had been driven close to starvation by the ruination of the island's farmland. The top guerrilla commander on the island was captured on February 18, and the last guerrillas surrendered on April 27.52
Justice caught up with Smith in April, when he was relieved of command, sent to Manila, and put under investigation. By this time, word of the misdeeds on Samar had spread across the Philippines and the United States, stirring up outraged condemnation in both countries. Smith was found guilty of "conduct to the prejudice of good order and military discipline" for the orders he had issued on Samar. His only punishment, however, was forced retirement, leniency being granted in recognition of his "long career distinguished for gallantry and on the whole for good conduct."53
In the province of Batangas, the counterinsurgents faced a situation no less daunting than the one in Samar. Well-led guerrilla troops ran rampant, aided by a civilian populace that freely gave them food and forewarned them of American operations. Such was the military strength of the guerillas that the Americans needed thirty to forty soldiers to go anywhere and had to keep troops so concentrated that they could garrison only a few of the towns. In October 1901, Chaffee decided that the commander responsible for Batangas was not good enough and replaced him with J. Franklin Bell. This time, Chaffee chose well. Just about everyone in the Philippines viewed Bell as the best American officer of the war. Even the American reporters who hated the military liked him. The army, to its credit, had kept Bell and some other fine American officers in the Philippines for the duration of the war, now under way for more than three years, rather than rotating them to the United States or other countries.
Bell spent the first week of his new job meeting with Filipino elites across Batangas, probing for information on present conditions and options. Once he had taken in the dynamics of the insurgent environment to his satisfaction, he decided that victory could best be reached by punishing into sub mission the principalia who were guiding and underwriting the insurgency. Possessed of a bluntness that would have necessitated unceasing apologies and early retirement had he lived a century later, Bell remarked that punishing one member of the principalia was more valuable than punishing ioo commoners, for "the common people amount to nothing. They are merely densely ignorant tools, who blindly follow the lead of the principalia."54 Bell told his men to be "considerate and courteous in manner" and to refrain from cruelty toward Filipinos, including prisoners; he refused to tolerate the flagrant atrocities that Smith had countenanced in Samar. Such differences help account for the widely differing impressions that Bell and Smith made on their military colleagues during these campaigns, with Bell adding to his fame and Smith becoming an embarrassment 55
Bell, nevertheless, fully appreciated the shortcomings of benevolent pacification and was convinced that the stern application of armed force and population control measures was the most effective, and hence also the most humane, way to win. A short and severe war," he said, "creates in the aggregate less loss and suffering than benevolent war indefinitely prolonged."56 In public proclamations, Bell warned that Filipinos who did not actively participate in counterinsurgency activities would be classified as enemies and penalized with fines, property destruction, imprisonment, or perhaps even death. Bell delivered this threat in the most dispassionate tone possible, and he otherwise avoided issuing threats at all, for he was convinced that threats from the counterinsurgents generally conveyed weakness to the population, particularly when made in anger or exasperation. "Say little, and let acts, not words, convey your meaning," he instructed his subordinates. "Words count for nothing. The more an officer talks, the less they think he is going to do. The more he does and the less he says, the more apprehensive they become while waiting for what is to happen next."57
Bell employed some of the best U.S. counterinsurgency officers as provost marshals and granted them authority to make mass arrests and impose hefty fines. Swiftly carrying out interrogations and investigations, the provost marshals unearthed and broke apart the shadow governments. Bell's officers confiscated the weapons of Filipino policemen and cut their pay, then told them that to regain their weapons and their pay they would have to help the U.S. Army defeat the insurgents, a policy that had a salutary effect on the police. At Bell's command, American officers took their troops into insurgent hotbeds to eliminate every form of animal and plant life fit for human consumption 5S In all of these endeavors, Bell gave his subordinate commanders much freedom of action, assuring them that "it is not necessary to seek or wait for authority from these headquarters to do anything or take any action which will contribute to the end in view."59
On December 8, Bell told his commanders that they had twenty days to transplant all civilians and their possessions into protected areas. After the twenty days had elapsed, anything outside these areas was subject to destruction, and any male caught beyond the boundaries would be arrested or, if he resisted arrest, shot. Bell gave his post commanders latitude in enforcing this order, permitting them to exempt civilians in areas of minimal guerrilla activity and to use the threat of concentration, not necessarily its implementation, to coerce local Filipino leaders.
Once the people had been relocated, they were compelled to participate in support tasks for the U.S. armed forces without compensation. They could harvest crops only under the watch of American troops. Bell ordered post commanders to ensure that the relocated Filipinos had adequate food, health care, and sanitation, and commanders generally did their best to comply, although in a few instances they did not provide enough food or failed to maintain adequate public sanitation. Unfortunately, the concentration of the civilian population facilitated the spread of diseases, especially malaria. Approximately ii,ooo people died during the first months of 1902 in Batangas, almost all from disease eo
With Bell preaching relentless action, the American lieutenants and captains in Batangas searched unflaggingly for the insurgents and their strongholds. Filipinos served alongside them as guides and informants, in some cases willingly, in other cases not. As with everything else he put in his sights, Bell greatly improved the collection and dissemination of intelligence, especially that pertaining to the principalia. Although he had approximately the same number of troops as the insurgents, he devastated the insurgents militarily in a few months, thanks to the removal of civilians and food from the countryside, effective intelligence gathering, and well-executed military operations. Counterinsurgent military victories and the Americans' punitive measures caused numerous principalia to switch their allegiance to the Americans, with some signing up for work as counterinsurgent leaders. A number of guerrillas killed their officers and surrendered, and others deserted. The insurgency was thoroughly gutted by the time Miguel Malvar, the top insurgent leader, surrendered in April 1902.
Bell's methods and the thousands of civilian deaths in the relocation zones aroused indignation in some quarters of the United States, where it was emphatically noted that the United States had condemned the Spanish for employing similar methods in Cuba. Most American soldiers, on the other hand, believed that Bell had done a superb job, and he even gained the respect of his insurgent adversaries. Insurgent leaders subsequently attested that the war would have gone on for at least a few more years had it not been for Bell's harsh methods, lending credence to Bell's judgment that a severe war would be shorter and thus less harmful than a benevolent war.bl
Bell's campaign in Batangas and Smith's campaign in Samar underscored one of the most important lessons of the Philippine Insurrection -that drastic measures could defeat the insurgents quickly without large-scale violence against the civilian populace, but only if the right type of leader commanded the counterinsurgents. Dedicated commanders with integrity and strong organizational skills made sure that the troops remained disciplined and did not murder and pillage. The American atrocities during the war, in Samar and elsewhere, most often occurred because commanders did not keep an eye on subordinates or gave them directions that sanctioned indiscriminate destruction. When excesses occurred on the watch of a good officer, the officer meted out stern punishments to prevent repetition, while the officer who did not punish permitted and encouraged more excesses. Good commanders, moreover, were selective in the use of the most highly destructive instruments, recognizing that in some locations a pair of scissors worked better than a saw. Of course, political considerations often deny twenty-first-century counterinsurgents the use of the saw, but the same cautions apply to less drastic measures.
The U.S. response to the Philippine Insurrection contradicts the view, held nowadays by a preponderance of highly educated Westerners, that civic action is invariably more effective than military action in defeating insurgents. For most of i9oo, the United States concentrated on civic action but failed to curb the insurgency or to obtain much assistance from the civilian populace, because the citizenry either sympathized with the insurgents or submitted to them to avoid assassination by insurgent hit men. In most areas afflicted with rebellion, the Americans did not begin to weaken the insurgency until they started arresting and killing insurgents and punishing their civilian accomplices. Once the Americans resorted to force, elites began switching their allegiance-they realized that the cost of supporting the insurgents had gone up, the risk of falling victim to insurgent assassins had gone down, and the likelihood of ultimate victory had shifted to the counterinsurgent side. Civic action did help convince some Filipinos to support the Americans, both early in the war and later, by showing that American rule could better their lives, but many willingly switched sides where civic action was scarce. The optimal mix of civic action and military action depended upon local circumstances; whether the counterinsurgents achieved that mix or something approximating it depended on the ability of the local commander to comprehend those circumstances and act accordingly.
Except in a few places where the United States empowered entire tribes or sects and not rival groups that belonged to the insurgency, American commanders did not try to supplant the traditional elites with new elites, as had been tried so unsuccessfully in the United States during Reconstruction. Instead, they gained the cooperation of the traditional elites, the principalia, which ensured the cooperation of the masses, since the masses largely did as the principalia told them. Although the counterinsurgency started out principally as an American affair, in its later stages it relied heavily on the members of the principalia who took on leading roles in municipal governments, security forces, and the Federal Party. The defections of the principalia eventually enabled the United States to turn over most security duties to the Filipinos, an important consideration in light of the mounting U.S. public opposition to the war.
The repeated American command changes during the Philippine Insurrection produced an excellent database from which to glean conclusions about various leadership practices. American commanders at higher levels benefited a great deal from traveling into the field to acquire information from local officers. Upper-level leaders who micromanaged the war unfailingly impaired the counterinsurgency, since local commanders were more familiar with local conditions and most had the judgment and other traits required to make sound decisions on their own. The most effective senior leaders minimized constraints on local commanders, aside from those forbidding unlawful conduct, thereby allowing officers to improvise and adapt nearly unfettered, which was crucial in a war where the multiplicity of challenges defied textbook solutions. The ability of U.S. forces to adapt to the demands of the situation contradicts the view of most modern counterinsurgency theorists that armies trained for conventional war reflexively treat irregular wars as conventional wars. It also contradicts the conclusion, popularly derived from that view, that the preparation of counterinsurgency forces requires massive changes in training and doctrine.
Last, the Philippine Insurrection highlights the importance of command selection in defeating insurgents. Some American commanders had the power to remove subordinate commanders for inferior performance, and when they exercised this power, they usually installed replacements who were richer in the necessary leadership attributes and thus improved the output of the American forces. At the more rarefied levels of command, however, appointments were very often made and sustained based on seniority. This was an understandable policy in peacetime but a harmful policy in wartime, for it gave life-and-death decisions to older officers of sundry abilities while excluding highly capable young officers. In the few cases where junior officers were promoted upward rapidly, they outperformed most of their new peers. The War Department did demonstrate noteworthy flexibility in its personnel policies by retaining superior officers in command positions throughout the war. Counterinsurgent forces reached their maximum effectiveness when the relatively small number of key commands were occupied for long stretches by the most talented officers.



CHAPTER 5
The Huk Rebellion
fter the defeat of Aguinaldo's Army of Liberation of the Philippines, Manuel Tinio returned to his i,ooo-acre estate in the central Luzon barrio of San Ricardo. An upstanding member of the principalia, Tinio had served as a general under Aguinaldo, but now he put politics aside and concentrated on his piece of land, an expanse of virgin forest and meadows. Over the next two decades, he allowed peasants from other areas to clear parcels, a few acres per family, and cultivate rice; they gave him 55 percent of the crop as rent. As was customary, the tenants helped Tinio with various chores, and he accorded them a variety of benefits and privileges. Tinio allowed them to grow vegetables and raise chickens for their own consumption and to cut down trees for firewood and lumber. Becoming almost a member of their families, he paid for baptisms and weddings, became the godfather of their children, and helped in the rice fields when a family member was sick. Most important, Tinio loaned them rice or cash at no interest for months at a time, providing a critical safety net when typhoons or floods or other disruptions deprived the tenants of food for their families. These arrangements pleased both Tinio and his tenants.
When Manuel Tinio died in 1924, his son Manolo inherited the estate. A recent graduate of Cornell University, Manolo Tinio had absorbed modern business ideas in America. He viewed the tenants strictly as business clients, and the 1,ooo acres as a business enterprise from which to pull out the maximum profit. Consequently, he discontinued the interest-free lending of money and rice to the tenants, which forced them to borrow at crippling interest rates from moneylenders. Other tenant benefits, such as free unhusked rice at harvest time to feed to their chickens, came to an end. Frequently absent from his lands, Manolo hired overseers to keep watch over the tenants and declined to sponsor baptisms or weddings or even give gifts on those occasions. Yet he expected the tenants to do everything for him that they had done for his father. Peasants who had loved Manuel Tinio had only contempt for his son.'
The Tinio family story resembles that of countless other principalia families during the first decades of the twentieth century. Once the troops of Arthur MacArthur and Adna Chaffee had extinguished the insurrection, the rural elites drifted from their estates to Manila and other cities, attracted by the modernization and urban prosperity stimulated by American rule. The United States plugged the Philippine countryside into the world economy, which enabled the principalia to sell rice and sugar from their estates on the world markets, providing cash for the purchase of imported goods. It became commonplace for landlords to give control of family estates to profit-maximizing overseers who cut the peasants' benefits and raised rental rates, and for peasants to resent their landlords for abdicating their traditional responsibilities!
In some regions of Luzon, tenant farmers responded to the changes by hiding crops from the overseers, who tended to be less knowledgeable than the landlords. Others supported organizations that called for the landlords to repeal rent hikes and resume their former paternalistic activities. The tiny Philippine Communist Party-which was formed in the 1920s as the Comintern was creating Communist Parties across Asia-and a small number of other left-wing radicals took up arms against the landlords and the government. Hoping to capitalize on the breakdown of the traditional peasant-landlord relationship, the radicals sought to take the place of the landlords as authority figures.
All resistance activities came to an abrupt halt with the Japanese invasion of the Philippines in December 1941. Having neutralized American air and naval forces with surprise air attacks, the Japanese sent ashore huge numbers of amphibious forces, compelling the Philippine and American forces of General Douglas MacArthur to fall back to the fortresses of Bataan and Corregidor. Besieged by the Japanese, the American and Philippine forces held on for several months but eventually were defeated by lack of food and overwhelming Japanese force. As the end approached for the defenders at Corregidor, President Roosevelt ordered MacArthur to go to Australia, which MacArthur did, albeit burdened with the knowledge that most of the American and Phil ippine soldiers had to be left behind. Philippine president Manuel Quezon likewise fled the country, stopping in Australia before moving to the United States to set up a government-in-exile. The 70,000 Americans and Filipinos captured in Bataan were force-marched for six days with no food or water in ioo-degree heat as Japanese soldiers beat or shot those who had trouble keeping up. Fifteen thousand perished on the "Bataan Death March."
American officers who had evaded the Japanese took to the hills and recruited Filipinos into guerrilla units called the U.S. Armed Forces Far East (USAFFE). The Philippine Communist Party set up a separate guerrilla organization called Hukbo ng Bayan Laban so Hapon, abbreviated to Hukbalahap or Huk, meaning "anti-Japanese army," which, like the USAFFE, claimed to be fighting simply for liberation from the Japanese aggressors. The Huks' public professions of nationalism masked their real intentions, which included promoting international revolution. Luis Taruc, the top Communist military commander, was an anomaly, for he possessed real nationalist sentiments and was also a religious man, heresies that the party tolerated only because of his exceptional leadership gifts.' In 1942 the Huks repeatedly rebuffed calls by American officers to put themselves under the complete command of the USAFFE, leading the USAFFE command to declare that all guerrillas not in its employ were enemies of the United States.
The Japanese at first raped and pillaged on a large scale, but then settled down and got Filipinos to do much of the raping and pillaging for them. As the war progressed, oppression by Filipino units often weighed more heavily on the people than Japanese oppression did. Murder, rape, and other vile acts by Philippine collaborators and Japanese troops drove many peasants to join the Huks, as did a series of early Huk military successes. In 1942, Huk strength rose from less than 300 to 3,000, and by September 1944 it had reached at least 1o,ooo. At "Stalin University" in the Sierra Madre mountains, Huk officers received training from seasoned Huk leaders and veterans of the Chinese Red Army. Most of the guerrillas did not receive formal instruction, learning guerrilla tactics instead on the job and from experienced comrades. Their attacks on the Japanese were small in scale and duration because of their limited ammunition and the ability of the Japanese to bring reinforcements quickly. Generally, they directed more violence at Filipinos who collaborated with the Japanese than at the Japanese themselves, killing 20,000 Filipinos during the war as opposed to 5,000 Japanese 4
Huk forces established shadow governments in central Luzon, their prin cipal base of operations, an area forty miles wide and over ioo miles long between the Zambales mountain range and the Central Cordillera. In 1943 the Huks started encroaching on territory that had been the sole domain of the USAFFE guerrillas, on several occasions exchanging fire with USAFFE forces. A few Huk units provided interpreters or guides to Douglas MacArthur's 8th Army after its entry into the Philippines in October 1944, but cooperation was the exception rather than the rule. American officers recognized that the Huks were dangerous radicals, feigning friendship as a temporary expedient until they were ready to expel the Americans from the Philippines. Major Robert Lapham of the Central Luzon USAFFE wrote in January 1945 that the Hukbalahap was a "subversive" and "radical" organization, guilty of "carnage, revenge, banditry and highjacking" that was "never equalled in any page of history of the Philippines."'
With the coming of peace and victory over Japan, MacArthur ordered that the Huks be disbanded. Some Huk guerrillas were disarmed at gunpoint after refusing initial requests to turn in their weapons, and a number were imprisoned for subversion, kidnapping, or murder. Unlike Philippine veterans of the USAFFE, who received back pay and veterans benefits and who were welcomed into the Philippine Military Police Corps, most Huks received no benefits and were barred from governmental service.
Sergio Osmena assumed the presidency of the restored Philippine nation, having replaced Manuel Quezon after the latter's death at Saranac Lake, New York, two months before MacArthur's return to the Philippines. An inept and uncharismatic leader, Osmena was in every respect the opposite of what was needed in this precarious hour. Much of Manila and the other large population centers had been reduced to rubble during the last months of the fighting, and critical government departments such as sanitation and law enforcement were in chaos, with few personnel remaining and few buildings intact. Osmena failed to step forward with energy or urgency to reassemble the governmental structure. Although the United States sent millions of tons of food and hundreds of millions of dollars, it entrusted the distribution of the aid to Osmena's regime in the spirit of promoting self-government, which allowed corrupt and ineffectual officials to pocket or waste vast sums.
Wary of Communist subversion, Osmena appointed known antiCommunists to head the local governments and security forces in central Luzon. Aside from their opposition to Communism, however, the only other noteworthy characteristic of many of these appointees was an aptitude for crime. Soldiers and policemen plundered the barrios without restraint. Even worse was the behavior of the civilian guards hired by landlords at war's end to help secure property and enforce rent increases. In response, Huk veterans banded together and used whatever weapons they could find to attack government forces and the private security forces.'
During the spring of 1946 the government sent additional forces with armored cars to wage war in central Luzon. The Huks continued to fight back while also preparing for the national elections, which were held in April, just before the Philippines received full independence from the United States. The leaders of the Philippine Communist Party created a new political organization called the Democratic Alliance, which purported to be a party of the moderate left. The Democratic Alliance recruited huge numbers of non-Communists, most of whom did not know that Communists held all of the top leadership positions in the Democratic Alliance or that the Communists intended to use the organization to overthrow the government by 1952.'
In the national elections Luis Taruc and five other Democratic Alliance members from central Luzon were elected to the Congress. But Manuel Roxas, the newly elected president, and congressmen from his Liberal Party voided the election of these six because Democratic Alliance thugs had intimidated and terrorized voters in central Luzon. Roxas, a charismatic man who enraptured audiences with speeches promising heaven on earth, tried to appease the Huks by compelling landlords to let tenants keep 70 percent of their crops, but the Huks responded with impossible demands, such as the disbandment of the national armed forces. So Roxas renewed the attacks on the Huks, and some of his men apparently murdered the Democratic Alliance leader Juan Feleo in August. Both acts convinced much of the Huk leadership that violence promised better results than political action.
For the next two years, provincial Communist Party organizations and Communist front organizations like the Democratic Alliance and National Peasants' Union led a guerrilla war against the government and the landlords in central Luzon. Much of the national Communist Party leadership did not at first embrace violence, preferring to focus on trade unions and other legal political means of obtaining power, but top party officials like Luis Taruc and Casto Alejandrino were active in directing Huk military activities early on. Organized in typical Communist fashion, the Huks had a mixture of full-time fighters, part-time fighters, service supporters, and civilian sympathizers. Peasants often provided the Huks with information on government and landlord forces. After counting government trucks and armored cars as they passed and noting the types of troops, peasant scouts sent the information by runner to the nearest Huk field command. The Huks also had numerous agents among government officials and in the Philippine Police Constabulary, who warned them of government operations in advance.'
In response to the rise in insurgent violence, Roxas declared that the government would use an "iron fist" to destroy the insurgents within sixty days. The iron-fist campaign lasted two years and never achieved this objective. The first problem was a shortage of troops. In 1946 the government had only 37,000 men in its security forces, scattered across the entire archipelago, of whom 25,000 were in the regular armed forces. Arrayed against them were 10,000 well-led, experienced Huk regulars and many more Huk irregulars. The government's repression might nevertheless have undermined the insurgency had it been undertaken by talented and persistent leaders who deftly eliminated insurgents and convinced the citizenry that the insurgents were going to lose. Without such leadership, it merely antagonized the population.
Primary responsibility for fighting the insurgents belonged at first to the Philippine Military Police Corps, later renamed the Philippine Constabulary. After this organization flunked the test of battle, the Philippine army entered the fray, bringing with it artillery, tanks, armored cars, and aircraft, but the army did scarcely better. Many of the most successful leaders from the prewar constabulary and army had been killed fighting the Japanese or had died in Japanese prisons, and after the war new officers were chosen hastily, based on personal connections or their services to the ruling party, not ability or track record. Roxas, soaring rhetoric notwithstanding, did little to ameliorate the problem after assuming the presidency.9 Most constabulary and military leaders lacked the initiative, dedication, and tactical judgment required for fruitful military action. They kept their forces inside their posts for much of the day and all of the night. It was commonplace for units to avoid forays into the countryside entirely, other than an occasional brief excursion during which they fired off their rifles at nothing in particular and then submitted reports that they had inflicted heavy casualties on the Huks. Government officers who were more motivated to hurt the Huks often did not know where the guerrillas were and thus flailed blindly while the insurgents jabbed at them from all sides10
The inability to hit back at the guerrillas naturally made the counterinsurgents angry, and some leaders allowed their troops to give vent to this anger by ravaging villages suspected of abetting the Huks. Constabulary and army officers permitted troops to steal food, burn houses, make dubious arrests, and commit violent crimes against civilians, all of which stoked the people's desire to support the insurgency. The landlords' civilian guards committed the same offenses. And the Philippine court system did not protect peasants but instead protected the interests of government officials and the wealthy.11
Across central Luzon, peasants joined or assisted the insurgents primarily to avenge victimized relatives or to avoid becoming victims themselves. The Pampangans, the dominant ethnic group in central Luzon, were culturally inclined to resist oppression fiercely by organizing themselves under unusually strong leaders, which does much to explain why the insurgency flourished there and failed to sprout in other areas of the Philippines despite the Huks' repeated dispatching of armed proselytizers 12 The Huks, who deterred their own people from committing abuses by making mistreatment of innocent civilians a capital offense, came across as protectors of law and order against the unruly government and landlord forces.
The Huks' burgeoning military strength and their battlefield successes also helped them win over the people of central Luzon. William J. Pomeroy, an American Communist who spent several years in the Huk ranks, remarked, "The people are always impressed by the arms, not out of fear but out of a feeling of strength. We get up before the people then, backed up by our arms, and give them the message of the struggle. It is never difficult after that."13
Factors other than government and landlord mistreatment and Huk military strength had little bearing on the peasants' political orientation. In propaganda, the Huks vowed to give sharecroppers ownership of the land they tilled, which might have seemed very appealing in a country where 9o percent of farmers did not own any land, yet interviews with Huk veterans indicate that land reform did not rank among their principal sources of motivation for joining. In practice, Huk agrarian policies were often limited in scope, aimed mainly at compelling landlords to restore interest-free loans and raise the percentage of crops kept by tenants to what it had been in the past-a return to wealth lost, not a grab for wealth never held14 During a 1970 interview, former Philippine Communist Party general secretary Jesus Lava recalled that "it was the party that propagandized the slogan `Land for the Landless: That didn't come from an outcry by the peasants. Few peasants then-or even todaywere willing to fight with guns for land. Most really only wanted larger shares of the harvests"15
Of even less importance to the peasants was Marxist-Leninist ideology. Whereas the Communist leaders were highly educated intellectuals from cities, where the wealthy citizens drove cars and kept their food in refrigerators, most of the Huks were recruited from barrios, where the typical peasant possessed at best an elementary school education and occupied a thatchedroof bamboo hut with no running water or electricity. At first, the peasants failed to grasp Communist ideology simply because of a lack of education, and they failed to grasp it even after serving for several years in the Huks because the party misled the fighters into believing that land redistribution was an ultimate objective, not what it really was-an intermediate step that was to be followed by abolition of private ownership. One of the dedicated Communists among the Huks explained: "Since the peasants do not understand the benefits of collective ownership you have to cater to their backward thinking.""
In April 1948, Roxas died of a heart attack during a visit to Clark Air Base on Luzon. The presidency was transferred to Vice President Elpidio Quirino, a man who owed his high position in the Liberal Party to his lack of collaboration with the Japanese during the war, rather than to any abilities of his own. Under his administration, corruption surged. Observers disagreed over whether Quirino himself was especially corrupt, but his failure to rein in the venal individuals around him was undisputed. As a result of the siphoning of public funds, the Philippine economy stalled. The Americans, who were pouring in aid to help the Philippine government fight Communism, beseeched Quirino to halt the pilfering, but to no effect. Secretary of State Dean Acheson spoke wistfully of replacing Quirino but restrained himself with the thought that American involvement in Quirino's removal would become known publicly and damage the standing of the United States across Asia."
In the 1949 presidential race between Quirino and the Nationalist Party's Jose Laurel, Quirino supporters used cash payments and intimidation to obtain votes. They registered children, dead people, flowers, and birds as voters and filled ballot boxes with votes for Quirino. Laurel's supporters also committed acts of fraud, but apparently of a lesser magnitude, for Quirino finished with more votes and retained the presidency. The electoral misdeeds, widely publicized by the Huks and the press, made Huk supporters out of people who were becoming disenchanted with the two largest national parties.
The fraud in the 1949 election also convinced the Philippine Communist Party to abandon its remaining hopes for gaining power through elections and to concentrate exclusively on military action. Huk military attacks of late had been crowned with victories, driving terrified government officials from the provinces to Manila. The Huk forces were approaching an armed strength of 15,000 men. In January 1950, the party resolved to accelerate the armed struggle in order to topple Quirino's government by 1952 1S
From March to May 1950, the Huks raided towns in central Luzon, killing government forces, stealing weapons, and raising the hammer and sickle over town squares. The government responded with predictable feebleness. An American military adviser warned that the Huks were on the verge of taking complete control of sections of central Luzon. In August, 500 Huks launched two attacks on army bases, inflicting debilitating and embarrassing losses on government forces. During one of these attacks, the Huks killed the patients in the base hospital, raped the nurses prior to killing them, and released fortyseven prisoners from the provincial jail. As a result of these victories, the party leadership moved up the target date for achieving decisive victory to 195119
It was during this time of despair that a new leader arrived to pull the drowning Philippine government out of the water. Ramon Magsaysay was born in 1907 in a hut made of bamboo and cogon grass, the Philippine equivalent of Abraham Lincoln's log cabin. His father taught carpentry until he was fired for flunking the school superintendent's son, after which he opened a small store that sold retail items in very small quantities to impoverished peasants. A strict disciplinarian, the elder Magsaysay required his children to work long hours during the day and stay home after dark, and he beat them for misbehaving. Through his hard work and that of his eight children, the father eventually collected enough money to open a blacksmith shop. Ramon chopped down trees and made charcoal, which he took to the forge, where he pumped the bellows while his father hammered away on the anvil.
Ramon Magsaysay also spent much of his youth milking water buffaloes and working his family's modest plot of farmland. By doing a peasant's work and talking with peasants, he became much more knowledgeable about the peasantry than most members of the middle class to which his family was ascending, not to mention the urban elites. He sympathized with the peasants then, and also years later, when he had the power to translate sentiments into governmental action.20
Magsaysay attended college in Manila, then went to work at a bus company as a mechanic. With talent and hard work he became a manager, making him a full-fledged member of the expanding Philippine middle class, which included quite a few young idealists intent on making political and economic reforms that the upper class had been unwilling to make. When the Japanese invaded the Philippines in December 1941, he joined a Philippine infantry division, and after the fall of Manila he signed on to a USAFFE unit to fight as a guerrilla. He so impressed the Americans that in February 1945, MacArthur made him military governor of Zambales province.
In 1946, Ramon Magsaysay won election to the Philippine House of Representatives as a member of Roxas's Liberal Party. He served ably on the House Committee on National Defense and became its chair in 1949. While on a trip to the United States in April 1950, Magsaysay met Edward Lansdale of the Office of Policy Coordination, a covert action outfit that was later merged into the CIA. Lansdale, who had operated in the Philippines as a military intelligence officer after World War II, had recently been sketching plans for saving the Philippines from Communism. His superiors found his ideas incisive and were considering sending him to Manila. At their first meeting, Magsaysay and Lansdale discovered similarities in thought and commitment. The next day, Lansdale informed American military and civilian officials that Magsaysay could help rescue the Philippines, and he presented the dashing Philippine congressman to them in person. The Office of Policy Coordination and the State Department, which by this point were thoroughly disgusted with Quirino, concluded that Magsaysay ought to be propelled to a position of greater prominence in the Philippine government. They decided, in addition, to send Lansdale to the Philippines with a few sidekicks and a large bank account to assist Magsaysay and the Philippine government in general.21
George Chester of the Office of Policy Coordination and Livingston Merchant, deputy assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern affairs, flew to the Philippines to join forces with the head of the American advisory group, Major General Leland Hobbs, and the American ambassador, Myron Cowen. Converging on Quirino like a herd of salesmen, they urged him to appoint Magsaysay secretary of national defense. The appointment, they made clear, would lead to further U.S. aid, something that Quirino knew would be difficult to obtain after his failure to meet repeated American demands for reform. Some of the Philippine Liberal Party senators, alarmed by the government's inability to check the Huks' advances, also pushed hard to get Magsaysay appointed. Quirino was reluctant to make the appointment, for he viewed Magsaysay as a potential political rival. On the other hand, Magsaysay might fail, and Quirino could not, in any event, afford to forfeit the American aid. He did not hesitate long before agreeing to grant the American request. When he extended the job offer, Quirino asked Magsaysay what he would need to destroy the Huks. Magsaysay replied, "An absolutely free hand." Quirino assented 22
Magsaysay became secretary of national defense in September 1950. Fearing that Huk assassins would target his home, he sent his family to Bataan and moved in with Lansdale, who had just arrived under the cover of intelligence adviser to the Philippine government. Having no experience as a national executive, Magsaysay was receptive to Lansdale's offers of advice and quickly came to rely on him. During the first months, Magsaysay conducted much of his official business in Lansdale's bungalow, where Lansdale could feed him ideas as Philippine officials filed in and out. At night, Magsaysay tossed out thoughts and Lansdale sorted and critiqued and added to them. Lansdale steered Magsaysay's thinking so subtly that Magsaysay was convinced that he had created and developed the ideas all by himself, which ensured that he would act on them.23 While Magsaysay possessed in abundance most of the characteristics of a strong counterinsurgency leader, much of the flexibility, the good judgment, and especially the creativity that he exhibited early on sprang from the mind of Edward Lansdale.
Although Lansdale was a man of ideas, he was not the sort who clings to libraries or offices. He did not trust the written reports of U.S. government officials or the articles and books by American scholars who were considered experts on the Philippines. "Maybe we should be more cautious in our listening to `experts' and pay more heed to how they have come to know that of which they speak," Lansdale once said. "When was the `expert' last invited to be a guest in an `average' Filipino household to share a meal? When did he last spend a night with Filipinos in the provinces? ... Does he honestly know whereof he speaks? Or, does he merely know Manila, the largest city, and a coterie of acquaintances?"24
To see the truth for himself, Lansdale traveled frequently into the countryside, at considerable risk to his person and in disregard of official U.S. regulations prohibiting Americans from venturing beyond a few safe zones. When people complained about his violations of those rules, he persuaded General Hobbs to grant him a special exemption. Although Lansdale had to rely on an interpreter to converse, he invariably succeeded in charming the local Filipinos he encountered, including some Huks. Lansdale "could make a friend of everybody except Satan," remarked one of the Americans who worked with him.25 By talking with people and observing the situation in the countryside firsthand, Lansdale concluded that the crux of the problem was the govern ment's harsh and unjust handling of the populace, and that this poor conduct stemmed from poor leadership.
After obtaining Magsaysay's concurrence in this assessment, Lansdale helped him find ways to fix the leadership. The solutions they formulated were not complicated but required vigor, perseverance, and moral rectitude, qualities with which Magsaysay, unlike his predecessors, was overflowing. Clad in an aloha shirt and slacks to conceal his identity, Magsaysay went to barracks and military installations without prior warning to check on his officers. On more than a few occasions, Magsaysay caught officers loafing or sleeping at their posts. After conversing with officers and enlisted personnel, he wandered over to the charcoal fires where civilians were cooking to consult them, often walking unaccompanied through dangerous areas and impressing all around him with his courage. Making maximum use of the free hand that Quirino had given him, Magsaysay fired or demoted officers wherever he found evidence of incompetence, inertia, corruption, or maltreatment of the citizenry. He also gave promotions on the spot to officers who had performed exceptionally well. Magsaysay made these inspection visits with astonishing frequency, but he also sent out trusted individuals to carry out surprise inspections at all hours. Once word had spread about the unannounced visits, many officers who had been lackadaisical perked up and began taking their jobs seriously. Those who did not became the next to feel the axe 26
During his first month as secretary of national defense, Magsaysay relieved thirteen high-ranking Philippine officers, including the chief of staff of the armed forces. Quirino, who was a good friend of many top officers, objected to these firings but acquiesced after Magsaysay said he would quit if Quirino revoked his authority to replace personnel. Officers who were relatives or chums of Magsaysay did not escape, either. When a committee of generals complained that all the changes were demoralizing the army, Magsaysay replied, "I don't care. If they are bad I will demoralize them some more." In the place of ousted officers, Magsaysay put men whom he and his American advisers knew to be dedicated and active. He replaced battalion commanders with young officers, ranging in age from twenty-five to thirty-two, who had a history of good performance. In addition, Magsaysay was able to make wholesale changes to the leadership of the ill-disciplined constabulary by convincing Quirino to transfer the constabulary from the Department of the Interior to the Department of National Defense. As a rule, Magsaysay avoided assigning officers to their native provinces so that they could not use their powers to act upon old grudges, and he broke up factions within the officer corps by shuffling officers around periodically.27
To his officers, Magsaysay emphasized winning the people over through good conduct. He insisted that officers promptly report theft and atrocities by Philippine troops and made sure that the perpetrators were duly punished. As a safeguard against officers who refused to report adequately, Magsaysay invited citizens to send him complaints of wrongdoing by government personnel. He had each complaint investigated, and disciplined the accused when they were found guilty."
Because of his charisma and his manifest dedication, Magsaysay was an outstanding motivator. Napoleon Valeriano, a Philippine military officer, and Charles Bohannon, an American adviser, asserted that Magsaysay had an "outstanding ability to inspire effective action by small units, to rally to his support leaders at all echelons." They noted that Magsaysay's subordinates strove to emulate his persona, which they described thus: "new, dramatic, infinitely energetic, determined to overcome, by any means necessary, the obstacles to effective action against the Huk."29 Magsaysay also inspired his officers to higher levels of integrity by living simply and displaying modesty in public appearances. Often he drove his own car rather than use a chauffeur. Government officials and officers became less disposed to corrupt behavior and to exhibitions of wealth that would raise suspicions of corruption 30
So magnetic was Magsaysay's personality that even some Huks turned into government supporters. After Magsaysay publicly offered to speak with any Filipino who wanted to help fight the insurgents, the Huks sent a young officer posing as an ordinary civilian to accept the offer and assassinate Magsaysay. When the young man showed up at his meeting with Magsaysay, he was ready to kill, but first he let Magsaysay speak. The would-be assassin was so impressed that he decided to switch to Magsaysay's side. In a stroke of remarkable good fortune for the government, the convert told Magsaysay that the top Huk leadership could be located by following a twelve-year-old girl in Manila who passed messages while selling meats and vegetables from a basket. Putting the girl under surveillance, Magsaysay speedily apprehended 150 Communist Party members, including the top twelve members of the politburo, along with the complete records of the Communist Party. For the Huks, it was a devastating blow, though not a fatal one 31
Magsaysay's new leaders in the military and the constabulary transformed central Luzon with the swiftness and totality of a tsunami. In stark contrast to their predecessors, battalion commanders regularly conducted patrols far from bases and roads, going deep into the jungles and swamps to look for Huks and collect information. They kept their men in the field for several days at a stretch, rather than bringing them in every night. Curtailing the use of large sweep operations, which the enemy easily evaded, they concentrated on aggressive small-unit patrolling, which not only made them less visible but also let them cover more ground and afforded more opportunities for interaction with the population. The army did retain large mobile reserve units that sped by motorized transport to the sites of big Huk attacks and, on occasion, mounted large assaults on enemy bases and supplies.32
Fundamental to the success of all these operations, as recounted in a book produced by the faculty of the Philippine Infantry School, were "the initiative, improvisation, and aggressiveness of the commander."33 In the hunt for information about the Huks, some commanders outdid others because they exercised greater initiative in collecting intelligence above and beyond what the intelligence organizations were already gathering, and sought information to corroborate that from single sources. The same commanders were usually the most aggressive and relentless in their military operations. The centrality of this type of leadership in bringing down the Huks is reflected in accounts from the other side. In November 1950, William Pomeroy described the new situation that he and the Huks faced: "Reports come in from all along the Sierra Madre. The enemy is becoming more aggressive. Spies are everywhere in the towns, and patrols are often in the forest now, where once they never came. Our [Field Commands] ambush them, shoot up their vehicles on the roads, make death traps of mountain paths, but the patrols do not stop."34 Improvisation was crucial because the counterinsurgency methods taught at the Infantry School and the Ground Combat School, which were largely derived from standard American counterinsurgency doctrines, often did not work in certain locales or worked only when adjusted to local conditions 35
The Infantry School study identified commanders, especially battalion commanders, as the sole determinants of troop morale and discipline. Effective battalion commanders routinely visited the men and looked into the problems that adversely affected their performance and welfare, fixing those problems whenever possible. They supervised small unit operations and made effective use of their staff. When such a battalion commander was replaced with an officer who did not lead properly, the morale and discipline of the battalion sank precipitously.36 Because of the prevalence of good commanders and hence good discipline after Magsaysay took over, Philippine troops committed far fewer crimes against the population than before, which led to greatly increased cooperation from the civilians. The new commanders also reined in the landlords' unruly civilian guards, the other leading source of peasant discontent 37
The improvements in the counterinsurgency effort were facilitated by huge increases in U.S. aid to the Philippines during Magsaysay's term as secretary of national defense, the result of heightened American fears of Communist expansionism in Asia following Mao Zedong's victory in China and North Korea's invasion of South Korea. The aid, however, was secondary in importance to leadership-corrupt and inept Philippine leadership would have found ways to fritter away the aid, no matter how plentiful. Magsaysay used some of the aid to raise the pay of Philippine soldiers, which enabled them to live decently without robbing the populace. Other funds were dedicated to ensuring that troops always had food, whether by transporting it to them by vehicle or allowing them to buy food locally, so that hunger did not drive them to take chickens or rice from peasant families 38
With American aid and Lansdale's advice, Magsaysay established programs and enacted reforms in such areas as agricultural credit, health, roads, and irrigation. Though modest in scale, these initiatives did much to bolster Magsaysay's image and the government's image because they were well publicized. Lansdale, tapping his expertise as a former advertising executive, helped the government sell itself in print and on the airwaves, and Magsaysay held numerous press conferences in which he persuasively articulated and justified his policies 39
Magsaysay received the greatest propaganda value from a program that was more ambitious in nature but similarly small in size. Dubbed the Economic Development Corps (EDCOR), the program gave former insurgents title to lands on Mindanao, chosen from tracts that had been publicly owned so as not to alarm the landowning elites. In February 1951, EDCOR began clearing the land, building roads, and establishing basic public services, and three months later the first settlers arrived. Each family received a plot of roughly fifteen acres of farmland and was issued tools and farm animals on credit. Philippine troops helped the settlers build homes of nipa palm or wood and illuminated them with electrical power, a luxury that most peasants had never before experienced. The communities had new hospitals, libraries, schools, and recreational facilities. A second site was established on Mindanao late in 1951, and two more in Luzon in 1954, in areas unmolested by guerrillas. All told, the program resettled only 1,200 families, many of whom contained no former Huks, having been selected because the government wanted enough staunchly anti-Communist families on the land to guard against subversion. Nor did it affect tenancy in the areas of high insurgent activity. Yet the program seriously undermined support for the rebellion and caused Huks to defect because government propagandists bombarded the populace with detailed reports on the program 40
Huk sources testified that the tide of the war turned against them between late 1951 and the first half of 1952. Aggressive and cunning government combat operations, they observed, inflicted fearsome casualties and destroyed bases. Government forces lay in ambush around towns and lived among the people, forcing the insurgents to hide in mountains or swamps or forests, where they could not obtain information or recruits or food-even the lush tropical forests contained almost no edible foliage. When the government forces went into the mountains and swamps and forests to track the guerrillas down, the Huks had to change locations constantly, depriving them of the time to recuperate and reorganize that almost every successful insurgency has had. Numerous Huks defected or surrendered because counterinsurgent military operations forced them into an existence devoid of food and rest and convinced them that the revolution was failing 41
Within the villages, the government's military successes eroded support for the Huk cause 42 The other critical development that helped divest the Huks of popular support was the improved behavior of government personnel and the landlords' private security forces. Having never been converted to the radical ideology of the Communist Party, most Huks and Huk supporters were ready to abandon the cause once their original grievance -abuses of power by government personnel and the landlords-had been removed. "When Magsaysay started making reforms in the Philippine army and in the government generally," Jesus Lava recounted, "it had an impact not only on the movement's mass support but on the armed [Huk] soldiers as well. Many left because repression was ending, and they were not ideologically committed enough to stay in the movement, especially as things grew worse for the Huks."43 Another former insurgent commented, "Once the landlords and government showed they would stop abusing us, we were ready to put aside our guns."44 The loss of peasant support compelled the Huks to rely on intimidation and violence to get food and supplies from the peasants, which alienated the peasants further.
By the fall of 1952 the Huks had been reduced to an estimated 4,000 men, most of them on the run with few supplies and little contact with the population. At this juncture, Luis Taruc and his brother Peregrino called for a peace ful settlement of the war, which prompted the Philippine Communist Party leadership to suspend Luis and expel Peregrino. The party's leadership made another change of course a short time later, replacing plans to overthrow the government quickly with plans to conduct a protracted struggle using predominantly nonviolent and legal political means 45
Despite the remarkable reversal of momentum, Magsaysay was not content with the pace of progress against the Huks. Large elements of the Quirino administration, he believed, remained corrupt and indifferent to the problems confronting the common people, especially the need for land. In February 1953 his frustrations boiled over, and he resigned as secretary of national defense. Magsaysay spent the next nine months running for president, with Lansdale performing most of the functions of a campaign manager. The U.S. government provided Lansdale with a secret $1 million bank account to use for Magsaysay's campaign, although Lansdale claimed to have spent only $6o,ooo of it. Lansdale drummed up $250,000 in campaign contributions from American businesses that wanted good relations between the United States and the Philippines, including Coca-Cola, in violation of Philippine campaign-financing laws, and also obtained large sums from Philippine sugar producers. Ever the charmer, Lansdale persuaded American and Philippine journalists to write favorable profiles of Magsaysay and to pillory Quirino for his corruption and election tampering. In response to Lansdale's persuasive entreaties, Nationalist Party leaders Jose Laurel and Claro Recto agreed to back Magsaysay. The National Movement for Free Elections, a citizens' organization funded secretly by the United States, helped get people to turn out for the election, and it monitored election sites to prevent fraud.
On election day, Magsaysay defeated Quirino by a tally of 2.9 million to 1.3 million votes. In central Luzon, the home of the Huks, he won a stunning 70 percent of the vote. American help must have gained Magsaysay a considerable number of votes from people who had not previously appreciated his many virtues, but the margin of victory suggests that it did not win him the election. He had already impressed the press and the Philippine people with his charismatic personality, his dexterous mind, and his success in reforming the government, with help from Lansdale's masterful propaganda 46
During the ensuing weeks, Magsaysay displayed his customary diligence in selecting cabinet ministers and other high officials. He appointed most of them in an acting role, saying that their jobs would become permanent only after they had proven their worthiness. When relatives, friends, and campaign supporters lined up at his office to beseech him for jobs, he refused to give them preferential treatment. "My personal feelings and those of my friends are subordinate to the interests of the nation," he explained. `And the interests of the nation dictate that I be drastic. Otherwise, the lesson will be lost. The welfare of the Philippines is bigger than any one man."47
President Magsaysay opted to serve as his own secretary of national defense. He continued to travel around the country checking on officers and officials and talking with peasants. Aside from the Department of National Defense, the government's departments had heretofore contributed little to the war against the Huks because previous presidents had not pressed them, but with Magsaysay it was different. Brooking no resistance or sloth, Magsaysay quickly had these departments bringing to bear valuable capabilities in education, health, and other areas. To discourage corruption, Magsaysay ordered that all public officials publish their assets. He instructed the department heads to be accommodating to journalists and did everything else possible to woo the press, including raising money for the National Press Club building in downtown Manila and giving government jobs to journalists, their families, and their friends 48
As president, Magsaysay organized public works projects to improve the government's image and provide jobs. He tried to initiate large-scale social welfare programs and sweeping land reform, but the Philippine congress, which was dominated by the landlord class, blocked most of these initiatives. The problems of landlessness and poverty persisted for the remainder of President Magsaysay's time in office 49 Yet the lack of major social and economic changes did not thwart the counterinsurgency effort, because the population still cared less about such issues than about security, good government, and charismatic leadership. During Magsaysay's first year as president, the remaining popular support for the Huks dissipated, and adroit governmental military operations battered the remnants of the guerrilla units, turning the Huks into a mere nuisance, consisting of widely scattered groups of no more than three to five men so
The defeat of the Huk Rebellion illustrates splendidly how a single leadership change at the top can alter the entire complexion of a counterinsurgency. Ramon Magsaysay, with some help from Edward Lansdale, engineered the government's meteoric transition from failure to success, primarily by replacing poor field commanders and finding good officers to take their places. Because he had demanded and received a free hand to make personnel changes when he became secretary of national defense, he was able to sweep away even the president's cronies, something that few cabinet ministers have accom plished in any government. In picking replacements, Magsaysay renounced the common practice of giving jobs to family members, friends, and political supporters, which was personally painful for him but profoundly beneficial for the nation.
Magsaysay roused his officers to new heights of performance through natural charisma and exemplary conduct. Consciously or not, his officers followed his example of constant activity and perseverance in the face of adversity. In an atmosphere where corruption was rampant, Magsaysay's austerity inspired officers to keep their hands out of the public treasury. Magsaysay demonstrated every other key counterinsurgency attribute to his subordinates, and Lansdale was able to stay in the background to such a degree that no one realized his talents had augmented Magsaysay's, especially in the area of creativity.
In explaining Magsaysay's successes, external observers have often focused exclusively on improved governance or social and economic reforms. Good governance, the product of good leadership, was indeed crucial; social and economic reforms could not have been, because they were very small in effect. Well-led intelligence and military operations were also essential to overall success, and indeed to good governance. Without them, the Huks would have been able to kill government officials in the towns and barrios, and much of the populace would have stuck with the Huks in the belief that they would prevail in the end.
No case illustrates better than the Huk rebellion how a foreign power can stimulate improvement of an ally's counterinsurgency capabilities without adverse repercussions. In the elevation of Magsaysay, the first key step for the United States was identifying Magsaysay as a man of exceptional leadership faculties. Most members of the Philippine elites could not have turned the war around, no matter how much assistance the United States heaped upon them. Next, the Truman administration coaxed Philippine president Quirino, with words and the dangling of dollars, to appoint Magsaysay secretary of national defense. By sending the enormously skillful and personable Lansdale to the Philippines, the Americans boosted Magsaysay's effectiveness and ensured that he acted in accordance with American interests. Finally, the United States covertly provided money and other resources to get Magsaysay elected to the presidency. In the early twenty-first century, as the leaders of Iraq and Afghanistan are struggling to combat insurgencies, the United States should seriously consider using such techniques to promote talent within the governments of those allies.




CHAPTER 6
The Malayan Emergency
he Malayan Communist Party, like its counterpart in the Philippines, traces its origins to the Comintern's missionary expeditions of the 1920s. Communist agents from China began the hunt for supporters in Singapore, at the tip of the Malay Peninsula, in 1924, but with only modest success. The Malayan Communist Party was not formally organized until 1930, at which time the Vietnamese Communist leader Ho Chi Minh, a French Communist leader, and some Chinese Communists presided over its official founding and placed it under the direction of the Comintern's Far Eastern Bureau in Shanghai. Japan's invasion of Manchuria in 1931 created a groundswell of anti-Japanese and pro-Chinese sentiment among Malayans of Chinese ethnicity, prompting large numbers to flock to the party. Over the next decade, British police chased the party's members and, with the help of spies within the organization, made numerous arrests, but the party was still able to organize labor strikes and recruit new members.'
Malaya's turn for a Japanese invasion came at the same time as the Philippines, in December 1941. The British and the Malayan Communists put aside their differences to fight the hated Japanese, and, as the fall of Malaya approached, the British even trained and equipped 200 Communist guerrillas and sent them into the jungle as members of the new Malayan People's Anti-Japanese Army. British officers who escaped the Japanese conquest fled to the jungle to serve as military advisers to the guerrillas and assist with communications and logistics. For the next few years, the Communist guerrillas conducted harassing and scout actions against the Japanese, but they refused to take part in large assaults, preferring to concentrate on recruiting civilian supporters and conserving strength for the future.
The Japanese occupiers imprisoned British officials and the Europeans who ran tin mining and rubber planting, the two industries that had employed the most people in the country. As a consequence, a large fraction of the roughly one million ethnic Chinese in rural Malaya lost their jobs, and close to half of them became squatters on the lands of jailed miners and planters in the western coastal lowlands. More than a few entered the ranks of the guerrillas after feeling the pitiless whip of the Japanese. The British forces that retook Malaya after the collapse of the Japanese empire in August 1945 lacked the administrative strength to force the squatters to relinquish their lands, which left the door open for future trouble.
The Communists were not yet ready to govern Malaya at the end of the war, so they consented to the return of the British and agreed to disband their guerrillas, with the understanding that the Communist Party would be able to participate in society as a legal political organization. The Communists handed over most of the weapons the British had given them during the war, but at secret jungle caches they retained a significant collection of small arms, most of them stolen from British depots and armories during the chaotic British defeat in 1942. All told, the Communist stores contained enough weapons to arm eight guerrilla regiments.
For the next few years, the Communists pursued political power through nonviolent means, such as infiltrating non-Communist political organizations and orchestrating strikes. The Communist Party and its front organizations recruited new Chinese members through social and family networks, capitalizing on dissatisfaction with unemployment, the abusive labor practices of European business owners, and the racism of the ethnic Malays. The Malayan Communists were drawn almost entirely from Malaya's Chinese minority, who, with two million people, made up 40 percent of Malaya's total population. Indeed, the overwhelmingly Chinese character of the Communist Party, coupled with its atheism, guaranteed the perpetual hostility of most of the ethnic Malays, who cherished both their ethnicity and their Islamic faith.
Twenty-three-year-old Chin Peng assumed leadership of the Malayan Communist Party in the spring of 1947, after the party's previous leader had absconded with most of the party's funds and received sanctuary from the British, to whom he had secretly been passing information. For his first year as party chief, Chin Peng heeded the recommendation of the Chinese Commu nist Party to continue the legal methods of strikes and demonstrations along with covert subversion. The seminal change in the party's strategy took place at a meeting of the party's Central Committee in March 1948. Some party leaders believed that the legal struggle was too slow in advancing the party down the path to revolution, a view that gained in popularity at the meeting thanks to the appearance of Laurence Sharkey, the secretary general of the Australian Communist Party. Sharkey told them that the Communist Party of India had just decided on armed struggle, and declared that the Malayan Communist Party never should have dissolved its guerrilla force. At this same time, the Central Committee of the Malayan Communist Party received an intelligence report that the British were preparing to terminate the party's involvement in labor unions.
After weighing these developments, the party leadership came out in favor of violence, starting with the assassination of strikebreakers. Subsequent planning called for jungle-based guerrillas to attack the remote tin and rubber estates, in coordination with ethnic Chinese sympathizers among the civilian population. If successful, these operations would force government personnel to flee or die, which eventually would permit the consolidation of insurgent base areas and the organization of larger attacks.2
The insurgents kicked off the armed conflict in May 1948 with tried-andtrue techniques like intimidation, assassination, sabotage, and rioting. During the first half of June, the rate of armed attacks accelerated, with special emphasis on assassination of British plantation managers, leading figures of the Chinese Nationalist Party, and government officials. Each of those groups begged the central administration in Kuala Lumpur to take stern measures to protect them. But Sir Edward Gent, the British high commissioner in the Malayan capital, and the Labor government in London dismissed the attacks as mere banditry. The police offices did not change their hours, remaining open only from 8:oo a.m. to 6:30 p.m. during the week and 8:oo a.m. to noon on Saturday, with no hours at all on Sunday.'
Kuala Lumpur was finally stirred to action by the events of June 16, 1948. The first occurred at the office of Arthur Walker in Sungei Siput, a tin-mining township in northern Malaya. The manager of an English-owned estate, Walker had reportedly been among the most domineering of the strikebreakers. Three Communists let themselves in his door and found him completing some paperwork. "Good day, sir," they said to Walker in Malay, to which he replied, "Good morning." The visitors shot him in the head and chest, killing him in stantly, then fled on bicycles. Half an hour later, ten miles away, a different group of Communists apprehended another plantation manager, also an alleged strikebreaker, along with his assistant, who was supposed to be transferred the next day to another estate as acting manager. The insurgents tied the two men to chairs and fired pistols into their skulls. For good measure, they burned a smokehouse containing 56,000 pounds of packed rubber. Later the same day, Communists executed several other hapless individuals in various stretches of the Malayan countryside.'
High Commissioner Gent declared a state of emergency as soon as he learned of the day's events. During the next three days, in a dragnet called Operation Frustration, the government rounded up i,ioo members of the Malayan Communist Party and its front organizations. Gent initiated a set of emergency measures that included warrantless searches, detention without trial, and the death penalty for unauthorized possession of firearms. The Communist Party's leaders had failed to anticipate so swift a response, believing that they would have several months to make an orderly withdrawal to the jungle before intensifying attacks in September. Some of the hard-core Communists were caught in the dragnet. A large number of others, however, escaped, thanks mainly to the government's lack of intelligence on the party, and took refuge in the jungle. Chin Peng had a narrower escape than most, evading British and Malayan policemen by hoisting himself up a jambu tree to surmount the stone wall surrounding the house where he had been staying.'
The party leadership summoned former guerrillas to jungle camps for retraining. In the midst of the squatter population, the Communists mobilized front organizations with names like the Peasants' Union, the Liberation League, and the Self-Protection Corps, which were known collectively as the Min Yuen. These organizations transferred essential assets-recruits, rice, weapons, ammunition, and medicine-from the civilian population to the guerrillas encamped in the jungle bases. Heavily influenced by displays of military strength, the squatters joined or assisted the Min Yuen much more readily when government forces were scarce or suffered defeats at the hands of the guerrillas. An estimated 6o,ooo rural Chinese voluntarily abetted the Communists in the early stages of the insurgency, and most of the other squatters were prodded or intimidated into supporting them.'
At the start of the Emergency, the Malayan police numbered only 9,000 men, which in a country of five million would have been too few to maintain a strong presence in most villages even if most of the policemen had been com petent, which they were not. The police leadership had never recovered from the deaths of veteran leaders in Japanese prison camps during World War II. Most of the replacements shipped to Malaya by the British government after the war were inexperienced civilians, many of them deficient in integrity and other important qualities. Police morale was near its nadir, and internal criticism of the senior officers, for cronyism and other vices, was approaching its zenith. Almost all of the police rank and file were ethnic Malays; the scarcity of ethnic Chinese was a serious impediment to obtaining information in the Chinese sections of the country, where the Communists were concentrated.'
In response to the outbreak of insurgent violence, the government began a police recruitment campaign, which in six months increased the total strength of the police to 50,000, some of whom were assigned to a new police organization, the Special Constabulary, which was responsible for protecting rubber plantations and tin mines and their managers. In addition, the British formed a police intelligence organization, the Special Branch, in an attempt to fill the void of intelligence on the insurgents. London, however, failed to provide enough officers of quality to keep pace with the expansion of any of the police branches. A substantial number of police officers and sergeants were transferred to Malaya from Palestine, which the British had just handed back to the United Nations, and although some of these individuals were well suited to their new jobs, many held the opinion that every Chinese was a current or future bandit and hence ought to bashed around. While finding good police officers was far from easy, the architects of the police expansion program could have done a good deal better had they appreciated the power of leadership and given more attention to improving it. They were victims of the assumption, all too common among novices, that leadership ability does not vary all that much from one individual to the next. As one senior officer commented, "Inexperienced people often think that you have but to organise a force or service on paper, equip it with suitable weapons, and fill the establishment with men." It was "a hopeless attitude" because "it is men that count, not bodies."'
The civil administration, which also had a crucial part to play in controlling the civilian population and identifying insurgents, likewise suffered from serious leadership shortcomings. It, too, had been decimated during World War II and insufficiently rehabilitated thereafter. The leadership weaknesses began at the very top, with the high commissioner. Gent was relieved from that position very soon after the insurgency sprang up, and was replaced with Sir Henry Gurney. Aloof and uninspiring, Gurney spent most of his waking hours in his office, where he diligently carried out administrative duties. Seldom did he travel outside the capital, and then only to visit large towns to meet sultans or deliver speeches. His absence from the countryside restricted his comprehension of the conflict and prevented the infusion of any sense of urgency into a civil administration that seemed to be operating as if no war were in progress.'
Beneath Gurney, a Malay sultan ruled each of Malaya's nine states. The sultans resisted the high commissioner's efforts to involve the state administrations in the war and demanded instead that the federal government clean up the mess. The high commissioner received considerably more cooperation at the district level, one level of administration down from the state, where the leadership consisted largely of British officials. When the emergency began, experienced British civil servants were taken out of other jobs and thrown into understaffed Malayan districts, but they eventually returned to their old positions, and London provided too few civil servants to plug the holes left in the administrative structure. The civil servants dispatched to Malaya after the initial deployments, moreover, were mostly untrained young officers who could not speak Chinese or Malay, and some of them opposed Britain's Malayan policies to boot. Below the district officials were the village officials, most of whom were Malays, another handicap for the government in the Chinese villages10
On account of the frailty of the police and the civil administration, the British government brought the military into the conflict, albeit under the control of civil authorities. The infantry battalions, however, had only 4,000 riflemen, and many of them were at first sent to guard rubber plantations and tin mines, which kept them from plunging into the jungle to chase the guerrillas and demolish their bases. As the police expanded and took on static guard missions, the army began moving into the jungle, but it possessed little information on the whereabouts of the insurgents and their supporters because its intelligence sections were very small and received no tips from the inept police. Consequently, most of their patrolling was based on hunches rather than hard information, and they produced only modest numbers of enemy casualties."
During the war's first years, defective military leadership, like defective police leadership, resulted in frequent beatings of Chinese citizens. In some instances, the victims were known Communist supporters who possessed valuable information on the enemy, but very often the victims had little or no connection to the Communists, their only crime having been their proximity to government forces exasperated by the insurgents' elusiveness and cruelty. Gurney condoned such behavior because he thought it would terrify the Chinese into cooperating with the government. The Chinese might have been scared into cooperating if the government had been able to protect them from Communist retaliation, but because it was unable to do so, its cruelties only gained adherents for the Communists 12
Not every disadvantage was on the government's side, nor every advantage on the insurgency's side, in the early years. The insurgents had major leadership problems of their own, which resulted in military disorganization and repeated failures to attack the government at its weakest points. Possessing few heavy weapons, the insurgents could not tear out large chunks of the enemy's forces in a single battle. Aggressive British military officers frustrated the insurgency's initial military strategy, despite their inability to inflict heavy casualties. General Sir Neil Ritchie, commander in chief of the Far Eastern Land Forces, ordered battalion-sized operations in the early months of the insurgency to prevent the enemy from massing and gaining the initiative. The decision was based on the history of the Chinese Civil War-when the Chinese Nationalist government had dispersed small units of troops to expand its control of territory and population, it had had too few mobile forces to retain the initiative and prevent the Communists from concentrating their troops into large units. The Chinese Communists had proceeded to swallow up the small government detachments one at a time and take control of whole regions of the country, the "liberated areas" from which Mao launched the conventional attacks that won the war. That the Malayan Communist Party intended to establish such base areas and move toward bigger attacks was manifested in late 1948 by its two attempts to seize and hold towns in the state of Kelantan, both of which were thwarted by large British forces. The government's big military operations early on frustrated other insurgent plans to establish liberated areas by breaking up large guerrilla units, overrunning guerrilla bases, and keeping the guerrillas on the move 13
Some of the British military officers were veterans of past jungle and guerrilla wars and knew how to stalk small guerrilla units. The uninitiated, on the other hand, often began by launching clumsy large sweep operations, which the enemy spotted well in advance and dodged. Even if a large formation did manage to locate guerrillas, it had minimal advantages over a smaller one because low visibility in the jungle allowed only a small number of men, at the head of the column, to open fire in the brief moments before the guerrillas turned tail. The better battalion commanders soon realized that these sweep operations were futile, and came up with more effective tactics by experimenting or learning from army training and publications. In combating small guerrilla forces, the most productive tactics generally involved sending small groups of men on patrols and ambushes but did not necessarily entail abandoning the concentration of large numbers of troops in a small area; battalions sometimes sent out numerous small detachments simultaneously in close proximity to one another, which afforded a higher probability of catching fleeing guerrillas than did widely dispersed operations 14
In these jungle operations, success came down to the initiative, dedication, and integrity of junior officers, who for the most part were isolated by terrain from higher authorities. Few other types of terrain proved so grueling to the foot soldier as the steamy jungles of Malaya. By hacking their way forward with machetes, men could move through the jungle at half a mile per hour at best, with the rate falling to a few hundred yards per hour in dense sections. According to Lieutenant Bryan Wells, a platoon commander, "It was very hard physical work for the young officer. I found it was also a very lonely existence to maintain discipline throughout that period of time.... You needed to have that individual drive to be able to constantly motivate people to carry out their function in that environment because it was only too easy to just sit back, put up your hammock and lie there for three days and send in a patrol report that said you'd carried out these enormous activities."5
At the beginning of 1950, the guerrillas launched an offensive of unprecedented strength. Seeking to rectify their equipment shortfalls, they made the capture of enemy weapons the primary objective of their attacks. They flirted with the transition into conventional warfare, on occasion mustering as many as 300 troops for a single operation. The police, who bore the brunt of the guerrilla strikes since they were easier to find and to defeat, suffered loo dead per month. The insurgents incurred significant casualties themselves but replaced all of their losses through recruiting 16
A few months into this new offensive, the British government decided that the senior leadership in Malaya was not up to snuff. Sir Harold Briggs was brought out of retirement and put in charge of the security forces. An army lieutenant general with many years of service in Asia, Briggs had fought with distinction in the jungle battles of World War II. Colleagues described him as creative, perceptive, and tactful. Over the course of his career, Briggs had been promoted from one command to the next because he made sound decisions quickly and achieved good results under trying circumstances."
Briggs arrived in Malaya in April 1950, and within a month he formulated a comprehensive plan for action. The plan's most prominent feature was its relocation of the population into compact settlements, which would help isolate the guerrillas from their Min Yuen suppliers and force them to attack the security forces under unfavorable conditions. Security forces would clear the country of Communists, starting in the south and moving north. To improve intelligence collection, the plan called for expanding and strengthening the local civil administrations and the Special Branch. Police outposts were to be established in remote areas; the army would patrol the areas that the police could not patrol, and it would interdict guerrilla supply trails in the jungle. To remedy the lack of cooperation among the civil service, police, and military, Briggs created interagency executive committees that would run the war at the state and district levels. The district committees became the most important leadership entities in the country, and the district officers who chaired them wielded enormous power, provided that the committee members worked well together. For this reason, as one leading government official later put it, A good District Officer is worth more than a battalion."8 Cooperation among district leaders, however, would often be absent in the coming year and a half.19
On June 1, 1950, the major military operations of the Briggs plan commenced in the southern state of Johore. Concentrating forces in the state, the army crisscrossed the countryside with ambushes and patrols at a breakneck pace in order to eliminate insurgents, establish security over the population, and control food supplies. But their inability to obtain intelligence from the Chinese population, the result of the Malay dominance of the security forces, prevented the security forces from neutralizing significant numbers of guerrillas or stopping the populace from abetting them. Briggs found fault with some of the commanders of the security forces, but he lacked the authority to set them aright. The terms of his employment required that he issue guidance through the national army and police commanders, both of whom preferred to dilute or discard his directives. Furthermore, the efforts to resettle Johore's population soon fell behind schedule. The original idea of starting in the south and moving to the north consequently had to be abandoned; Johore, as it turned out, was not cleansed of insurgents until 1958?°
The troubles encountered during the first months of the plan's implementation led Briggs to conclude that squatter resettlement was a prerequisite for success, so he assigned relocation the highest priority across the country in 1951. Over the course of 1951, the government completed the resettlement of the bulk of the country's squatters, bringing the total number resettled to 385,000. The government pushed some of the squatters into existing villages but compelled most to move either to one of the 500 New Villages, located predominantly on sites that had just been cleared of jungle for the purpose, or to one of the 1,500 smaller regroupment areas within the estates where the squatters worked. Resettled families typically received 8oo square yards within the fenced settlement perimeter, enough to grow vegetables and keep a few chickens, and another two acres of farmland within a two-mile radius. For housing, the government built frames of timber and roofs of palm leaves or corrugated iron, then supplied the residents with materials to build the walls?'
The mass relocations began hindering guerrilla food collection during 1951. At the end of the year, however, most of the New Villages and the other resettlement areas were nowhere near what Briggs had envisioned. The squatters remained either hostile to the government or apathetic, a problem that in many ways originated with poor leadership within the government. The resettlement officers, who were European, did not perform well except in a few cases. The assistant resettlement officers, who were Chinese, often suffered from gross incompetence. And the police, who had primary responsibility for defending the New Villages, remained in disarray throughout 1951 because of continuing leadership deficiencies 22 A report from the state of Perak, for example, stated, "There have been an increasing number of disquieting incidents where jungle squads and special constable posts have failed to stand up against enemy action, either permitting the enemy to pass their posts unmolested or, if attacked, tamely surrendering their arms and ammunition. In addition, there have been cases of refusal of duty, incidents of the shooting of innocent people and of hysteria leading to panic firing for little or no cause. The lack of good leaders thrown up from the special constables is most marked, as indeed it is in the regular police."23
Briggs tried to bring Chinese personnel into the police in 1951, but few joined, for most Chinese looked down on police service as inferior in pay and social status to jobs in private business. Those Chinese who did serve in the police were considered untrustworthy. In another effort to improve village security, Briggs conscripted 79,000 adult males into a self-defense militia called the Home Guard, but failed to find suitable leaders, leaving the Home Guard in such a dubious condition that the government refused to issue weapons to many units.24
In 1951 guerrilla attacks on the New Villages brought the level of insurgent violence to new highs. Geography had precluded the establishment of the New Villages in locations remote from the insurgency's jungle bases, so the guerrillas could dart in for a raid and disappear back into the jungle just as quickly. With the assistance of the Min Yuen, the guerrillas killed collaborators, civil servants, and police. The number of government security forces killed in 1951 was more than 25 percent higher than in the previous year. Insurgent losses increased as well, but the insurgents, through recruiting, continued to make good all their combat losses. At the end of 1951, the Malayan Communist Party had an estimated 6,ooo guerrillas, 10,000-15,000 workers, and more than 1oo,ooo active supporters. The British Defence Co-ordination Committee was on the mark when it reported late in the year that "the Communist hold on Malaya is as strong, if not stronger, today than it ever has been :'ZS
The one bright spot for the government was the jungle war. Still short on intelligence, government soldiers did not kill large numbers of insurgents, but through relentless patrolling and destruction of insurgent bases, they made it harder and harder for the enemy to operate in large groups. In October 1951 guerrilla commanders curtailed large military operations because of counterinsurgent military operations as well as the Communist leadership's desire to emphasize political action. The change had dramatic implications, for police outposts could not hold out for long against 200 insurgents, but when the enemy attacked with 20 or 30 men, the police could usually keep them at bay until relief forces arrived 26
October 1951 also saw several crucial changes on the British side. On the sixth, High Commissioner Gurney left Kuala Lumpur with his wife in a black Rolls-Royce for Fraser's Hill, a small resort sixty-five miles distant. He was traveling in a four-vehicle convoy, but because of an equipment problem, two of the vehicles had to stop while the Rolls-Royce and a police Land Rover continued ahead. At a sharp turn, thirty-eight guerrillas opened fire from steep, jungle-encrusted slopes. When one bullet punctured a tire on the Rolls-Royce, immobilizing it, Gurney stumbled out of the car and was shot. Relief forces eventually drove off the ambushers, but by then Gurney was dead. Psychologically, it was the government's worst setback since the start of the war.
Gurney's death was followed in short order by the departure of the rest of the top British leadership in Malaya. Briggs, afflicted with a serious illness, left at the end of November and returned to retirement in Cyprus, where he died a few months later. The director of intelligence resigned because of differences with the police commissioner, and a short time later, the police commissioner himself left.
On October 25, the Conservatives won the British parliamentary elections, returning Winston Churchill to the prime ministership. Having long maintained that the Malayan Emergency required a vigorous and forceful approach, the Conservatives now resolved to put their ideas into practice. The new secretary of state for the colonies, Oliver Lyttelton, visited Malaya in December 1951 to size up the situation and determine how exactly the war needed to be prosecuted. Lyttelton reported back that the police and the civil administration had to be upgraded, through the replacement of commanders, to halt the enemy's activities in the New Villages. Because of the inexperience of the civil servants, Lyttelton noted, the central government "finds it necessary to issue more and more directions. In this way the central authority becomes itself desk-bound, clogged with paper and remote. I was told by one man in a district which I reached from Kuala Lumpur in forty-five by Auster, that I was almost the only man from Kuala Lumpur (apart from the High Commissioner and the Director of Operations) whom he had seen since the Emergency began. A cold wind must blow some of the paper out of these Government offices. Only an experienced, forceful and ruthless administrator will succeed in creating a system equal to its task." This individual, Lyttelton concluded, should be a general who had command of both military and civil affairs, for the separation of the military and the civil had fostered disunity and prevented resolution of key problems. To the arguments from the British political opposition that the military should not control political affairs, Lyttelton paid no heed.27
Shortly after Lyttelton released his report, Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery sent Churchill an appraisal that built upon the report and encapsulated the situation in penetrating fashion: "The problem has been studied by the Secretary of State for the Colonies; the measures necessary to begin to put things right are clearly set out in his Report. But to determine what must be done is only half the answer, and the easiest half; that of itself will not achieve success. In all this welter of trouble `the man' is what counts. The second half of the answer is to produce good men, really good men, who have the courage to issue the necessary orders, the drive to insist that those orders are carried out, and the determination and will-power to see the thing through to the end. Such men do not exist today in the Malayan Federation." Getting down to specifics, Montgomery asserted that "the first and really urgent need is to put a really high class man into the Malayan Federation as High Commissioner, and give him a first class Chief Secretary and a first class Commissioner of Police." Only one of those three posts, chief secretary, was currently occupied, and according to Montgomery, its occupant, Vincent Del Tufo, "has no power of command and gives out no inspiration" and "is, of course, quite useless as Chief Secretary.""
In accordance with Lyttelton's advice, Churchill decided that the next high commissioner should be a military officer with control over all civil and military operations. Lyttelton's first recommendation for the position, General Sir Brian Robertson, turned the assignment down, eliciting derision from other senior officers, who thought that he ought to retire if he was unwilling to take command in a time of war. Field Marshal Sir William Slim also declined the job, but he had better cause, since he had already retired from the army and he exceeded Robertson in age by five years. Slim, as well as Montgomery and other generals, emphatically advocated General Gerald Templer for the position. Churchill summoned Templer on January ii for an interview. Favorably impressed, Churchill asked Templer to take the job, telling him that he could have whatever he wanted, including fine civilians and soldiers for the most important leadership positions in Malaya. Templer accepted the assignment and thanked Churchill, noting that having "the men to do the job" was "of primary importance.""
Born to an Irish Protestant family just before the turn of the century, Gerald Templer left high school early to join the British army in the middle of World War I. He attended the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, where he was a poor student and might have been kicked out had the army not been so desperate for infantry officers. In August 1916, as his countrymen were dying by the hundreds of thousands at the Somme, the seventeen-year-old Templer was commissioned into the Royal Irish Fusiliers. Told that he could not join a battalion in France until he turned nineteen, he and his father tried to use personal connections with high-ranking officers to get him to France posthaste. It took over a year, however, before the young Templer got to the front lines. Arriving in France in October 1917, he had more than one year of war on the horizon, but a series of lucky escapes spared him the injuries and mortal wounds that befell most of his comrades. In March 1918, for instance, he was hospitalized for diphtheria just before his unit of 8oo men suffered 763 casualties at the Battle of St. Quentin.
After the war ended, Templer had several tours in the Middle East, including a stint fighting guerrillas in Palestine during which he was twice decorated. He was evacuated from Dunkirk in 1940 along with much of the British army, which left him furious with Allied ineptitude but failed to shake his conviction that Britain would ultimately prevail. So ardent and determined was he that his seniors sent him to demonstrate British resolve to American ambassador Joseph Kennedy, who was predicting an imminent German conquest of England. When Kennedy said that Hitler was about to wring England's neck like a chicken's, Templer exploded in what he later admitted to be "the most undiplomatic language" and stomped out of the room.
In 1942, Templer became the youngest corps commander in the British army. He grew impatient, however, at the lack of combat opportunities for his corps, and eventually, in the summer of 1943, he relinquished the corps command in order to take command of a British division set to participate in the Italian campaign. His most distinguished performance occurred in February 1944 at Anzio, where his division helped foil the Wehrmacht's attempts to overrun the Anglo-American beachhead. Constantly visiting the troops at the front, Templer inspired his soldiers to hold on against ferocious German attacks that reduced the division to one quarter of its original strength. At the end of the war, Templer assumed command of the British sector of occupied Germany, where his most memorable deed was firing Konrad Adenauer, mayor of Cologne and future chancellor of West Germany, for inactivity.3o
The situation in Malaya at the time of Templer's arrival in February 1952 was even bleaker than it had been when his predecessor was killed. Gurney's death had buoyed the spirits of the guerrillas and deflated those of the British forces and had led to a slackening of British operations3' In mid-February the British writer Malcolm Muggeridge observed in the Daily Telegraph, "Over large areas of the country law and order have, to all intents and purposes, broken down. Communications, especially by rail, are continuously interrupted; road travel is hazardous, and often requires an armoured vehicle and an armed escort to be tolerably safe."32
Templer began by overhauling the top level of the Malayan government. Just a few weeks after arriving, Templer fired Chief Secretary Del Tufo, for unsatisfactory performance. For senior commands that lay vacant, Templer scoured every nook and cranny of the British empire to find men of the highest caliber. For the position of director general of information services, to provide one example, Templer chose the headmaster of a grammar school in Shropshire, an outstanding organizer who had been in charge of British black propaganda operations in Malaya during World War II. To head the Special Branch, Templer appointed Guy C. Madoc, a Malayan police officer of fine judgment and superior organizational talents. The one appointee not selected by Templer was the new commissioner of police, Colonel Arthur Young, whom Lyttelton chose personally after an exhaustive search for the empire's finest senior police commander.33
Next came the middle and lower levels of leadership. Templer made these the object of intensive and ongoing attention, and provided much of the attention himself. Throughout his twenty-eight months as supreme commander, Templer devoted the bulk of his time to touring the country, leaving most of the administrative duties of Kuala Lumpur to two deputies. With little or no advance warning, Templer visited every place where the war was being fought, from villages and police posts to infantry battalion commands and district headquarters. By observing commanders, questioning them, and talking with others who had observed them, Templer identified weak leaders. Four lieutenant colonels on Templer's staff also traveled across the country regularly to gather information on the merits of local leaders. Having received complete authority over both the civil and military sides, Templer mercilessly fired ineffective personnel in all branches of the government. With the British officials at the top of the Malayan civil service, who had been left alone by previous high commissioners, Templer moved more gingerly, avoiding the immediate large-scale purge that seemed justified, for fear that it would do more harm than good. At first, he fired only the two worst he could find, one whom he described as "an awfully nice fellow but quite gaga," the other whom he called "absolutely burnt out and useless, though a nice chap." Templer gradually eased others out and replaced them with more vigorous and capable men 34
Templer and his leadership team excelled at finding replacements for the castoffs. In response to requests from Templer, Lyttelton sent high-quality British army officers to serve in Malaya in a variety of capacities. While searching for additional civil servants to send into the districts, Templer asked the Colonial Office for British administrators who spoke Chinese, but received few, so he found an energetic former missionary to track down Chinese speaking missionaries and persuade them to work for him. Through the constant evaluation of officers serving in Malaya, Templer was able to identify those meriting advancement into positions of greater authority. He handpicked the Malayan cadets for the new multiracial Federation Regiment and sent two dozen of Malaya's best cadets to Sandhurst for training 35
Intent on dramatic improvement in intelligence collection, Templer enlarged the Special Branch and raised its quality by importing first-rate British intelligence officers who had worked in India and elsewhere in the British empire. Demonstrating greater initiative and creativity than their predecessors, these officers enticed current and former members of the Min Yuen to serve as informants. Templer shrank the other elements of the police, from 71,000 to 54,000, on the grounds that funds and good officers had been stretched too thin by rapid expansion 36
Templer wished to enlarge the Chinese Home Guard units and entrust them with weapons, but he struggled at the outset to find adequate officers. As he saw it, the Home Guard would function better under the leadership of British and Australian officers than under officers from the Chinese population because the Chinese had shown themselves to be apathetic and unreliable. Convinced that good government deserved precedence over self-government at the present time of crisis, he had no qualms about putting white officers in charge of Chinese troops. British and Australian officers were, however, in short supply. In September 1952, Templer wrote to Lyttelton, "The Home Guard is not progressing as fast as I would wish or had hoped. This is almost entirely due to the lack of expatriate officers (about which I sent you an urgent telegram).... We will never get any sense into the thing until we get the British and Australian officers for whom we have been striving so long." Soon after this message left Templer's office, carefully screened British and Australian officers began to show up in Malaya for service in the Home Guard. As a direct consequence, the Home Guard experienced considerable improvement during the remainder of Templer's term. By 1954 the Home Guard received full responsibility for the defense of 15o New Villages 37
Templer's unremitting visits were also intended to bolster the spirits of the counterinsurgents and never failed to accomplish that mission. Templer delivered rousing speeches to civil servants and soldiers at every stop. A British official wrote that "the impact was electrifying. Templer combined high powered vitality and a slightly Machiavellian expression with ruthless determination and an infectious sense of humour.... I, for one, returned to Seremban the next morning feeling like an electric torch which has just been filled with new batteries."" Templer's magnetism and his attentiveness to the soldiers, police, and civil servants made him a popular man in all of the government's branches and at all levels. A young British officer described Templer as "dynamic, enthusiastic, energetic, and for someone in my position a hero, who was always open to ideas from junior officers like myself."39 Templer's elan was contagious, permeating the top levels of the British leadership and working its way through them and down to the state and district officials 40

MAJOR GENERAL HENRY W. HALLECK
Halleck took over the occupation of Missouri in November 1861 and cleaned up the mess made by his predecessor, Major General John C. Fremont, by cracking down on abuses of power and replacing poor officers with West Point professionals. (Library of Congress)

GENERAL ULYSSES S. GRANT
Grant won renown as a leader of conventional military forces, but he failed to combat insurgents effectively during the occupation of Tennessee because he lacked the extra leadership attributes required in counterinsurgency warfare. (Library of Congress)

BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT F. CATTERSON
Catterson, one of the most aggressive and successful counterinsurgency commanders during Reconstruction, led the state militia units that destroyed the Ku Klux Klan in Arkansas during 1868. (Library of Congress)

MAJOR LEWIS MERRILL
By diligently collecting intelligence and vigorously pursuing suspects, Merrill rounded up large numbers of Ku Klux Klan members in York County, South Carolina, in 1871. His success intimidated Klansmen across the South. (Library of Congress)

GENERAL PHILIP SHERIDAN
After exceptional service as a commander of conventional forces in the Civil War, Sheridan foundered as a counterinsurgency commander during Reconstruction. His contempt for Southern whites led him to tolerate abuses of Southern civilians by federal soldiers, and his inflexibility kept him from gaining political influence with local Southern elites. (Library of Congress)

GENERAL ARTHUR MACARTHUR
The senior U.S. commander during much of the Philippine Insurrection, MacArthur generally left local commanders to their own devices, which yielded success because those commanders seized the initiative and led their men well. (U.S. National Archives)

BRIGADIER GENERAL J. FRANKLIN BELL
Rapidly promoted during the Philippine Insurrection for his exceptional leadership talents, Bell defeated insurgents by using harsh counterinsurgency measures while minimizing excesses against the civilian population. (Library of Congress)

RAMON MAGSAYSAY
Magsaysay (center), who became secretary of national defense and then president of the Philippines with American help, turned around the war against the Huk insurgents by firing weak commanders and inspiring his subordinates. (U.S. National Archives)

SIR HENRY GURNEY
As British high commissioner in Malaya from 1948 until his assassination in 1951, Gurney did not venture into the countryside to observe or to supervise, which resulted in poor decisions at the top and incompetence at the lower levels of leadership. (AP /World Wide Photos)

SIR GERALD TEMPLER
Templer suppressed the Malayan insurgents by ruthlessly replacing ineffective commanders with talented officers gathered from elsewhere in the British empire and by inspiring local commanders during countless tours of the combat zones. (AP/ World Wide Photos)

NGO DINH DIEM
During his first years in power, South Vietnamese president Ngo Dinh Diem built a new corps of South Vietnamese leaders, and when they came of age in 1962, they turned the tide of the war against the Viet Cong. But the successes were undone the next year when Americansponsored conspirators assassinated Diem and conducted massive purges. (U.S. National Archives)

GENERAL CREIGHTON ABRAMS
The commander of U.S. forces in Vietnam from 1968 to 1972, Abrams helped the South Vietnamese government compensate for the American drawdown by persuading South Vietnamese president Nguyen Van Thieu to oust weak South Vietnamese military commanders. (U.S. National Archives)

GENERAL CARLOS EUGENIO VIDES CASANOVA AND JOSE NAPOLEON DUARTE
As El Salvador's minister of defense, General Vides (left) revamped the Salvadoran military leadership in the mid-198os, with little help from Duarte (right), El Salvador's president from 1984 to 1989. (Getty Images)

HAMID KARZAI
President Karzai (right) let family ties, friendships, and political connections influence leadership appointments in Afghanistan's police and civil service, empowering individuals whose misconduct in office alienated many of the traditional elites. (U.S. Department of Defense)

LIEUTENANT GENERAL DAVID BARNO WITH DONALD RUMSFELD AND DICK CHENEY
Barno (center), flanked here by Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld (left) and Vice President Cheney (right), found that some American commanders in Afghanistan adapted to counterinsurgency warfare without receiving any doctrine while others had to be steered in the right direction. (U.S. Department of Defense)

GENERAL ABDUL RAHIM WARDAK
The leadership of General Wardak (with sunglasses), Afghanistan's defense minister, enabled the officer corps of the Afghan National Army to improve over time while the rest of the government languished. (U.S. Department of Defense)

COLONEL H. R. MCMASTER
As commander of the U.S. 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment, McMaster (right) permanently removed a large concentration of insurgents from the Iraqi city of Tal Afar through a combination of combat operations and appeals to local tribal leaders to bring their relatives into the police. (3rd Cavalry Museum)

LIEUTENANT COLONEL DALE ALFORD AND GENERAL GEORGE CASEY
Casey (right), commander of Multi-National Force -Iraq from 2004 to 2007, paid numerous visits to local commanders like Alford (left). As the commander of a Marine infantry battalion, Alford was the driving force behind the first major counterinsurgency victory in Anbar province. (Courtesy of Lieutenant Colonel Dale Alford)

MAJOR GENERAL JAMES N. MATTIS
Mattis, who commanded with distinction in both Afghanistan and Iraq, embodied the reliance of the U.S. Marine Corps on adaptive leadership, having once declared that "doctrine is the refuge of the unimaginative." (U.S. Department of Defense)

GENERAL DAVID PETRAEUS
While holding a series of key commands in Iraq and the United States, Petraeus (right) sought to improve the flexibility and creativity of Army leaders by challenging the U.S. Army's traditional personnel practices. (U.S. Department of Defense)
No less energizing were Templer's appearances before the public. During trips to the villages, he went into shops and alleys to talk with ordinary citizens, and at their conclusion he gathered the people together for a motivational speech in which he told them of the critical tasks that lay ahead." At plantations and mines he lectured managers on the necessity of improving working conditions and told the laborers to work hard and resist Communist demands for strikes, but without coming across as domineering. On hearing Templer, one planter said, "Here was a man at least who knew what he wanted to do and how to do it." Templer's "visit was greatly appreciated and everyone on the estate had an opportunity of airing his views, asking questions and meeting him face to face. No previous High Commissioner had taken the trouble to do "42 this 
In Kuala Lumpur, Templer chided the Europeans for attending parties, playing golf, and going to the races instead of volunteering for activities in support of the counterinsurgency. The Communists, he told them, were working hard to destroy the Europeans and the existing order, not wasting time on the golf course. Templer published a list of volunteer opportunities, ranging from health-care providers to the Home Guard, and large numbers of Europeans signed on 43
Templer concluded that the security forces would benefit from common tactical doctrine, so he ordered the production of a doctrinal manual containing drills and techniques that had proven successful in combating the insurgents across Malaya. Entitled The Conduct of Anti-Terrorist Operations in Malaya, the manual was sent to army and police units in mid-1952 44 The importance of this manual has been exaggerated, and the exaggeration has, among other things, contributed directly to the U.S. Army's emphasis on counterinsurgency doctrine in the early twenty-first century and to the attention afforded the publication of the U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual in 20o6. Templer's praise of the 1952 manual and the major improvements in the British counterinsurgency effort after the manual's issuance misled analysts into believing that the manual was a leading cause of the improvements. The methods enumerated in The Conduct of Anti-Terrorist Operations in Malaya had, in reality, been disseminated and employed in Malaya long before the manual was printed. During the first years of the conflict, British veterans of Burma and Palestine had used many of these methods because they had used the same ones in those wars. In 1948 the British established a jungle warfare school in Malaya at which the instructors taught tactics derived largely from those employed in the war in Burma, and by 1949 the British were circulating pamphlets and a short manual derived from the experiences in Burma, Palestine, and the Boer War, as well as from discoveries made by innovative officers in Malaya 45
Operations in Malaya from 1948 to 1952 had engendered only modest refinements of the theories drawn from past conflicts. The principles and basic military methods employed by the British in this period were very similar to those enumerated in prior treatises, such as the Small Wars Manual published by the U.S. Marine Corps in 1940. The prescriptions in The Conduct of Anti-Terrorist Operations in Malaya were useful to newly arrived officers and soldiers with no knowledge of counterinsurgency but did not provide easy solutions to most counterinsurgency problems. They did not give officers surefire methods for accomplishing essential tasks like gaining the cooperation of allied leaders, organizing self-defense forces, winning the support of the population, motivating the troops, persisting in the face of difficulty, or adjusting methods in response to changing enemy tactics 46
The jungle warfare school emphasized to its students that the school could teach them basic tactics and techniques but that it was up to them to figure out whether, when, and how to use each one 47 The Conduct of Anti-Terrorist Operations in Malaya itself acknowledged that successful military operations demanded excellent leadership, not just comprehension of methods. "Operations in Malaya largely consist of small patrols," it stated. "The success or failure of these operations therefore depends on the standard of junior leaders.... The type of junior leader required is a mentally tough, self-reliant hunter, determined to close with, and kill, the CT [Communist Terrorists]." The manual also noted that commanders above the platoon level had as a principal duty the monitoring, selection, and coaching of the platoon leaders. "The company commander plays the major part in the selection and training of the junior leader," it explained. "By operating with each platoon in turn, he can give help and advice to junior leaders, earmark future leaders and can generally do more in a few days to improve junior leadership than a cadre [training group] could do in three weeks."48
Templer considered his mission to be the implementation of the Briggs plan through better employment of methods already in place, rather than through major changes to those methods. Although he promoted doctrine, Templer was not doctrinaire but pragmatic and suspicious of abstractions, particularly theories that purported to apply everywhere. Rather than forcing his commanders to adhere closely to the new counterinsurgency manual, Templer granted them freedom to adapt general counterinsurgency principles to the specific environments they faced and the specific forces they possessed, both of which varied from one part of Malaya to another. So conscious was Templer of the dangers of imposing doctrine and micromanaging that he made special efforts to give key commanders maximum freedom of action. In the case of the district officers, the most critical of all the commanders, Templer removed both vertical and horizontal fetters, freeing them from the dictates of higher headquarters and other district officials. He gave them his phone number and told them to call if anyone interfered with their work so that he could put an end to the interference. To unblock district interagency committees that had been clogged by lack of consensus among members, Templer informed the committee members that they would be fired if they failed to reach agreement. This threat eliminated most of the gridlock; firings eliminated the re- mainder.49
Replacing poor leaders with good ones, unshackling leaders, and providing inspiration-that was the potent combination that enabled Templer to succeed where others had failed. Within a few months of his arrival, the results could be seen across the spectrum of counterinsurgency activities. In the field of intelligence collection, the heightened drive and ingenuity of Special Branch officers yielded more agents among the Min Yuen. Improved training inculcated intelligence tradecraft into the Special Branch officer corps more effectively, but without the right types of officers conducting and receiving the instruction, the training regimens would have achieved little more than previous ones 5°
More and better intelligence meant more fruitful operations against the insurgents, but it did not guarantee success, for exploitation of the intelligence often required considerable skill on the part of the armed forces. Nor did it eliminate the need for patrols of the jungle based on educated guesses rather than firm intelligence, a type of operation that, as has been seen, demands leaders with particular attributes. In 1954, by which time the Special Branch had become highly productive, the average soldier still spent 1,ooo hours on patrol before making contact with the enemy." Fortunately for the British, improvements on the military side were as substantial as those on the intelligence side. Under Templer, military commanders evidenced increases in flexibility and creativity as well as initiative and dedication. As one of Templer's senior field commanders said, "Most officers I met were singularly free from hidebound prejudice. They rejoiced to use any conventional weapon in an unconventional way; and they were always ready to have a try with any unconven- "52 tional weapon too.
Because of the leadership upgrades in the civil service, police, and Home Guard, the counterinsurgents turned the New Villages and other resettlement areas from fertile insurgent breeding grounds into well-organized armed camps where insurgents could tread only at considerable peril. The police, assisted by civil officials and Home Guardsmen, investigated and rounded up thousands of members of the Min Yuen. With civil liberties still in suspense, the police employed searches without warrants, detentions without trial, and other police-state techniques, but they committed fewer abuses than before because of Young's overhaul of the police leadership. Policemen and civil servants were energetic and creative in restricting the movement and consumption of food. They established central kitchens and forbade citizens from purchasing any rice other than rice that had been cooked at the kitchens, which sharply reduced the amount of rice available to an individual and provided it in a form that spoiled in a few hours, before it could reach famished guerrillas in the jungle. Village shops were required to puncture cans at the time of sale to necessitate prompt consumption. As an additional means of increasing governmental control over the population, civil servants organized the election of village councils and authorized them to impose taxes and carry out public works projects. Templer's efforts to initiate larger social welfare programs were frustrated by a scarcity of funds, but the lack of such programs did little to inhibit the government's securing of control over the villagers 53
In Templer's first year, the government's armed forces not only halted the ascent of their Communist adversaries but shoved them down a precipitous decline. Whereas the government in 1951 had captured 927 weapons and lost 770, in 1952 it captured 1,17o and lost 487. The New Villages slowed the transfer of food from the Min Yuen to the guerrillas, severely impeding insurgent mili tary operations. Since the jungle's few edible plants could at best sustain thirty guerrillas in one place for about two weeks, the guerrillas began to operate in groups of only three to fifteen people and spent most of their time looking for food instead of conducting military and political activities. In October 1952 the Communist Party ordered the guerrillas to undertake more ambitious attacks, believing that a shortage of attacks had undermined the guerrillas' morale and aided the government, but the guerrillas could not operate in groups of sufficient size to carry out the order. Government security forces easily repulsed their few feeble attempts to overrun the resettlement areas. In 1952 the insurgents for the first time failed to recruit as many people as they lost, beginning a trend that continued for the rest of the war. When Templer first arrived, insurgent incidents had averaged over 500 per month, and civilian casualties had averaged loo per month. When he left, insurgent incidents were down to fewer than loo per month, and civilian casualties to fewer than 20 per month. At the end of Templer's tour, insurgent strength stood at less than half of what it had been at the start 54 Templer had turned the war around decisively, and for good.
Upon Templer's decision to step down in the middle of 1954, London decided to discontinue the concentration of military and civil powers in one man, convinced that improvements in the situation had rendered it unnecessary. Templer's civilian deputy, Sir Donald MacGillivray, assumed control of the civil side, while Lieutenant General Sir Geoffrey Bourne took command of military operations. This division of powers substantially reduced the efficacy of the counterinsurgency effort because the absence of a strong military leader at the top of the civil side led to regression. The civil service drifted back toward a business-as-usual attitude, and the district officers and other civil servants appointed under Templer were eventually rotated out and replaced by men of lesser aptitude 55
In the years following Templer's departure, the government was unable to deal a mortal blow to the Communists, but it did continue to make progress. By the end of 1956, the guerrillas had barely more than 2,000 men56 Malaya gained its independence on August 31, 1957, removing much of the Malayan Communist Party's appeal and drawing many Communist sympathizers to the parties of the non-Communist left. Malaya's first prime minister, Tunku Abdul Rahman, shared Templer's view that good government deserved precedence over self-government in a time of civil war, so he hired into his government the British, Australian, and New Zealand officers who until now had been conducting the war for the British government, a group that included most of the top officers in the army and police. In addition, large numbers of British, Australian, and New Zealand troops continued the hunt for the guerrillas.
In late 1957 and 1958 counterinsurgency operations destroyed some of the remaining guerrilla pockets, which allowed the government to concentrate its counterguerrilla forces in the few areas where the guerrillas refused to lay down their arms. Casualties and lack of food led to the surrender of several key guerrilla leaders, who convinced other guerrillas to surrender and provided information that led to further military reverses for the insurgency. Five hundred guerrillas surrendered in 1958, more than in any previous year. By the end of 1958, the number of guerrilla fighters had fallen to 350, which prompted the Communist Party to move most of its armed forces into southern Thailand, where they could recuperate and launch small attacks into Malaya. Scattered guerrilla and counterguerrilla operations persisted in the Thai-Malay border region into 1959 and beyond, but the insurgents ceased posing a significant threat to the well-being of the country."
The perceived lessons of the Malayan Emergency have informed much of the advice provided to American counterinsurgents in the twenty-first century. As the foregoing assessment indicates, these lessons are in need of some revision. Contrary to popular belief, the ineffectiveness of the British counterinsurgents from 1948 to 1951 did not result from a failure to understand the problem or to identify appropriate countermeasures. Rather, it resulted from weak leadership. Following the outburst of Communist violence in June 1948, the British multiplied the number of policemen, but without sufficient attention to the quality of their leaders, committing the common error of presuming that effective forces can be created simply by providing funds and assigning a certain number of new personnel. Because of poor leadership, the expanded police forces were generally inept and, aside from occasional acts of indiscriminate brutality, inert. Through the Emergency regulations, the British government denied the people the protections of civil liberties, an appropriate enough response to the Communist threat, but one that allowed abuses to flourish in the absence of good leadership. The government's armed forces had considerably better officers than the police did at the start of the war, which translated into vigorous military operations and, in some cases, rapid adaptation of tactics to local conditions. Although the police failed to provide the armed forces with much intelligence on the insurgents, military operations succeeded in disrupting major guerrilla activities and denying the guerrillas the military initiative.
The Malayan Emergency demonstrates the critical importance of leadership at the top and the differences between good and poor leadership at that level. By refusing to visit the insurgency's equivalent of front lines-the villages and outposts and local headquarters-Gurney failed to inspire subordinates in the field or appraise their performance. Because of Gurney's preferred management style and the inferior quality of many junior leaders, the central headquarters micromanaged and produced an excess of paperwork at the expense of action. The addition of Briggs, a fine leader, to Gurney's leadership team failed to remedy this condition because Briggs was not given the authority required to impose change on sluggish bureaucrats. Nor, at the district level, did the district officers have the latitude to exert strong leadership, having been placed on interagency committees without the power to override uncooperative committee members.
When Gerald Templer took the helm in February 1952, he had the good fortune of receiving supreme authority over all civil and military organizations, which gave him the freedom of action that Briggs had never possessed. Templer, in turn, provided freedom to those below him. Although Templer issued doctrinal publications, he did not attempt to force specific methods upon local commanders, for he knew that success required autonomous and adaptive local leaders, capable of using their own judgment to determine whether, when, and how to apply doctrinal concepts.
By leaving the administrative duties of Kuala Lumpur to others, Templer was able to devote his time to the more important task of touring the country, primarily for the purpose of identifying leaders who deserved removal or promotion. He fired civil and military leaders at all levels, without concern for whether they were pleasant people or what it would do for their careers. Such callousness can be hard for compassionate people to stomach, but it did promote the greater good of effective counterinsurgency, and it saved the lives of counterinsurgents. The police and the civil service benefited the most from Templer's pitiless axe, for their leaders had never before been subjected to rigorous screening of the sort employed by vigilant military officers. To fill many of the holes created by the sackings, Templer brought in proven men from across the empire, a feat that depended upon a cooperative national government and a generally high level of talent among the officers and officials produced by British society and government in years past. Templer's accomplish ments also illustrate superbly the value of energy and charisma in winning support from both government personnel and the population at large.
Templer did not introduce new counterinsurgency tactics or strategy. He executed existing tactics and strategy more effectively than before, by changing and inspiring the field commanders. Through this approach, Templer increased the initiative and inventiveness of the armed forces. The Special Branch of the police acquired much more intelligence thanks to Templer's addition of talented intelligence officers, and that intelligence presented new opportunities for the armed forces to eliminate Communists. Population relocation, which initially failed to stem the insurgency because of inadequate administrators and security forces, thrived under Templer because the new leaders of the civil service, the police, and the Home Guard possessed the attributes required to gain control of the resettlement areas and prevent misdeeds by local personnel. The government's leaders gained the support of much of the rural Chinese population through the establishment of security and the demonstration of integrity and empathy in governance -and not through the institution of social and economic reforms.
One more critical and underappreciated aspect of the Malayan Emergency was the strong performance of indigenous forces under foreign commanders. Both Templer, as British high commissioner, and Tunku Abdul Rahman, as the prime minister of independent Malaya, attained favorable outcomes by putting British and other foreign officers into leadership positions in the Malayan military, police, civil service, and Home Guard. Choosing good government over self-government in the short term, they defused the immediate Communist menace and ultimately attained a peace that would provide a long term in which Malayans could work on self-government free of the scourge of subversion.



CHAPTER 7
The Vietnam War
n the early twentieth century, as in previous centuries, most of Vietnam's leaders belonged to a very small elite that exceeded the rest of the population in social status, education, and wealth. Although the French had partitioned Vietnam into three colonies in the late nineteenth century, they had not displaced the Vietnamese elite or fundamentally altered its relationship to the Vietnamese masses. Concentrated in the urban population centers of Vietnam, the members of the elite became more Westernized and modernized with each year of French colonization, widening the gulf that separated them from the peasants, who composed the vast majority of the populace.
As fate would have it, however, South Vietnam's first president, Ngo Dinh Diem, grew up astride this gulf. Diem's father had served in the imperial court as a traditional mandarin official, but he quit out of opposition to French policies, moved his family to the countryside, and took up farming. Diem learned to grow rice in the premodern way, driving the plow with a water buffalo. At the same time, he gained an understanding of the Vietnamese peasant's mind, giving him a decided advantage over the Westernized Vietnamese elites of Hanoi, Saigon, and other cities who aspired to guide the country's political course.
Diem attended the School for Law and Administration in Hanoi and finished at the head of his class, which brought him an appointment as a district chief, a position of considerable authority. Riding a horse in mandarin garb, Diem crisscrossed his district to administer public projects and resolve disputes. A devout Catholic who shunned worldly possessions, he projected an air of austerity and impartiality, two critical components of charisma in Vietnam because they elevated an individual above the corruption and favoritism commonplace among officials. At the extraordinarily young age of twentyeight, Diem was promoted to the powerful and prestigious post of provincial chief.
In 1930, during a rebellion by the Vietnamese Communist Party, Diem arrested every Communist he could find in his province, but unlike some of his peers, he did not inflict gratuitous damage on the general population. So thoroughly did he impress the Vietnamese court in the succeeding years that Emperor Bao Dai appointed him minister of the interior in 1933. Within a matter of months, however, the French showed that they did not intend to increase Vietnamese autonomy as recently promised, so Diem quit. Returning to his home town of Hue, he read countless books and forged ties with other nationalists.
In World War II, Diem and his nationalist allies organized anti-French political subversion in league with exiled Vietnamese nationalists and, at one point, the Japanese. When the war ended, the Japanese occupation force folded, leaving a power vacuum into which Ho Chi Minh's Vietnamese Communists flowed. Ho asked Diem to serve as his minister of the interior, but Diem, wary of the Communists, insisted that he would take the job only if granted broad powers, which was more than Ho was willing to do. Soon the French returned to reclaim their colony. After a spell of peace and negotiation, they ran into armed conflict with Ho Chi Minh, which prompted them to ask Diem to serve in the colonial administration. He refused.
Diem sat out this war until its waning moments, in June 1954. At that juncture, the despairing French gave Vietnam an independent government in advance of the division of the country. Emperor Bao Dai named Diem the premier of what would soon become South Vietnam, an anti-Communist state opposite Ho Chi Minh's Communist North Vietnam. Rushed to Saigon, Diem inherited the colonial armed forces and civil administration, both of which had suffered enormous numbers of desertions as the war came to a close. Although Diem enjoyed much support among the South Vietnamese elite classes, the top leadership of the army remained in the hands of Frenchmen and Vietnamese Francophiles, who disdained Diem for his long-standing aversion to French rule, and the police were controlled by a group of gangsters called the Binh Xuyen.'
Viewing the prospects for South Vietnam as dire and the strategic stakes as high, the Eisenhower administration called upon the one man who had proved himself capable of rescuing such a situation, Edward Lansdale. The director of the CIA, Allen Dulles, gave Lansdale a small team of CIA officers and flew the bunch of them to Saigon to assist Diem. Before long, Lansdale struck up a close relationship with Diem similar to the one he had fostered with Magsaysay in the Philippines. Diem understood Vietnamese politics better than Lansdale or any other American did, but Lansdale tutored him in other vital subjects, such as piecing together the remnants of armed forces, organizing state finances, and handling the American embassy, whose officials were less than enthused with Diem.

Especially valuable was Lansdale's advice in the spring of 1955, when the Binh Xuyen and two heavily armed religious sects, the Hoa Hao and the Cao Dai, resisted Diem's authority and conspired to overthrow him. The American ambassador, J. Lawton Collins, coldly lectured Diem, telling him that he had to reach a compromise with those groups in order to win them over to the government's side. The South Vietnamese army, Collins said, would not support Diem in an armed showdown. Diem, urged on by Lansdale, informed Collins that he intended to put the insubordination down by force, maintaining that negotiations would be futile and that the army would follow his commands because in recent months he had replaced army leaders whose loyalties remained in doubt. Collins was so convinced that he was right that he made ready to support Diem's overthrow, and he would have achieved this objective if fighting had not erupted mysteriously in Saigon while he was away in Washington explaining his plans. Diem, with Lansdale acting as coach and salesman, seized the moment and ordered the army leadership to crush the Binh Xuyen and the two sects, which they did faithfully and effectively. The victory gave Diem a tremendous boost in prestige, and hence in support, among the South Vietnamese elites and gained the admiration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, who thereupon terminated American planning for Diem's removal?
After meeting that challenge, the Diem government trained its weapons on the Communists who had stayed in South Vietnam after the division of Vietnam. Having buried their rifles and machine guns in burlap sacks at the end of hostilities, these Communists were now posing as innocent civilians and attempting to infiltrate government organizations and political parties. To stop them, Diem built up the civil administration and the security forces across the country, and together they tracked and demolished the Communist cells, rapidly in the cities and more gradually in the villages, eventually reaching the farthest corners of the countryside. Although Westerners often assumed that the crackdown alienated the peasants, it actually gained support for the government because it weakened the Communists and did not involve wanton excesses against innocent civilians. One Communist account described the situation thus: "By relying on force, [the South Vietnamese government] was temporarily able to stabilize the situation and increase the prestige of the counter-revolutionaries. " 3
Because the Communists were usually unarmed, the government was able to round them up without significant use of concentrated armed force. Diem, however, anticipated that the Communists would not remain peaceable forever, so he invested many of the government's human and material resources in the security forces. The head of the American advisory effort in the late 1950s, Lieutenant General Samuel "Hanging Sam" Williams, became Diem's closest American confidant after Lansdale's departure. Like Lansdale, and unlike some of the other Americans who served in Vietnam, Williams gained the ear of Diem and other Vietnamese because he knew how to coach them without appearing arrogant or imperious. Williams, and every other commander of the American military advisory effort, formed a high opinion of Diem, taking note of Diem's fortitude, judgment, ability to inspire, and knack for military strategy and tactics, characteristics underappreciated by many American civilians-first and foremost, Elbridge Durbrow, the U.S. ambassador to South Vietnam from 1957 to 1961. The quintessential Ugly American, devoid of empathy and tact, Durbrow openly displayed contempt for the Vietnamese and attempted to pressure them to take actions that would have worked far better in his native California than in Vietnam. His attitude and his proposals gravely undermined his influence as ambassador.'
With sound advice and encouragement, Williams assisted Diem and South Vietnam's top generals in removing inept leaders and squelching widespread insubordination. The officer corps, however, was so thoroughly stricken with incompetence in its upper layers that the lancing of boils here and there did not restore the patient to full health. Williams directed American military advisers to focus South Vietnamese army training on conventional warfare, for his greatest fear was an invasion of South Vietnam by large North Vietnamese conventional forces. The North Vietnamese army's conventional divisions, unlike bands of guerrillas, could seize Saigon and the rest of South Vietnam's centers of power by force of arms, and only conventionally equipped and trained South Vietnamese regulars could stop them. Williams did not ignore the possibility of a guerrilla insurgency. Rather, he believed that counterguerrilla duty should belong primarily to local South Vietnamese militia forces-the Civil Guard and Self-Defense Corps-which had the advantages of superior intelligence sources and continuous presence in the same location. Both Williams and Diem sought to improve and enlarge these militias.
In the minds of Williams and Diem, the Civil Guard was to be a paramilitary force, armed with assault rifles and submachine guns and capable of mounting mobile operations against guerrillas, while the Self-Defense Corps conducted static defense of villages. They were overridden, however, by Ambassador Durbrow, who accepted the recommendation of a Michigan State University advisory team to equip the Civil Guard with pistols and nightsticks, like an American police force. Furthermore, Durbrow and the Michigan State team blocked a plan of Williams and Diem to put the Civil Guard under the military, which would have enabled them to replace poor leaders with military officers. The military leadership could not be entrusted with forces responsible for internal security, Durbrow declared dogmatically, because that would facilitate military domination of the government. The militia leadership thus remained replete with weak colonial-era leaders who condoned and perpetrated theft, corruption, and gratuitous violence?
Leadership positions in the civil administrations, at every level, were similarly replete with colonial-era holdovers bereft of crucial attributes like initiative, dedication, and integrity. Diem had no choice but to rely on these men in the near term, because only they had the knowledge and experience to carry out such core administrative functions as taxation and public communications. "Generally speaking, the quality of my ministers is very poor," Diem admitted to one American. "Provincial chiefs sometimes do not get out and see all the people in their provinces; district chiefs often do not know what goes on in villages within their districts; and in the ministries in Saigon there are civil servants who never get out in the country to learn about the services which they head within their ministries in Saigon." As a result, Diem felt compelled to tell local commanders how they should do their jobs. "I have delegated, and delegated, and delegated," he explained, "but they have proven unworthy of the delegation of authority and responsibility time and again. This is why I feel constrained to step into the breach which exists and bring order out of the chaos."' Despite Diem's formidable leadership prowess and his deep understanding of counterinsurgency in the Vietnamese context, his micromanage ment was unable to make up for the weaknesses of subordinates in the provinces.
In January 1959, at the Fifteenth Plenum of the Communist Party Central Committee, Ho Chi Minh decided that the crippling losses suffered by the Communists in the South demanded an armed insurrection. To avoid triggering a strong American reaction, Ho decreed that the Communists would at first attempt to win only small military victories and would concentrate on political organization in the villages. Larger offensives would take place at some distant date, to be determined by international conditions. For the remainder of the year, the North Vietnamese made ready for war, blazing infiltration trails through jungles and over mountains into the South, then sending men and materiel down the trails by foot.
The infiltrators burst into South Vietnamese villages at the beginning of 1960 and went on an extended killing spree that targeted government militiamen, officials, and supporters. Each month they racked up more than 15o assassinations, along with more than 5o kidnappings. The Civil Guard and SelfDefense Corps failed to repel the Communist guerrillas, or Viet Cong, as the South Vietnamese government called them, owing to inferior leadership and weaponry. Where the local government lacked resolute leadership, the assassination of a few civil officials or militiamen demoralized the rest of the government personnel and sent them fleeing their villages for the safety of the district or provincial capital, which opened the floodgates to Viet Cong intrusion. To supplant the village governments, the Viet Cong created shadow governments that recruited villagers, redistributed land, compelled the peasants to fork over rice as a form of taxation, and otherwise controlled the peasants' lives.
When the Civil Guard and the Self-Defense Corps crumpled, Diem sent the army into the villages to combat the insurgents. The army units did not fall to pieces as the militias had, because they had somewhat better leaders and much better weapons, but they could seldom locate the guerrillas for want of intelligence information or the willingness to venture into unsafe areas. When they did get near the guerrillas, they often attacked in large formations, whose approach was, like that of a herd of elephants, easily detected and evaded. South Vietnam's generals had disregarded recommendations from General Williams and other Americans to train the army in counterguerrilla warfare, sparking accusations that the army's difficulties were the result of inadequate training. But training deficiencies were far less important than leadership deficiencies. While training could impart valuable knowledge of counterguer rilla tactics, numerous officers already had such knowledge from the last war, and those who did not could learn quickly on the job if they were sufficiently adaptive. The army generally had trouble finding enemy guerrillas because its officers lacked the initiative, dedication, and organizational ability required for successful intelligence collection and patrolling, and it conducted excessively large military operations because its officers lacked imagination and flexibility. Diem remained unable to fix the army leadership in 1960 because the pool of capable and reliable replacements was still too shallow.'
In 1960 the Viet Cong won the allegiance of numerous villagers for two principal reasons. First, the Viet Cong's success in killing and driving off the government's representatives made a favorable impression on the peasants, who adhered to the ancient peasant tradition of gravitating toward the militarily stronger side in any contest. Second, the peasants were attracted by the excellent leadership of the Viet Cong, an attraction likewise rooted in tradition. The peasants looked for the leadership attributes that had been displayed by the best mandarins over the centuries, most notably competence and charisma, the latter comprising several components-impartiality, selflessness, and eloquence. In preparing for war in the late 1950s, the Communists had carefully selected and developed leaders to yield men with these characteristics. Diem was seeking to produce leaders with these same characteristics, but he had yet to produce them in quantity. People who had held power in colonial times still dominated the South Vietnamese leadership in the villages, and many of them clung to the habits of bad mandarins, abusing peasants, stealing public funds, and refusing to stand firm when attacked. In villages where the government and the Viet Cong were relatively evenly matched in strength and leadership, and only in those villages, was the Viet Cong's redistribution of land from the wealthy to the poor a major factor in causing peasants to join the insurgency.'
In some parts of the country, South Vietnamese militiamen and civil authorities did resist the initial Communist onslaught effectively, invariably because of strong governmental leadership. Over the course of 1960, moreover, Diem yanked some of the worst officials from their jobs and put in their place men who had less experience or less certain loyalties but possessed the will and skill to defeat the Viet Cong and the integrity and charisma to gain supporters by means other than force. Diem and his brother Ngo Dinh Nhu also created a political and paramilitary organization called the Republican Youth into which they funneled promising young leaders for development and accelerated promotion.'
The insurgency continued to grow, and the counterinsurgency generally remained frail, until the spring of 1962. At that point, in defiance of numerous prognostications that the gloom could never be lifted, the counterinsurgents began a period of rapid advancement and, in a matter of months, turned the tide of the war. A large increase in American military aid played a significant role in the turnaround, as did the arrival of thousands of new U.S. advisers, who taught military skills to the South Vietnamese and inspired them with energy and courage. These factors were not, however, sufficient for success. Across the border in Laos, where the government received an abundance of American military aid and advisers, the national armed forces were throwing down their American weapons and running at the first glimpse of the Vietnamese Communists, who were using Laos as their main channel of infiltration into South Vietnam.
The principal cause of South Vietnam's reversal of fortune, and of Laos's failure, was leadership. The quality of the leaders in the South Vietnamese armed forces and provincial administrations experienced a dramatic upturn during 1962 as the young men cultivated by Diem in the 19505 came of age and moved into critical commands. Rufus Phillips, a protege of Edward Lansdale, described the change in local officials after he conducted a tour of the country in the middle of 1962. "Practically all of the officials I met in six provinces had assumed office within the last year," Phillips remarked. "Their conversation and their actions reflected a genuine desire to help the hamlet people and an understanding of their problems. Most of them were working long hours with energy and enthusiasm, inspecting their provinces during the day and going over papers at night."" Because of the command changes, government security forces more often conducted patrols, entered areas dominated by the Viet Cong, and operated at night. Military successes and better leadership of intelligence operations generated more intelligence on the insurgents, which in turn spawned more military successes.
The new generation of leaders provided, in addition, the leadership for the government's most important counterinsurgency initiative of 1962, the strategic hamlet program. To the novice observer, a strategic hamlet's most striking features were the physical barriers that surrounded it-bamboo fences, moats, barbed wire, and punji stakes. Far more important, however, were the people assigned to protect and administer the hamlet. Drawn from the Republican Youth and other dynamic governmental organizations, the strategic hamlet militias contained more men than the previous militia units did, and possessed much better leadership. Their commanders kept them in the hamlets twenty-four hours a day and organized fierce resistance to Viet Cong assaults, refusing to abandon the hamlets no matter how frequent the attacks. Strategic hamlet personnel recruited villagers, organized informant networks, and spoke at markets and homes about the superiority of the Saigon government. As a counter to the Viet Cong's land redistribution, they provided agricultural supplies like fertilizer and rat poison and helped the peasants with their labors. Rather than give the village governments control over the strategic hamlets, as in the past, Diem and Nhu delegated authority down to the hamlet level, the lowest administrative level, thus bypassing the aging incompetents in the village governments and the Saigon ministries"
Although Diem masterminded the bulk of the leadership changes, he received valuable help from the Americans. In the second half of 1962, the chief U.S. military adviser, General Paul Harkins, urged Diem to punish, and if necessary replace, commanders who were not showing initiative in attacking the enemy, the leadership characteristic that seemed to remain in shortest supply. Traveling around the country almost every day in a small aircraft, Harkins dropped in on South Vietnamese military units with the regularity of a commanding officer to assess their strengths and weaknesses. He kept his advice private and had the knowledge, interpersonal acumen, and force of personality to enjoy Diem's respect.
"During the preceding week, I visited all the divisions," Harkins told Diem on July 18, 1962. "Leadership is lacking in platoons and companies, the very place where it is needed most-since these are the units which do the fighting." To bring more capable leaders into those slots, Harkins advised Diem to transfer officers from headquarters and logistical commands to combat units, reduce the length of officer training, and get professional men into the military in larger numbers.
Diem told Harkins, "I am concerned over the number of senior officers who have reached the height of their potential and who lack the education and initiative required in higher grades."
"Such men should be eliminated," said Harkins.
"The situation was inherited from the French, who were too easy and made colonels and lieutenant colonels who had no real capability or training," Diem remarked. "One of the difficulties in identifying incompetent officers lies in the fact that my generals do not want to recommend the separation of officers who are old friends." Despite the problems involved, "I am considering the thought of elimination."
During another meeting, Harkins narrated for Diem a story recently heard around the country, about a South Vietnamese battalion commander who had refused to attack a nearby Viet Cong force. When the commander was asked why he was not engaging the enemy, he responded, "As long as we don't bother them, they won't bother us."
"This commander is a lazy man," Diem told Harkins. Of late, Diem explained, he had been telling some of his commanders to be more aggressive and take more risks, but a number of commanders remained reluctant to attack.
"This is not right and is certainly no way to win," was Harkins's blistering response. "If commanders do not want to fight, they should come to you and tell you so, and you can find others who will."2
During the second half of 1962, Diem did sack those commanders who stubbornly resisted his orders to hunt down the enemy with vigor, replacing them with up-and-coming officers. South Vietnamese forces, resonating with the aggressiveness of their commanders, delivered one hard blow after another to the Viet Cong and broke their grip on large sections of the country. Repeated victories over large Viet Cong forces compelled the Viet Cong to stop concentrating in large numbers, which prevented them from overwhelming small government units and strategic hamlets. According to the Australian journalist Wilfred Burchett, a Communist sympathizer who lived with the Viet Cong during this period, Communist leaders believed that "in terms of territory and population, Diem made a considerable comeback in 1962," as government armed forces "registered a number of successes and held the strategic and tactical initiative.""
South Vietnam's armed forces and the strategic hamlet program continued to prosper during the first half of 1963. The regular armed forces and the militia forces increased in size as well as quality, with the total strength of each reaching approximately 215,000 men, and they conducted small operations with great frequency. The Viet Cong were losing 1,500 men per month, which would have depleted the 23,000-strong Viet Cong very rapidly had it not been for the arrival of a similar number of replacements from North Vietnam each month via the infiltration routes in Laos. Simultaneously, the number of villagers subjected to Viet Cong influence continued to fall 14
Diem's success in improving leadership quality and force size simultaneously was a remarkable feat, for rapid expansion of counterinsurgency forces normally results in degradation of overall leadership quality because leadership development lags behind unit creation. It was all the more impressive because Diem achieved it without eliminating loyalty as a criterion in command selection. Ever since 1954, military leaders had been plotting on and off against Diem, so he always retained some mediocre officers of definite loyalty in key commands that were close to Saigon, as protection against a coup. Journalists like David Halberstam and Neil Sheehan, who spent most of their time in and around the capital, loudly denounced the loyalty-based appointments and argued that merit should be the sole criterion. If some officers turned against Diem, they believed, it simply showed that he did not deserve to be president. This line of reasoning betrayed fundamental ignorance of the South Vietnamese elites-their fractious character ensured that certain individuals were always conspiring to overthrow the government regardless of its virtues. It also failed to consider the possibility that the men who overthrew the government would be inferior leaders or that they would purge massive numbers of capable government commanders for their loyalty to the replaced regime.
In the spring and summer of 1963 a group of politically motivated Buddhist monks, some of whom were Communist agents, launched a campaign of protest against the Saigon government in which they hurled baseless allegations of religious persecution. They demanded concessions and kept demanding them even after the government, under intense American pressure, granted many concessions and made innumerable other attempts at conciliation. To most South Vietnamese, in fact, the Diem government's concessions and its toleration of large public demonstrations signified a loss of prestige, for Vietnamese culture deemed weak the leader who did not quash his adversaries and maintain public order. The American press corps in Saigon, duped by misinformation from a Reuters stringer named Pham Xuan An who was actually a Communist spy, reported that Diem's heavy-handedness was creating dissension among the army's officer corps, when in reality the officer corps supported the suppression of the militant protesters 15
Accustomed to a state-controlled press, South Vietnam's elites presumed that the anti-Diem articles of Halberstam, Sheehan, Stanley Karnow, and other American reporters represented the official U.S. position, which led some of them to entertain the idea of overthrowing Diem. The American journalists in Saigon also helped convince Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge to incite a military coup. Lodge and like-minded officials were not certain who would become the new president and simply assumed that "the generals" would figure it out. It would be one of the most costly examples in history of inattention to individual differences in leadership ability. The military leaders, it turned out, did not want to overthrow Diem, but when Lodge informed them that the United States could not tolerate the current government, they agreed to a coup because they knew that South Vietnam could not survive without American assistance 16
The coup commenced on November i and continued into the early hours of November 2 as Diem's crack Presidential Guard held off the coup forces at Saigon's Presidential Palace. During the morning of November 2, convinced that further fighting would only abet the Communists, Diem ordered loyalist forces to lay down their arms. Lodge, who was worried that Diem and Nhu would be a menace to the successor regime, refused to facilitate their departure from the country, so the two brothers agreed to turn themselves in to the plotters, who sent a detachment of troops to collect them at a church, where they had gone to pray. On instructions from General Duong Van Minh, one of the top leaders of the coup forces, the soldiers killed Diem and Nhu in the back of an armored personnel carrier.
A committee of generals, headed by General Minh, took control of the country. Despite previous promises to liberalize the government and remove loyalty as a criterion in command selection, the generals purged huge numbers of Diem supporters from the government, throwing a number of them in jail. They ousted nearly all of the district and provincial chiefs, the leaders responsible for most of the counterinsurgency programs and organizations, including the strategic hamlet program, the militias, the police, and an assortment of economic development programs. They dissolved the Republican Youth, fired militia commanders, disarmed strategic hamlet militiamen, and replaced nine of the top twenty-two military commanders. The new generation of leaders, the bumper crop of talent that had rescued South Vietnam during the past two years, was systematically uprooted. In place of the expelled commanders, the junta put untested young men or older men who had failed past tests 17
The committee of generals spoke with eloquence of the classic counterinsurgency methods they intended to employ. They did not, however, build viable programs and organizations to replace those that they had destroyed, and they provided none of the direction and motivation that the new field commanders needed. Inertia took hold up and down and across the government. In December, Lodge himself conceded, "I am disconcerted by an apparent lack of drive in conducting the war. The members of the junta give me splendid clear-cut answers and say all of the right things, yet nothing much seems to happen." As a consequence of this collapse of leadership, South Vietnamese regulars stopped patrolling the countryside, militiamen quit, and village officials moved to district and provincial capitals. The Viet Cong regained the initiative by default and, with little effort, began moving back into the areas that they had lost in the preceding two years.18
Within three months of the coup, the Minh junta had put on such a stunning show of incompetence and self-destructiveness that influential Americans and South Vietnamese became convinced by the droves that the situation demanded another coup. At the end of January 1964, General Nguyen Khanh put out feelers to the Americans about staging such a coup and received the green light. On January 30, at four in the morning, Khanh and other dissatisfied generals sent tanks and armored cars to surround the homes of the government's top leaders. The coup forces took all of these individuals into custody without firing a shot and put them in prison. The head conspirators set up a new government with Khanh as chief of state.
Thirty-seven years of age when he took power, Khanh was an extraordinarily skillful and aggressive military leader. He had become the first commander of the Vietnamese National Army's elite airborne battalion in 1950 at the age of just twenty-three, and by the age of thirty he had been made a general. As the new chief of state, he moved more quickly and decisively than the committee of generals had. Yet Khanh lacked abilities that were critical to his new position. Despite years of distinguished service in the military, he did not have all the organizational skills necessary to run a national government effectively, which resulted in inattention to important matters and administrative drift. In the political realm, he lacked knowledge and judgment, which led him to rely for political advice on Ambassador Lodge, a man who knew American politics intimately and mistakenly assumed that this knowledge made him an expert on Vietnamese politics.
When Khanh asked Lodge whom he should appoint to a new cabinet, the ambassador responded, "One good rule of politics in any country is to include rather than to exclude, and to give all elements in the community a sense of participation." So Khanh appointed officials from every religious, political, and regional group. But diversity proved an inadequate substitute for quality. Identity-based appointments empowered individuals who lacked experience or talent and who spent much of their time bickering, backstabbing, and promoting their own group's narrow interests at the expense of others 19
Khanh initiated a new round of purging, a more useful one than the previous round, since he replaced many of the incompetent beneficiaries of the first purge with the capable Diem loyalists whose places they had taken. But then the Buddhists who had helped topple Diem began accusing Khanh of reviving "Diemism." Khanh, short on political smarts and determined to avoid Diem's fate for resisting the Buddhists, took to firing and imprisoning Diem loyalists?°
Khanh stabilized the South Vietnamese armed forces to a degree through personnel changes, but he kept in place more than a few officers whose dearth of flexibility and initiative led to a return to large, and largely barren, sweep operations. Khanh was not able to revive counterinsurgency programs in the hamlets, leaving the Viet Cong with unfettered access to the hamlets' resources. Important civilian officials in Washington, and later some historians, attributed the Viet Cong's strength at this time to the government's inattention to the use of political, economic, and social methods to gain popular support, which they ascribed to overemphasis on military affairs. That interpretation constituted a triumph of abstract theorizing over objective reality. Overemphasizing the military dimension was impossible when there was little or no security in the hamlets; the administrators of political, economic, and social programs could not function there if they could not be protected from Viet Cong bullets. Even with adequate security, the South Vietnamese government still would have been unable to do much with nonmilitary instruments of power, not because it was ignorant of good methods-its planning documents express full awareness of good methods-but because it lacked leaders who could implement those methods successfully."
The only national counterinsurgency program that showed much promise in 1964 owed its success to the CIA, not to the Saigon government. Called the Counter-Terror Team program and later rechristened the Provincial Reconnaissance Unit program, it fielded small paramilitary teams in areas where other government forces refused to go. Although the CIA was able to lure unusually capable men into the rank and file with high pay, the principal reason for the program's success was the caliber of the South Vietnamese command ers whom the CIA handpicked for the program, the only South Vietnamese commanders anywhere who were appointed by Americans. By choosing the leaders, the CIA nullified the political and personal considerations that affected the selection of commanders for other units. Using advisers and informants within the units, CIA officers monitored the performance of commanders, admonishing or relieving commanders for ineffectiveness. Because of superior leadership, these teams operated more effectively than any other South Vietnamese forces, and because they operated in their home areas, they had better intelligence than any American forces. In time, it would become common for a ioo-man Provincial Reconnaissance Unit to capture or kill several hundred Communists in a year while suffering few, if any, casualties. This program was too small, however, to have a major impact on the war as a whole 22
During the summer of 1964 the Communists were growing in strength not only in rural South Vietnam but also in the cities, where they had heretofore been very feeble. The urban police, like every other arm of the South Vietnamese government, had been debilitated by the post-Diem purges, and the Communists and other oppositionists exploited this weakness to the hilt. In August, Khanh attempted to reverse this state of affairs by ordering his security forces to prohibit public demonstrations, imprison individuals suspected of supporting the enemy, and execute terrorists and speculators. Buddhist and student groups-both of which were now heavily infiltrated by Communists-responded with riots that targeted government offices and Catholics, the latter because of their steadfast opposition to Communists and other subversives. Khanh lost whatever backbone he had possessed. Intimidated by the large crowds and the possibility of American disapproval, Khanh did not arrest the protesters but instead agreed to grant their demands, which included annulling all of the new anti-subversive measures. In a country that revered strongmen, Khanh's toleration of protests and his concessions caused him to lose face, demoralizing his supporters and encouraging his opponents to cause new trouble. "The emergency, and indeed any other laws, are being mocked," observed the British ambassador. "The grave element in all this is the failure of the Khanh regime to assert themselves even in the face of small demonstrations. In their desire to avoid appearing dictatorial they are showing themselves to be ineffective"23
As the Buddhists kept up the drumbeat of demands, Khanh fired more officers whom the Buddhists found objectionable, which prompted Harkins's successor, General William Westmoreland, to issue a warning that "actions best calculated to destroy the morale, the unity, the pride and confidence of the Armed Forces have transpired in a manner which leads me to believe that a relative free hand has been given to those who aim to destroy the Armed Forces." Khanh's capitulation to the Buddhists and his generally poor leadership sparked a coup attempt on September 13, which fizzled only because the U.S. embassy chose to back Khanh after the plotters, in conversations with American officials, revealed that they had no idea how to run the government. Because most military commanders remained neutral during the putsch or sided with the rebels, Khanh conducted a sweeping purge immediately afterward, sacking three of the four corps commanders and six of the nine division commanders?'
Khanh survived until February 1965, when the military leadership forced him out and sent him abroad with the face-saving title of ambassador-at-large. Though staunchly anti-Communist and generally unsympathetic to the Buddhist political activists, the generals settled, for the time being, on a civilian government led by Dr. Phan Huy Quat, a favorite of the militant Buddhists. Actively promoting the Buddhist political agenda, Quat relieved commanders who tried to rein in Buddhist protesters and imprisoned officers who criticized him for lenience toward suspected Communists. The officer corps, and hence the armed forces, reached new lows. The timing of this leadership disintegration could not have been worse for South Vietnam, for it coincided with the arrival in South Vietnam of the first wave of a North Vietnamese invasion. In the fall of 1964 the political calamities in Saigon, together with President Lyndon Johnson's tepid responses to North Vietnamese provocations and his campaign promises to keep American boys out of Vietnam, had convinced Hanoi to dispatch entire North Vietnamese army regiments for the purpose of conquering South Vietnam swiftly. Departing from the North in November 1964, the North Vietnamese army units commenced offensive operations in the South in the first months of 1965, concentrating thousands of troops at the point of attack and employing heavy weapons like pack howitzers and flamethrowers. These operations signified a shift in emphasis from guerrilla warfare to conventional warfare, and they had the intended effect, inflicting unprecedented casualties on the South Vietnamese army and forcing South Vietnamese commanders to operate in at least battalion strength.Z"
In May, Communist forces stepped up their attacks to still higher levels, with the objective of inflicting between 30,000 and 40,000 casualties on the South Vietnamese army by the end of the year. Losses of that magnitude, North Vietnam's strategists believed, would permit Communist forces to take Saigon. In the first week of June, the North Vietnamese army and the Viet Cong dealt the government 1,876 casualties, the highest total for any week in the war. General Westmoreland, in a report dated June 7, observed that South Vietnamese soldiers "are beginning to show signs of reluctance to assume the offensive, and in some cases their steadfastness under fire is coming into doubt." South Vietnam would soon lose the war, Westmoreland asserted, unless large numbers of American troops stepped onto the battlefield, a course of action he strongly advocated."
The military setbacks of early June also forced a showdown in the South Vietnamese government, between Premier Quat and the military. Meeting with Quat on June u, fifty generals aired their dissatisfaction with the regime's failings, both political and military. After rounds of quarreling, as notable for their acidity as for their duration, Quat arose in exasperation and announced that he was resigning.
The generals promptly set about creating a new government, and the Buddhist agitators wasted no time in angling to bring to power their favorite general, Nguyen Chanh Thi. This time, however, the generals refused to play along, choosing instead Air Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky as prime minister and General Nguyen Van Thieu as the head of the ruling committee of generals. Appalled by the damage to the war effort caused by Buddhist conniving, these two officers immediately terminated the Buddhists' influence on personnel decisions and internal security policies. The Buddhist activists, and the political instability they engendered, had been throttled for good. Thieu was to remain at the top of the government for the remainder of the war, dumping Ky a few years later after a period of joint rule.
Ky was far from an ideal choice for prime minister. Though an accomplished military officer, the thirty-four-year-old Ky possessed little experience in civil governance, and his concentration on pressing affairs was as inconstant as his attention to his numerous love interests. His ivory-handled pistols and his favorite attire-a purple jumpsuit with purple socks and a purple scarfsymbolized his predisposition for style over substance. General Nguyen Van Thieu, on the other hand, had the marks of a formidable leader. At forty-two, he was much more mature and tactful than Ky and had recently demonstrated the savvy and interpersonal dexterity required to navigate the mazes and cesspools of Saigon politics. His talents as a military commander also exceeded Ky's and, along with his personality, had won him the respect of most of his military colleagues. During the political tumult of the past twenty months, Thieu had become one of the three generals whom American diplomats and military advisers regularly cited as an excellent candidate for chief of state 27
The new government energized the civil administration and fixed major problems that the preceding regimes had neglected. Within a few months, Ky and Thieu had stanched the political hemorrhaging of officers and undone some of the damage to the military and civil leadership. Headway in restoring the security forces and the administrative apparatus came slowly, however, because the machinery had been thoroughly corroded since November 1963 and now had to be repaired while in operation and under attack from powerful enemies. Through conventional battle, the Communists continued to deal the South Vietnamese army dreadful losses through June and into July, such that President Lyndon Johnson, at the end of July, assented to Westmoreland's recommendation to insert U.S. ground forces into the war.28
General Westmoreland, who until this point had devoted his time to helping the South Vietnamese forces wage war, took command of the U.S. combat forces that Johnson poured into the country. Ever since joining the Boy Scouts at age twelve, Westmoreland had stood out as a natural leader. His military bearing, granite jaw, and effortless self-confidence gave him considerable charisma, of the sort that made men do whatever he commanded, no matter the risk. Diligent and organized, he fit perfectly into the army culture when he entered West Point in 1933. During his West Point years, Westmoreland earned the Pershing Sword, bestowed on the cadet who had demonstrated the highest degree of military proficiency. While commanding artillery units in North Africa, Italy, and France during World War II, he demonstrated exceptional perseverance and unflappability in perilous straits. The late 1950S saw Westmoreland in command of the 101st Airborne Division, which established him as a member of the "Airborne mafia," a group of officers that dominated the army's top ranks by selecting each other for plum jobs 29
As troop ships bore American combat troops across the world's oceans to South Vietnam, Westmoreland told the Pentagon which generals he desired as division and corps commanders. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Earle Wheeler, and Army Chief of Staff General Harold K. Johnson all objected to some of his selections, but Westmoreland's persuasion and persistence broke their opposition. Most of Westmoreland's choices were Airborne officers or West Point graduates, or both, which were legitimate stamps of merit, but his strong preference for them provoked a certain number of accusations of cronyism and disregard for fine officers lacking those credentials 30
As part of his daily routine, Westmoreland invited junior officers for dinner at his villa to question them over steaks and gin-and-tonics about what they were seeing at their level. He made trips to the field at least three times a week, flying by helicopter to nearby locations and by fixed-wing aircraft to those farther away. Often he traveled to battlefields as soon as the fighting ended. During visits he asked tough, probing questions and issued stern warnings to officers who failed to produce the correct answers, creating no small amount of consternation. He did not, however, fire officers on the spot as other top commanders would have done. Fellow army officers, indeed, faulted Westmoreland for his willingness to forgive poor performance. When the commander of the 196th Infantry Brigade, Brigadier General Edward H. DeSaussure, incurred devastating losses through errors in judgment during Operation Attleboro, Westmoreland rejected the recommendation of one of his most trusted confidants, Major General William DePuy, to send DeSaussure on the next plane to the United States. Instead, Westmoreland transferred DeSaussure to the command of the 1st Field Force Artillery and allowed him to earn a subsequent promotion to major general. As one journalist noted, such actions ensured that Westmoreland was a figure "more popular than feared."31
Some Westmoreland critics found his refusal to fire substandard officers reprehensible in light of his toleration of commanders at lower echelons who relieved their own subordinate officers without hesitation 32 Some of these commanders routinely tossed out subordinates, especially those commanding companies or platoons. Whether these removals were made wisely depended almost entirely on the judgment and integrity of the officer making the decision. A study of the relief of commanders by Brigadier General Thomas V. Draude concluded, "The decision of a higher commander to retain or reject his leaders at the fighting level is left to the higher commander's personal judgment. In this case, his judgment is not a matter of interpreting standard orders, guidelines, or principles as there are virtually none."33 Draude found that commanders were usually relieved for weaknesses that became apparent before they resulted in a catastrophic failure, suggesting that commanders were, in general, vigilant in monitoring their subordinate commanders. He also discovered that a large proportion of the officers were relieved for failures that resulted from inexperience. Because of manpower shortages, captains with only twenty-four months in service regularly received company commands. Draude observed that relief of commanders who were clearly poor leaders generally had a positive impact on a unit, but he also noted that some senior officers dissuaded subordinate commanders from bold and imaginative action by relieving commanders with great frequency and for relatively minor mistakes 34
In the second half of 1965, Westmoreland used heavily armed U.S. combat battalions to counterattack large Communist forces when they struck and to conduct search-and-destroy operations, in which the Americans hunted for large enemy units in remote areas. Search-and-destroy operations were to come under intense criticism because American forces often had trouble locating the enemy and because the presence of U.S. forces in the hinterlands kept them from participating in operations to secure the population. Westmoreland, the critics said, could not grasp the simple point that counterinsurgency forces should always stay close to the population. Such contentions might have had some merit had the war been merely a guerrilla war, but they were dangerously wrongheaded when advanced in the context of a war with a strong conventional component. During the last months of 1964, in adherence to standard counterinsurgency principles, Westmoreland had convinced South Vietnamese army commanders in Binh Dinh province to divide their forces into small detachments and disperse them across the villages to establish security and control the population. This approach at first gave the government a boost in the contest for the population's resources, but the enemy did not passively accept the deterioration of its position. Dispatching several large main-force units to Binh Dinh, the Communists attacked the small government detachments one at a time, so that in each case the Communists had overwhelming numerical superiority. Communist battalions mauled one village post after another. In early 1965, deprived of its intelligence sources in the villages, the government fell victim to concentrated surprise attacks on its district capitals. The provincial capitals and Saigon itself would have been next had the U.S. armed forces not saved the day.
The only way to foil such a rampage was to take the initiative from the Communists, which meant striking them with large mobile forces before they hit the small detachments. Thus, as Westmoreland concluded from the Binh Dinh experience, countering the Communists required both static forces to secure the villages and mobile forces to attack the enemy's conventional forces. Westmoreland decided to devote American troops to the mobile conventional operations away from the populace, because they had superior mobility and firepower, and let the South Vietnamese fight the guerrilla units in the village areas, because they had personal and ethnic ties to local communities that the Americans lacked 35
The American ground forces succeeded in accomplishing their first and most important mission, thwarting North Vietnam's conventional offensive. American units repeatedly decimated large Communist formations during the last months of 1965 through the skillful employment of highly mobile infantry backed by massive air and artillery strikes. These operations compelled the North Vietnamese to operate in smaller units, scale back their offensive activities, and abandon plans for the swift seizure of Saigon. Although those changes made Communist forces somewhat less vulnerable to American power, the Americans continued to inflict crushing defeats on the North Vietnamese army and the Viet Cong in 1966 and 1967. The North Vietnamese, however, kept feeding new soldiers and materiel into South Vietnam through Laos and Cambodia, which enabled them to keep fighting and killing Americans, thereby eroding support for the war among the American people, who were far less inclined to tolerate casualties than was the ruling circle in Hanoi.
From the middle of 1965 to the end of 1967, in accordance with Westmoreland's division of labor, the South Vietnamese government diverted much of its regular army to counterinsurgency in the villages. Familiar signs of poor leadership could be found in the army across the country-mistreatment of the civilian populace, desertion, application of inappropriate tactics, and reluctance to pursue the enemy. In I Corps, which consisted of the northernmost provinces of South Vietnam, U.S. Marines attempted to compensate for the lack of leadership in the South Vietnamese security forces by attaching Marine squads to local militia platoons and putting the combined units under Marine command. The Combined Action Program, as it was called, substantially improved the performance of the militiamen and cut desertion rates from 25 percent per year to almost nothing 36 A contemporaneous study, based on interviews with numerous Combined Action Program officers, noted, "The major variable affecting the performance of military operations is the leadership ability of the Marine squad leader. This man is the key to the entire operation, and on his capabilities all else hinges." If this leader gave in too much to the opinions of his men or committed errors that caused his men to lose their respect for him, then the unit "goes slack and becomes not only ineffectual or a liability, but also quite vulnerable to the enemy."37 The Combined Action Platoons meted out heavy losses to the Viet Cong and gained the cooperation of numerous villagers, even though they spent little time on civic action programs of the sort often viewed as essential to successful counterinsurgency.38
The Combined Action Program's most enthusiastic advocates argued that the United States could win the war by assigning far more troops to Combined Action Platoons. Westmoreland and some leading civilians rejected that recommendation, and with good reason. Expanding the program would have pulled American forces away from search-and-destroy missions, which would have allowed Communist forces to mass against the dispersed Combined Action Platoons as they had done to South Vietnamese forces in Binh Dinh in 1964. As it was, with numerous large U.S. units shielding the populous areas and disrupting major enemy operations, Communist forces overran many Combined Action Platoons. The program was a short-term fix, useful for helping turn South Vietnamese forces around, but unhelpful in the longterm development of South Vietnamese leadership, for it allowed the Vietnamese to hold the enemy at bay without having to correct their leadership problems 39 As the future was to show, the South Vietnamese had the potential to provide the necessary leadership in the villages without extended American tutelage of the sort provided by the Combined Action Platoons.
Another American-driven effort to restore governmental presence in the villages, begun in 1966, was the Revolutionary Development Cadre program. Similar in concept to the strategic hamlet program, it put fifty-nine-man teams into hamlets on a permanent basis and directed them to carry out the full spectrum of military and political operations. It failed because it lacked the element that had vaulted the strategic hamlet program to success: strong leadership. Seeking to expand the number of teams rapidly, the program's South Vietnamese leadership chose team commanders with haste and insufficient regard for merit. Because of inferior commanders, the Revolutionary Development Cadres usually fought poorly or fled when the enemy attacked. Once attacked, they often stopped living in a village altogether, operating instead from a secure base outside the hamlet, leaving the Viet Cong free to prowl after dark. This dysfunction led eventually to the abandonment of the original concept; the teams were downsized and attached to units that had better security capabilities 40
The U.S. Agency for International Development and other civilian agencies of the American government implemented a plethora of nonmilitary programs that benefited the rural populace, initially through a chain of command separate from that of the military officers responsible for pacification. Oftentimes the civil and military organizations did not collaborate or even tell each other what they were doing. As a consequence, they sent mixed messages to the South Vietnamese and interfered with each other's efforts. Most problematically, the civil organizations implemented programs without adequate military protection. Civilian agencies vehemently opposed plans to put their people into the military chain of command, arguing that the military would misuse their skills and resources, so intervention at the presidential level was required to bring about change. In the spring of 1967, President Johnson authorized a new organization, called Civil Operations and Rural Development Support (CORDS), that put all the pacification personnel and programs - save those of the CIA-under a single adviser at the provincial or district level. CORDS fell within the military command structure, but some of the top provincial and district advisers were civilians. At the national level, Westmoreland left CORDS in the hands of a new civilian deputy, Robert Komer, for Westmoreland preferred to focus his energies on the big-unit war and the American forces that dominated it, which he found more exciting than pacification. Belying the fears of the civilian agencies, CORDS bolstered civil-military collaboration and improved the effectiveness of numerous counterinsurgency initiatives 41
To address another perceived weakness in the counterinsurgency effort, Komer and senior CIA officers created the Phoenix program, an interagency intelligence program focused on the leadership of the Viet Cong shadow governments. If the Viet Cong's leaders could be eliminated, the argument went, then the followers would become disorganized or collapse outright. The Phoenix program created coordination centers where representatives from American and South Vietnamese agencies could share information on the shadow governments, thereby corroborating single-source information, diminishing duplication of effort, and connecting intelligence organizations to operational forces.
Surgical targeting of the shadow governments proved impossible, however, for life had by now become so dangerous for Viet Cong leaders that they rarely went anywhere without a sizable contingent of soldiers or guerrillas. Most agencies did not want to share their secrets with the Phoenix centers, for fear that Viet Cong spies in the centers would discover their sources, that the information would be misused, or that due credit would not accrue to them for their intelligence work. Overcoming the resistance of intelligence officers almost always required orders from their immediate superiors; thus, intelligence was certain to flow into the centers only when a single person commanded multiple agencies, and only if that person was enterprising and conscientious. Otherwise, intelligence agencies shared information through Phoenix centers only in the few places where the leaders of different agencies had sufficiently close personal relationships with one another.42
Leadership was critical for intelligence collection itself-for all police, paramilitary, militia, and military organizations that tried to locate insurgent forces in and around the villages. Most South Vietnamese intelligence organizations suffered from a chronic shortage of experienced and talented leaders because the South Vietnamese army received top priority in the allocation of new personnel, and it assigned the best leaders to combat units, although this problem was often mitigated by strong combat commanders who invested much time in intelligence collection. Good leaders trained and motivated their men to obtain information from informants and agents, and consequently their subordinates usually succeeded in collecting large amounts of reliable information. Poor leaders invariably failed to produce results. Good leaders caught governmental personnel and private citizens who claimed that personal enemies were Viet Cong by seeking corroboration from other sources before authorizing detentions and by reviewing all evidence when trying detainees. The leaders themselves were not normally tempted to affix the Viet Cong label to personal enemies, because Saigon assigned commanders to areas other than their home areas for the express purpose of keeping them out of local squabbles 43
During the Tet holiday in January 1968, the Communists tried, like the Greeks at Troy, to win by trickery what they had not won in battle. In violation of a holiday ceasefire, swarms of Viet Cong attacked most of South Vietnam's cities and towns, exhorting the citizenry to rise up in support of the revolution as they passed through. But the urban populations were as hostile to the Communists as they had always been. Instead of joining the revolutionaries, people reported their location to the government. When Viet Cong forces had fought in the jungles and forests, they had attacked quickly and withdrawn just as fast, making no attempt to hold on to territory or installations. Now, in the cities, they tried to hold intersections and buildings, which turned into the anvils on which the hammer of South Vietnamese and American firepower smashed them. Sustaining horrendous losses while clinging to fixed positions, the Viet Cong suffered further losses when they fled, as the relatives of government personnel reported their movements to the security forces. Within a few days, the Communists had been vanquished in all of the towns and cities except Saigon, where they held out for two weeks, and Hue, where they hung on for a month, during which time they massacred several thousand civilians 44
General Westmoreland incurred much undeserved blame for not anticipating the Tet Offensive and received little credit for crushing it, which may be the principal reason behind President Johnson's decision to bring him home in June 1968 and turn command over to Westmoreland's deputy, General Creighton Abrams. The son of a mechanic for the Boston and Albany Railroad, Abrams was a native of western Massachusetts. In high school he was the captain of the undefeated football team, class president, class orator, editor of the school newspaper, and president of the scholastic honor society. Everyone in the school liked Creighton Abrams. He had to turn down a scholarship to Brown University because his family could not afford the books and other expenses, so fate brought him to West Point, into the class of 1936. He only made it to the third string of the West Point football team because his intelligence and athleticism could not make up for the fact that he was five feet nine inches tall and weighed 165 pounds. Still, he allocated more effort to sports than to academics, graduating 185th in a class of 276 45
His first moments of military glory came during the breakout from Normandy in the summer of 1944, when, as the 37th Tank Battalion commander, he displayed the aggressiveness of a piranha and the audacity to match. His tank was always at the front, engaging the enemy with the hatch open and Abrams sticking out from the waist up. With all the German tank shells and machine gun rounds sent in his direction, few expected him to live very long. Abrams insisted that all of his tanks fight with their hatches open so that the crews could see what was going on around them. Once, when he found one of his tanks with the hatch closed, he threatened to weld it shut. His men were always prepared and organized and hungry for a fight. One journalist remarked that Abrams could "inspire aggressiveness in a begonia."46 Time and again, the tanks under his command bested German Panther and Tiger tanks despite the superiority of the German main guns and armor.
As the U.S. Army advanced toward the German heartland, the 37th Tank Battalion regularly breached the enemy line ahead of every other American unit, and Abrams kept the battalion in the enemy's rear for hours or even a few days at a time, wreaking havoc on German logistics. Abrams became a national hero during the Battle of the Bulge by leading his tanks into Bastogne, the crux of the battle, to relieve the beleaguered American garrison. His stunning exploits made him a favorite of General George S. Patton, who was reported to have said, "I'm supposed to be the best tank commander in the Army, but I have one peer-Abe Abrams. He's the world's champion."47
As a general officer, it was intellect and charisma that elevated Abrams above the rest. General Phillip B. Davidson, the top intelligence officer in Vietnam for both Westmoreland and Abrams, attested that Abrams "had that rare quality, common sense, the knack of going straight to the heart of the problem, and insisting on a simple and workable solution. Woe to the briefer who gave Abrams some involuted theory or complex statistical mish-mash." Throughout the army's officer corps, it was regularly said that `Abe is the smartest officer in the army."" Abrams's charisma defied precise description, but it was extremely powerful in gaining him the affection and labors of his men. To enhance this appeal, he publicly cultivated the air of a beer-swilling, cigarchewing tough guy, although in private he listened to Mozart and Wagner, enjoyed fine food and wine, and devoted many hours to serious books of history and philosophy.49
Throughout his time as the commander of American forces in Vietnam, Abrams filled much of his schedule with inspections throughout the country, often providing no advance notification. When officers attempted to give Abrams the customary briefing, he ordered them to desist. "To hell with the briefing-let's just talk!" he would say to young officers who greeted him upon landing. "Just take me out and show me what the problem is."50 At his headquarters in Saigon, Abrams continued Westmoreland's practice of inviting young officers to dinner to glean information and insights from them. Unlike Westmoreland, Abrams did not demonstrate a strong preference for West Point graduates or Airborne officers when dispensing jobs and tasks, and he looked askance at those who thought such affiliations made them more deserving. As Westmoreland's division and corps commanders completed their tours, Abrams chose their replacements from groups of officers who had been nominated for command 51 The subsequent effectiveness of these commanders indicates that Abrams chose well.
Soon after taking over for Westmoreland, Abrams directed U.S. forces to operate more often in small units in the populous areas and in tandem with South Vietnamese forces. As a matter of principle, Abrams believed that American combat troops should become more involved in population security, but his decision was also the product of the changing security situation after the Tet Offensive-the crippling of the big Communist forces reduced the need for search-and-destroy operations and lowered the risks of small-unit operations. Ultimately, Abrams's attempts to change tactics from the top were constrained by his insistence on decentralization of command authority. Recognizing that the war varied enormously from one place to the next, Abrams let his division commanders decide how often to deploy troops in small and large groups and how much firepower to use. "The kind of war that we have here can be compared to an orchestra," Abrams said on one occasion. "It is sometimes appropriate to emphasize the drums or the trumpets or the bassoon, or even the flute." Some officers still spent most of their time beating the drums of search-and-destroy, which could be justified by the need to stymie the North Vietnamese army units that continued to flow in through Laos and Cambodia. In the complex environment of Vietnam, it was often very difficult to determine from on high that a commander needed to substitute the bassoon or flute for the drums, and therefore Abrams usually suggested methods to his commanders rather than dictating them. Those commanders were, after all, men whom he had picked because he trusted their abilities. Their judgment and flexibility and creativity, not his, would decide whether the proper instrument was played. For the most part, it was 52
Many analysts of the U.S. military in Vietnam have maintained that the conventional organization and culture of the armed forces, especially the army, severely hindered the use of those forces in counterguerrilla operations. Yet in the post-Tet period, plenty of U.S. Army officers, as well as Marine Corps officers, shifted swiftly and effectively from large search-and-destroy operations to small counterguerrilla operations on account of their flexibility and aptitude for improvisation. Most had the good sense and interpersonal skills to find South Vietnamese government personnel and informants who could help them locate the Communists. In populous areas where American forces began operating in small groups, security usually improved significantly, provided that large Communist forces did not intrude 53
The largest leadership challenge confronting American commanders in the village war was preventing their troops from mistreating the civilian population. A minority of combat commanders were not equal to the challenge, and a tiny minority, of whom the most egregious by far was Lieutenant William Calley of My Lai infamy, encouraged violence against civilians. Abuse of the civilian populace was more common among support units, which sometimes served as the dumping ground for officers and enlisted men who plainly lacked the character to be entrusted with combat duty. Some support units acquired a reputation for running peasants off the road with their trucks, disrespecting passersby, and shooting water buffaloes for sport 54
During Abrams's tenure, South Vietnamese counterinsurgency commanders improved dramatically in every way, and so did the personnel under their command. Generally speaking, the South Vietnamese had sought to employ the right types of counterinsurgency methods in the few years preceding Abrams's arrival, but only now did they have the leadership to implement them successfully. As one Communist document from 1970 explained, "The general enemy scheme remains basically the same," but "it is now implemented more energetically, more skillfully, and more bluntly." Better leadership, and the military successes it produced, swept the Viet Cong out of the villages and inspired the villagers to assist the government."
Three factors account for the remarkable transformation of South Vietnam's leadership in the late 196os and early 1970s. The first was the Hue massacre, which brought home to South Vietnam's elites the gruesome fate they would suffer if the war were lost. Second was the reduction of American force levels, which convinced the South Vietnamese leaders that they had to act with vigor and perseverance to prevent slippage in the fighting and avoid ultimate defeat. For President Thieu himself, it also meant that he had to appoint winning commanders. The third factor was American persuasion and pressure, judiciously applied, which induced Thieu to make numerous command changes.
After some months in Vietnam, Komer decided that fixing the leadership was the key to fixing South Vietnam's armed forces and thus made it his number one priority. "I started out looking at Vietnam as a problem in resource allocation, and ended up looking at Vietnam more as a problem in getting the right Vietnamese in the right jobs," Komer said. "It was much less a question of the size of the ARVN [South Vietnamese army] or the size of the Vietnamese Civil Service than of the qualities of leadership." Komer's influence with the South Vietnamese was sharply limited, though, by his arrogant and abrasive personality, which earned him the nickname Blowtorch. Komer's successor at CORDS, William Colby, also recognized the importance of leadership and, being more likable and empathetic than Komer, was able to persuade President Thieu to replace numerous officers whom CORDS advisers had identified as poor leaders. Colby was especially effective in engineering replacements of district and provincial chiefs, who, as in times past, were the linchpins of pacification. Of 20 provincial chiefs relieved from 1968 to 1971, CORDS had re quested the removal of 14. Of 124 district chiefs relieved in the same period, CORDS had advocated replacing 84. The steep rise in the quality of the district and provincial chiefs had an electrifying effect on the militia forces, which grew from 418,000 to 68o,ooo men between 1967 and 1972. As in the early 196os, the South Vietnamese were able to increase their forces in quantity and quality at the same time 56
Whereas General Westmoreland had focused almost exclusively on U.S. forces once they entered the ground war, General Abrams gave great attention to South Vietnamese forces and their American advisers and regularly implored President Thieu to replace subpar commanders. Like William Colby, Abrams used superior social skills to obtain cooperation from Thieu and other high South Vietnamese leaders. Changes of key commanders in the South Vietnamese army worked the same magic as the substitution of district and provincial chiefs did. A prime example was the ARVN 7th Division in 1969, which had fallen flat after American forces vacated its operational area because of officers who displayed no initiative and made costly mistakes that went unpunished by the division's commander. U.S. Defense Department analyst Thomas Thayer described what followed: "President Thieu relieved the division's commander and appointed an aggressive brigade commander from the ARVN airborne division to the job. No other measures were taken nor was additional support furnished." The new division commander replaced two regimental commanders and demanded that the regimental and battalion commanders operate more often on their own initiative. "The new commander quickly turned the division into an effective fighting unit," reported Thayer, "furnishing strong evidence that replacing a poor commander with a good one was the best way to improve a poor ARVN division."57
Commenting on the South Vietnamese army as a whole in November 1969, Abrams reached the same conclusion. "Leadership-where that's good, they're good," said Abrams. "Where it's mediocre, they're mediocre. Where it's piss poor, they're piss poor. It's just that simple. We've had some very dramatic examples here of where one man has changed-one man, just the commander, and in a month and a half's time you've got an entirely new outfit. Used to be flat on its ass, wouldn't go anywhere, couldn't fight. Only changed one man-transformed the whole thing."58
American efforts to pressure South Vietnamese commanders directly were much less successful. Wary of appearing subservient to foreigners, the South Vietnamese usually became less likely to adopt a course of action when an American adviser recommended it unless the recommendation came in the most inconspicuous and subtle of fashions. At one point, the Americans tried to spur the South Vietnamese on by assigning them quotas of Viet Cong cadres to be captured or killed, but the South Vietnamese either fabricated statistics to meet the quotas or ignored them 59
From 1969 to 1971 the invigorated South Vietnamese forces and their American allies eliminated the remaining South Vietnamese insurgents by killing them, capturing them, or driving them to defect through the national amnesty program. The war ceased to have a significant component of insurgency by the end of 1971, becoming a purely conventional war between the armed forces of North Vietnam and South Vietnam6° At the end of March 1972, by which time President Richard Nixon had completed a phased withdrawal of all U.S. ground forces, a whopping fourteen North Vietnamese army divisions slashed into South Vietnam in a three-pronged offensive known to Americans as the Easter Offensive, to North Vietnamese as the Strategic Offensive, and to South Vietnamese as the Summer of Fire. Making liberal use of armor and artillery, the North Vietnamese overran Quang Tri, the northernmost province of South Vietnam, and advanced on two pivotal provincial capitals, Kontum and An Loc. Seeing the deficiencies of some of the South Vietnamese military commanders, President Thieu replaced a few key ones with outstanding officers from other commands, and they quickly restored the fighting spirit in the South Vietnamese army units. In the next few months, with the support of U.S. air and naval power, the South Vietnamese blunted the remaining North Vietnamese assaults and drove the invaders from the populous areas they had seized. On account of the Saigon government's control of South Vietnam's villages, it alone could rely heavily on villagers for recruits, food, and intelligence, which proved to be critical assets during the offensive.
In the end, however, the obliteration of the insurgents did not save South Vietnam from defeat. President Nixon withdrew America's remaining advisory and support personnel from South Vietnam in January 1973 in return for North Vietnamese promises to end the fighting and repatriate American prisoners of war, while promising President Thieu that the United States would come to South Vietnam's assistance if the North Vietnamese launched another major offensive. But when 550,000 North Vietnamese army troops attacked two years later, Nixon was out of office because of Watergate, and the U.S. Congress prevented his successor, Gerald Ford, from fulfilling Nixon's promise. The Congress also refused to provide South Vietnam with the fuel, equip ment, and supplies required to repel a massive enemy force, which, thanks to its more reliable allies, possessed state-of-the-art artillery, 6oo tanks, and all the oil and ammunition they needed. The final defeat of South Vietnam came on April 30, 1975, when a North Vietnamese tank crashed through the gate of the Presidential Palace in Saigon. South Vietnamese leaders who had not escaped or perished were either executed immediately or incarcerated for many years in "reeducation camps," where huge numbers died.
For those pondering counterinsurgency present and future, the Vietnam War illuminates the challenges of constructing new security forces from the ruins of the old. As South Vietnam attempted to build police, militia, and military forces after the armistice in 1954, leadership development constituted the most formidable task by far. Until President Diem could raise a new crop of leaders, he had to rely on the leaders inherited from the French colonial regime, who were generally so bad that Diem could not wring good performances from them through any amount of exhortation, dictation of counterinsurgency principles, or micromanagement. Recruiting a new generation of leaders and providing them with sufficient experience for important counterinsurgency commands took seven years.
Once this new group of leaders was ready, Diem came up with creative organizational devices to advance them past older leaders who, being human, were averse to relinquishing their powers. He channeled many of the younger leaders into a new organization, the Republican Youth, which had a chain of command that bypassed stagnant national ministries and village administrations. He flooded the Ministry of Defense with new talent and transferred control of a vital militia force, the Civil Guard, to that ministry after overcoming long-standing American opposition to the transfer, thereby circumventing the Ministry of the Interior.
Americans regularly denounced South Vietnam's presidents for appointing certain commanders for reasons of political loyalty rather than merit, but the criticism was often misplaced. The president needed loyal armed forces in a country with powerful centrifugal forces. Diem would have been forced from power well before 1963 had he not enjoyed the support of key military commanders, and he would have been replaced by someone of lesser quality who would have purged good officers, as indeed happened when the military overthrew him in 1963. In further illustration of the perils of a change in government, the post-Diem purge intensified rivalries and animosities within the South Vietnamese elites, fostering additional coups and purges that laid the South Vietnamese leadership so low as to invite a North Vietnamese invasion and require an emergency American intervention. Any South Vietnamese president had to consider both loyalty and merit in appointments and strive for a balance that enabled the government to withstand attacks from without and from within.
Purely merit-based selection worked very well on a small scale in the one South Vietnamese organization with leaders selected directly by Americans, the Provincial Reconnaissance Units. By scrutinizing the leadership qualities of South Vietnamese officers and disregarding political considerations, the Americans consistently installed superb leaders in these units. In the case of the Combined Action Platoons, South Vietnamese militiamen took their orders from American commanders, which was not quite as effective because of barriers of language and culture but still elicited strong performances from militiamen, provided that the commanders had the requisite leadership traits.
At various times in the war, outside observers advocated direct American control of the entire South Vietnamese armed forces, a very alluring course of action in light of the successes of the Provincial Reconnaissance Units and the Combined Action Platoons. Top South Vietnamese and American leaders consistently scotched this proposal, however, viewing it as an affront to South Vietnamese sovereignty and nationalism and as an impediment to South Vietnamese self-sufficiency. Both South Vietnamese and Americans viewed the U.S. presence in Vietnam as limited in duration, which meant that the South Vietnamese government had to learn how to choose its own commanders. In addition, the South Vietnamese understood their country's internal politics and political personalities far better than the Americans did, giving them a decided advantage in judging the political impact of command appointments, although the Americans sometimes did play an invaluable role in recommending changes of commanders.
At the highest level of the South Vietnamese government, the United States wielded a strong positive influence when the top American officials in Saigon enjoyed good personal relationships with the South Vietnamese president and did not try to pressure him into adopting American solutions to his problems. Included in this category of Americans were Edward Lansdale and Samuel Williams, who helped Diem tackle unfamiliar political and military problems, and Paul Harkins and Creighton Abrams, who motivated Diem and Thieu, respectively, to attack the enemy aggressively and remove weak officers.
Americans who did not build strong personal relationships with the South Vietnamese, like Elbridge Durbrow and Henry Cabot Lodge, obtained scant cooperation from the South Vietnamese and, through pressure tactics, often caused the South Vietnamese to do the opposite of what was desired. Unable to see South Vietnam through Vietnamese eyes, these Americans further undermined their standing with the Vietnamese by promoting a host of counterproductive measures. Among the most shopworn was a "broadening" of the South Vietnamese government by installing representatives of every population segment. On the few occasions when the South Vietnamese felt sufficiently indebted to the Americans to follow this advice, they came to regret it, for the representatives were incompetent or concerned only with advancing their own faction's parochial agendas.
General William Westmoreland's critical flaw was his inattention to the quality of South Vietnamese military commanders. Permitting the South Vietnamese to solve their leadership problems entirely on their own promoted South Vietnam's sense of independence, but it forfeited the very large gains that could be had by promoting the replacement of inferior commanders, gains that Westmoreland's successor realized. Westmoreland exemplified the leader whose compassion for subordinates prevented him from relieving those who, for the greater good of the cause and the lives of their men, deserved to be relieved. Westmoreland, moreover, did not give due consideration to the problems created by disunity of command among counterinsurgency agencies. Fortunately for him, others did, and they persuaded President Johnson to form CORDS, which, by placing civil and military agencies into a single chain of command, made it possible to achieve close civil-military collaboration and hence hastened the annihilation of the insurgents.
The activity that most set General Abrams apart from Westmoreland, and that bore the most fruit, was Abrams's judicious coaxing of President Thieu to replace commanders. Abrams also sought to alter American tactics by boosting the number of small operations in populous areas, and American forces did indeed operate much more often in small units than before, with their officers usually demonstrating the necessary attributes of counterinsurgency leadership. But many of the American forces made few or no tactical changes. Abrams's ability to change tactics from the top was seriously constrained by the ongoing need for large, mobile operations against big North Vietnamese army units and by his own recognition of the need for decentralized command. The counterinsurgency as a whole did not undergo a major shift in methods under Abrams; the major shift was in the number of American troops allocated to securing the populous rural areas. The American troops who were transferred to population security employed essentially the same methods that hundreds of thousands of South Vietnamese troops were already using.
Much misunderstanding of counterinsurgency in Vietnam has arisen because of a lack of awareness that Communist armed forces regularly massed for large conventional attacks, a feature that sharply differentiated this war from insurgencies that never advance beyond the guerrilla phase. The intermingling of the Communist regular and irregular forces and the ability of the regular forces to switch back and forth between regular and irregular warfare demanded that the counterinsurgents employ mobile conventional forces to engage enemy regulars, as well as less heavily equipped static forces to keep the guerrillas out of the villages. At least some of the commanders of the counterinsurgent conventional forces needed proficiency in both regular and irregular warfare, along with the judgment to know when to use each and the flexibility to transition readily from one to the other.
South Vietnam's inability to resist the insurgents effectively during certain periods of the war resulted from neither bad doctrine nor a misunderstanding of the enemy nor lack of emphasis on nonmilitary programs. It resulted from bad field leadership. Variations in the South Vietnamese government's overall success against the insurgents coincided exactly with changes in the overall quality of South Vietnamese leaders-from the sharp upturn in 1962 as new leaders came of age, to the precipitous drop following the overthrow of Diem in November 1963, to the slow climb brought on by the installation of the Thieu-Ky government in 1965, to the more dramatic and sustained ascent after the Tet Offensive of 1968. How these shifts in leadership quality occurred demonstrated one more trend with broad implications: major changes in leadership quality were driven by the actions of the counterinsurgents themselves.




CHAPTER 8
The Salvadoran Insurgency
country the size of Massachusetts, with the highest population density in Latin America, El Salvador had 3.9 million people when war broke out in 1980. Dominating the country was a small, wealthy elite that owned 70 percent of the land and relied on the army for protection against its enemies, foreign and domestic. The army was headed by a different small group of men, who also enjoyed considerable wealth, but they were nouveaux riches of lower-middle-class birth, which kept them off the invitation lists for the balls and weddings of El Salvador's high society.'
Domestic enemies had been on the rise in the 1970s. The peasants were restive, stirred up by Communists and by preachers of "liberation theology," a doctrine that advocated political radicalism by invoking the unusual claim that Jesus had been a left-wing political activist. Revolutionary fervor gripped some of the country's most gifted and well-educated youth as radical university professors and high-school teachers recruited their students into subversive organizations. But where the revolutionary elites were largely motivated by abstract political and religious ideas, the peasants saw revolution as the solution to a concrete problem, the misconduct of El Salvador's security forces. Devoid of concern for civil liberties and inclined toward cruel and unusual punishments, the security forces committed innumerable acts of brutality against suspected rebels and innocent civilians alike?
When Jimmy Carter became president of the United States in 1977, he declared that America's allies should afford their peoples all of the rights and privileges that the United States granted its people. He put the Salvadoran gov ernment on notice that it would have to comply with American human rights standards in order to keep U.S. aid flowing into its treasury. The proud Salvadorans could not abide such Yankee self-righteousness and intrusiveness, even if it came from a Georgia peanut farmer rather than a Boston Brahmin or a Manhattan blueblood, so they refused that condition. The Carter administration, very uncompromising in its early days, cut off aid.'
In October 1979 the Salvadoran president, General Carlos Humberto Romero, was ousted by young officers who shared the Carter administration's vision for El Salvador-they favored democracy, respect for human rights, an end to corruption, and redistribution of land from rich to poor. The new government reached out to moderates and even to the militant left. But the junta did little to fulfill its bold promises during its first months in power, owing to its own shortcomings and the obstruction of conservatives and rightwing extremists in the armed forces. The junta was unwilling to coerce or oust these rightists because the traditions of the Salvadoran officer corps forbade it. These traditions, of inordinate importance to the government and the army, originated in one military school in San Salvador.'
Located in a few cement buildings on a noisy city street, the Salvadoran military academy looked like a set of warehouses or administrative buildings. Called the Captain General Gerardo Barrios Military School, it took its name from a Salvadoran officer who had led the expulsion of the American adventurer William Walker from Nicaragua's presidency in 1857. All officer candidates for the army and the three internal security forces-the National Police, the Treasury Police, and the National Guard-attended the academy and at graduation became members of a single officer corps. Admission into the military academy was highly competitive. For lower-middle-class boys, it offered more than any other job or school available to them-cadets received four years of free education, followed by a well-paid job, higher social status, and plentiful opportunities for graft.
Instructors at the military academy focused on physical training and administered very little training of the mind. The numerous cadets who failed to reach graduation were thrown out for physical, not mental, inadequacies. In the classroom, cadets learned primarily by rote memorization, and they were taught to obey orders without analyzing or questioning them, a type of instruction that discouraged initiative and left junior officers with little preparation for situations that demanded personal judgment or creativity. In developing innovative methods of warfare, crafting propaganda for domestic con sumption, and gaining the sympathies of foreigners through public relations, the academy's products would be much inferior to their opponents in the insurgency that boiled up in 1980 5
During their four years in the academy, Salvadoran army officers were imprinted with a loyalty to the officer corps above all else, and to their own graduating class, or tanda, above the rest of the officer corps. This fealty, combined with a cultural aversion to confrontation, kept Salvadoran officers from punishing fellow officers for mistakes and crimes. Even the worst offenses, such as abetting the enemy or murdering civilians, did not get officers kicked out of the officer corps, although they typically led to assignments as attaches in obscure and undesirable foreign countries. The culture of the officer corps also dictated that officers avoid making major changes of any kind, so as not to offend officers predisposed to the status quo. It was for this reason that the junta of 1979 declined to implement its ideas on land reform, democracy, and other political issues in the face of opposition from the rightists.'
Three main revolutionary groups had already engaged in violent opposition prior to the October 1979 coup. They held their weapons in abeyance during the first months of the new regime, waiting to see whether it would make good on its vows of change. If, as some insurgents speculated, the factions in the officer corps and government set upon each other, the insurgents could exploit the situation as Lenin had done in Russia in 1917. By the end of 1979, however, the government's failure to deliver change and its opposition to radical leftists convinced the revolutionaries to pursue their aims by force of arms.
In early 1980 the junta did get moving on some of the promised reforms, muting opposition from rightist officers by securing from the Carter administration $5.7 million in "non-lethal" military aid, which consisted of trucks, communications equipment, and uniforms. The junta agreed to the nationalization of banks and the redistribution of land from well-to-do landowners to peasants who owned no land. But the government implemented the reforms sporadically and often improperly, generating animosity among landowners and others on the right. Some farmers with small holdings had to relinquish land, and only 1o percent of the landowners who were stripped of their land received compensation!
The drastic character and poor implementation of these reforms came together with the rise of the insurgency to produce a maelstrom on the political right. Far-right military officers maneuvered to relieve reformist officers of their commands and send them abroad as embassy or consulate attaches. They sanctioned, and in some instances participated in, what became known as death squads. Composed of soldiers and other militant citizens dressed in civilian garb, the death squads gunned down suspected insurgents and insurgent supporters on a large scale. At times, soldiers were brazen enough to perpetrate such murders in uniform. According to most American sources, the large majority of the estimated 8,ooo to 9,000 civilians killed in 1980 were the victims of either rightist death squads or government forces 8
Over in Cuba, Fidel Castro was working to unite the Salvadoran leftists under Communist leadership, in the belief that El Salvador was an important battlefield in the struggle to spread Communism across Latin America. In December 1979, Castro had brought a handful of Salvadoran revolutionary groups to Havana and encouraged them to unify, which led to the formation in October 1980 of a unified front organization, the Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front (FMLN). Named after a famed Salvadoran Communist, the FMLN was avowedly Marxist-Leninist in its ideology.9
The depletion of the ranks of the insurgents by the Salvadoran military and the death squads in 198o convinced Castro and the FMLN leadership that a mighty offensive had to be launched in the near future, while the revolutionary organizations still had some life in them 10 Castro and Nicaraguan Communists from the Sandinista regime assisted the FMLN in planning the offensive, which they dubbed the "final offensive" in the expectation that it would overthrow the Salvadoran government in short order. During the last months of 1980, insurgent forces trained for the offensive in Cuba, and both Cuba and Nicaragua provided the insurgents with weapons to carry out the attacks. The offensive was scheduled to begin on January lo, 1981, and end before Ronald Reagan's January 20 inauguration as Carter's successor, in order to seize the prize before the United States could increase its military assistance-the rhetoric of the staunchly anti-Communist Reagan had made clear that he would be more supportive of the Salvadoran government than Carter had been. "It is necessary," the insurgents resolved in early January, "to launch now the battles for the great general offensive of the Salvadoran people before that fanatic Ronald Reagan takes over the presidency of the United States.""
The "final offensive" began on January 1o with simultaneous attacks on government offices and military installations across El Salvador. Surrounding the government's armed forces at fixed positions, the insurgents attacked head-on, orange fire flowing from their Communist-bloc automatic rifles and submachine guns. Insurgent leaders had hoped that reformist military officers and urban civilians would flock to their side, and they might have succeeded if that hope had been realized. As it turned out, however, neither group assisted the revolutionaries in appreciable numbers. The army's officer corps, to the surprise of its detractors, displayed resolution and competence in defending the offensive's targets, preventing the insurgents from overrunning more than a few.'Z
The situation, nevertheless, seemed dire enough at first that Carter, on January 13, chose to restore all nonlethal military aid to the Salvadoran government in spite of his ongoing dissatisfaction with Salvadoran human rights practices. The next day, the U.S. National Security Council approved $5.9 million in lethal aid, the first such aid since 1977, and Carter used the emergency provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act to send the aid without congressional authorization. On January 16, in another agonizing decision, Carter suspended aid to Nicaragua because of accumulating evidence that the Sandinista government was transporting arms to the Salvadoran insurgents, ending an illstarred policy of courting the Communist Sandinistas with aid and goodwill 13 Having begun his term deploring the "inordinate fear of Communism which once led us to embrace any dictator who joined us in that fear," Carter ended his presidency supporting undemocratic anti-Communists in El Salvador and Nicaragua, based on a well-justified fear of Communist expansionism 14
The aid authorized by Carter had no impact on the outcome of the offensive, for the insurgents abandoned their attacks after just one week and retreated, with thoroughly deflated spirits, into the countryside. Aside from a few guerrilla and terrorist attacks here and there, they spent the next months developing revolutionary base areas in the mountains and the jungles where government forces did not venture. They made logistical preparations for future offensive actions and sent their best cadres for military training in Cuba and Vietnam, which, along with Nicaragua, were to be their principal suppliers of weapons and ammunition in the coming years15
The Salvadoran government, meanwhile, doubled the size of its army, from 10,ooo to 20,000, and sent soldiers out to cut the insurgency's supply lines and kill insurgents and their supporters. This approach would have accomplished a good deal if the soldiers had executed it with resolve and skill, but they manifestly did not. Salvadoran officers, who were assigned to commands based on seniority and political reliability, were generally lacking in aggressiveness, dedication, and basic military proficiency. They avoided night operations, and on the weekends they left their troops in order to spend time with their families in San Salvador. American military advisers, accustomed to working through the night and living away from home for months or years at a time, derided the Salvadoran army for fighting "a nine-to-five war." The insurgents, with assistance from informants among the peasants, regularly outfought the government forces. As the war intensified in the spring, insurgent weapons shredded government units and reduced the government's control over the rural population. The counterinsurgent armed forces incurred a staggering 1,300 casualties during the first six months of 1981. After the insurgents captured the town of Perquin in July 1981, government forces ceased offensive operations and concentrated on static defense, which deprived them of the initiative and hence made them even more vulnerable to concerted enemy attacks 16
In Washington, Ronald Reagan ratcheted up aid to the Salvadoran government while his belongings were still moving into the White House. During February 1981, the Reagan administration granted El Salvador $25 million in new military aid, more than it allocated to the rest of Latin America combined, in addition to setting aside $19.5 million for CIA covert operations in El Salvador. The military aid paid for new Salvadoran military facilities, new M16 automatic rifles to replace the stocks of old Gas, and scores of helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft. In addition, Reagan dispatched twenty-six U.S. advisers to El Salvador, augmenting the twenty-eight sent by Carter late in his term, and authorized the advisers to train Salvadoran units. The Reagan administration forbade the advisers from taking action against the enemy or accompanying Salvadoran units into the field, both of which would have brought the War Powers Resolution to bear. The administration also kept them from working with the National Guard, the National Police, the Treasury Police, and the selfdefense units, organizations that needed help even more than the army because they were repositories for the roughest and cruelest men of the rural townships and were reportedly the primary suppliers of death squad members."
In recognition of the need to improve the Salvadoran officer corps, the United States brought all graduates of the Captain General Gerardo Barrios Military School to Fort Benning, Georgia, to attend either the School of the Americas or the U.S. Army Infantry School. Hundreds of Salvadoran officer candidates spent three months in training at Fort Benning in lieu of attending the Salvadoran military academy in order to produce new officers for the mushrooming Salvadoran armed forces. The training and education programs in the United States de-emphasized the activities stressed at the Salvadoran military academy, such as squat jumps and parade dress formations, and instead focused on independent and innovative thinking, counterinsurgency theories, and benevolent treatment of civilians and enlisted soldiers.18 According to most observers, Salvadoran officers were persuaded to adopt American views on these subjects during their time in the United States, but upon their return to El Salvador they came under pressure from senior Salvadoran officers to revert to the old ways of doing business. Some accounts contend that the returnees abandoned most of what they had learned in the United States, while other accounts sharply dispute that claim 19
One of the widest divergences between American and Salvadoran counterinsurgency practices was the size of operations. American trainers and advisers urged the Salvadoran army to conduct small patrols, arguing that big operations were much easier for the insurgents to evade. Salvadoran army officers, on the other hand, thought that small patrols were for other security forces. The army's main concern, as they saw it, was fighting big battles, as it had done in 1969 after a clash between Salvadoran and Honduran soccer fans produced the seven-day "Soccer War." During the first years of the insurgency, the Salvadoran army commonly sent soldiers out in groups of several hundred or more. Over time, however, as the army failed over and over again to locate insurgents, Salvadoran officers experimented with small-unit actions and, finding them successful, adopted them as standard practice 2°
With respect to other counterinsurgency methods, the Salvadorans remained convinced that the Americans did not have all the answers. Indeed, American advice turned out to be unsound on more than a few occasions, and the extent of American advice was limited by the prohibition against American participation in combat operations, which prevented the advisers from understanding all the challenges that had to be met. General John R. Galvin, the commander in chief of the U.S. Southern Command from 1985 to 1987, said later, "I don't think that the Salvadorans felt that we had a corner on the market of counterguerrilla operations by any means. I think that we were assisting them by basically providing resources for the fighting and, to some degree, the doctrine of counterguerrilla operation. But a great deal of that doctrine was also being produced in the form of the `School of Hard Knocks' as the Salvadoran armed forces went out to fight the war.""
American trainers at Fort Benning and American advisers in El Salvador spent much of their time imploring Salvadoran officers to end human rights abuses and sever all ties with the death squads. When the Salvadorans first asked why they should heed this counsel, the Americans explained that the security forces needed to hold the "moral high ground." The Salvadorans found that argument unconvincing and stuck to their old habits. The Americans then started emphasizing the practical benefits of respecting human rights-obtaining intelligence from appreciative civilians and from prisoners who had not been executed, as well as retaining the support of the United States. Those points proved much more persuasive and led to a gradual reduction in abuses.22 At various times, moreover, senior American diplomats and military officers coerced the top Salvadoran leadership into stopping human rights abuses by local commanders, with the advisers in the field serving as verifiers of compliance. Near the end of the war, one of the top insurgent leaders remarked that for the insurgents, "the most damaging thing that occurred during the war was putting American trainers in the [El Salvador armed forces] brigades." The presence of these Americans, he said, reduced human rights violations, which lowered the number of men desiring to join the insurgency.23
Among the leading cause of ulcers for American advisers was the reluctance of Salvadoran officers to take the initiative. Another was the Salvadorans' refusal to adopt leadership techniques that were standard in the U.S. military, such as maintaining a sense of urgency and visiting troops regularly to supervise execution of orders. What modest advances the advisers did make in strengthening Salvadoran leadership capabilities often stemmed from advisory emphasis on very basic matters and careful circumvention of the impediments to change. Some advisers induced their counterparts to take on traits by displaying those traits themselves. Particularly successful in this regard were advisers from the U.S. Army Special Forces, who, by virtue of the organization's personnel policies and philosophy of decentralized command, possessed an unusually high degree of initiative and creativity.24
Perceptive Americans recognized early on that the Salvadoran army was not selecting its best officers as commanders. Although U.S. advisers could not observe military operations in the field, Americans from the attache's office were permitted to do so, and they collected invaluable information on particular units and commanders. Senior American officers made a regular habit of telling the Salvadoran Defense Ministry to reward talent and hard work and remove incompetence and sloth, although the ministry's leadership at first paid them little heed?s
To alleviate the problems caused by inadequate junior leadership, the Americans pressured the Salvadorans to build a noncommissioned officer corps. Salvadoran military leaders, who had never had noncommissioned officers, deemed it too radical a change to military culture. They created a noncommissioned officer corps only because the Americans insisted, and did everything possible to render it impotent. Rather than making NCOs out of enlisted men who were better leaders than others, the Salvadorans gave the NCO title to those who had served longer than others, and assigned them no real leadership duties.26
In early 1982, Colonel John Waghelstein arrived in San Salvador to assume command of the U.S. advisory group. He found that most of the government forces were in the same static defensive positions they had occupied for months, leaving the insurgents free to roam the countryside and consolidate their control over the population. The few army units that journeyed into the rural areas were ambushed almost without exception. This sorry state of affairs, Waghelstein concluded, was purely the result of bad leadership. "Out of 14 departments," Waghelstein recalled, "only two departmental commanders were worth a damn, and the others were sitting on their buns waiting for something to happen." In addition to demonstrating initiative, the two good departmental commanders differed from the others in that they were making progress in organizing self-defense forces. The officer corps contained lieutenant colonels who were better leaders than most of the departmental commanders, but Minister of Defense Jose Guillermo Garcia refused to put them in command because they did not belong to his tanda, whereas most of the departmental commanders did.27
The best departmental commander, in Waghelstein's opinion, was Lieutenant Colonel Sigifredo Ochoa Perez. "He was the guy we wanted everybody else to be like," Waghelstein said. "Ochoa's units would go out and stay out and they would rotate them out in the field, not in the barracks, but in the field, which is a distinct difference.... So you always had a presence out there and they never set up in one place for very long." Ochoa gained the assistance of churches and schools in combating the insurgents, and he organized effective psychological operations and public works projects 28
The only elements of the Salvadoran security forces that were rich in good commanders were the army's quick-reaction battalions, elite units that were shuttled around the country to deal with crises or take offensive action. Foremost among their commanders was Lieutenant Colonel Domingo Monterrosa. An extraordinarily imaginative officer, Monterrosa made superb use of air assets, outmaneuvering insurgents with heliborne troops and pelting them with rockets and bombs from attack aircraft. He consistently hit the enemy before being hit and pursued the enemy long after other officers would have given up. Monterrosa also convinced numerous insurgents to defect by creating an amnesty program that treated defectors with benevolence, a break from the past practice of killing any and all insurgents. Waghelstein commented, "Monterrosa was everybody's ideal of a blade. He was the spearpoint. He was the one who was always at the front with the kerchief and the plumes." Monterrosa's quick-reaction battalion "was a different unit, different philosophy, different way they were trained, and particularly a different leadership. That style of leadership was stamped on all the subordinates. Monterrosa's subordinates emulated him."29
Waghelstein made the replacement of weak departmental commanders a top priority and stressed it constantly in discussions with Defense Minister Garcia. In the fall of 1982, Garcia promised to remove three of them, but at the last minute reneged, declaring that he could not get by without their support. The only departmental commander he could afford to upset, in his opinion, was the exceptionally capable Ochoa. Garcia maneuvered to sideline Ochoa as part of an effort to undercut allies of Roberto D'Aubuisson, the founder and leader of the right-wing ARENA party. But when Garcia canceled plans to send Ochoa to an important position in Washington and instead ordered him to a worthless posting in Uruguay, a virtual exile, Ochoa refused to accept the reassignment, setting up a showdown that would determine the future direction of El Salvador's armed forces.
The Americans had backed Garcia's previous firings of D'Aubuisson's allies, because D'Aubuisson had been heavily involved in death squad murders, but they did not back Garcia in this instance, because Ochoa was such an effective leader and Garcia was showing himself to be more and more ineffective. A group of young officers known as the Praetorians, who scoffed at the officers of Garcia's generation for their reluctance to fight but who were not aligned with the D'Aubuisson faction, backed Ochoa for reasons of personal friendship and professional respect. The combination of Americans and Praetorians spelled doom for Garcia. He was forced into retirement, and Ochoa went to Washington as originally scheduled 30
For the rest of 1982 and the first months of 1983, the departmental commanders remained weak. Their persistent inertia permitted the insurgents to move across the country at will and concentrate overwhelming forces at fixed positions. In January 1983 insurgent forces overran a Soo-man garrison and a 500-man garrison while advancing on the provincial capital of San Francisco Gotera. The Salvadoran army countered by sending 6,ooo troops, including all three quick-reaction battalions, to San Francisco Gotera. Although that move ensured the safety of the provincial capital, it left the rest of the country highly vulnerable, a reality that the insurgents exploited by capturing Berlin, a city of 40,000 in the eastern part of the country, and holding it for three days. Guerrillas swallowed up new swaths of the countryside, expanding their "liberated zones." 31
In the middle of the year, the Salvadoran government massed its best forces in San Vicente province for an American-designed national counterinsurgency campaign. According to the campaign plan, the government's armed forces would drive the insurgents out of one province and allow civil authorities and militias to take charge of reconstruction, then move on to an adjacent province to do the same thing, expanding the pacified area like an oil spot until the entire country had been saturated. But the insurgents outwitted them again. By launching attacks in areas denuded of forces for the San Vicente operation, the insurgents compelled the government to remove troops from San Vicente to defend those areas, which in turn enabled the insurgents to demolish the new schools and roads and self-defense forces that had just been built in San Vicente 32
Americans in El Salvador and Washington spent much of 1983 warning that El Salvador would soon fall to the revolutionaries unless the United States provided more aid.33 The outlook was bleak indeed. Yet it proved not to be American aid that saved the day but a transformation of the Salvadoran officer corps. The two seminal events in this transformation occurred in May 1983, although their impact was not felt until some months later. The first was at Quebrada Seca, where the insurgents were holding prisoners from the Salvadoran army. Standing over their captives, insurgent gunmen shot forty-two of them in the head at point-blank range. The U.S. media, which overwhelmingly opposed the Salvadoran government and the Reagan administration's support for it, gave scant coverage to the incident, but its influence on the Salvadoran armed forces was profound. News of the slaughter enraged Salvadoran officers and soldiers, and that rage drove them to more aggressive action. The killings also put a halt to surrenders by the Salvadoran forces, who until now had raised the white flag in large numbers, having heard that the insurgents would take their weapons and uniforms but let them keep their lives. Now it was a fight to the death 34
The second, more momentous event was the installation of General Carlos Eugenio Vides Casanova as minister of defense. The appointment was the product of internal politics rather than merit-Vides was chosen because he was one of the few officers who was palatable to both the D'Aubuisson faction and a group of influential officers whom former Defense Minister Garcia had implanted in the senior leadership. Vides's prior record did not give much reason for optimism. During his stint as commander of the National Guard, guardsmen had committed murders by the bushel, often as members of death squads. Vides lacked experience commanding troops in the field, which earned him the nickname "Senorita Casanova" among other officers. He was, however, reputed to be a man of honesty and moderation who favored political and military reform 35
Vides soon showed himself to be the falcon to Garcia's turkey. In stark contrast to his predecessor, Vides regularly went into the field to find out what was actually happening. He pressured officers to prevent their troops from mistreating civilians. In selecting commanders, he put merit ahead of tanda, a bold and controversial move that risked his continued presence in his joband ultimately reaped huge rewards 36
Senior officers who were heavily invested in the status quo might have taken action to stop Vides had it not been for several glaring military debacles in late 1983 that illuminated the dire need for change. In each case, at El Tablon, El Paraiso, and the Cuscatlan bridge, the Salvadoran forces suffered defeat because their leaders failed to conduct standard patrols and reconnaissance. In the most crushing of these defeats, at El Paraiso, Boo insurgents overran the headquarters of the 4th Infantry Brigade, killing more than loo government troops and taking 162 prisoners. At the Cuscatlan bridge, the only remaining bridge linking the eastern half of the country to the western half, the 400 government defenders fled as soon as they came under attack. 
During the last two months of 1983 and the first months of 1984, Vides overhauled the command structure and conducted a wholesale relief of commanders. He appointed six brigade commanders to replace the twenty-six separate commanders who had reported to the Defense Ministry. The old system had served the defense minister's interests by keeping any one commander from having enough power to oust him or launch a coup, but it had left the Defense Ministry with too many people to supervise effectively. Vides appointed Colonel Adolfo Onecifero Blandon, a Praetorian known for aggressive combat leadership, as chief of staff of the armed forces and moved other Praetorians into important command slots. Decentralizing power, Vides and Blandon left brigade commanders to decide which counterinsurgency methods to use in their operational areas while still urging them to action and watching their performance. Blandon chastised commanders who did not spend time in the field or take the initiative, and kept an eye out to make sure that those weaknesses were corrected. Within a few months, these leadership changes had enlivened the armed forces and boosted their military skills, resulting in much more military success.3S
Vides received another club with which to beat hidebound officers when Vice President George H. W. Bush visited El Salvador at the end of 1983. Saying that he spoke for President Reagan, Bush informed Salvadoran leaders that the United States would discontinue aid if they did not put a stop to the death squads and fire a list of military commanders who, according to U.S. intelligence, were complicit in death squad killings. In addition, Bush said, the Salvadoran government would lose American assistance if it did not complete the implementation of land reform, provide security for the coming national election, and abide by the electoral results. In a more positive vein, Bush said that if the Salvadoran government met all of these conditions, the United States would send additional aid in order to make possible "a winning effort."39
Although far-right officers objected to the American demands, the army complied with all of them except for expelling the military officers on the vice president's list. Some officers, especially those newly appointed by Vides, were already demonstrating increased respect for human rights and democracy; others went along glumly. Government human rights violations plummeted in early 1984, and death squad murders fell from 140 per month to 35 per month. In light of this progress, the Americans let slide the government's refusal to fire the offending officers, and they increased the level of aid 40
In 1984, despite all of the positive changes wrought by Vides and Blandon, many Salvadoran units were still held back by a shortage of good leaders. The continued expansion of the armed forces, to a strength of 42,000, stretched further an already thin officer corps41 When Colonel James J. Steele became head of the advisory group early in the year, he discovered that first lieutenants were commanding battalions and second lieutenants were commanding companies, while platoons did not seem to have leaders at all. "As you expand a force in a crisis you have to keep in mind what it takes to continue to lead that force effectively," Steele observed. "We've probably expanded here too quickly for the leadership." As in past counterinsurgencies, the ease of recruiting and equipping enlisted men encouraged unsuspecting planners to expand the forces with a rapidity that officer development could not match. Steele commented, "When you expand a force like that, if you have someone like the U.S. helping you, you can provide uniforms and weapons for the soldiers. There are a lot of people in El Salvador, and recruiting is not such a major problem. But you don't build battalion commanders, company commanders, platoon leaders, and first sergeants in six months. You don't do that in a year!"42
Steele also criticized the policy of determining the size of the Salvadoran security forces by multiplying the enemy's strength by ten or fifteen or twenty, a method popularized by counterinsurgency theorists. It failed to take into account the possibility that fewer forces with a higher density of good leaders might be better than more forces with a lower density of good leaders. Steele remarked, `Anybody who gets caught up in this business of a io to i force ratio to beat an insurgency is naive. I'd like to get my hands around that guy's throat! It's so simplistic! Every country has its own force ratio. It's a product of how good the troops are, how bad the guerrillas are, how many leaders you have to begin with, and a whole host of considerations."43
Colonel Lyman C. Duryea, the American defense attache in El Salvador at this time, articulated another reason for the ongoing leadership inadequacies: a deficiency in basic military skills among Salvadoran commanders at the battalion level and above. Some of these commanders had attended the U.S. Army's Command and General Staff College in Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, but the instruction they received there was too advanced and too theoretical for them. What they needed were the nuts and bolts of small-unit operations and counterguerrilla warfare. The junior leaders, on the other hand, knew the nuts and bolts because they had been trained at the less advanced American schools in training regimens created by the Reagan administration. Duryea concluded, "The way we're going now it will take a full military generationwhich I define as about 20 years-and maybe more, before we get a trickle-up effect and we start seeing professionalism at the battalion command level.... We can train the cadets and the troops all we want, but until we reach the guys in the positions of command, the training that we give the young soldiers and the young cadets won't get employed because they immediately forget all of the good things they've learned and adapt to the bad habits of their own chain of command.""
Large insurgent attacks continued into 1984. Despite the ongoing leadership problems, the Salvadoran military had improved its prowess to the extent necessary to foil the enemy's initiatives. When insurgent forces surfaced, whether in the mountains or on the plains, the army massed forces using American helicopters and backed them with the firepower of American A-37 close-airsupport aircraft and UH-1M and MD-5oo attack helicopters, but the Salvadorans had to do the essential ground fighting themselves. In a string of major battles, the Salvadoran armed forces sent large insurgent troop concentrations into retreat with long casualty lists. Insurgent desertions increased sharply in number. By the end of the year, the sting of these defeats had caused the insurgents to revert to small hit-and-run attacks and terrorist strikes, which put a decisive military victory beyond reach, at least for the time being 45
The government's security forces prevented the insurgents from interfering with the national election of 1984, an event with critical implications for the war and the future of the country. In the race for the presidency, Roberto D'Aubuisson of ARENA held the early lead over Jose Napoleon Duarte of the Christian Democratic Party. The Reagan administration feared that D'Aubuisson, with his history of involvement with death squads, would blight the Salvadoran government's image in the United States and obstruct the sorts of reforms the Americans deemed necessary. He might well send pro-reform officers into virtual exile in embassies on the other side of the world. Reagan therefore authorized the CIA to pour several million dollars into the election campaign to promote Duarte. The impact of the CIAs money is impossible to determine with precision, but there is reason to suspect that it decided the outcome, for Duarte overtook D'Aubuisson after the CIA money began to flow, and he received more votes on election day.46
The illegitimate son of a tailor, Duarte had attended Notre Dame University in Indiana using money his father had won with a lottery ticket. He had served three terms as the mayor of San Salvador, starting in 1964, and had headed the government briefly near the start of the insurgency, overseeing the implementation of agrarian reform and nationalization. His election in 1984 gave El Salvador's cause a badly needed lift in the United States. American liberals, who until now had been skeptical of the cause, found the relative cleanliness of the election impressive, as they did Duarte's reformist outlook. As a consequence, the U.S. media produced stories that reflected favorably on the Salvadoran government, and the U.S. Congress became more amenable to providing aid to El Salvador.47
After assuming the presidency, Duarte undertook new measures to stop the death squads, including the elimination of several government security groups that had been linked to them. Death squad murders fell to less than a dozen per month 4S Duarte and his party, however, failed to bring to life most of the other reforms they had advocated, mainly on account of inefficiency and corruption. They did not punish any perpetrators of death squad violence. They did not organize viable counterinsurgency initiatives to regain control over the populace. Even after the 1985 elections, which for the first time gave the Christian Democrats simultaneous control of the presidency, the legislature, and the judiciary, they accomplished little. The public recognized this poor national leadership for what it was, and disillusionment set in, leading to a decline in support for the Christian Democrats that led to their fall from power a few years down the road 49
In 1986 the precipitous growth of El Salvador's security forces came to a halt, with their total strength peaking at 56,000, and the stretching of the officer corps ended. Units began receiving more officers as new officers graduated from training courses. As the leadership solidified, Salvadoran forces operated increasingly in small numbers and at night, inflicting serious losses on the insurgents and disrupting their operations by keeping them on the run. But numerous units still had subpar commanders, in part because the tanda obsession made something of a resurgence, with various academy classes from the 196os occupying their time jockeying to get the largest number of the most coveted jobs in the armed forces. The government, moreover, made little progress in creating self-defense forces or undertaking civic action. The insurgents, despite heavy casualties, continued to make numerous small attacks and assassination attempts in 1986 and the two succeeding years."
In 1987, in a stunning break with the past, the Salvadoran government allowed leftist political leaders to return from exile and participate in politics - including the leaders of several socialist parties that supported the insurgents. Although American critics continued to argue that the insurgents enjoyed widespread popular support, the political parties allied with the insurgents actually had very little support among most segments of the population. Their terrorist acts against the civilian population and their dictatorial methods in areas under their control had alienated huge numbers of Salvadorans, and the improved conduct of government personnel had increased pro-government sentiment 51 The contestants in the next election who worried the U.S. government were not on the left but on the right. The popular Alfredo Cristiani had replaced D'Aubuisson as the head of ARENA, and he became the frontrunner in the 1989 presidential race. Although Cristiani himself had not been directly linked to the death squads, the ARENA party remained tainted by that association in the eyes of many Americans. But Cristiani's lack of death squad ties, along with his perfect English, sophistication, and Georgetown University diploma, eased the U.S. government's concerns to a sufficient degree that it did not try to block his election as it had with D'Aubuisson.
Cristiani won the March 1989 presidential election in a landslide, receiving 54 percent of the vote versus 37 percent for the Christian Democrat candidate, Fidel Chavez Mena. The leftist Democratic Convergence, comprising political groups sympathetic to the insurgents, won just 4 percent. Once in power, Cristiani and ARENA proved much more competent than Duarte and the Christian Democrats. They cut down on corruption and instituted free-market reforms that revitalized the economy.52
Cristiani's first critical challenge came in November 1989 in the form of a major insurgent offensive. The insurgents were seeking to overthrow the new government and believed that if the offensive fell short of that objective, it would at least compel the government to accept terms favorable to the FMLN in negotiating an end to the war, such as giving pro-FMLN politicians positions of power in the government. As in 1981, the insurgents were counting on civilians to rise up in support of the revolution 53
On November 11, 1989, the same day that East and West Germans tore down the Berlin Wall, 2,000 insurgents attacked the center of governmental power, San Salvador, with assistance from the leftists whom the government had allowed to return in 1987. They occupied several neighborhoods and held them for days. But the masses did not rise up in support of the revolution, and the government reacted strongly. Salvadoran troops hunted the insurgents up and down the streets of San Salvador. The Salvadoran air force bombed entire neighborhoods that the insurgents had commandeered, causing extensive loss of life among civilians who were not aligned with the insurgents, but Cristiani, demonstrating the fortitude and sense of urgency that had been lacking in the previous president, launched an investigation and relieved the commanders 54 who had ordered the profligate bombing 
During the insurgent onslaught, government security forces rounded up opposition political leaders, labor union activists, and leftist clergy. Death squads, in whose company could be found a certain number of government security force personnel, murdered some civilians who were suspected of abet ting the insurgents 55 Their victims included six Jesuit priests at San Salvador's Universidad Centro Americana, practitioners of liberation theology who, according to army and police reports, had passed information to the insurgents. In a conversation with an American adviser, a Salvadoran officer divulged the name of the Salvadoran army commander who had instigated the killing of the Jesuits. It was a sign of major progress-in earlier days, Salvadoran officers would not have taken any action that could have caused such serious harm to a fellow officer, especially on a human rights issue. But when word of the Salvadoran government's complicity in these murders reached the American Congress, a deafening outcry shattered the bipartisan consensus in support of the war. The House and the Senate cut annual military aid to El Salvador in half, from $85 million to $42.5 million. The Bush administration demanded that the Salvadoran government punish the guilty officers, a very tall order considering that no Salvadoran government had ever punished military officers for political violence against civilians. The Salvadoran military attempted to derail investigations into the killings by lying and by destroying evidence, but Cristiani, whether because of U.S. pressure or his own convictions or a combination thereof, arrested several officers and enlisted men and sent them to trial for the killings. Salvadoran courts eventually convicted two of the officers for murder and sentenced them to thirty years in prison 56
The government's armed forces completed the defeat of the insurgent offensive at the beginning of December. The attack on San Salvador was to be the last serious offensive by the insurgents, although the war had not yet neared its end. The defeat of the Sandinistas in the Nicaraguan elections of February 1990 and the crumbling of Communism in eastern Europe soon deprived the insurgents of logistical support, dashing their hopes of taking San Salvador by force or obtaining a power-sharing agreement. At the same time, the insurgent offensive had made the Salvadoran elite and the U.S. government less confident of completely wiping the insurgency out militarily, and they were hence more amenable to negotiations. In April 1990 the government and the FMLN entered into talks to end the war, beginning nearly two years of what the Communists termed "fighting while negotiating." Peace finally came in February 1992, with the insurgents agreeing to disband their armed forces and discontinue all violence, and Cristiani agreeing to halve the armed forces, create a civilian police force separate from the military forces, allow a U.N. commission to investigate human rights abuses, and authorize an independent board to remove Salvadoran military officers guilty of human rights violations. The last provision nearly provoked a military coup; Cristiani narrowly averted it by extending the retirement dates of the officers in question and sparing them from public humiliation 57 American advisers continued to work with the Salvadoran armed forces following the armistice, an arrangement that the FMLN actually welcomed. As James LeMoyne of the New York Times reported, the erstwhile rebels believed that `American military advisers are needed to keep the Salvadoran military in line."58
Death squads did not resurface after the hostilities ceased. Cristiani abolished the National Guard and the Treasury Police, the governmental organizations that had been most heavily involved in the death squads in earlier years 59 Members of the new civilian police force suffered from the traditional maladies of corruption, disrespect for the population, and apathy. Nevertheless, the new police constituted, in the words of one expert, "one of the most ambitious reform efforts, and progressive public security forces, in Latin America." 6° The government respected freedom of the press and the academe and conducted elections fairly. The FMLN, which shed its Marxist-Leninist ideology and embraced liberal democracy, claimed the largest representation in the National Assembly in 2000 and since then has been neck-and-neck with ARENA.61
In the twenty-first century, the Salvadoran experience has often been cited as an excellent model for contemporary practitioners of counterinsurgency, particularly those advising foreign governments. Although the dissolution of the Salvadoran insurgency was in part the result of Communism's global collapse, the Salvadoran government and its American advisers are rightly acclaimed for strengthening El Salvador's security forces, dealing major military losses to the insurgents, and curbing human rights violations by governmental personnel. American advisers and American training clearly helped improve the basic military proficiency of Salvadoran officers, especially in the early and mid 198os, which was no small achievement, and they had a more limited impact on the initiative and organizational skills of those officers. Without a doubt, persuasion and pressure from American advisers, trainers, and diplomats served as the main brakes on Salvadoran human rights violations over the course of the war. Had the Americans not convinced Salvadoran leaders that human rights violations impaired the war effort, and had they not convincingly threatened to terminate aid in the absence of improvement on that score, the murders, torture, kidnappings, and disappearances would probably have continued at the same rates.
American pleas for the replacement of weak Salvadoran commanders, on the other hand, elicited much less cooperation. The Salvadorans were more resistant to changes in their personnel system, and American policymakers did not push them hard on this issue because they did not appreciate the importance of leadership or because they wanted to expend most of their limited influence on human rights, a paramount issue given that congressional support hinged on it.
Credit for improving the quality of Salvadoran commanders in the mid- 198os belongs chiefly to changes at the top level of the Salvadoran government. Most important was the appointment of a new defense minister, Carlos Eugenio Vides Casanova, whose selfless commitment to improving the armed forces made it possible to substitute merit for tanda and personal loyaltythe traditional banes of the officer corps-in personnel decisions. Vides also broke down the long-standing centralization of command, which had stifled initiative. The CIA-supported election of Jose Napoleon Duarte in 1984 promoted stability and gained El Salvador the full approval of the American government, preventing the sort of leadership tumult that had plagued South Vietnam twenty years earlier.
Although the Americans persuaded numerous Salvadoran officers to accept classic counterinsurgency principles, the Salvadorans demonstrated considerable independence in selecting counterinsurgency methods, especially in the military realm, in no small part because of the American policy of forbidding American advisers from accompanying Salvadoran forces into combat. The national counterinsurgency strategy that the Americans convinced the Salvadorans to implement in 1983 ended in disaster, disproving the theory, fashionable again today, that pooling national resources in support of a national, geographically prioritized strategy will cure many of counterinsurgency's ills. In removing forces from one area to concentrate them in another, the strategists failed to anticipate that the insurgents would counter by moving forces in the opposite direction, away from the concentrated counterinsurgent forces and toward areas depleted of counterinsurgents. This reality reinforces the view that counterinsurgents must have good local commanders spread out across the country, with significant forces continuously at the disposal of each.
The growth of the Salvadoran security forces showed the perils of rapid force creation. At some point, adding more counterinsurgency troops became counterproductive because the leaders with sufficient talent and experience were spread too thinly and the ratio of strong leaders to weak leaders was too low. El Salvador's expansion of its security forces from io,ooo in 1980 to 56,000 in 1986 went well beyond that point.
The shortage of good officers was especially pronounced at the battalion level, a critical problem given that a battalion commander was usually the senior local commander. The Salvadoran military had not developed enough officers in preceding years to staff so many battalions, and the officers whom it had produced had been screened according to the wrong criteria and given inappropriate training and education. Only occasionally had the old system yielded excellent officers, like Ochoa and Monterrosa. The deficiencies in initiative, dedication, and integrity among field-grade officers also had deep roots in culture and personality, making them especially difficult to remedy. The officers who could be improved dramatically by excellent Salvadoran leaders and American advisers were the younger ones, and they required years of cultivation and experience before they could occupy key commands. Colonel Duryea overstated the case in saying that it would take twenty years to produce adequate battalion commanders-the American advisory effort had begun five years earlier, and it does not necessarily take twenty-five or even twenty years to produce a good battalion commander. But it usually takes at least ten or fifteen. Those desirous of building brand-new security forces in the third world, and those who would criticize them, should take note.




CHAPTER 9
The War in Afghanistan
he path to the catastrophic attacks of September ii, 2001, winds through the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and the ensuing SovietAfghan War. Intent on bleeding the Soviets, the United States supplied arms to the Islamic rebels of diverse motives and morals who waged bitter war on the Soviets and their Afghan allies across the 198os. The Soviets and the Communist Afghan government, neither of them hindered by a free press or a voting public, imposed draconian punishments on the insurgency's civilian supporters but failed to break the insurgents' will, so the bloodshed dragged on. The first people to have their collective will broken were the Soviets, who withdrew their forces from Afghanistan in 1989. But the war did not end there. Afghan Communists retained control of the government, and they continued to fight the insurgents for another three years before succumbing to enemy blows. By the time the Afghan Communist government was vanquished, the Soviet Union itself had perished, and because of its demise, American assistance to the rebels had ended. Whether continued American aid could have saved the rebels from themselves is, however, doubtful.
Once the Afghan Communists had been dethroned, the rebels turned their weapons on each other. Young warlords, emerging at the helms of rival factions, seized control of resources and public services, trafficked in narcotics, made lucrative businesses of extortion, and committed atrocities against their opponents. Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Russia, and Iran backed the factions that they considered most conducive to their own security concerns. Eventually the Pakistanis and Saudis settled on a group of Pashtuns called the Taliban, grim enforcers of a legal code that combined the most extreme elements of the Quran and traditional tribal law. The Taliban tortured men whose beards were insufficiently long, beheaded women who did not wear burqas, and sawed off the arms of thieves. By combating criminals and warlords, they held out the promise of order restored, which was alluring to people tired of omnipresent extortion, theft, and violence. Between 1994 and 1996, Taliban fighters subdued most of the warlords and gained control of the national government, in the process committing numerous atrocities against non-Pashtuns. They were unable, however, to vanquish the Northern Alliance, a collection of Tajik warlords supported by Russia and Iran. The Pashtun population's initial admiration of the Taliban, moreover, eventually turned to sullen resignation, and in some cases armed opposition, as the full weight of Taliban justice crashed down on them.'
In 1996 the Taliban welcomed into Afghanistan the Saudi terrorist Osama bin Laden and his Al Qaeda followers, whose variant of radical Islam was similar to the Taliban's. It seemed a perfect partnership-Al Qaeda needed sanctuary from foreign counterterrorists, and the Taliban needed Al Qaeda's help in combating the Northern Alliance. But the marriage did not end in happiness. For a few years, bin Laden was able to perpetrate terrorist attacks against American targets without sparking U.S. intervention in Afghanistan, but the attacks of September 11 were too horrific to be ignored. The shocking collapse of the World Trade Center and the deaths at the Pentagon and Shanksville, Pennsylvania, prompted the administration of George W. Bush to send the Taliban an ultimatum: hand over bin Laden and the other Al Qaeda leaders harbored in Afghanistan or face the wrath of the U.S. military. The Taliban's rejection of American demands sealed their fate.
With American interest in Afghanistan's internal affairs rejuvenated, the United States forged a military partnership with the Northern Alliance. In the months leading up to September 2001, the Northern Alliance's armed forces had been pushed into two mountainous areas of northern Afghanistan. They had just 12,000 fighters and 1o,ooo militiamen left, compared to the Taliban's 50,000 regulars and 40,000 militiamen. American air power, however, more than overcame that disparity in the offensive that the Americans and the Northern Alliance launched together in early October. American B-52 and B-1B bombers and FAA-18 fighters began the onslaught by depositing precision-guided munitions onto Taliban air defenses, command-and-control centers, and airfields. A week of unrelenting bombing reduced the power cen ters of the military and the government to smoking holes in the ground and caused the death or desertion of huge numbers of Taliban troops. Northern Alliance forces, accompanied by 350 U.S. Special Forces soldiers and ioo CIA officers, then advanced on the ground, supported by AC-130U Spectre gunships and other aircraft lurking in the skies. On November 9, the Taliban's defenses in the north began collapsing, and the capital city of Kabul, perched among the mountains more than one mile above sea level, fell on November 13. The Taliban leaders fell back on Kandahar, their spiritual home, but had to surrender it on December 6. In company with their Al Qaeda compadres, they fled into the mountains of eastern Afghanistan, with some continuing on to Pakistan?
At a U.N.-brokered conference of Afghan political groups in Bonn, Hamid Karzai was selected to head a provisional Afghan government. A Pashtun, Karzai commanded widespread respect as the son of Abdul Ahad Karzai, a prominent political figure and chief of the Popolzai tribe until his assassination by the Taliban in 1999. During the war against the Soviets, Hamid Karzai had gone to Pakistan, where he served as a leader of a moderate nationalist group. He had worked to obtain foreign funding for the anti-Soviet rebels, although he was uncomfortable with the Islamic fanaticism he saw in some of the other Afghan factions that were backing rebels. The Americans involved in financing and supplying Afghan rebels took a liking to Karzai because he had a pleasing personality, spoke English, and espoused a moderate nationalism that differed sharply from the extremism of other Afghan elites. Karzai made a number of trips to Afghanistan to conduct military operations, but he was mainly a political leader, not a military leader. Following the fall of the Afghan Communist government in 1992, Karzai became deputy foreign minister, remaining in Kabul until 1994, when the crumbling of the government convinced him to return to Pakistan. The rise of the Taliban at first struck him as a positive development because of their commitment to law and order, but within a few months he soured on them as news of their fanatical cruelty spread.
A few days after the September a attacks, Karzai reentered Afghanistan and organized armed resistance against the Taliban. He remained in the country while other Afghans debated in Bonn, although he did speak to the conference by satellite phone from the mud house serving as his temporary quarters. Flown by U.S. military aircraft to Bagram a few days after the Taliban's surrender, Karzai drove to the Arg Palace in the dark of night, without any of the fanfare that his supporters had recommended. He quietly took up the duties of chief of state the next day. Karzai called for national unity and reconciliation, believing that most of the Taliban's followers had been duped into joining and ought to be forgiven. While vowing to apprehend those "who still use the Taliban cover to disturb peace and security in the country," Karzai promised amnesty to "the ordinary Taliban who are real and honest sons of this country."3
The United States and its allies did not deploy large occupation forces to Afghanistan, out of concern that it would arouse xenophobia or put the U.S. military into the nation-building business that President Bush had foresworn in the presidential campaign of 2000. To run the country and combat the remnants of the Taliban and Al Qaeda, therefore, the United States and Karzai had to rely on the warlords who had fought the Soviets and then each other and then the Taliban. These individuals received control of the provincial governments and filled numerous jobs in the ministries in Kabul, with ominous consequences for the nation's future. Time had done little to alter the character of these warlords; many were vicious men who put personal gain before the good of the country, committed atrocities, engaged in mobster activities, and showed an inability to cooperate with others. The warlords backed Karzai as interim president because he did not have a militia of his own and hence could not push them around.'
The United States and its Western allies funded the enlargement of the warlord militia forces, which were renamed the Afghan Militia Forces (AMF). Within six months, the warlords had over forty divisions and several dozen separate brigades, with a total of 200,000 men, far more than the national armed forces. Although the militias advanced the government's cause in some areas by providing security and jobs for the local people, too often they produced alienation through their criminal activities and abuses of power. Worries about the dubious character of the AMF's leaders soon prompted Afghanistan's foreign patrons to seek the subordination of the militias to Karzai's government, which the warlords opposed successfully for some time.'
The United States eventually skirted this opposition by convincing the warlords to take leadership positions in the police and move their troops from the AMF into the police forces. By this route, Northern Alliance warlords came to dominate the leadership of the police, and they coalesced in resisting efforts by the Interior Ministry in Kabul to exercise authority over them. The ministry's efforts became more assertive in January 2003, when Karzai replaced the ineffectual interior minister, Taj Mohammed, with Ali Jalali. Vowing to make major improvements in the police and the rest of the ministry, Jalali made police chiefs and provincial governors out of people who were neither members of the Northern Alliance nor warlords. He was unable, however, to pry the Northern Alliance from the trenches they had dug for themselves within the ministry. Although he replaced twenty-two of thirty-two provincial governors, most of those whom he fired became leaders in other provinces on account of political pressure from the warlords and their foreign patrons. Many of Ali Jalali's attempts to bring new blood into the police leadership and the ministry's headquarters were likewise stymied.'
When the major foreign powers had divided key reconstruction tasks among themselves, responsibility for the police went to the Germans, who, it was hoped, could impart some of their Teutonic precision and efficiency to the Afghans. The Germans set up a program to train a small number of police chiefs for three years, providing a course similar to that given to German police officers. The Germans later explained that their plan was "to start with the backbone, that's why we started with the leaders."' In principle, the German approach made good sense, but it did not align with Afghan realities. The training program was too long and the number of trainees too small to meet the urgent demand for capable police leaders. As Robert Finn, the American ambassador to Afghanistan until November 2003, observed, "The Germans produced a program to produce German police, which will be perfect in four years, but everybody will be dead by then."8 The Germans put a ceiling of 62,000 on the police force by using the same ratio of police to citizens that existed in Germany, failing to take into account that Germany had a far higher population density and that no armed militias were assassinating government officials or torturing unfriendly civilians in Bavaria or Saxony. Afghanistan was left with fewer police forces per capita than any other country in the region, and far fewer than Iraq.'
In November 2003 the United States hired private security contractors to produce rank-and-file policemen quickly and in large quantities, directing them to establish police training centers with condensed nine-week training programs. Thirty-two thousand new policemen were pushed through training by the end of 2004 and 71,000 by July 2007. Outside observers often found fault with the private contractors responsible for training, characterizing many as "cowboys" who were much more interested in thrills and money than in rescuing the indigenous government. Their police training programs were short not only in duration but also in substance, and they failed to identify strong candidates for leadership. As one observer said, "The Germans are creating high quality-but too few.... The other side, the U.S., churns out a conveyor belt where quality is not an issue.""
General Muhammad Fahim, who had led the Northern Alliance army to victory over the Taliban, assumed the critical position of defense minister in the Karzai government. He turned the ministry into a house of corruption, with himself as the top beneficiary. An ethnic Tajik like most of the Northern Alliance commanders, Fahim packed the officer corps with Tajiks. Of the thirty-eight generals whom he appointed to the new General Staff, thirtyseven were of Tajik ethnicity. In 2003, American pressure caused the ministry to institute ethnic quotas in the officer corps and to bring back into service non-Tajik professional officers with British or Soviet military training. It was one of the few American initiatives the Afghans neither thwarted nor diluted; within three years, the army's ethnic makeup mirrored that of the country as a whole. The quota system put some fine Pashtun officers on the government side and enabled the government to recruit more Pashtuns into the army. But it also entailed placing ethnicity above merit in some cases and consequently led to the advancement of some weak non-Tajik officers"
The Afghan civil service received less attention than the police or army, and soon after the war it reached an advanced condition of chaos. In 2002, spurred on by the World Bank, the Afghan government promulgated a public administration reform program that featured merit-based recruitment and appointment as well as bureaucratic streamlining. But the official rhetoric and instruction failed to curb the Afghan preference for dispensing civil service appointments to family members, friends, and political allies. Government officials cheated the merit-based processes by divulging recruitment test answers to their preferred candidates and by various other scams. Top-level officials who should have prevented such behavior condoned it and sometimes engaged in it themselves. Lamented one ministry employee, "I think in this ministry nobody wants real changes, because even the minister wants to put his own relatives into positions. 12
The limbs of the new government had precious little time to grow strong before they had to grapple with subversion. In September 2002, insurgents commenced improvised explosive device (IED) attacks and rocket and mortar bombardments, at first concentrating on U.S. bases and subsequently striking at the Afghan government and its supporters. Recruited in Afghanistan and Pakistan and provided covert aid and sanctuary by the Pakistani government, the insurgents lacked unified leadership and common long-term objectives and thus could be said to constitute multiple insurgencies. Among the ranks of the insurgents stood not only members of the former Taliban government and remnants of Al Qaeda but also rebellious Pashtun groups like the Haqqani Network and Hezb-e Islami Gulbuddin. Some of these groups were concerned only with local or national politics or the removal of American forces from Afghanistan while others desired a global Islamic holy war. Because of the difficulty of distinguishing the various factions from one another, their opponents gave them the umbrella name of "neo-Taliban."3
Concentrated in Pashtun areas, the neo-Taliban fed off Pashtun resentment of the Tajiks of the Northern Alliance, some of whom had pillaged, raped, and murdered in Pashtun communities in late 2001 and 2002 in retaliation for past Taliban atrocities. Many Pashtuns thought that Karzai, though himself a Pashtun, had given too much governmental power to the Tajiks. As in the early 199os, the insurgents appealed to people's desire for order, offering deliverance from lawlessness fostered by the inadequacies of the government. All of these factors drove tribal elders and other local elites into insurgency, and they brought with them the other elements of society, who tended to choose the side taken by the elites whom they most respected 14
Karzai did not at first take the insurgent threat with sufficient seriousness. In 2004 he pressed for inclusion of former Taliban members in the new Afghanistan, asserting that the only dangerous people were 150 or so hard-core Taliban who had ties with Al Qaeda. His lenience allowed subversives time and space to prepare for intensified armed activities. At the local level, the warlord-dominated militia and police forces demonstrated neither the will nor the capability to prevent the growth of insurgency, and foreign forces and Afghan National Army soldiers were far too few in number and too short on information to fill the void left by police and militia units that were worthless or worse. The rapid defeat of the Taliban army in 2001 had convinced American prophets of technological advancement that new technologies had enabled the United States to find and destroy its enemies from the air, making large ground forces unnecessary, but the neo-Taliban easily avoided detection by America's high-tech intelligence and surveillance devices. They possessed no heavy equipment or tanks that were obvious from the air, nor did they wear uniforms that distinguished them from the rest of the population 15
Slowly the insurgents spread into the villages, killing or driving away government personnel and supporters while forming shadow governments. Free to attack at times and locations of their choosing, guerrillas struck superior forces at sites from which a quick and untraceable getaway could be made. For the counterinsurgents, this state of affairs carried a strong risk of crippling morale and stimulating indiscriminate violence against the civilian population, a risk that could be averted only through sound leadership. As Colonel Bernd Horn, commander of the ist Battalion of the Royal Canadian Regiment during the first years of the conflict, explained: "The inability to hit back can cause the soldiers to feel impotent. It can build frustration, fear and a sense of futility, if not hopelessness. When casualties occur, particularly deaths, morale is dealt another severe blow. As such, the leadership challenge to maintain the aim and mission focus, as well as the overall initiative in the campaign, is immense and critically important. Coupled with the need to sustain morale, particularly in light of the factors aforementioned, is the leader's role in ensuring that soldiers continue to practice a healthy outlook in regards to the local population.""
Most of the U.S. forces in Afghanistan during the first stages of the insurgency arrived with little, if any, knowledge of counterinsurgency. They therefore did a lot of learning by doing. Commanders with creativity, flexibility, judgment, and initiative figured out quickly how to swim in the unfamiliar waters into which they had been thrown. Lieutenant General David W. Barno, who took command of all coalition forces in Afghanistan in October 2003, said, "Our forces in the field once again demonstrated their remarkable ability to adjust to changing situations with only general guidance-and deliver results. When I asked a superb battalion commander how, in the absence of doctrine, he was able to shift his leaders toward a largely new COIN [counterinsurgency] approach in the middle of their combat tour, he laughed and said: `Easy, sir- Books-A-Million.Com!' Reading classic counterinsurgency texts in the field became a substitute for official doctrine.""
Afghanistan's kaleidoscopic physical and human landscapes heightened the importance of adaptivity and further reduced the value of doctrine. Captain Jeremy Turner, a company commander in the 82nd Airborne Division in Kandahar, commented that insurgent and counterinsurgent methods varied widely from place to place because "the mountainous terrain acts to isolate populations from one another, creating different paradigms within each valley. In one valley, there may be a heated rivalry between two warlords of different tribes or subtribes.... In the next valley, those two warlords may be virtual unknowns, and, instead, drug trafficking and smuggling could be a major prob lem.... In the next, it could be corruption in the police force, and in another area, the problem may be hard-core jihadists and Taliban forces.""
Not all American commanders adjusted well to the new environment. It was not because they were in general poor leaders; they were, in fact, among the most carefully selected officers in the country's history. The American armed services, having become relatively small, all-volunteer forces after the Vietnam War, had in recent years maintained high entrance standards for officer candidates. In the wake of the Vietnam War, promotion and command selection had been centralized, taking decisions away from individual senior officers and giving them to boards of officers that reached decisions based on written evaluations, which stopped senior officers from advancing their proteges and members of their organizational cliques ahead of more deserving officers. In addition, staff officers and noncommissioned officers were better prepared than in the past to carry out leadership tasks that might be neglected or botched by a weak commander, although this improvement did not by any means obviate the need for a strong commander.19
The problem was that many commanders, especially in the regular army, were deficient in flexibility, creativity, and other attributes of greater value in counterinsurgency than in conventional warfare. The importance of those attributes could be seen in the contrast between Special Forces officers, who often possessed them, and regular army officers, who often did not. Near the American base at Bagram, the author Robert D. Kaplan found Special Forces officers working closely with the local Afghans, wearing beards to gain status with them, and thriving on rapid decentralized operations. The leaders of the army regulars, by contrast, kept their troops inside large bases, forbade the wearing of beards, placed restrictions on operations in order to reduce the risk of casualties, and instituted lengthy bureaucratic processes that forced the delay or cancellation of numerous operations zo
Early in the war, commanders lacking flexibility and creativity tended to operate from a few large bases, from which their troops flew out for large operations lasting a week or two and then flew back. These raids inflicted significant losses on the insurgents but failed to stop them from recruiting new members and increasing the strength of the insurgency. When Lieutenant General Barno took command of the coalition forces, he concluded that many of the commanders in the provinces needed to shift to the mission of population security. He assigned American units control of specific geographic areas and instructed them to send small detachments into Afghan villages to live among the people and patrol relentlessly. This change put commanders in a much better position to combat the insurgents, but it did not guarantee that they would destroy them-ultimate success still required commanders with the right attributes.21
Among the more imaginative of the American initiatives in Afghanistan was the creation of the eighty-person Provincial Reconstruction Teams, which the U.S. Army established in 2002 to alleviate the poor governance and unemployment that were helping the insurgents gain traction with the population. Intended to marshal the full range of counterinsurgency expertise in the U.S. government, they were composed of armed soldiers and members of U.S. civilian agencies who were responsible for all types of nonmilitary counterinsurgency activities. The teams were placed in the right provinces-those with the highest potential to become insurgent breeding grounds-but they were based near provincial capitals, which sharply restricted their clout in the countryside 21
The Provincial Reconstruction Teams attempted to build relationships with local Afghan leaders, both official and unofficial, which required not only good social skills but also considerable patience. "Winning over a population is, in part, winning over the leadership," said Captain Dennis Sugrue. "You do this through developing relationships. One thing that won me a lot of ground initially was sitting and spending two hours to conduct a lo-minute meeting. That's difficult for Americans to do."23 The teams gave local Afghan leaders much of the responsibility for distributing aid. At times this delegation did more harm than good-the aid did not always make the trip from the leader's warehouse to the homes of the intended recipients, and the power to dispense it strengthened warlords known for corruption, drug trafficking, and human rights violations. To their credit, some Provincial Reconstruction Team commanders were able to effect the removal of governors and police chiefs who misused the aid. Unfortunately, the replacements were frequently no better.24
In 2003 and 2004, U.S. military advisers and aid helped eliminate many of the problems in the Afghan National Army. The Americans struggled, however, to find good leaders and pull the Afghan leadership away from the highly centralized command model that had been learned from the Soviets.25 The United States and its foreign allies had very little success in fixing the pieces of the Afghan government that lay outside the Ministry of Defense. As part of its global war against illicit narcotics, the U.S. government tried to help the Afghans reduce opium output. Afghan farmers and the warlords who served as middlemen were drawn to opium farming because profits went as high as US$i,ooo per kilogram, as opposed to si per kilogram for rice or wheat. Much of that profit ended up in the pockets and bank accounts of the neo-Taliban, who pulled in hefty fees for protecting opium farming and trafficking, and corrupt government officials, who accepted bribes to look the other way. In May 2004 the United States assisted the Interior Ministry in establishing a Central Poppy Eradication Force, whose staff of 700 were trained by the private security company DynCorp, and directed funds to provincial governors for poppy eradication. Yet Afghanistan's opium production continued to rise 26
The police continued to flicker dimly, but did shine in a few areas because of the talent of outstanding leaders. The best was the police chief in the northern steppe city of Mazar-i-Sherif, home of the blue-tiled tomb of the fourth caliph. Few places in Afghanistan presented so tangled and complicated a web of human interaction as Mazar-i-Sherif. Pashtuns, Uzbeks, Tajiks, Hazaras, and Turkmens all mingled and connived while Russia, Iran, and China probed and plotted in pursuit of their own interests. When Muhammad Akrem Khakrez- wal became the city's police chief, he stamped out widespread violence and crime with remarkable speed by putting police on the streets and gaining the cooperation of every ethnic group. Highly sociable, he cultivated relationships with the ethnic leaders and studiously avoided any semblance of corruption, knowing that it would demolish those relationships. He later became chief of police in Kabul and seemed headed to be the next minister of the interior when he was assassinated during a trip to Kandahar, apparently by Pakistanis operating in league with the Kandahar governor, a notorious warlord named Gul Agha Shirzai 2'
On October 9, 2004, the Afghan people voted Karzai into power as the first permanent president of the new Afghanistan. No longer was Karzai at the mercy of warlords, or at least not entirely. Karzai fired his most powerful and troublesome minister, Defense Minister Fahim, and wrested control of the militia forces in the Kabul area from the Northern Alliance. For his new defense minister, Karzai selected General Abdul Rahim Wardak, a capable professional soldier of Western orientation. He relieved other warlords from provincial governorships, militia commands, and leadership positions in the central ministries. Some of these individuals went to unimportant, face-saving desk jobs, but Karzai assigned a large number of others to important commands, albeit in areas remote from their original preserves. Many warlords, moreover, refused to subordinate themselves and their supporters-some of whom were still in militias -to the new central government. They foiled efforts to transform militia forces into National Army forces by sending the central government and the coalition their weakest troops and their most dilapidated weapons. Fearing heavy bloodshed, Karzai rejected the idea of bringing these warlords into line by force 28
In 2005 the neo-Taliban gained momentum as fighters and supplies streamed in from Pakistan. Not until 2006, however, did the frenzy truly begin. The average number of insurgent incidents per month hit 6oo in 2006, up from 130 per month the previous year. The neo-Taliban perpetrated 139 suicide attacks in 2006, compared with 17 in 2005. Viewing education as a critical weapon of the counterinsurgents, the neo-Taliban killed teachers and students and torched schools. In an unprecedented show of audacity, the insurgents placed mines near U.S. and NATO outposts. Insurgent forces gathered in large numbers for assaults on government and foreign military forces and in a few cases stepped into pitched battles 29
The booming opium industry provided the neo-Taliban with the means to buy the services of thousands of Afghans in 20o6. Exploiting widespread unemployment, they co-opted tribal leaders by offering to pay tribesmen who joined their forces between US$aoo and US$6oo per month, far more alluring than the US$5o or USs6o per month that policemen and soldiers earned. Another leading cause of increased support for the insurgents remained the misbehavior of government personnel. The most commonly cited grievances against government leaders were favoritism toward certain tribes, preferential dispensation of land and water, physical abuse, and theft of state property and money.3o
Adding to the government's problems at this time was a wholesale change of ministerial leadership. In early 2006 nearly all of the cabinet ministers left, either because Karzai ousted them or because they had become disillusioned with the Karzai government. A large majority of the departing ministers were experienced technocrats intent on improving the government, whereas their replacements were novices inclined to defer to Karzai. Critics said that Karzai made the changes because he wanted a weak cabinet of yes-men whom he could keep in his palm. Karzai said that he was merely meeting the demands of the newly elected parliament. Fortunately for Afghanistan, one key minister survived the purge, Defense Minister Wardak. His continued presence en sured that the Afghan National Army remained the country's most competent and least abusive entity in the years to come.
In 20o6, the Afghan National Army continued to improve in quality, but major leadership deficiencies remained. U.S. advisers often took command of Afghan army units because of the gross inadequacy of their Afghan officers 31 Where the Afghan police had adequate leaders, they performed reasonably well, often providing NATO forces with intelligence in exchange for supplies, equipment, money, and other items that the Interior Ministry failed to provide32 As before, however, good police leaders were scarce. The civilian population consistently reported the police to be the principal perpetrators of robbery, kidnapping, and other crimes. Police routinely took bribes to release prisoners or to turn a blind eye to drug trafficking, and at checkpoints they shook down truck drivers and arrested innocent civilians to hold for ransom. Police chiefs either directed the nefarious activities or allowed subordinates to provide the direction, and they forced local policemen of integrity to participate by threatening to fire them if they did not 33
Foreign patrons, distraught at the police's appalling behavior, compelled the Ministry of the Interior to implement a police reform program in 20o6. The program mandated that corrupt and inept policemen be removed and that the bloated officer corps be cut in size. Because senior police positions had been disbursed liberally as political favors, field-grade and general officers outnumbered sergeants, so huge numbers of colonels and generals had to be removed and the number of rank-and-file patrolmen had to be increased by nearly io,ooo. The review board that evaluated officers took into consideration their experience, ethnic diversity, interviews, and a written examination designed to test analytical abilities, ethics, and management style. The police officers rated highest kept their jobs; the others were demoted or fired. This process weeded out large numbers of poor officers but did little to improve the overall quality of police leadership. Karzai repeatedly circumvented the system in order to protect officers with records of human rights abuses, corruption, or incompetence, because of political or personal considerations or, according to some accusers, bribery. International outcries forced Karzai to get rid of some of these people, but not enough. In another gesture of reform that was more flimflam than fix, Karzai agreed to set up a board to approve senior leadership appointments but brought few appointments to this board for approval 34 As a senior Ministry of the Interior official remarked in late 20o6, "It is very difficult to make progress when people are appointed based on personal connections. We try to hire professional police based on merit but we are not able to. There is political pressure from senior officials to hire their relatives and friends. "35
In response to pressure from NATO countries, Karzai fired several provincial leaders in the south and replaced them with more reputable individuals. Some of the new leaders, however, turned out to be as inept as their predecessors had been corrupt. And as usual, some of the unsavory officials whom Karzai relieved ended up in positions of authority elsewhere. Karzai did make a major step forward when he fired the chief justice of the Afghan Supreme Court, Fazel Hady Shinwari, an atrociously corrupt man whom Karzai had appointed as part of a political deal with an Islamic leader. During the ensuing six months, the new chief justice, Abdul Salam Azimi, fired or imprisoned eight judges and four clerks on grounds of corruption and investigated 6,ooo questionable cases. Karzai also appointed a new attorney general, who prosecuted corrupt government officials and fired corrupt prosecutors 36 On the other hand, Karzai's Anti-Corruption and Bribery Office, which had a staff of 140 people, did not convict a single person in 20o6. Karzai failed to prosecute or remove any of the numerous drug traffickers in his cabinet and parliament. Among those widely believed to be involved in corruption was Karzai's own brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, a government official in Kandahar. Western officials repeatedly advised the president to send his brother out of the country, to no avail3'
In 20o6, foreign governments, the United Nations, and international charities poured money into social and economic programs aimed at mitigating the problems of poverty and isolation in the hope that they would make the people less receptive to the neo-Taliban. But no amount of spending could make up for the poor quality of the Afghan administrators and policemen in the provinces. "Schools or clinics are useless if people hate the district level administration," an Afghan civil society representative said3S Nor could it make up for the inability of the government to protect them from insurgents, criminals, and wicked policemen. As an Afghan researcher in southern Afghanistan remarked, "People don't care if the roads built are paved with gold. They would rather have security."39 Afghans wanted to support the side that could bring order and defeat its armed rivals-and often that side was the neo-Taliban 40
NATO military forces were more visible in 20o6 than in past years, although many labored under severe restrictions from their governments, pre venting them from participating in combat or operating in areas of insurgent activity. NATO commanders received ten pages listing all the restrictions, and they had to obtain clearance from home capitals before employing NATO forces in certain types of missions 41 Still, NATO was able to put its least restricted forces-those of the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands-in the places where they could be most useful. Thousands of Canadian and British troops moved into southern Afghanistan to combat the neo-Taliban insurgents where they were strongest. Dispersing among the population, the Canadians and British weakened the neo-Taliban's grip through military operations and community development. In the middle of 20o6 insurgent forces in the south responded with large attacks, compelling the Canadians and British to concentrate their forces for major combat. Although this concentration of troops undermined Canadian and British control of the population, it led to big battles that produced heavy insurgent casualties, frustrated an insurgent plan to seize the city of Kandahar, and ultimately permitted Canadian and British forces to return to population control operations under more favorable circumstances than those prevailing when they left 42
Lieutenant Colonel Ian Hope, commander of Canada's Task Force Orion in Kandahar from January to August 20o6, recorded the leadership lessons he learned during the neo-Taliban offensive. "Operational tempo and effectiveness were almost entirely dependent upon the personalities of the commanders," Hope wrote. "I trusted the subordinate commanders to demonstrate an aggressive spirit and maintain operational initiative through offensive action. Not all people are equal in this regard and the Army must learn that robustness and determination are not nice-to-have qualities in manoeuvre commanders; they are core qualities, and we must work hard to select the few who have the tenacity to sustain a high level of resolve in the face of danger." Summing up the unit's experience, Hope stated, "Under the baking Afghan sun we are rediscovering, by way of pain, that the first determinants in war are human. In combat, the power of personality, intellect and intuition, determination, and trust outweigh the power of technology, and everything else. This stark reminder comes after 30 years of the Canadian Army following obediently the lead of our allies in combat development and falling victim to the seduction of the microchip"43
The counterinsurgents killed an estimated 3,500 neo-Taliban in 2006, yet the insurgents appear to have replaced all of their losses through recruitment in Afghanistan and infiltration of insurgents from Pakistan. They entered 2007 with an armed strength estimated at 7,000 to 12,000. Insurgent attacks in 2007 outpaced those of the previous year, with most coming in the form of guerrilla warfare or terrorism-the insurgents had learned the futility of provoking large battles. The neo-Taliban continued to enlarge the area under their control in the south while simultaneously expanding their presence in the north, northeast, and west 44
In 2007 the Afghan National Army improved further under the guidance of Defense Minister Wardak and the influence of U.S. military advisers. The police continued to flounder, even though the United States ponied up $2.5 billion for the police and shifted hundreds of U.S. advisers from the army to the police. Coalition forces and the Afghan army did not have enough troops to stay in large areas on a permanent basis, so once they cleared an area they usually had to turn it over to Afghan policemen, who were likely to lose it again. The pay of police officers was raised to seventy dollars per month, but it was still too meager to curb corruption or undermine the attractiveness of neo-Taliban salaries. According to one estimate, 8o percent of the police force was complicit in the drug trade during 2007. The government prosecuted several hundred small-time drug dealers and seized several heroin labs, but it convicted none of the drug-trafficking kingpins-the few dozen individuals who controlled the majority of the drug trade. Opium production increased by 34 percent over the previous year.45
Insurgent activity rose again in intensity in 2008, creeping further into northern and western Afghanistan even as the number of international troops increased to nearly 70,000, of whom 32,000 were Americans. The full extent of the neo-Taliban's growth was difficult to ascertain because the NATO forces in northern and western Afghanistan, still shackled by restrictions from their national governments, were not actively combating the insurgents. Their detachment notwithstanding, the Afghan counterinsurgents in the north fought doggedly against the neo-Taliban because the Afghan corps commander was an excellent leader, but the counterinsurgency languished in the west, where the corps commander was weak 46
Despite the ongoing improvements in the Afghan National Army, lack of initiative among army commanders remained a major problem in 2008. As in years past, U.S. advisers kept urging the Afghans to reduce the centralization of authority, but their words often bounced off their counterparts. Afghan field commanders remained reluctant to act without authorization from higher authorities, and senior commanders made critical decisions that should have been made by the officers on the scene. In terms of personnel changes, political and ethnic considerations remained major obstacles. Colonel Jeffrey M. Haynes, head of the U.S. Marine advisory group in Afghanistan in 2008, remarked, "The number one challenge for the Afghan National Army is the fact that corps and brigade commanders cannot readily make officer personnel moves without having to consider ethnic group and the Ministry of Defense approval process. This makes it very difficult for the corps commander to put the most qualified officers in command positions."47 Only one of the Afghan National Army's forty-nine battalions was deemed capable of conducting all of its functions independently. Another eighteen were considered capable of performing all functions with foreign assistance, usually in logistics, intelligence, or planning, while fifteen were considered competent at some functions with foreign support 48
At the highest levels, the United States was giving the Ministry of the Interior the attention that the Ministry of Defense had received in prior years, with American diplomats and military officers filling advisory roles where Europeans had performed inadequately in times past. The Americans beseeched and pressured Karzai and the minister of the interior to relieve bad police chiefs, and they did obtain some replacements. With the assistance of the United States and other foreign allies, the Ministry of the Interior organized a program called Focused District Development, in which the ministry temporarily inserted elite police forces into an area and withdrew the existing police for vetting and training. Most of the leaders were ousted from the existing forces because they were incompetent or abusive or had shown partiality toward their own tribes in enforcing the law. The central government, not the provincial governors or other local power brokers, selected the new police chiefs, and it purposefully chose men who did not have local connections in order to prevent tribal favoritism. In many instances, the entire police force was replaced. Policemen were no longer paid through the governor but received their paychecks directly, ending the governors' regular practice of keeping cuts of policemen's pay for themselves. The preliminary results of the Focused District Development program were mixed, with some reports indicating that it had improved police leadership and performance and others that the new police leaders and units were little better than the old. Projected to take five years to cover the country, the program was progressing gradually as of mid-2008 49
Numerous civil servants in the provinces remained as guilty of corruption and incompetence as the police despite new exhortations from Kabul to institute meritocracy and end abuses in the civil service 50 Sarah Chayes, a former National Public Radio reporter who took up residence in Afghanistan and became a confidante of top Afghan officials, noted that provincial officials from a variety of ministries were creating enormous discontent through their misconduct. For example, health officials routinely gave the stamp of approval to bad pharmaceuticals from Pakistan in exchange for bribes. When donors sent good medicines to hospitals, the hospital officials sold them at the local bazaar and used the bad Pakistani versions to treat the hospital patients. With officials from the Education Ministry, it was commonplace to retain for personal use the food that relief agencies had sent for local schoolchildren. According to Chayes, "Every time any person has to interact with any government department, to get a driver's license, a death certificate, to register a cooperative, to get goods out of customs, to run a business, you name it, a `bribe' is extracted at every step of the way. Then the person who got the lower-level agents their jobs will come around at the end of the day to pick up his cut." Chayes believes that Afghanistan has reservoirs of people outside government who could, with foreign mentoring, provide the leadership required to set the country aright, although she doubts that many will be willing to serve in the government as long as the leadership in Kabul remains the same 51
Most of the government ministries in Kabul were still in the hands of individuals without the necessary integrity or experience, who had received their positions because of familial, tribal, or political connections. Doctor Sultana Parvanta, who resigned as planning director of Afghanistan's Ministry of Urban Development and Housing because of disillusionment with the Karzai government, blamed the leadership of the ministries for much of the rampant corruption. "The Afghans have a saying that no one can ask for bribes and practice corruption in an office or institution if the boss is not approving the deals and also taking a cut," she remarked. "These ministers are allowing predatory practices." The West, Parvanta believes, ought to wield its influence to bring better leaders into the central government. "We need competent, courageous, and honest leaders who have a vision and love for the country. This dedication to the welfare of the people and the country must outweigh the love for self, money, power, and benefits to a small group of people."52
Hamid Karzai's ascension to power after the fall of the Taliban illustrates several leadership perils that may spring up elsewhere, in some other dis tant land where the West believes its interests to be at stake. Karzai was the sort of figure with whom Western diplomats and journalists felt comfortable-English-speaking, cultured, conciliatory, and gentle. But qualities that appealed to those cosmopolitan elites were not the qualities required to rule Afghanistan. As in South Vietnam in the 1950s and 196os, the central government faced challenges to its authority from factions more concerned with self-aggrandizement than national solidarity, and taming these factions often required confrontation rather than conciliation, aggressiveness rather than gentleness.
Karzai, in league with Western countries that understood Afghanistan's elites only superficially, empowered warlords whose criminal tendencies and inability to govern opened the door to insurgency. The United States and its NATO allies belatedly identified the damage caused by warlord leadership and spent years coaxing Karzai and his ministers to dislodge the warlords from the government. Convincing the Afghans to fire leaders was exceeded in difficulty only by the task of identifying leaders who deserved to be hired. In a country ravaged by decades of cruelty and death, with only a faint heartbeat of nationalism, the supply of integrity and dedication was short, not merely in the warlord class but in all classes of society. Replacement leaders were often no better than their predecessors and, in many cases, were merely bad leaders who had been shuffled over from other jobs.
Western pressure caused the Afghans to adopt merit-based hiring and promotion systems, but these systems could work only with the cooperation of top Afghan leaders, and most of those leaders cooperated only partially or not at all. Karzai and his ministers steered friends, relatives, and political allies into leadership jobs, making cunning use of subterfuge to conceal their dishonesty from foreign onlookers, and they seldom rewarded officers who had distinguished themselves at lower levels of command by appointing them to higher positions of authority.53 Although political considerations deserved to trump merit in some leadership appointments, merit could not be discounted too often without jeopardizing the viability of the state, which is what occurred under Karzai.
The Afghan National Police became a black hole for Western money and training programs. By paying minimal attention to leadership quality, the U.S. government and private security contractors ensured that the police would prey on the population and cower before the enemy. Bad police leadership also translated into high rates of desertion and absenteeism and the disappearance of equipment 54 The princely sums of money thrown at social and economic development programs were largely squandered, too, because poor police leadership and poor administrative leadership resulted in corruption, mistreatment of civilians, lawlessness, and free rein for the insurgents to destroy development projects and kill government employees. The Focused District Development program has, in its early stages, achieved improvement in a portion of the targeted districts by replacing bad police chiefs with centrally selected officers lacking local tribal connections. Whether it will transform the police across the country has yet to be determined.
Over the course of the war, the United States and its allies have made much more headway with the Afghan National Army than with the police, principally because of Defense Minister Abdul Rahim Wardak, a shrewd man with a strong commitment to the betterment of the army's leadership. Foreign insistence on ethnic diversification of the officer corps has had a salutary effect as well, though of less importance. Breaking the Tajik stranglehold on the military leadership reduced Pashtun alienation with the government and attracted Pashtun military-age males to the armed forces, men who might otherwise have sided with the insurgents. In terms of leadership quality, the effects were mixed, for commands went not only to competent non-Tajiks who had been unfairly excluded but also to non-Tajiks who were less capable than the Tajiks they replaced.
Although the Afghan government managed to conceal some of its chicanery, the Americans were well aware that it regularly flouted the ideals of meritocracy in selecting its leaders. American personnel on the ground saw an urgent need to oust bad Afghan commanders-a startling 96 percent of the Afghanistan veterans surveyed in the 20o8 Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey believed that the United States needed to do more to get the right Afghans into leadership positions55 In theory, the United States could have used its position as Afghanistan's principal benefactor to bully Karzai into enforcing merit-based personnel policies or to achieve Karzai's removal by means of a coup or forced resignation. But in reality the United States lacked the necessary leverage to compel Karzai to change, and it was unwilling to force him out. Countless pledges by the U.S. executive and legislative branches to protect Afghanistan had shown Karzai that the Americans would not make good on a threat of withdrawing aid, and countless professions of commitment to democracy and national sovereignty had shown that the United States would not remove him from office. The United States now must ask itself whether punctilious respect for democracy and national sovereignty is worth the death and destruction that flow from poor Afghan leadership. If it is not worth the cost, then the United States must seek new ways of bringing better national leadership to power in Kabul's lofty heights.




CHAPTER 10
The Iraq War
he United States had not yet perceived the gravity of the neo-Taliban menace when it embarked on another war that would make an unexpected turn into counterinsurgency. Extremely sensitive to terrorist threats after the 9/ii catastrophe, the Bush administration became convinced, from largely erroneous intelligence, that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction that could be transferred to Al Qaeda or other anti-American terrorists. Administration officials believed, moreover, that overthrowing President Saddam Hussein and holding elections for new Iraqi leaders would start a wave of democratization across the Middle East that would end governmental repression, an alleged catalyst of terrorism. This vision of a democratic Iraq had momentous and unintended consequences for the subsequent counterinsurgency.
The planning for the invasion of Iraq likewise held unseen ramifications for the counterinsurgents of the future. Because expeditionary military forces take many months to mobilize and transport across the world, the number of troops assigned to the invasion force would put a ceiling on how many forces could be assigned to occupation duty immediately after the war. Believing that technological advances had reduced the need for ground troops, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld sought to minimize the number of American troops sent to Iraq in order to hold down American costs and limit the American commitment. After haggling with the uniformed military, the Office of the Secretary of Defense settled on 145,000 ground troops, most of them American or British.
In September 2002, with the whirlwind of war drawing nearer, Rumsfeld assigned responsibility for postwar occupation planning to the Office of Special Plans, under the leadership of the undersecretary of defense for policy, Douglas Feith. The task demanded fine-tuned practical judgment and excellent organizational skills, neither of which could be found in Feith's possession. Feith devoted inordinate time to abstract theorizing and to the minutiae of memoranda while neglecting the basic tasks of managing his own organization, not to mention pulling together the resources of the U.S. government to run a country of 27 million people. Gary Schmitt, an associate of Feith's who shared his neoconservative political views, said that Feith "can't manage anything, and he doesn't trust anyone else's judgment."
In January 2003, Rumsfeld and Feith created the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA), which would go into Iraq immediately after the war to take control of governance and provide humanitarian relief. To head ORHA, they chose Jay Garner, a retired U.S. Army lieutenant general who had led Operation Provide Comfort, the relief effort that assisted Iraqi Kurds at the end of the 1991 Gulf War. Feith inserted a former law partner of his, Michael Mobbs, into the position of chief of civil administration for ORHA, even though Mobbs had no experience in this area. One member of Garner's staff said that Mobbs "couldn't have led a platoon. "2 Mobbs "didn't know what to do," commented a former ambassador. "He just cowered in his room most of the time. "3
Garner planned to pay the salaries of Iraqi government and military employees after the war in order to keep the country running and ensure that Iraqis did the lion's share of the reconstruction work. Ten days before the invasion, Frank Miller of the National Security Council informed President George W. Bush that the Iraqi army and police would remain intact after the war and that only the top 1 or 2 percent of Saddam Hussein's Baath Party would be barred from service in the new Iraqi government. Bush and other top administration officials gave their approval to those plans.'
Rolling into Iraq on March 20, the coalition forces annihilated the Iraqi army in three weeks, suffering fewer than 200 fatalities while inflicting approximately ioo times that many on Iraq's armed forces. The world marveled at the power of the U.S. military, and Saddam Hussein went into hiding. Basking in the sunshine of victory, General Tommy Franks of Central Command predicted that a functioning Iraqi government would be in place within thirty to sixty days and that most American forces could be withdrawn within six months, for the Iraqis would be taking up most of the burden of reconstruction. Underlying these predictions was the assumption that Iraqis of all types would submit to the authority of the new Iraqi government and stay out of trouble.'
Iraq needed little time to depart from this script. Following the capitulation of Saddam Hussein's regime, law enforcement collapsed, and the people of Iraq, having no experience of freedom, reacted to their liberation by engaging in widespread looting, theft, and violence. Looters tore the innards out of government buildings, down to the water pipes. Others sawed down power lines and towers and sold the copper and aluminum in Iran or Kuwait. Anyone who drove a car ran a serious risk of being carjacked. American forces, so mighty in battle, did nothing to stop the petty mayhem because neither Franks nor ORHA nor Feith had provided directives or authorizations to restore order. As a consequence of the decision to keep the invasion force small, the U.S. military had few troops outside the largest metropolitan centers and was especially thin on the ground in Anbar province, heartland of the Sunni Arabs, the people who had long dominated the country's leadership and who therefore most resented the American conquest.'
Despondence took hold among Iraqis, who came to embrace the old Arab proverb "Better forty years of dictatorship than one day of anarchy."' Iraqi pleas to the Americans to impose martial law came to naught. At a meeting organized by Garner in late April, a tribal leader rose to his feet and said to the Americans, "We need a decision maker. We need you to appoint a government that can determine our future. We can't have this chaos. It is up to you to appoint somebody to do something."8 But Garner and ORHA failed to take charge. Garner and his staff made little effort to identify or communicate with Iraqi leaders who could help calm the situation or Iraqi experts who could help restore essential services like electricity and water. The top British official in Iraq reported to London that ORHA "is an unbelievable mess. No leadership, no strategy, no coordination, no structure, and inaccessible to ordinary Iraqis."9 Iraqis saw the chaos as evidence of American incompetence or malevolence, and many turned against the United States as it wore on10
In late April, after receiving complaints that "Garner just isn't pulling things together," Bush relieved Garner and dissolved ORHA. He sent out L. Paul Bremer to head a new organization called the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), with a mandate to run the affairs of Iraq, employing American CPA staff and Iraqis of his choice, until the Iraqi people elected a per manent government. An experienced diplomat, Bremer looked a good deal younger than his sixty-one years of age, and he was by all accounts an energetic and tireless worker who displayed confidence and perseverance at times of crisis. Americans and Iraqis alike found him charismatic. Larry Diamond, a Stanford professor of political science who joined CPA, said of Bremer, "A skillful, take-charge leader, he would quickly come to be seen in Baghdad as a man in control. The contrast to the inarticulate, laissez-faire Garner could not have been more striking." 
Diamond also observed, however, that Bremer "was alternately (and at times simultaneously) engaging and domineering, charming and patronizing, informal and imperial, practical and inflexible, impressive in his grasp of detail and yet incessantly micromanaging.72 Bremer's insistence on involving himself in low-level decisions produced lengthy delays in the disbursement of money for reconstruction projects, the equipping of Iraqi security forces, and the payment of Iraqi officials' salaries. He structured his organization poorly, creating isolated vertical lines of authority that prevented the different parts from working together. Bremer did not do well in choosing the people to run CPA, either, although this problem was in part the fault of officials in Washington who hired CPA staff members, for they did not aggressively recruit well-qualified personnel and in total sent only 6oo hires to Iraq-far too few to oversee the multitudinous activities in CPAs charter. Much of the CPA staff consisted of young political appointees who possessed little to no relevant experience, and although some were highly dedicated and worked eighteen-hour days, others had little interest in the work and spent as much time as possible at bars and parties in the Green Zone, the heavily guarded neighborhood in central Baghdad where CPA was headquartered 13 It is hard to imagine such a state of affairs prevailing under a stern and flinty leader like High Commissioner Gerald Templer in Malaya.
Bremer, in conjunction with Feith and other Pentagon civilians, made disastrous errors at the outset as a result of poor judgment and lack of empathy. Within ten days of arriving, Bremer announced two policies that he and Pentagon officials had masterminded: banning the four top layers of the Baath Party from governmental service and disbanding the Iraqi security forces. Inspired by the far-reaching de-Nazification program after World War II, the de-Baathification edict went well beyond what President Bush had approved, sweeping up not merely top executives but mid-level officials, schoolteachers, and physicians. As many as 100,000 government employees, most of them Sunnis, lost their jobs 14
In dissolving the Iraqi security forces, Bremer put out of work 385,000 members of the armed services and another 335,000 who had served in the police, presidential security units, or other internal security forces. Bremer and Walter Slocombe, a Clinton-administration undersecretary of defense, had decided to disband these forces and start from scratch in order to purge "Saddamism" and end Sunni dominance. Only after considerable damage had been done did Bremer agree to pay the discharged personnel, and he did not rehire most of them into the new armed forces, leaving them with no real commitment to the government and plenty of spare time to get into trouble.
U.S. military leaders in Iraq were furious at these two decisions, which Bremer had made without even consulting them. They argued that these policies needlessly swept away many of the Iraqis who, in the preceding weeks, had been industrious in getting the country back on its feet. American commanders on the ground were convinced that the leaders of Iraq's security forces had accepted their defeat and were willing to restore order in accordance with American designs as long as the Americans kept them in power and paid their salaries. Some of these Iraqis, in fact, had joined the Baath Party only because it had been a prerequisite for career advancement, and some of the best army officers had not even been Baathists, for the Baath Party frequently shunned officers with skill and drive as potential threats. American military officers also predicted that disfranchising all of the Saddam-era elites would drive men with leadership talent and military experience into armed rebellion, a prophesy that came true in a matter of months. Iraq's long-standing elites were in no mood to sit idly by while Americans and Shiites and Kurds took over leadership of the country. Unlike the Nazis in 1945, who had sustained enormous casualties and seen their homeland smashed in a world war spanning nearly six years, the Sunni elites had large reserves of manpower, and many were not convinced that they had been beaten militarily-the war had not even touched most of Iraq's territory. When insurgent violence erupted across Iraq in August 2003, it would be organized primarily by former Baath Party and security force leaders 15
De-Baathification and the disbandment of the Iraqi security forces destroyed a central element of the original American design for postwar Iraq, the reliance on Iraqi rather than American labor to carry out most reconstruc tion tasks. Without retaining hundreds of thousands who had served Saddam Hussein, it was impossible to field massive numbers of administrators, policemen, and soldiers within a few weeks or months. And creating leaders was a far more daunting proposition, given that nearly all of the experienced leaders had just been banned from service and that officers take years to produce.
Bremer could at least have sped up the construction process if he had been more discerning in selecting the Iraqis who would form the new governmental elite. Bremer's understanding of the various individuals and groups was handicapped by his refusal to consult American officials who had studied Iraq for many years, a refusal apparently rooted in those officials' skepticism about democratizing Iraq. Bremer gave key jobs to Iraqi exiles who seemed charming to uninitiated Westerners but who, in the opinion of most Iraqis and many Western experts, were hopelessly out of touch or were more concerned with sectarian or private interests than with national ones. Bremer and others in CPA also handed influential positions to Iraqi civil servants who had been ousted by Saddam, on the assumption that they had been removed because of principled opposition to the illiberal and inhumane practices of Saddam's regime. Ali Allawi, the interim Iraqi minister of defense during the CPA era, remarked, "One of the facts that later became established, often through bitter experience, was that not all those bureaucrats who had been sidelined were worthy of high office. Some had been dismissed for malpractice, corruption or incompetence." Concerned mainly with rapid increases in force size, CPA often allowed local politicians to select police and National Guard commanders and did not check the backgrounds or capabilities of those selected, many of whom were insurgent sympathizers or political hacks without leadership potential. A postmortem by the inspectors general of the State and Defense Departments found that in the initial development of the Iraqi Police Service (IPS), the focus on enrolling large numbers of recruits "overshadowed the need to ensure the IPS has effective, committed leadership." Nor did CPA remove many of the Iraqi leaders after they manifested their incompetence, corruption, or disloyalty."
With CPA understaffed and concentrated in Baghdad, the widely stretched coalition military forces assumed by default most of the responsibility for resuscitating and running the country. U.S. military commanders served as mayors and city managers and economic planners and tried to involve Iraqis in local government, in some cases via elections. Bremer frequently countermanded decisions by local military commanders even though no CPA staff were on the scene to assess whether local realities justified those decisions. In addition, Bremer retained tight control over reconstruction money rather than delegating it to local commanders and was slow to dispense it, which military officers endlessly cited as a severe hindrance to reconstruction efforts."
The U.S. armed forces in Iraq were not under Bremer's command but under that of Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez. Despite never having commanded above the division level before, Sanchez was given command of all U.S. forces in Iraq in June 2003, ahead of officers who ranked higher than him in seniority, relevant experience, and ability, apparently because top U.S. leaders thought that he would merely oversee a short and easy occupation. As fate would have it, Sanchez received the most important command in the U.S. military since the Vietnam War.
The Washington Post's Tom Ricks aptly wrote of Sanchez, "The opinion of many of his peers was that he was a fine battalion commander who never should have commanded a division, let along a corps or a nationwide occupation mission." He spent too much time on little details. As a State Department official commented, with Sanchez it was "all trees, no forest." Rather than visiting units in the field to check on their activities, he insisted that they send him numerous statistical measures of progress. Lacking empathy and sociability, Sanchez alienated Bremer, other senior U.S. officials, his subordinates, the press, and numerous Iraqis. He made such a poor impression on General John Abizaid, his commanding officer, that Abizaid regularly flew to Iraq to take charge of crises and make decisions himself.18
Although Sanchez micromanaged, he usually micromanaged one small issue at a time, leaving most other matters to subordinate commanders. He allowed his division commanders to select counterinsurgency approaches in their areas, a sensible policy considering the variations in the population and the opposition across Iraq. But Sanchez neglected a critical element of decentralized command-oversight. Seldom checking on the division commanders, not to mention brigade or battalion commanders, Sanchez was unable to determine how well they were leading 19
Some of the military commanders crafted much better approaches than others. In general, Marine commanders outdid Army commanders in this regard. The Marine officers who served in Iraq in 2003 had received much more training and education in counterinsurgency than had most of their Army counterparts, a legacy of the Marines' historic involvement in counterinsurgencies and other forms of irregular conflict. In the decade prior to the Iraq War, the top Marine Corps leadership had emphasized initiative, creativity, and flexibility in grooming Marine commanders for what the service termed the "three block war," in which Marines were carrying out humanitarian assistance on one city block, conducting low-intensity military operations on the next, and fighting a high-intensity war on the third. Less deferential to doctrine and standardization than was the Army, the Marines did not employ premanufactured solutions to counterinsurgency problems; rather, they possessed a familiarity with the subject that gave them a range of solutions to consider employing and, if necessary, adapting. Because of organizational culture and decentralization of command, Marine officers were accustomed to adapting to complex and unfamiliar problems on their own.20 In addition, the Marine Corps generally outdid the Army in keeping weak leaders out of its officer corps, so the average officer was of higher quality-which is not to say that all Marine officers were suited to counterinsurgency, for some were seriously deficient in the traits required for success 2'
The ist Marine Division had taken Baghdad during the war and then occupied Saddam Hussein's hometown of Tikrit. In the middle of the spring, it trucked down to southern Iraq under the command of Major General James "Mad Dog" Mattis, the most celebrated Marine officer of the early twenty-first century. At once charismatic and cerebral, Mattis was an outstanding motivator whom the Marines in Iraq saw everywhere and at all hours, and a brilliant tactician and strategist who was constantly prowling the front lines and scanning his large military history library for new ideas on vanquishing the enemy. Marines idolized Mattis. Large segments of the American public admired his blunt talk and his passion.
In the tradition of the Marine Corps, Mattis prized familiarization before war and adaptation in war. His division's successes in occupation duty were made considerably easier by their familiarity with the sorts of challenges they were likely to encounter. In addition to studying counterinsurgency over the course of their careers, the division's officers had, prior to the war, participated in a planning exercise for the occupation of a defeated Iraq. Lieutenant General Michael Hagee, commander of I Marine Expeditionary Force, had ordered the exercise when it became clear that General Franks's Central Command was not going to give him planning or guidance for the postwar occupation.22
After arriving in southern Iraq, Mattis sent the division's M-i tanks, armored personnel carriers, and artillery to Kuwait to prevent his Marines from using heavy firepower that might unnecessarily arouse the locals. He told his Marines to avoid persecuting former Saddam supporters in revenge for friends killed or maimed during the war and to concentrate on gaining the population's assistance in identifying and isolating miscreants. Some Marines cleaned city streets and restored electrical power while others conducted armed patrols, all of them building relationships with local leaders and gathering information from the citizens. Marine commanders dissipated hostile crowds through carefully chosen words and force of personality. When unemployed former Iraqi soldiers demonstrated in public, Marine officers met with them, listened respectfully to what they had to say, and convinced them to desist 23
U.S. Army Special Forces officers, located predominantly in northern and western Iraq, also distinguished themselves in preventive counterinsurgency. Major Jim Gavrilis, who like most Special Forces officers had expertise in this type of work, entered the town of Ar Rutbah on April 9 after directing the air strikes that erased Saddam's military installations from the town map. He immediately sought to cultivate the local leaders and the government and army personnel, having tea and fire-cooked pita bread with Bedouins in the desert, meeting police officers in the town for utensil-free meals. Gavrilis kept the police and civil administration running by speaking with their leaders and paying the salaries of all the employees. He did not purge Baathists, but he did require them to denounce the Baath Party in writing and pledge allegiance to the new Iraq. To convince sheiks and imams to help maintain order, Gavrilis provided relief supplies. Gavrilis said, "I focused more on security and governance than on economics," and added that economic prosperity and provision of essential services depended upon security and governance.24
Of the commanders of U.S. Army regulars who were first assigned to occupation duty, a few had extensive familiarity with counterinsurgency, which helped permit a smooth transition into counterinsurgency operations. One of them was Major General David Petraeus, whose foist Airborne Division was sent to the city of Mosul after taking part in the conquest of Baghdad. The son of a Dutch sea captain who had fled to New York at the outbreak of World War II, Petraeus entered West Point in 1970, near the end of American involvement in the Vietnam War. Hard work, natural talent, and ambition propelled Petraeus into the top 5 percent of his class. A note in the academy yearbook read, A striver to the max, Dave was always `going for it' in sports, academics, leadership, and even his social life." At Ranger School, he won all three of the prizes awarded for merit. In the real world of the Army, Petraeus attained accolades and promotions well ahead of his peers.
One of the defining moments in his life came in 1991, when, as a battalion commander in the 101st Airborne, he was observing a live-fire exercise. A rifleman participating in the exercise tripped and fell with his finger on his trigger, accidentally discharging a bullet that struck Petraeus just above the name tag on the right side of his chest, tearing out part of a lung and leaving a gaping exit hole in his back. Rushed to the hospital at Fort Campbell, Petraeus had a tube pushed into his chest to clean out debris and bacteria, an extremely painful procedure. Brigadier General Jack Keane, who was on hand, remarked, "Normally a guy screams and his body comes right off the table. All Petraeus did was grunt a little bit. His body didn't even move. The surgeon told me, `That's the toughest guy I ever had my hands on."' The Army flew Petraeus by emergency helicopter to Vanderbilt University Medical Center in Nashville, where he underwent five hours of surgery under the scalpel of Dr. Bill Frist, later the majority leader in the U.S. Senate. He recovered far sooner than expected. "Petraeus recuperated at the Fort Campbell hospital and he was driving the hospital commander crazy, trying to convince the doctors to discharge him," Keane recounted. "He said, `I am not the norm. I'm ready to get out of here and I'm ready to prove it to you.' He had them pull the tubes out of his arm. Then he hopped out of bed and did fifty push-ups. They let him go home." Petraeus remained in superb physical condition after the accident. Twelve years later, at the age of fifty, he ran an Army ten-mile race in sixty-four minutes.25
Along the way, Petraeus earned a doctorate at Princeton. Because he wrote his dissertation on the lessons of the Vietnam War, his understanding of the counterinsurgency methods applied in Vietnam was credited for his triumph in Mosul. Yet Petraeus implemented some methods in Mosul that were very different from those employed in Vietnam. He had the astuteness to recognize the differences between Vietnam and Iraq and the creativity to come up with new solutions.
Petraeus began the occupation of Mosul by airlifting enough soldiers into the city to halt the looting and other forms of disorder. He and his staff met every day with Iraqi leaders and managers and gained their cooperation through personal magnetism and offers of reconstruction assistance. It was no mean task in a city containing uo,ooo former Iraqi army soldiers who had plenty of reasons to hate the Americans. Petraeus facilitated reconstruction by hiring Baathists into middle-management jobs-in defiance of Baghdad's de-Baathification order. Once he had squeezed money out of Bremer, he challenged his brigade commanders to outspend one another on infrastructure and economic projects. An empathetic leader, he insisted that his troops respect local customs, ordering them, for instance, to wait at the door of a house for the man to come out rather than barge in unannounced and needlessly insult the family's honor. Petraeus improved the living conditions in prisons, cracked down on interrogators who beat detainees, and invited Iraqi religious and civic leaders to see the prisons with their own eyes 26
One of the most important leadership challenges, Petraeus found, was allocating unanticipated leadership tasks to subordinate commanders and staff officers. All of his officers had new duties on top of those for which they had been trained. The trick was to match tasks to personalities. "One of the jobs of a leader is to employ everybody in his organization in the best way possible to get the most out of them, to help them be all they can be," said Petraeus. "In other words, the S-3 (operations officer) must do the S-3 business, but it may be that [the commander] also can use the S-3 to engage with certain leaders because he's really good at it. Or maybe not, maybe the S-5 (civil affairs officer) has to do it, or the deputy commander."27
Most of the U.S. Army commanders knew little about counterinsurgency at the start of the occupation. Those who were not creative or flexible gravitated toward relatively simple counterinsurgency methods of questionable utilitybrief forays into hostile territory, highly destructive attacks on suspected insurgent hideouts, and mass arrests. On the other hand, creative and flexible officers soon came up with effective methods. To find methods that might be worth trying, battalion and company commanders read books and articles on counterinsurgency, tapped Reservists and National Guardsmen with pertinent expertise, and sent e-mails to experts back in the United States. Using these ideas and their own ingenuity and judgment, they produced methods tailored to local conditions. They formed city councils, funded small businesses, organized community policing, repaired damaged infrastructure, and performed a myriad of other previously unencountered tasks. They devised innovative countermeasures whenever the insurgents adopted new IED technologies and tactics, and they invented schemes for collecting intelligence-disguising soldiers as water and sewer surveyors, for instance28 Major General Peter Chiarelli, who commanded the Army's ist Cavalry Division during one of the first counterinsurgency campaigns in Baghdad, attributed the division's achievements primarily to the ability of small-unit leaders to adapt.29 Petraeus later observed, "The key to many of our successes in Iraq, in fact, has been leaders-especially young leaders-who have risen to the occasion and taken on tasks for which they'd had little or no training, and who have demonstrated enormous initiative, innovativeness, determination, and courage.""
Some division and brigade commanders played a large role in promoting adaptation by encouraging battalion and company commanders to improvise and by persuading or compelling the less creative and flexible ones to rely less heavily on conventional military operations 31 Eliot Cohen, an expert on military leadership and a frequent consultant to the nation's top military and political leaders during the Iraq War, remarked that "the character of individual military commanders, at the division level and often below, had large consequences for the conduct of military operations. The foist Airborne Division, ist Cavalry Division, and ist Armored Division under Generals Petraeus, Chia- relli, and Dempsey adapted remarkably quickly to the counterinsurgency mission, pursuing a combination of reconstruction and focused violence which achieved notable successes in restoring some semblance of normality in their areas of operation."32
As in countless prior counterinsurgencies, understanding tried-and-true counterinsurgency principles and methods was no guarantee of success. Without critical leadership attributes, leaders could not turn ideas into productive actions on the streets of Iraq. A squadron commander from the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR), for example, professed the importance of gaining popular support but failed to gain popular support or stem the insurgent tide because he could not induce his soldiers to treat the population with respect. His troops ransacked homes without cause. They stopped civilians at gunpoint and dumped their breakfasts out of their baskets while asking them questions and yelling obscenities. Four soldiers from the 3rd ACR beat a former Iraqi general to death in November 2003, and other soldiers from the regiment were accused of stealing thousands of dollars from Iraqis. A captain from the 3rd ACR kicked prisoners in the ribs, hit prisoners with baseball bats, and rudely berated Iraqi government leaders. Only belatedly did the regiment's leadership begin punishing offenders. Some officers attributed the abuses to the regimental commander's excessive sympathy for the men in the regiment, which violated one of the cardinal rules of military leadership-that officers should maintain an emotional distance between themselves and their subordinates in 33 order to prevent undue lenience 
American commanders without sociability, charisma, empathy, or flexibility failed to cultivate local Iraqis through civic action and personal interaction. If they did not gain cooperation from Iraqis, they could not tell insur gents apart from ordinary civilians and ended up detaining large numbers of innocent Iraqis, which increased popular sympathy for the insurgents, and releasing most of the detainees for lack of evidence, which put real insurgents back on the streets. Inadvertently or not, they authorized actions that Iraqis considered taboo, such as body searches of women 34
American officers lacking in integrity allowed their troops to run Iraqi civilians off the road and beat suspicious civilians. Although Americans back in the United States often ascribed such misbehavior to the character of the troops who engaged in it, most military officers laid blame on the commanders for failing to maintain discipline 35 The single most damaging occurrence of American misconduct, the prisoner abuse scandal at Abu Ghraib, resulted from a clear failure of leadership in one Army Reserve unit, the Booth Military Police Brigade. Reserve and National Guard units, it is worth noting, had the most serious leadership problems of the U.S. forces sent to Iraq because of less rigorous screening of officers; a significant number of their officers performed so poorly in command positions that they had to be reassigned to lesser duties36 The officers of the Booth Military Police Brigade did not have the dedication and organizational ability to perform the simple task of keeping watch over the enlisted soldiers and NCOs who committed the abuses. As Brigadier General Huba Wass de Czege, one of the military's foremost thinkers, put it, `Anyone who has served for even a short while in troop command realizes how `not much good happens' after midnight when bored young troops go unsupervised and are open to temptation. It's simply inconceivable how any experienced commander could have left this flank unguarded. He should have had his trusted agents visit at all hours of the day and night."37
The vast majority of American units did not suffer from the leadership problems that led to Abu Ghraib, and their troops did not commit such crimes 3S Thanks largely to insurgent superiority in the realm of public communications, however, Abu Ghraib and a few other incidents created a widespread belief among Iraqis that misbehavior was the norm for American forces. Spreading the truth and countering insurgent propaganda required creativity and cultural understanding that were not always at the disposal of American commanders, whether at the local level or in Baghdad. Central headquarters required lengthy and difficult approval processes that blocked the dissemination of information or delayed its release until it was out of date, whereas the insurgents put out CDs and DVDs with their false or exaggerated tales of American misdeeds within twenty-four hours of their alleged occurrence, and their contents made their way rapidly to the whole Iraqi population through its principal sources of information-satellite television channels and marketplace chatter.39
Insurgent violence spiked in the spring of 2004, thanks to the emergence of a new Shiite insurgent group called Jaish Al Mahdi, or Mahdi Army, under the guidance of the virulently anti-American cleric Muqtada Al Sadr. Relying primarily on urban guerrilla warfare and terrorism, the various insurgent groups aimed most of their blows at the nascent Iraqi security forces, which were less heavily protected than American forces and posed a greater longterm threat. Except in the few cases where they had good commanders, the Iraqi security forces performed disastrously. If insurgent attacks did not kill them first, they either sat still, deserted, or joined the insurgents 40
The spring attacks confirmed what others had been saying for many months, that CPAs development of Iraqi security forces was a complete failure. A large chorus of Americans recommended that the U.S. military take control of the Iraqi armed forces. Despite Bremer's strong objections, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld decided in June 2004 to transfer responsibility for the Iraqi armed forces from CPA to a new military organization headed by Lieutenant General David Petraeus. The choice of Petraeus was a wise one, for Petraeus recognized the extraordinary importance of leadership selection, and he was adept at solving large and complicated problems. "In an Iraqi unit, the leader is really of paramount importance," Petraeus told Greg Jaffe of the Wall Street Journal.41 Later, after he had held command of the security assistance program for many months, Petraeus told Julian Barnes of U.S. News and World Report that "the key ingredient, increasingly, has become Iraqi leadership rather than another heavy machine gun." In Petraeus's view, as reported by Barnes, "the decision of who should lead battalions or companies has proved to be the most important."42
In his new position, Petraeus devoted much of his time and energy to identifying the most suitable Iraqis to command the Iraqi army units. Among the biggest obstacles he faced were the ongoing politicization of leadership selection, the murder of prospective commanders by insurgents, and the lack of Iraqis with leadership experience. The last of these was the biggest obstacle. "You don't grow battalion commanders or command sergeants major in a year or two," Petraeus said ruefully, echoing his predecessors in Vietnam and El Salvador.43 Petraeus and his staff sculpted a military academy that, a few years later, would be putting out i,ooo lieutenants per year, and they created equiva lents of other U.S. Army leadership development institutions, including a war college, a staff college, a strategic studies institute, and a training and doctrine command. The American military advisers under Petraeus turned out to be better at developing Iraqi military forces and leaders than the civilians who had preceded them had been, although they varied widely in quality because the U.S. Army's personnel system did not consider advisory duty a high priority."
The spring debacle also resulted in an authorization from Bremer to recruit Saddam-era military officers into the Iraqi army and police. Pressure from the bottom, from Iraqis and Americans appalled by the ineptitude of the security forces in their districts, convinced Bremer to make this policy reversal, in the face of strong opposition from the Iraqi ministries in Baghdad and several senior officials in Washington. In some instances, the results were immediate and spectacular. Mark Etherington, a CPA adviser, recounted that the Iraqi provincial council in his province chose to replace the police leadership with officers from Saddam's army because "the problems which we faced in our daily work could be boiled down to a single irreducible minimumthe inability of our local police force to carry out its tasks." As soon as the new chief took office, he fired fifty-five policemen guilty of incompetence, corruption, or perpetual absence. The rest of the policemen began patrolling the streets and performing their assigned duties, and within six weeks, policemen were participating in operations with an American armored cavalry squadron. Etherington said of these developments, "We saw them with incredulity and rejoiced.""
General Sanchez departed in mid-2004, to be replaced by General George W Casey, Jr., a thoughtful and level-headed officer who was the son of Major General George W. Casey, the highest-ranking American officer killed in the Vietnam War. Casey's arrival heralded a major improvement at the top level of the American command. Allocating much of his time to firsthand observation of the war, Casey visited four U.S. battalions every week, eventually making it to every combat arms battalion. He spent even more of his time working with the Iraqi leadership on developing the Iraqi armed forces.
Casey formed an in-house think tank out of nine distinguished military officers with doctorates, of whom the leading counterinsurgency expert was Kalev Sepp. A retired Special Forces officer, Sepp had served as an adviser during the Salvadoran Insurgency and had later obtained a doctorate in history from Harvard. Sepp told Casey that U.S. forces needed to put more effort into engaging the Iraqi citizenry, controlling the population centers on a continuous basis, and guarding Iraq's borders. These recommendations were incorporated into a counterinsurgency plan produced in November 2004. Some local commanders, from reading and leading troops in the field, were already adhering to the plan's prescriptions; others had to be told to follow the plan, and even then not all of them complied. Expectations that the new concepts would promptly produce major changes proved to be overly optimistic, for, once again, identifying what to do proved to be easier than doing it 46
On June 28, 2004, the United States dissolved CPA and transferred sovereignty to an interim government led by lyad Allawi, a secular Shiite and former Baath Party member. Allawi warmed American hearts with promises to get tough with the insurgents and the militias, but then cooled them by failing to improve the security forces or reduce insurgent violence. Much of this trouble could be traced to the new government's lack of success in raising the quality of its military and police commanders. Bing West, a perceptive observer of the war, notified General Casey in an August 2004 memo that the chief problem of the Iraqi security forces (ISF) was not insufficient training or equipment but poor leadership. "The ISF lacks leaders at all levels," West wrote. "Particularly, the ISF needs tough battalion and company commanders and city district police chiefs.... The ISF has not one hero, not one single battalion commander who has taken the fight offensively and persistently to the enemy."" West urged Casey to effect changes of Iraqi commanders. But Casey and Petraeus were sharply constrained by the White House's decision, simultaneous with the transfer of sovereignty on June 28, to give the Iraqi government complete authority over Iraqi military and police leadership selection. That decision was to haunt the Americans for years to come.
During the early days of Allawi's tenure, the very capable interior minister was replaced by an incompetent who had a larger political following. The ministry went into a tailspin. Other ministries were likewise enfeebled by the politically motivated appointments of useless or dangerous leaders. Rampant corruption and ineptitude inhibited efforts to provide electricity and water, distribute food, reduce unemployment, and everything else the government was supposed to do for its citizenry.48
The most dangerous problem confronting the Iraqi and American governments in 2004 was the city of Fallujah in Anbar province, long the most troublesome city in Iraq, famous for its contempt for outsiders, its religious fanaticism, and its rough-and-tumble men. Major General James Mattis's ist Marine Division had arrived in Anbar province in the spring with hopes of defusing insurgent violence through a benevolent approach similar to the one it had used in the south in 2003. The Marines intended to employ armed force sparingly, treat the populace with respect, and convince locals to assist the counterinsurgency. But the Sunnis in Anbar province were much more hostile to Americans than were the Shiites in the south, so hostile that the benevolent approach was doomed from the start 49
In Ramadi, the capital of Anbar province, insurgents greeted the newly arrived Marines with large, well-coordinated attacks that compelled Marine commanders to sideline their civic action programs and employ powerful weapons like 25mm chain guns and AT-4 rockets, setting a trend of destructive combat between American troops and popularly supported insurgents that lasted in Ramadi for three years5° The Marines did not even have a chance to try benevolence in Fallujah, but it undoubtedly would have met the same fate that it met in Ramadi. Just one week after the Marines assumed responsibility for Fallujah, insurgents ambushed four American security contractors and then butchered, burned, and dragged their bodies through the streets, finally hanging them from a trestle bridge for the world to see on television. Convinced that a large American response would merely intensify anti-American sentiment in the city, Mattis and his boss, I Marine Expeditionary Force commander Lieutenant General James T. Conway, advocated patience. They would work on developing Iraqi security forces and gradually gaining support in the city and would nab the perpetrators in due course. But Rumsfeld, Bremer, and Sanchez believed that inaction would ruin America's international prestige and encourage rebellion in other Iraqi cities, so they called for an immediate and forceful response. President Bush decided to send the Marines into the city with overwhelming force."
Mattis ordered Regimental Combat Team i, commanded by Colonel John A. Toolan, to take control of the city and remove the insurgents and heavy weapons. Advancing on April 5, the Marines encountered fierce and intermittently skillful resistance from hundreds of insurgents. Over the next five days, they methodically fought their way into the city, building by building. Before they could finish sweeping the insurgents from the city, however, they were ordered to halt by President Bush, who had been chastened by Iraqi and foreign leaders upset at reports of civilian casualties in the Arab media, which had wildly exaggerated the loss of life.
The Marines came up with a solution to the impasse-give Saddam-era officers responsibility for security in the city. A few such officers had offered to do exactly that. With no decent alternatives, the Bush administration accepted a plan to organize a militia of Fallujans under the leadership of veteran Iraqi military officers. Pulling back from the city, the Marines armed a force of 2,000 Iraqis, put it under the command of Major General Latif Mahal Hamoud Sabawi, called it the Fallujah Brigade, and assigned it the missions of confiscating heavy weapons, evicting foreign fighters, and stopping attacks on coalition forces.
A former intelligence officer who had been ousted by Saddam for unknown reasons, General Latif was a man of mysterious motives and abilities who made inconsistent statements to different audiences. He was chosen mainly on the recommendation of other Iraqi officers, who themselves were difficult to read. In finding leadership for the Fallujah Brigade, Colonel Toolan recalled, "We didn't know who to trust, and we had to rely on people we knew little about."
Although the Fallujah Brigade fulfilled some of the promises it had made to the Americans, it did not remove heavy weapons or foreign fighters from the city or prevent kidnappings and murders by the Islamist insurgent factions now dominating the city. Latif alienated the men under his command with his open homosexuality and his habit of reacting to insurgent depredations by seeking peaceful compromises that verged on capitulation. When Latif failed to organize a forceful response to the mortaring of the brigade's compound, the brigade's other officers began ignoring him and taking orders from Major General Abdullah Muhamdi, his second-in-command. Muhamdi was no better at restoring order in the city, and he refused to talk to the Marines at all. Colonel Toolan decided to dissolve the ill-fated brigade when he learned that some of its members were accomplices to the torture and murder of Lieutenant Colonel Suleiman Al Marawi, whose National Guard battalion had been sz the one viable Iraqi unit in the area 
By the end of the summer, Fallujah had become a safe haven for the most vicious strain of insurgents, men who cut off limbs and heads with glee. The American and Iraqi governments ultimately found that situation intolerable. In early November, after convincing all but a few hundred of the city's quartermillion civilians to leave, nine U.S. Marine and Army battalions and six Iraqi battalions went into the city to eradicate the insurgents. American infantrymen did most of the house-to-house fighting, calling upon air power when necessary to destroy entrenched urban guerrillas. By the time the insurgents had been cleared out of the city, 18,ooo of the city's 39,000 buildings were destroyed or damaged.
One of the few capable Iraqi units assigned to the Fallujah battle was Combined Action Platoon India, which consisted of U.S. Marines and Iraqi National Guard soldiers. It was named after the Vietnam-era CAPs, but differed from its namesake in that it had an indigenous commander. One Marine observed that the Iraqis in Combined Action Platoon India functioned well and did not desert like other Iraqis because their Iraqi commander was an outstanding officer.53 In some of the other Iraqi units, the designated Iraqi leaders were so worthless that the American advisers ended up serving as commanders 54
In 2005, General Casey directed U.S. and Iraqi forces to adhere to a "clear and hold" strategy, whereby U.S. forces cleared an area of insurgents and then moved on to the next area while Iraqi forces held the cleared area to prevent the insurgents from returning. As Casey and many other American military officers saw it, avoiding a sustained U.S. presence in a given locale would prevent the insurgents from fostering and exploiting anti-Americanism among discontented Iraqi citizens. Iraqi soldiers and policemen could, under proper leadership, keep insurgents out much more effectively than the Americans could, because they had local knowledge and numerous intelligence sources. This division of labor would also bolster the Iraqi security forces by compelling them to leave the nest of American protection and fly on their own, which ultimately would permit the United States to reduce its troop levels, as President Bush and the majority in the U.S. Congress favored. Last, this approach would enable U.S. forces to concentrate in a few large forward operating bases, which would be easier to protect and supply than numerous small bases 55
The Americans mostly did their part, bashing the insurgents and forcing them out of town after town, city district after city district. American commanders abided by restrictive rules of engagement to minimize the killing of innocent civilians, and they obtained some assistance from locals in identifying the insurgents. Kalev Sepp, who toured the country in the summer of 2005, reported that many of the captains and lieutenants that he encountered "showed resilience, flexibility and inventiveness."56
Too few Iraqi forces, however, had what it took to prevail in the "hold" phase. Although the Iraqi security forces increased from 114,000 to 214,000 during the year, their power grew little, if at all, because of the sluggish growth in the number of competent leaders. Casey had declared the improvement of Iraqi security forces his top priority and assigned more advisers to the mission, and Petraeus was working hard on personnel changes and development, but progress in the Iraqi army was slow. In the Iraqi police, progress was nonexistent. Controlled by an incompetent Ministry of the Interior, the leadership of the Iraqi police remained ineffective at best, the exceptions being a handful of Iraqi commanders and a small number of foreign advisers who had become de facto commanders of Iraqi police units. The inspectors general of the U.S. State and Defense Departments reported in mid-2005 that "in instances where good leadership is present (often provided by Coalition military personnel or International Police Liaison Officers), Iraqi Police perform satisfactorily and stand their ground in the face of attacks. The absence of such leaders correlates closely with instances in which Iraqi Police stations have been overrun, often with shocking casualties among ill-prepared and ill-led policemen."57
Compounding these problems was the inauguration of Ibrahim Al Jaafari as prime minister in April 2005. The leader of the Shiite Dawa Party, Jaafari was brought to power in the first national elections, in which the country's Shiite majority had voted along sectarian lines and yielded a government dominated by Shiites. Top American officials had presumed that Iraqi Shiites had come to despise oppression and love liberty because they had been oppression's victims in the past, and from this premise they deduced that the Shiites would not oppress the Sunni minority in the new democratic Iraq. It was the same logic that had informed American policy in other places with historic oppression - Cuba and Zimbabwe and Kosovo -and proved to be as wrong here as it had been there.
Prime Minister Jaafari's office was controlled by militant Shiites who were fixated on trampling the Sunni population until the faintest possibility of a Sunni return to political dominance was extinguished. Taking control of the Ministry of the Interior and other ministries, they replaced competent Sunnis with Shiite militia members who used the police and other arms of the government to harass and rob fellow Shiites and to round up and massacre Sunni civilians, severely damaging the government's image. Among the most telling events in this chapter of the war was the American discovery, in November 2005, of a secret Interior Ministry prison whose 170 emaciated Sunni prisoners were spotted with welts from frequent beatings. Casey demanded that Interior Minister Bayan Jabar fire those responsible for the prison, but Jabar refused, saying, "Uh, that's how Iraqis are." Casey took the matter up with Prime Minister Jaafari, who likewise did nothing 58
Jaafari appears to have merely allowed his allies to carry out these criminal acts, for he was probably too disorganized and passive to have perpetrated them himself. Babak Dehghanpisheh and Michael Hirsh reported in Newsweek that Jaafari "has come across almost as an anti-Saddam-a mild-mannered and well-meaning Iraqi who is utterly without charisma. Jaafari speaks in an undertone and mumbles during speeches; even some translators have trouble understanding him." At one meeting right before the deadline for approval of the Iraqi constitution, with many important matters in need of urgent resolution, he brought his cabinet together and spent three hours talking about whether tomato paste should be included in the rations issued for Ramadan, the Muslim month of fasting 59
For spectators rooting for the new Iraq, there were some moments of excitement in the otherwise dreary year of 2005. Such occurrences often involved collaboration between excellent American leaders and good Iraqi leaders in the "hold" phase of "clear and hold." In the spring, the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment arrived in Tal Afar, a craggy stone city of 250,000 in Iraq's northwestern desert, halfway between Mosul and the Syrian border. The regiment had a different commander than in 2003, and its conduct differed accordingly. The new commander, Colonel H. R. McMaster, had gained renown during the 1991 Gulf War for overrunning a bevy of Iraqi Republican Guard tanks in the Battle of 73 Easting, a feat subsequently studied at military schools as a tactical masterpiece. In 1997, he had published a penetrating book on the Vietnam War entitled Dereliction of Duty, bringing him fame inside and outside the military. During the regiment's pre-deployment training at Fort Carson, Colorado, McMaster devised new training methods based on the regiment's previous experiences. Dressing Arab-Americans in dishdashas, he simulated scenarios that his soldiers were likely to encounter in Iraq. It was "training in empathy," according to one of McMaster's officers. "If I was in a situation where my neighbor had gotten his head cut off, how would I react? If it was my kid that had gotten killed by mortars, how would I react?" McMaster put some of his soldiers into short courses on Arabic language and culture and issued everyone in the regiment a list of recommended counterinsurgency books.
The U.S. Army had been to Tal Afar several times before to deal with the city's hodgepodge of urban guerrillas and terrorists. Each time the Ameri cans had come, they had chased the insurgents out and turned the city over to new police forces. Each time, the insurgents had returned and intimidated the populace, government, and most of the police into submission. Fearing yet another miserable round, very few locals were interested in helping the 3rd ACR when it showed up in Tal Afar.
Although the regiment had undergone extensive training in the delicate nuances of personal interaction, its main interaction with Iraqis at first was the exchange of bullets. From May to September, the American regiment and two Iraqi army brigades traded fire with insurgents on a daily basis while inching into the city. At times, McMaster's soldiers engaged in intense block-by-block fighting, calling on the firepower of Apache helicopters and, when the risk of civilian casualties was low, the blunt instrument of artillery.
In September, once most insurgents had been cleared out, the American and Iraqi forces established twenty-nine small outposts in the city and lived in them side by side. These outposts provided easy access to the population and enabled rapid response to insurgent incidents anywhere in the city. McMaster charged Lieutenant Colonel Chris Hickey, a highly regarded squadron commander, with the courting of Tal Afar's tribal leaders. Spending forty to fifty hours per week meeting with Shiite and Sunni sheiks, Hickey attained little from his initial overtures, but he persisted, and over time he won over many sheiks with persuasive entreaties emphasizing the need for Iraqi unity against the foreign terrorists. These sheiks eventually recruited 1,400 men into the police. Conscious of the failures to hold the city that had followed past American withdrawals from Tal Afar, McMaster secured permission to keep 1,ooo of his soldiers in the city for the long term."
In Mosul, Lieutenant Colonel Erik Kurilla's 1-24 Infantry battalion spent 2005 nullifying gains made by the insurgents after a major downsizing of the U.S. presence the previous year. A highly regarded U.S. battalion commander, Kurilla projected charisma through unstinting aggressiveness and indifference to danger, qualities especially prized by Iraqi soldiers and policemen, among whom Kurilla became something of a legend. Michael Yon, whose online chronicling of the 1-24 Infantry was eventually incorporated into a best-selling book, explained that Kurilla enjoyed such respect because "Iraqis respond very favorably to strong and just leadership. They respond very favorably to total hard-core soldiers, killers, who can take hits and keep on going, but who treat the people with justice and dignity." After firefights, Kurilla strolled through markets to buy sheep for Iraqi soldiers or policemen who had fought well, while everyone else stayed close to concrete walls or armored vehicles for fear of lingering enemies.
Kurilla excelled in social settings, which helped him win the cooperation of Iraqis and gain the counterinsurgents favorable coverage from the media, whom he actively cultivated. On top of everything else, Kurilla displayed uncommon ingenuity in combating the enemy. Making extensive use of captured cell phones, he deceived and disrupted the enemy's operations and tracked down insurgents. On one occasion, he had his soldiers stage a fake IED attack on an Iraqi security force truck to lure insurgents, who were accustomed to preying on vehicles in distress. When insurgents tried to pounce on the seemingly disabled truck, American snipers in surrounding buildings shot them to pieces.61
Another arena where American cheers could be heard in 2005 was Al Qaim, a district of Anbar province located along the Euphrates River just east of the Syrian border. Al Qaim served as the first way station in Iraq for foreign Muslim extremists traveling from Syria through the Euphrates River Valley to insurgent hotbeds in Iraq's interior. In early 2005, Al Qaim was also becoming a major logistical hub for the insurgents. For those reasons, the district became a matter of much interest to General Casey.
Insurgent operations in Al Qaim were managed by Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), an organization of Sunni religious fanatics with a large presence in Anbar province. Al Qaim's tribes, which were initially hostile to the Americans, became so disenchanted with AQI's extremism and bad behavior in the spring of 2005 that they decided to seek help from the nearest U.S. Marines. The Marines, however, did not strike a deal with the tribes and instead continued to rely on their own firepower in combating AQI and the foreign fighters, inflicting casualties but not loosening the enemy's grip on the population.
As the sizzling heat subsided in the late summer, a new Marine battalion arrived in Al Qaim under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Dale Alford, an Atlanta native of whom General Casey said afterward, "Alford was the best battalion commander I had." Sensing an opportunity, Casey transferred additional U.S. and Iraqi forces to Al Qaim to facilitate implementation of clear and hold. During the first week of October, in an operation called Iron Fist, Alford's 3/6 Marine battalion fought its way, building by building, to a dry streambed that bisected Al Qaim. On its banks, they established combat out posts. The battalion's snipers spent the next three weeks picking off insurgents who attempted to dislodge the Marines, while an Iraqi army battalion joined them in preparation for the next phase.
At the beginning of November, Alford's Marines and the Iraqi battalion spread out across Al Qaim, dispersed into smaller groups than had ever been employed there, to control the population and increase pressure on the enemy. Alford was taking big risks-one of the detachments could get overrun, and the detachments would be very difficult to keep supplied. These problems had, in fact, discouraged previous commanders from taking this course of action. But the insurgents were not able to overrun Alford's troops, because of the ability of Alford and his company commanders to improvise and to work with Iraqis. Alford was able to keep the troops supplied through what he called "sheer will power," together with tanks and armored trucks. After one week of house-to-house fighting that left many insurgents dead, the remaining insurgents went into hiding or left the area.
What followed next were holding operations that the U.S. military later taught in counterinsurgency courses as models of excellence. Marines and Iraqi soldiers established a galaxy of small outposts in the district's towns and along its roads, which they used as living quarters and bases for combined patrolling. The sociable Alford and his Marines engaged the Iraqi population with such success that they were invited into Iraqi homes for tea or food on a daily basis. Meeting regularly with sheiks, imams, and city councilmen, the battalion's officers convinced 1,300 local men to join the local police force, which until that time had possessed a total strength of zero. Iraqi soldiers and policemen and the Marines painstakingly collected intelligence from the population, facilitating the arrest or killing of insurgents who were passing through the district or attempting to operate covertly within it. With financial assistance from the Marines, the Iraqis restored water and electrical service, brought hospitals back into operation, and repaired roads. Iraqi entrepreneurs took out small loans from American civil-affairs officers and started new businesses that helped rejuvenate the local economy.62
Colonel Stephen W. Davis, Alford's commanding officer, considered the most important reason for Alford's success to be what he termed his "intelligent aggressiveness." Alford was constantly undertaking new initiatives and improvising solutions to immediate problems, all the while seeking permission to enter new territory. He also exceeded other officers in experience in irregular conflicts, willingness to work with Iraqis, and humility. As Davis noted, Alford was not the first Marine commander in Anbar province to conduct population security operations in concert with Iraqis, nor the first to do it successfully. Alford, however, achieved larger and more durable gains because of his exceptional leadership abilities and the willingness of General Casey to send large numbers of forces to Al Qaim 63
Near the end of 2005, after many months of effort, Casey secured the transfer of the entire police advisory program from the U.S. State Department to the U.S. military. The transfer meant more and better advisers for the Iraqi police and a sharp increase in the removal of bad Iraqi police chiefs. Casey was much more willing to press for the removal of bad leaders than the State Department had been, because the State Department, by tradition and position, was interested first and foremost in maintaining good relations with the host government, and it did not have the knowledge or experience to make shrewd assessments of counterinsurgency leadership capabilities. But Casey could not fire Iraqi police commanders himself, any more than he could sack Iraqi army commanders. He had to depend on cooperation from Iraq's officials, who were not always amenable to change, especially when it involved removing commanders who shared their sectarian or political agendas. "Two factors controlled all we did in Iraq," Casey said. "First, giving back sovereignty limited us in selecting good leaders. Second, deep sectarianism lurked beneath the surface. This was a compound problem, with the one affecting the other."64
The counterinsurgent cause suffered a huge setback on February 22, 20o6, with the bombing of the Askariya Mosque in Samarra. Using high explosives, Sunni extremists caved in the golden dome of the mosque, one of Shiite Islam's holiest sites. The deed accomplished its strategic objective of generating strife and disorder that could be exploited by subversives. Shiites responded to the bombing with massive violence against Sunnis, which heightened Sunni violence against Shiites. The country seemed to be lurching toward civil war, if it was not already there.
Saving Iraq from a sectarian civil war demanded punishment of malefactors of all affiliations. But the Interior Ministry and the National Police, infested as they were with Shiite militiamen, averted their eyes when Shiite death squads murdered Sunnis, and even perpetrated murders of Sunnis themselves. Iraqi military and police officers who attempted to combat the Shiite militias were fired by the Interior Ministry or assassinated by militia members or policemen. In Baghdad, where the sectarian brutality was worst, Shiite militiamen and policemen removed all Sunnis from mixed Sunni-Shiite neighborhoods through intimidation and murder.65
Jaafari plainly had neither the fortitude nor the integrity to lift Iraq out of this morass. Sunnis and Kurds demanded that he be replaced with a capable and impartial leader, and the United States soon concurred. Behind the scenes, the Americans applied intense pressure on the Shiite parliamentary majority to oust the prime minister, who was very popular among Shiite political parties for having facilitated the oppression of the Sunnis. In the end, American pressure compelled the Shiite parties to oust Jaafari, the country's first democratically elected chief of state. To take Jaafari's place, the Shiite majority chose Nouri Al Maliki, another Shiite from the Dawa Party.66
Maliki had been in politics for many years, mostly as an exile in Iran and Syria, but he lacked executive experience. During his first months in power, he showed little more promise than Jaafari on the issue of sectarianism. He disregarded American exhortations to purge the Shiite militia elements from the police and the Interior Ministry and institute merit-based leadership selection. Likewise did he rebuff pleas from Sunni and Kurdish army officers for permission to crack down on the militias. Shiite policemen and militiamen continued to kill Sunnis and chase them from their homes with alarming fre- quency.67
In accordance with the strategic aim of gradually turning the war over to the Iraqis, Casey had planned to continue increasing Iraqi responsibility for population security once Maliki took power, but the new government's weakness and its toleration of sectarian violence convinced him to postpone his plans. In mid-2006, Casey started reinserting American forces into insecure areas, a move that he viewed not as a reversal of strategy but as a temporary measure to stabilize the situation.68 In the summer and fall of 2006, he ordered large numbers of American troops to join the Iraqis for Operation Together Forward and Operation Together Forward II, which were aimed at quelling the violence in Baghdad. Both operations were crippled by the inactivity of Iraqi leaders who had little talent or were allied with sectarian militias, or both. Iraqi units did not show up for duty, failed to perform their assigned tasks, or tipped off the insurgents about imminent counterinsurgent operations. Although the Iraqis were originally in charge, they made such a mess of things that the Americans took control. American forces reduced the violence in a few areas of Baghdad, but violence then increased in the areas where they were not present, and total violence in Baghdad increased. According to James Kitfield of the National Journal, American leaders concluded from these operations that "good field leaders make all the difference in combat performance, and that [Iraq] has too few of them."69
As in the preceding year, a few bright rays did break through the clouds in 20o6. The brightest ray shone on Ramadi, the Grand Central Station of the Sunni insurgency. After the recapture of Fallujah in 2004, the Americans had tried to quell the insurgents in Ramadi by co-opting tribal leaders and recruiting police, but insurgents assassinated those who cooperated with the Americans. Al Qaeda in Iraq, which had declared Ramadi the capital of its new caliphate, imposed its will on the city's 400,000 residents. In the middle of 20o6, an internal U.S. Marine Corps report concluded that the United States had lost Ramadi and the rest of Anbar province politically and would be unable to retrieve them.7°
Colonel Sean MacFarland's ist Brigade Combat Team of the ist Armored Division, composed of three Army battalions and one Marine battalion, showed up in Ramadi in June 2006. Everything they saw in the city was covered in a layer of gray dust, which seemed to symbolize the despair gripping the populace. MacFarland's superiors told him to rid the city of insurgents, but they let him decide how to do it. Convinced that the tribal sheiks remained highly influential, and unwilling to accept the contention that they could never be won back, MacFarland set out to bring the sheiks over to his side.
Most of the sheiks were already disillusioned with AQI because it had foisted its extreme rules and punishments on them, encroached on their political and economic power, and forced their young women to marry AQI fanatics. They would not side with the Americans, however, unless they could be convinced that they would be safe from AQI torturers and murderers. The American and Iraqi army troops would have to win a series of military successes to show that they had the martial prowess and stamina to knock the insurgents to the floor and keep them from getting back up.
MacFarland built combat outposts in Ramadi's neighborhoods to establish control over the population and lure the insurgents into making attacks that exposed them to counterinsurgent firepower. As AQI casualties piled up, MacFarland approached the sheiks through Captain Travis Patriquin, a personable Arabic-speaking American. Over innumerable cigarettes and cups of chai, Patriquin gained the confidence of key sheiks in the Ramadi area. Aware that the men of Ramadi wanted to stay in their own neighborhoods to protect their relatives, and not be shipped off to distant parts of Iraq to fight in the midst of hostile Shiites, the Americans offered to hire policemen who would work in their home neighborhoods, led by their own tribal sheiks, at police stations built and protected by American forces. The Americans also dangled lucrative reconstruction contracts and other prizes before the sheiks.
The sheik who wielded the most clout in Ramadi at this time was Abdul Sattar Abu Risha. Though hailing from a minor tribe, Sattar had in recent months gained in stature owing to his charisma, courage, and military skill, to the point that he was becoming a "sheik of sheiks." Sattar had already begun forming an alliance of sheiks against AQI when the Americans approached him. A degree of uncertainty enshrouds the reasons for his conversion into a zealous opponent of Al Qaeda in Iraq, but the principal reasons undoubtedly included confidence that the Americans were going to persist and a desire to avenge AQI's murders of his brothers and other fellow tribesmen. Sattar's inspired political and military leadership proved critical to "the Awakening," the turning of the Anbar tribes against AQI.
Once Sattar and his allies agreed to terms with the Americans, police recruitment in Ramadi soared, reaching 300 in the month of July 20o6 and rising to 400 per month in the fall. Among those who stood in line to join the police were droves of former Baathists and former insurgents. Because they served in their own neighborhoods, the new policemen had plenty of intelligence sources and could easily discern the Al Qaeda members in their midst. The weakness of Iraqi police elsewhere was often attributed to inadequate training, but these policemen received little formal training, yet they were able to drive AQI from their neighborhoods, with some support from U.S. forces and the Iraqi army, because they had good leaders-namely, tribal sheiks with natural leadership ability and varying amounts of leadership experience. AQI and other insurgents assassinated some of the best Awakening leaders, eventually killing Sattar himself with a roadside bomb, but other sheiks took their places and finished off the extremists.
In the center of Ramadi, the situation did not turn as quickly as it did in the surrounding neighborhoods, for the dominant tribe there, the Alwani tribe, had no affection for Sattar's tribe and paid him no heed. The Marine battalion in central Ramadi during MacFarland's first months did not establish a strong rapport with this tribe or with other Iraqis in the area, concentrating instead on protecting the main street and the government center. The battalion's out posts faced incessant attacks, and the Marines could not go anywhere in the city without hitting IEDs or hostile fire.
In August, this battalion departed, and in came the 1st Battalion 6th Marines, commanded by Lieutenant Colonel William Jurney, who had a reputation as one of the finest officers in the Marine Corps. Jurney happened to be a close personal friend of Lieutenant Colonel Dale Alford, whom he had met shortly after the 1991 Gulf War. A couple of months before Jurney's arrival in Ramadi, the two lieutenant colonels had sat on Alford's porch in Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, and imbibed Jack Daniels while Alford explained to Jurney how he had defeated Al Qaim's insurgents. Jurney employed many of the methods that had been used in Al Qaim, as well as methods he himself had used during a previous tour in Fallujah. As usual, however, the principal challenge would not be knowing what should be done, but actually getting it done. In the inferno of central Ramadi, many good officers had come up short; success demanded an outstanding leader, unfettered.
MacFarland gave Jurney complete freedom to select his methods. He also let Jurney take whatever he wanted from the U.S. military's goodie bag, be it unmanned aerial vehicles, psychological operations teams, or Navy Seabees. To kick off his offensive, Jurney poured troops into the areas of Ramadi where the insurgents had been strongest and had hitherto been left alone. Demonstrating skill and perseverance in fiercely contested street battles, Jurney's companies let no insurgents stop their advances. They seized the most tactically important points in the city and guarded them while engineers built combat outposts, which Jurney's Marines and elements of an Iraqi army battalion occupied. Marines blocked streets with barricades, restricting entry into neighborhoods to a small number of checkpoints, where all entrants were inspected and monitored. Through incessant patrolling, Marine and Iraqi forces got to know the local people and turned them into intelligence sources. Recognizing the threat that the outposts posed, AQI's urban guerrillas attacked them head-on, which negated the insurgents' usual advantages in mobility and made them easy targets for the defenders.
After AQI had suffered large numbers of deaths and lost military control of most of the city center, the Alwani tribe chose to side with the Americans and the Iraqi army. Hundreds of men suddenly offered to join the police, and they were soon serving alongside the U.S. Marines and Iraqi soldiers at the combat outposts. The new policemen guided the Marines and soldiers to insurgents who remained within central Ramadi, and apprehended some on their own. AQI sped toward its demise.
By mid-2007 extremist attacks in Ramadi were down to one per day, a tiny fraction of what they had been one year earlier. Soldiers and reporters who had seen Ramadi in the throes of insurgency during the summer of 2006 were astounded to discover that they could now walk through the city without body armor, talk to Iraqis on the street, eat at outdoor restaurants, and shop at hundreds of reopened stores. Garbage collection and bus service were back, and the populace engaged freely in practices that had been banned by AQI, like smoking hookahs and listening to music.71
In 2oo6, General Petraeus and General Mattis led a group of current and former officers in producing a new joint counterinsurgency field manual, called Field Manual 3-24/Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-33.5. Written by committee, the manual reflected many of the views of Petraeus and Mattis but did not fully capture their accumulated wisdom. With respect to leadership, the manual attached the greatest weight to adaptation, calling upon leaders to be flexible and to use judgment and creativity to identify solutions. In this way, it de-emphasized what is often perceived as the primary purpose of doctrine-providing specific solutions to specific types of problems. In another positive development, the counterinsurgency field manual advocated decentralized command. To the Marines, these principles were nothing new, but they represented major change for much of the Army, which had traditionally adhered more closely to doctrinal solutions than the Marines had, and had centralized authority to a greater degree.
The counterinsurgency manual also called for greater risk tolerance in the interest of promoting initiative. The manual's authors, like numerous other American veterans of the Iraq War, found fault with senior American commanders for compelling all units to abide by a laundry list of "force protection" measures designed to minimize American casualties, for many of these measures discouraged risk-taking and aggressiveness.72 Commanders in Iraq were required, for instance, to dress all of their troops in thirty pounds of body armor, which reduced their speed, and were prohibited from conducting patrols with fewer than eight Americans, which reduced their stealth. Forceprotection concerns encouraged commanders to keep troops inside a few large bases instead of numerous small bases, cramping their ability to influence the Iraqi people around them.73
For General Petraeus, who was now the commander of the U.S. Army Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, the counterinsurgency manual meshed with other changes that he and the commanders of the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command were making in training, education, and doctrine to inculcate adaptive leadership and decentralized command in the officer corps. Petraeus considered adaptive leaders essential because of the demand in counterinsurgency for complex stability and support operations, as well as offensive and defensive military operations, and because of the variations in counterinsurgency environments over time and space. "Our focus in the Army, certainly through the Cold War era and really even beyond, was on the major combat operations piece, which is mostly offensive and defensive," said Petraeus. "Counterinsurgency of course requires more in the realm of stability and support, although you literally do go back and forth. So you need a leader who is capable in those different types of operations, who is adaptive, who learns and makes adjustments, who can lead in the toughest of combat and yet also succeed in the toughest of stability and support operations."74
Petraeus altered the Army's training and education to require soldiers to deal with uncertainty and problems for which no textbook solution existed, in order to test and improve their flexibility and creativity. The Army also created Adaptive Leaders Courses, in which instructors confronted officers with a multiplicity of complex problems requiring rapid solutions." Whether those courses made leaders more adaptive than the courses Petraeus modified is not clear.
When work began on the counterinsurgency field manual, Mattis was commanding the Marine Corps Combat Development Command, which gave him dominion over all Marine Corps doctrine. Within the Marine Corps, Mattis's responsibility for doctrine occasioned more than a few guffaws, as he was famous for having once pronounced that "doctrine is the refuge of the unimaginative." But if it was peculiar, it was also fitting, since his skepticism about doctrine enjoyed wide currency among Marine officers. As Mattis saw it, doctrine that went beyond general principles tended to discourage leaders from taking the initiative and exercising their creativity, and he deemed both of those activities essential for commanders in counterinsurgency, and indeed in all forms of warfare.
The new counterinsurgency manual's elevation of adaptive leadership and decentralized command was, for Marines like Mattis, an encouraging indication that the Army was moving toward the Marine view of doctrine. Mattis also found the manual useful as a means of helping novice officers prepare their troops for war. But he noted that it would not solve most of the problems faced by experienced officers already steeped in counterinsurgency principles and methods, the officers who occupied the critical command slots. Doctrine, Mattis said, "cannot replace brilliance. It cannot replace commitment. It cannot replace open-mindedness." In mid-20o8, by which time he had become the commander of U.S. Joint Forces Command and NATO's Supreme Allied Commander for Transformation, Mattis was saying that counterinsurgency doctrine was increasingly a hindrance to U.S. forces.76
As mentioned at the beginning of this book, the counterinsurgency manual did not give adequate attention to vital leadership issues. It understated the importance of leadership selection, although an appendix did contain the assertion that the military should "ruthlessly replace ineffective leaders."" The manual also ran into trouble in its attempts to formulate universally applicable principles and methods. The principles enumerated in its pages included many of the timeless principles of counterinsurgency, such as those advocating collection of information from the population, organization of indigenous security forces, and disruption of insurgent logistics, but others were viable only under certain conditions, and could in fact be counterproductive if employed under different conditions.
The manual repeatedly warned of the danger of alienating the populace through the use of lethal force and insisted that counterinsurgents minimize the use of force, even if in some instances it meant letting enemy combatants escape.78 In one place, it went so far as to warn against aggressive pursuit of insurgents, contending that the counterinsurgents should "only attack insurgents when they get in the way," because "provoking combat usually plays into the enemy's hands by undermining the population's confidence."" As operations in Iraq and elsewhere have shown, aggressive and well-led offensive operations to chase down insurgents have frequently aided the counterinsurgent cause by robbing the insurgents of the initiative, disrupting their activities, and putting them in prison or in the grave. The lack of such operations has often permitted insurgents to concentrate military power and overwhelm counterinsurgent forces and installations.
Although the use of force alienated Iraqis in some cases, in many others it went a long way toward winning over the elites, and consequently the people, even when it was employed in a less than surgical manner and even in the absence of major social, political, or economic reforms. Few Iraqi elites were willing to cooperate with the Americans as long as armed insurgents roamed their neighborhoods and assassinated at will. Civil authorities could not restore governance or stimulate the economy until the insurgents were subdued, and benevolence would not subdue hard-core insurgents-only force would. Not until U.S. troops showed themselves to be the dominant military power, capable of protecting their friends and destroying insurgents whenever they appeared, did the elites gravitate toward the American side. At Tal Afar, Al Qaim, Ramadi, and most other sites of major counterinsurgent success, the conversion of elites into counterinsurgents required at least a month of fierce offensive military action by counterinsurgent armed forces.
Major Todd S. Brown, who served as a company commander in several areas of Iraq during 2003 and 2004, wrote in a U.S. Army Center of Military History book that winning over a hostile population required stern displays of strength and the use of overwhelming force against insurgents that attacked the counterinsurgents, even if it entailed some damage to the civilian population. "The more violent you seem and the more scared they are, the more they cooperate," he said. After a short time, the population would turn on the insurgents, since they seemed to be losing, and at that point the counterinsurgents could reduce the amount of force and concentrate on developing local security forces. Brown wrote of the Iraqis, "Don't in a million years think that they will love you, respect you, and cooperate with you because you rebuild the hospital and schools and fully equip the ICDC [Iraqi Civil Defense Corps] and police force. You are smoking crack if you think that money and projects can buy you these things. You have to interact with the people daily and convincingly demonstrate your ability to destroy the bad guys opposing stability."" Similar observations about the value of force and toughness have been made by many other observers in Iraq, both American and Iraqi.'
The manual, it should be said, was not entirely consistent on the employment of armed force. In one passage, it acknowledged that "true extremists are unlikely to be reconciled to any other outcome than the one they seek; therefore, they must be killed or captured."82 As commanders in Iraq, Petraeus and Mattis reached the conclusion that the most committed insurgents were "irreconcilable" and had to be killed or captured, while the other insurgents were "reconcilable" and hence could be detached from the insurgency by other means. They believed, in addition, that insurgents should not only be eliminated when they attacked, but hunted down aggressively. When Petraeus sub sequently returned to Iraq, he instructed his subordinates to "identify and pursue AQI and other extremist elements tenaciously," and he made sure that they did 83
Despite the new manual's emphasis on adaptation and its assertions that no one method works in all cases, certain passages stated or implied that particular methods were universally applicable, including some methods with track records that clearly did not warrant such claims of universality. For instance, the manual recommended that indigenous governments adopt Western political practices, such as holding democratic elections and empowering women through social and economic programs.84 Yet elections have weakened some counterinsurgencies by giving power to inept or abusive or disloyal individuals. Muqtada Al Sadr, instigator of sectarian killings and hater of Americans, gained considerable influence in the Iraqi government by way of elections. The highly successful Anbar Awakening, on the other hand, achieved success by rejecting democracy in favor of the birthright authority inherent in the tribes. As for transferring power and wealth to women, Western efforts have, in Iraq and other countries, alienated large numbers of men who viewed the initiatives as affronts to their religion or culture.
The publication of the new counterinsurgency manual in December 20o6 received extraordinary attention from the media, making it a rarity of rarities -military doctrine that sold well to the public. Journalists and many others became convinced that the manual was a critical step forward in Iraq and, more generally, in counterinsurgency. After Petraeus replaced General Casey in February 2007, his actions seemed to be guided by the counterinsurgency manual. He assigned large numbers of U.S. troops to small U.S.-Iraqi outposts, similar to those in Tal Afar and Al Qaim and Ramadi, and emphasized the need for population security and nonmilitary programs. To stop the violence in Baghdad, Petraeus allocated an American battalion to each of Baghdad's ten districts, which was possible only because President Bush, in defiance of widespread domestic demands to downsize the U.S. presence, had just decided to implement a "surge" that raised the U.S. troop strength in Iraq by 30,000, to a total of 150,000. Rather than rotating American troops once the situation had improved, as in the past, Petraeus left them in the same place to help keep the enemy out and to help rebuild.
Petraeus himself, however, knew the manual's usefulness to be more limited than was commonly thought. He believed adaptive leadership to be more important than adherence to specific approaches, and he knew from experi ence and study that the most difficult challenges of command lay not in identifying principles and methods but in putting them into practice. "It is, as with many things in life, much easier to explain than to do," Petraeus said with respect to the manual. "The basic concepts and principles are not rocket science or brain surgery, but they can be very hard to apply."85
Although Petraeus's dispersion of large numbers of additional U.S. troops was hailed far and wide as the actualization of timeless counterinsurgency principles, it really represented a triumph of judgment and creativity over doctrine. It was consistent with two principles that apply to most counterinsurgencies-that forces should be dispersed across the population and that they should maintain a permanent presence-but it ran contrary to a third: that foreign participation should be minimized in order to promote host-nation self-reliance and forestall xenophobia 86
Another reason why the manual was not vital, Petraeus knew, was that by the date of publication the majority of U.S. commanders were already adhering to many of the manual's core principles and employing many of its methods because of experience, the circulation of lessons learned, and training and education. On returning to Iraq in February 2007, Petraeus was particularly struck by the fact that nearly all U.S. brigade and battalion commanders appreciated the nonmilitary aspects of counterinsurgency. It was, he noted, a dramatic change from his earlier tours in Iraq 87
By the beginning of 2007 many Marine and some Army units were living among the people, patrolling on foot, and engaging in numerous nonmilitary activities, as the manual advocated. Others operated mainly by vehicle out of large bases and spent more time on offensive military operations, which was consistent with General Casey's strategy of gradual disengagement. Upon taking command, Petraeus directed some of those units to change their tactics in order to control the population in areas where the Iraqi security forces had failed at that mission. Petraeus was not introducing a fundamentally new approach to counterinsurgency-Iraqi security forces and their American advisers had been trying to secure the population in those areas with sound counterinsurgency methods for several years. He was, instead, changing the allocation of forces to that mission. He wanted American units involved more heavily in population security because they outclassed most Iraqi units in initiative, resilience, and respect for the population, primarily on account of differences between American and Iraqi leaders.
Petraeus did not devote as many of his forces to population security as was widely believed. Seeking to maintain the initiative and deny the enemy sanctuary, he and his subordinate commanders assigned a substantial number of American troops, including many of the surge forces, to raids and sweeps against Al Qaeda hideouts and staging areas. Some of these operations were very large, involving multiple battalions or brigades, in contravention of popular counterinsurgency theories that viewed large military operations as invariably futile. Petraeus and the corps commander, Lieutenant General Raymond Odierno, ordered some of the offensive operations themselves and, abiding by the principle of decentralized command, allowed subordinate commanders to order offensive operations as they saw fit 88 Colonel Peter Mansoor, Petraeus's executive officer in 2007 and the first months of 2008, recounted that determining the mix of offensive, defensive, and stability and support operations "was a call for commanders at battalion and brigade level for the most part, although higher-level commanders could intervene if they felt more centralized direction was needed." Division headquarters became involved when there was a need for multibrigade clearing operations.89
Petraeus and the counterinsurgency manual made their greatest impact in Iraq through their clarion call for adaptive leadership. When Conrad Crane, the manual's lead author, visited Iraq in November 2007 and questioned American officers about the manual's influence, he was consistently told that the exhortation to adapt was the one element that had gained widespread acceptance 90 The impact was greatest among Army officers. In the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey, which was taken shortly after Crane's visit, 75 percent of Army respondents agreed that their service encouraged innovation and improvisation at the company and battalion levels. That figure was still well below the ninety-four percent for Marine respondents, but the disparity was narrower than in the past, as most Marines had believed all along that their service encouraged adaptation9' Reflecting the difference in the manual's impact on the two services was the fact that 45 percent of Army survey respondents described the counterinsurgency manual as "extremely influential" or "very influential," while only 23 percent of the Marines did9Z Although some commanders were still much better at adapting than others, the heightened emphasis on adaptation served to unleash the creative powers of some commanders and helped others by unleashing the creativity of subordinates who could feed ideas to them.
The manual did not do as much to promote risk-taking in the Army, leaving in place a huge impediment to the exercise of initiative. Fifty-eight percent of Marine respondents in the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey said that their service encouraged risk-taking by company and battalion commanders, while 30 percent said that it discouraged risk-taking. By contrast, only 28 percent of Army respondents said that their service encouraged commanders to take risks, and 41 percent stated that the Army discouraged it 93 One reason cited for this problem was the tendency of senior Army commanders to order investigations into anything with a hint of impropriety, either because of their fear of scandal or because of their desire for tight control94 General Casey attributed the problem to the lingering effects of the standardization of Army training and operations prior to 2003. Referring to the period preceding Iraq, Casey said, "Our combat training centers started evolving towards a process orientation, rather than an output orientation. When you go to a process orientation, you drive people to a mentality that says, `I don't want to make a mistake here,' even though in the course of making a mistake you might accomplish something larger than that. I saw this in Iraq among a lot of officers at different levels." As the senior commander in Iraq, Casey urged commanders to seek bigger rewards by taking bigger risks and assured them that mistakes and setbacks resulting from sensible risk-taking would not be punished, a message that Petraeus also sent out when he took over from Casey.95
When Petraeus assumed command of U.S. forces in Iraq in early 2007, he did not relieve significant numbers of commanders on the American side, convinced that most of them were up to the tasks at hand. But in December 20o7, at the direction of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, he returned to the United States to preside over the U.S. Army's brigadier general promotion board, an extraordinary act for a wartime commander. Gates, and presumably also General Petraeus, believed that the U.S. Army was still not putting adequate emphasis on developing and promoting officers with the flexibility and creativity demanded by counterinsurgency, and Petraeus was there to see that it did 96 The board promoted H. R. McMaster and several other noted innovators.
Petraeus's impact on the Iraqi leadership received much less media coverage than his impact on the U.S. Army's leadership and U.S. strategy, yet it was more important as far as making headway in the war was concerned. Petraeus spent 30 percent of his very long workday with Iraqi leaders and 30 percent in the field, with another io percent at headquarters and the other 30 percent on matters relating to Congress and the executive branch in Washington 97 Combining his personal observations with assessments from American advisers, commanders, and intelligence officers, Petraeus urged President Maliki and his ministers to remove commanders for incompetence, corruption, or ties to insurgent groups. Petraeus also worked hard to block Maliki's repeated attempts to fire talented and impartial officers for vigorously attacking the Shiite militias 9S He instructed his staff and subordinate commanders to work with their Iraqi counterparts to remove inferior commanders and protect the good ones. Colonel J. B. Burton, a U.S. Army brigade commander, remarked in the spring of 2007, "I constantly take up the issue of bad apples with trustworthy Iraqi commanders, letting them know that we know these guys are corrupt and that we can't work with them effectively."99
Demonstrating considerable tenacity and guile, top Iraqi officials resisted American requests for the removal of commanders who had strong political connections, for fear that fragile political alliances would buckle, sectarian agendas would be compromised, or the bloated presence of Maliki's Dawa Party would be constricted. As in Afghanistan, the United States had reduced its ability to twist the arm of the Iraqi government by professing respect for democracy and national sovereignty. But Petraeus and U.S. Ambassador Ryan Crocker were sufficiently skilled that their cajoling and pressure-in extreme cases involving threats to withhold military aid to particular units - overcame much of this resistance. Iraqi army officers as high as division commanders were relieved in 2007. Most of them were reassigned to desk jobs rather than being fired outright so as not to taint the honor of their family or their tribe loo
In ousting bad police commanders, Petraeus and Crocker found an ally in Major General Ahmed Taha Hashim Mohammed Abu Ragheef, the Interior Ministry's head of internal affairs. With the Americans providing political support and detailed intelligence on individual police commanders, he relieved seven of nine National Police brigade commanders and more than 2,000 Interior Ministry personnel in 2007. One of Iraq's most resolute leaders, he was cowed by neither the dozen attempts on his life nor the relentless efforts by Maliki and his ministers to fill jobs with cronies and political supporters, including militia members. Maliki and Interior Minister Jawad Al Bolani erected enough obstacles, however, to maintain significant levels of sectarianism and criminality in the police and the rest of the Interior Ministry."'
Finding capable officers to replace those who had been fired remained the most difficult task, primarily because of the dearth of officers with adequate leadership experience. Petraeus noted later that there were not enough good officers with more than a few years of experience to command the new security forces that were materializing with great rapidity-total security force strength rose by 140,000 men between the beginning of 2007 and the middle of 20o8-let alone replace commanders who had been fired. "You cannot generate that many additional forces and also fill them up completely with the commissioned and non-commissioned officer leadership that you'd like to see," Petraeus commented 102 General Martin Dempsey, head of the Multi National Security Transition Command, remarked in June 2007, "We've been growing young second lieutenants through the military academies for about three years, but it's really difficult to grow majors, lieutenant colonels and brigadier generals. It simply can't be done overnight. So we've had to rely heavily on officer recalls and retraining programs. However, the pool of qualified recalls is beginning to thin out. Several generations of Iraqi leaders were culled out by the Saddam regime and the Iran-Iraq war, and many fine Iraqi military and police leaders have been killed and wounded in the ongoing fight.""'
Despite much public rhetoric from the U.S. military about the importance of advisers, the investment of personnel in the advisory mission still left much to be desired in 2007. The Marines were assigning some of their best officers to head advisory teams, officers who had been or would subsequently become commanders, operations officers, or executive officers at the battalion level. Marine advisers often had the same occupational specializations as the Iraqis they were advising. The Army, on the other hand, continued to give advisory team commands to officers who were rated well below the officers selected to command American forces. A fair number of them lacked relevant command experience or had occupational specializations unrelated to those of their Iraqi counterparts. Gates expressed interest in compelling the Army to select advisers from the same pools of officers that provided combat commanders and to promote them at the same rate, but as of this writing, the Army had still not taken action in that direction104
In Baghdad, scene of the most critical fighting, the Iraqi government chose Lieutenant General Abboud Gambar to lead the counterinsurgency campaign of early 2007. The Americans had objected to Gambar's appointment, fearing that he would obstruct efforts to arrest Shiite militiamen, but the Iraqi government ignored their protests 105 Gambar's leadership and that of his subordinates during the first half of the year did little to improve his image in American eyes. Most Iraqi policemen and some Iraqi soldiers in Baghdad did not even attempt to perform their assigned duties, and a smaller number secretly abetted the insurgents. Iraqi forces failed to catch insurgents in substantial quantities or disrupt their activities 106 Brigadier General Terry Wolff, commander of the coalition military training and assistance mission, remarked in mid-2007, "What we've learned from recent Baghdad operations is that the quality and readiness of Iraqi army units varies widely, and the difference usually comes down to leadership.... We've seen that good Iraqi leaders have good units and bad ones don't, and we shouldn't kid ourselves about the fact that the Iraqi army is short of midcareer officers and NCOs."107
Although the Americans bolstered their permanent troop presence in Shiite districts of Baghdad, most Shiite communities were too sympathetic to the Shiite militias to betray them to the Americans. Small American special operations forces-which pursued Mahdi Army leaders across geographic boundaries using powerful and highly classified intelligence collection methodsaccounted for the arrest of more than twice as many Mahdi Army members as the American forces sent to occupy the Shiite districts. Some of the militias continued the systematic slaughter and ethnic cleansing of Sunnis in the first half of 2007.108 U.S. forces had more success apprehending and killing members of Al Qaeda in Iraq, whom Petraeus had designated the targets of highest priority. But large numbers of AQI fighters simply left Baghdad for areas with lower American and Iraqi troop densities, where they could organize and kill with greater ease, albeit with much less international press coverage. Nationwide, American and Iraqi government casualties increased during the first six months of 2007.109
In the middle of the year, as politicians and pundits in the United States were declaring the war lost, the momentum shifted, although some time would pass before this reality became apparent to the outside world. Insurgent attacks entered into a steep decline, falling from i8o per day in June 2007 to 6o per day in November 2007, with Baghdad and Anbar province experiencing the largest decreases 110 One reason for this dramatic change was an increase in initiative and determination among Iraqi security force leaders, which was largely the result of command changes championed by the Americans. Another was the American troop surge, completed in June, which enabled the Americans to conduct more offensive operations and population security operations. A third was the extension of the Awakening across Anbar province, three other predominantly Sunni provinces, and some of Baghdad's Sunni neighborhoods."'
Under assault from many directions, AQI contracted rapidly in the second half of the year, allowing the Americans and some Iraqi army forces to spend more time combating the Shiite militias than they had before. The arrest and killing of great numbers of Mahdi Army militiamen in the summer of 2007 was one of the main causes of the fourth factor in the sharp decline in violence, Muqtada Al Sadr's order to Mahdi Army units to stop fighting, issued in August 2007. Sadr was also influenced in this decision by Maliki's repudiation of the Mahdi Army in August, a complicated decision based upon gross Mahdi Army misconduct, revelations of Iranian support for the Shiite militias, and the shifting balance of power in Baghdad. Many, though not all, Mahdi Army units obeyed Sadr's directive. During the last months of 2007, the Shiite militias lost control of much of Baghdad to U.S. and Iraqi government forces 12
Security continued to improve in early 20o8. In March the Maliki government and its armed forces faced a critical test in the southern city of Basra, where armed criminals and militiamen were running amok, having destroyed the local police through threats and murder. Maliki sent Iraqi army and police units from other parts of the country to reestablish governmental control, sparking intense fighting, especially in neighborhoods dominated by the Mahdi Army. Some of the first forces sent by Maliki fought poorly or refused to fight at all because their leaders were weak or had sympathies for the groups whom they had been dispatched to suppress. Resolved to hold the wrongdoers accountable, Maliki fired 1,300 soldiers and policemen, including thirty-seven senior police officers, for their unwillingness to enter the fray. The Americans helped identify those deserving of removal, drawing upon reports from U.S. intelligence agencies and advisory teams 113 Said Petraeus of the Basra operation, "We worked very closely with our Iraqi partners at all levels to agree on those who did not measure up and then discussed what should be done in each case. There was not always full agreement, but by and large there very much was.""'
Maliki, with extensive American advice and logistical and intelligence support, saved the day at Basra by installing commanders of superior quality and summoning the best-led Iraqi units from around the country. The Iraqi commanders did not show much regard for doctrine or planning, preferring to rely on their intuition for tactics and on the Americans for logistics, but they were effective. Braving enemy automatic weapons fire and IEDs, they pushed into the city and killed enough insurgents to convince the remainder to negotiate an end to the fighting. Although Maliki committed serious errors during the battle, he obtained much favorable coverage in the Arab media and, as a result, gained the status of a strong leader, an asset that he had been sorely missing. Sunnis applauded his willingness to combat the Shiite militias, and the Americans toned down their criticisms of his leadership 15
Another flashpoint at this time was Mosul. The counterinsurgency effort was bogged down there because of Iraqi commanders who were unwilling to lead their troops into combat. As in Basra, Maliki moved crack units to Mosul from other parts of the country. In May, with minimal help from U.S. combat troops, the Iraqi security forces launched a new wave of operations that swept most of the insurgents from the city."'
In 2008, Petraeus repeatedly intervened when the Iraqi Ministry of the Interior tried to expel Sunni officers in the security forces whose only transgression was combating the Shiite militias, and he often succeeded. He also convinced Maliki to purge more of the sectarian and ineffectual police and military commanders. Murders of Sunni military officers and Sunni civilians dropped sharply. The number of Iraqi units that could conduct counterinsurgency operations without major external support increased, although numerous Iraqi units remained heavily dependent on American logistics and maintenance because of cultural inattentiveness to these functions and the pilfering of supplies by corrupt officers 11'
The American occupation of Iraq is a story of leadership opportunities exploited and squandered. The first scenes of the drama were filled mostly with squandering. Douglas Feith, despite his creativity and intelligence, committed grievous mistakes during the preparation for war and in the first months of occupation because of deficiencies in judgment, organization, and sociability. Many of the early failures in Iraq can be attributed to the ineffective leadership of Jay Garner, a retired Army lieutenant general; Tommy Franks, an Army general; and Ricardo Sanchez, an Army lieutenant general. All three were short on creativity, flexibility, and organizational ability, which kept them from taking actions early on that would have increased popular support for the Americans and undermined would-be insurgents, such as stopping looters and restoring electrical service and basic governance. The appointment of these three officers to positions of high authority is indicative of the incongruity between the demands of counterinsurgency and the priorities of the U.S. Army personnel system in the years leading up to 2003.
The diplomat L. Paul Bremer and the other Americans who masterminded de-Baathification and the disbanding of the Iraqi army did not anticipate the disastrous consequences of those decisions because they lacked empathy and judgment, as well as historical knowledge. Had they studied the American South after the Civil War, a much better analogue to Iraq than Germany after World War II, they might have foreseen that disfranchising entrenched elites and transferring political power to a new group of uncertain character via elections would drive the old elites into rebellion. Bremer exacerbated the animosity of the old elites, as well as the rest of the population, with his choices of Iraqi leaders; he empowered individuals who, like the new elites of Reconstruction, were inexperienced, inept, corrupt, and disdainful of large segments of the populace. CPA and other civilian U.S. governmental agencies could have assuaged some of the resentment by implementing large political and economic programs, but they were too small and too averse to risking casualties. Although adaptive U.S. military commanders stepped into the void and found ways to run the country, they would have been more successful with the help of experienced and skilled American civilians and Iraqis.
In the first years of the war, the performance of U.S. military commanders varied widely because of differences in prewar training and education and, more important, leadership traits. Frequent brushes with counterinsurgents and leadership cultures that exalted certain traits meant that the Marine Corps and the Army Special Forces exceeded the regular Army in preparation for counterinsurgency and in the attributes of counterinsurgency leadership. Talented officers unfamiliar with counterinsurgency often succeeded nonetheless by improvising, experimenting, and inspiring, while officers who knew a good deal about counterinsurgency sometimes failed because they did not produce solutions tailored to local dynamics, did not cultivate Iraqis who could help them, or did not control their troops.
Serious as the leadership problems were on the American side, those on the Iraqi side were far worse. Large numbers of Iraqi commanders lacked initiative and determination, and therefore they and their troops were likely to die or flee when the insurgents began attacking in force. In the initial development of Iraq's security forces, CPA repeated the error, by now familiar to readers of this book, of paying much more attention to mass-training of recruits than to leadership development and selection. Putting civilian contractors and the State Department in charge of force development yielded dreadfully incapable forces, eventually compelling the White House to turn over complete responsibility for Iraqi security forces to the U.S. military, which performed much better by virtue of its superior appreciation for leadership problems and its greater willingness to urge command changes on the Iraqi government. The military also benefited from Bremer's belated recognition that the Iraqi security forces needed competent and experienced leaders, which caused him, in April 2004, to allow former Iraqi army officers back in. That policy shift led to considerable improvement in the new army, although it did not bring back into the fold large numbers of disaffected elites who had already become insurgents.
When the United States handed the new Iraqi government authority to select security force commanders in June 2004, it deferred nobly to national independence, but the transfer set the Iraqi security forces back at least several years and caused the loss of much Iraqi and American blood. The Shiitedominated government used this authority to put unqualified friends and political cronies into commands and to keep able Sunnis out. The government made commanders out of men who instigated or condoned the butchering of Sunnis, and it removed commanders who tried to stop the slaughter.
General George Casey's strategy of employing American forces to clear areas of insurgents and then dispatching Iraqi forces to hold those areas made much sense in theory, for it played to the strengths of each group and encouraged Iraqis to shift into a higher gear. It failed on Iraq's streets, however, because the Iraqi forces did not have the leaders to carry out the hold phase successfully. Even where U.S. special operations forces eliminated insurgents in significant numbers, as they sometimes did, insurgents could not be kept out of an area permanently without well-led Iraqi forces. American advisers could impart valuable knowledge, provide sound recommendations, and inspire their counterparts, but they could not turn Iraqis of modest abilities into strong commanders. Short of having their counterparts replaced, these advisers could transform the Iraqi units only by taking command themselves, an arrangement that neither the U.S. government nor the Iraqi government was willing to accept on a sustained basis.
In Anbar province, home to the most formidable Sunni rebels, the Americans eventually became so frustrated by the superiority of the Iraqi insurgents to the Iraqi counterinsurgents that they scaled back their ambitions for a democratic Iraq and courted tribal leaders who derived their authority from bloodlines instead of the ballot box. American offers of power and funding for tribal militias helped encourage sheiks to switch sides, but it took gifted American commanders, capable of establishing military dominance and developing personal relationships, to cement alliances. On the Iraqi side, it took charismatic and dedicated tribal leaders to stand up to AQI and destroy it. Once the right elites were allied with the Americans in a given area, violence came to an end within a few months, even in places where peace had eluded American forces for several years. This result was a reminder of the power of traditional elites and common identity between elites and followers, and hence of the tragic costs of tossing aside Iraq's traditional elites in 2003. Although the Awakening and similar initiatives undid some of the damage caused by the upending of Iraq's elites in 2003, large elements of the Shiite and Sunni elites remained hostile to one another, which has continued to frustrate the integration of Sunni elites into the government, an essential ingredient for long-term peace and stability.
During General Petraeus's time as commander in Iraq, his emphasis on adaptation did much to promote adaptive leadership within the U.S. Army, for whom it was a more pressing issue than for the Marine Corps. Petraeus issued guidance and doctrine that advocated adaptation, and he produced a conducive command climate. But the new counterinsurgency field manual impeded innovation to a degree by advancing as universal certain principles and methods that were not actually viable in all or even most counterinsurgency settings, most notably the principles that force must be kept to an absolute minimum and that counterinsurgents must always focus on obtaining popular support, rather than on destroying the enemy. The better commanders knew to treat such principles and methods as less than sacrosanct.
Petraeus, like Creighton Abrams in Vietnam, increased the involvement of U.S. forces in population security and nonmilitary programs but did not abandon offensive operations against the enemy. He called for some large offensive operations himself, because he believed them essential to defeating the insurgents. In accordance with the principle of decentralized command, Petraeus allowed subordinate commanders to order offensive operations when they deemed them necessary, and those commanders, including the most astute and flexible of them, often deemed such offensive operations necessary. Only when offensive operations were conducted so intensively that they squeezed out civil operations and other military operations was Petraeus inclined to chastise a commander for overusing them.
Like Abrams, too, Petraeus bolstered the counterinsurgency by effecting leadership changes within the indigenous government. Perceiving that Iraqi commanders were too feeble to defeat the insurgents in Baghdad and many other locales, Petraeus used persuasion and the threat of withholding aid to secure major changes in the Iraqi army leadership and wholesale changes in the Iraqi police leadership. Finding adequate replacements was a greater challenge in Iraq than in Vietnam during Abrams's tenure, for there were far too few experienced officers to plug holes in existing units while also supplying new units. Although the Iraqi government had begun to generate new lieutenants, it had an acute shortage of field-grade officers with enough experience and talent to hold the critical jobs at the apex of local security forces-particularly the jobs of battalion commander and district police chief. The leaders of Iraq's security forces, like their predecessors in El Salvador and Vietnam, need time and American help to build an officer corps that is both large and capable. A big fraction of that time and help lies in the future.



CHAPTER 11
How to Win
he nine cases presented in this book offer a multitude of lessons for those seeking to improve counterinsurgency leadership today and tomorrow. Although a few of the lessons apply to all counterinsurgencies, most apply only under certain conditions. The commander must become intimately familiar with the dynamics of the particular insurgent environment and use judgment and creativity to determine when and how the lessons of the past can be applied profitably.
Improving Leadership Attributes
Many of the ten critical attributes of good counterinsurgency leadership - initiative, flexibility, creativity, judgment, empathy, charisma, sociability, dedication, integrity, and organization - can be enhanced, to varying degrees, through self-improvement, experience, and guidance from superiors. By studying the history and theory of counterinsurgency leadership, commanders can identify their own deficiencies in key attributes and strive to improve in those areas. They likewise can identify deficiencies in subordinate commanders and take corrective action, whether by serving as mentors or by providing appropriate training and education.
Initiative, dedication, and integrity are the attributes most subject to free will and therefore have the greatest potential for enhancement. Improvements may result from a moment's realization or an emotional spark, from attachment to ideals like nationalism or religion, or from external stimuli such as insurgent atrocities or the deaths of comrades. Like Ramon Magsaysay and Gerald Templer, leaders can use their charisma and their personal example to inspire subordinate commanders to heightened initiative, dedication, and integrity- to such an extent that they can make the difference between victory and defeat.
Judgment and organization involve the exercise of mental faculties with which commanders are not all equally endowed, but these two attributes can nonetheless be augmented. Because every commander employs judgment and organization regularly, a leader's levels of these attributes usually increase over time. They can be enhanced further through training and education and through the extra practice provided by delegating authority to lower levels of command.
Some of the characteristics that confer charisma are plainly the result of nature, such as height, physique, facial features, and voice. Others, however, are at least in part the result of nurture-self-confidence, bearing, devotion, and asceticism, for example. Although many academics remain badly confused on the subject of charisma, or deny its existence altogether, professional armed forces have long understood how to bolster the charisma of officers, from the lowliest lieutenants on up, through training and coaching.
The military has much less experience in enhancing sociability and empathy, the latter being the only one of the ten key attributes that is absent from the personality types most closely matched to the needs of counterinsurgency leadership. Both sociability and empathy can be increased through the efforts of leaders and those who oversee them. Colonel H. R. McMaster, it may be recalled, prepared his troops during training by having them imagine how Iraqis would view their actions. Education on foreign cultures demonstrates the realworld value of empathy and illuminates the differences between cultures in how they view the world.
Of the ten attributes, the most difficult for humans to improve are flexibility and creativity, the cornerstones of adaptive leadership. But those attributes can be enhanced to some degree through training, education, and experiences, if those activities demand reliance on adaptation and complex problem solving. Recently, some reformers have advocated making the U.S. Army an "adaptive organization" by transforming the organizational culture through new policies, incentives, educational programs, and organizational structures.' The desired final product-an adaptive organization-is the correct one, but the instruments proposed for creating it are inadequate; they cannot reshape an organization by themselves any more than chisels and rasps alone can change the shape of marble. Sweeping change requires senior leaders with changeoriented personalities who, like sculptors, use their tools creatively to make the organization and its culture adaptive.2
In this book's nine cases, top leaders occasionally devised innovative strategies or methods that helped local commanders across the theater of war, such as the Briggs plan in Malaya and the strategic hamlet program in Vietnam. The main function of senior leaders in achieving adaptation, however, was to encourage innovation and risk-taking at lower levels through guidance, training, education, and doctrine. Creative leaders like Gerald Templer, James Mattis, and David Petraeus all promoted adaptive leadership in this way. Most adaptation took place when local commanders had the attributes to comprehend the dynamics of the environment and to craft viable new methods. Contrary to much theorizing about the stifling of creativity inherent in the conventional organization of armed forces, conventional forces adapted very well when they had adaptive commanders, even when they had not been exposed to counterinsurgency doctrine or specialized counterinsurgency training beforehand.
In a preponderance of the cases, indigenous culture seriously impeded Western efforts to boost certain key attributes in host-nation leaders. In some cultures-such as those of South Vietnam and Afghanistan-dedication to a political cause was often viewed as less important than dedication to family, so the elites generally tolerated flagrant nepotism and corruption. In countries with traditions of highly centralized authority, like El Salvador and Iraq, officers at lower levels were reluctant to take the initiative or make decisions, no matter how often the Americans preached the virtues of decentralized command. Breaking through this sort of cultural resistance usually took a highlevel indigenous leader who was extraordinarily flexible and committed to change, someone like Ramon Magsaysay or Carlos Eugenio Vides Casanova.
Recruiting
Because many of the key attributes are influenced by heredity, upbringing, or ingrained culture, counterinsurgents should adjust their screening of officer candidates to give preference to individuals already rich in those attributes. One objection that might be raised to such an adjustment is that focusing on readiness for counterinsurgency is inappropriate for armed forces that must be prepared for conventional warfare as well as counterinsurgency. But a good counterinsurgency leader will also be a good conventional leader, while a good conventional leader will not always make a good counterinsurgency leader. Counterinsurgency leadership requires all the attributes of conventional leadership plus additional ones-empathy and sociability-and it requires higher degrees of flexibility and creativity. In the nine conflicts contained herein, counterinsurgency commanders had to conduct a wide range of activities that required those extra and amplified traits, such as leading complex nonmilitary programs, gaining cooperation from civilians and allies, and obtaining intelligence on elusive guerrillas. In the Civil War and during Reconstruction, officers like Ulysses S. Grant, William T. Sherman, and Philip Sheridan showed that highly successful conventional commanders could be highly unsuccessful counterinsurgency commanders. Because of inadequate empathy, judgment, or integrity, they used the tools of destruction without discriminating adequately between friend, neutral, and enemy, thereby increasing civilian hostility toward the counterinsurgency. They were too inflexible to grapple effectively with moral ambiguities and make the sorts of compromises that would have enabled them to gain the support of Southerners.
For leadership candidates who have not been monitored and assessed in leadership situations, testing for the ten key attributes of counterinsurgency leadership is the best way to predict success in counterinsurgency command. Psychologists have developed tests that pinpoint some of these traits but not others. Until more tests are readily available, the best alternative is to use existing personality tests to identify individuals whose personality types align most closely with the ten attributes.
In the United States the personality test used most commonly by the military, government, and business, and hence the one easiest to apply to this task, is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). Derived from the theories of the Swiss psychiatrist Carl Jung, this testing instrument places individuals into one of two categories along each of four personality dimensions: extraverted (E) versus introverted (I), sensing (S) versus intuitive (I), thinking (T) versus feeling (F), and judging (J) versus perceiving (P). For the purposes of this book, the pair that is most important is sensing versus intuitive. Sensing individuals rely primarily on the five senses to tell them about the world, which causes them to focus on concrete facts, details, and the present. They prefer their information in structured form and are most comfortable when it is presented in ioo-slide PowerPoint presentations with multicolor charts and exhaustive statistics. Intuitive individuals rely primarily on insight, which causes them to focus on abstract ideas, the big picture, and the future. They find rigid structures unnecessarily constraining and like their information served up in short memoranda that convey the most important insights and information.
Each of the sixteen possible combinations of the MBTI categories constitutes a distinct personality type. Two of the sixteen types stand above the others in matching the attributes of effective counterinsurgency leaders- INTJ and ENTJ, commonly nicknamed Mastermind and Field Marshal. Both are high in initiative, judgment, creativity, and dedication. The Mastermind type is also high in flexibility, while the Field Marshal type has high levels of charisma, organization, and sociability. Masterminds are considered the best of all the personality types at finding creative solutions to complex problems; Field Marshals are considered the best at leading.' People of these two types are especially valuable recruits for leadership positions in counterinsurgency because they are loaded with important attributes that are heavily influenced by heredity. It is no surprise that INTJs and ENTJs are plentiful in the leadership ranks of all sorts of organizations.
Two other personality types, Architect (INTP) and Inventor (ENTP), join Mastermind and Field Marshal to form the "intuitive-thinking" group, which is generally characterized by innovation, rationality, and strategic insight. Organizations dominated by intuitive-thinking personalities are known for their ability to adapt to changing circumstances and their commitment to continuous self-examination and self-improvement. Hence, they tend to thrive in fields that involve frequent and rapid change-such as counterinsurgency. They are the second most common types of organizations.'
The most common types of organizations are dominated by "sensingjudging" personality types, Inspector (ISTJ) and Supervisor (ESTJ) in particular. Most organs of the U.S. military fit into this category.' Studies by leadership experts and psychologists have found that sensing-judging organizations cherish structure, control, and standard operating procedures. Inclined to develop detailed plans based on past experiences, they are reluctant to deviate from plans or try new approaches. They do not generate major innovations, although they may excel at making incremental changes to the existing system or quick fixes to tactical problems. Sensing-judging organizations thrive in environments that change little. They also predominate among very large organizations because size creates a need for standardization-which helps explain, for example, why the U.S. Army has stronger sensing-judging tendencies than do the U.S. Marine Corps and most special operations forces.'
In the decades preceding the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, recruitment and promotion in the U.S. Army and, to a lesser extent, the U.S. Marine Corps, favored those best suited to conventional warfare, which in practice often meant those with sensing-judging personalities. Two counterinsurgent wars have not resulted in dramatic changes to recruitment and promotion. In the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey conducted for this book in 2008, only io percent of Army respondents and 3 percent of Marine respondents stated that their service had made major changes to how it recruited and promoted officers since the beginning of counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Seventy-six percent of Army respondents and 46 percent of the Marines believed that their service needed to make further substantial changes to yield commanders highly capable of leading in an insurgent environment.'
As a general principle, recruiters from the armed forces and other organizations involved in counterinsurgency should target individuals with intuitivethinking personality types. Recruiting them in large numbers may require a special effort, particularly in a conscripted armed force, for intuitive-thinkers comprise only 6 percent of the general population.' For the U.S. military, however, focused recruiting is not a viable option at present, because the heavy demands of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan prevent the armed services from being so selective in whom they admit into the ranks of officers. Fortunately, the young men and women who enter as officers include a disproportionately high share of intuitive-thinkers.' No doubt the natural leadership abilities of these individuals draws them to the military, and draws the military to them. The officer corps, moreover, does not have to bulge with prototypical counterinsurgency leaders. A large percentage of officers will go into support areas or aviation, where they are not likely to lead counterinsurgents in the field. And the number of commanders who do lead troops in the midst of the insurgency-afflicted population is relatively small, especially at the middle and upper levels of command. The principal challenge, then, lies in finding that minority of officers best suited for the key counterinsurgency commands.
While the U.S. military is right to give special attention to the pursuit of creative and flexible officers, other organizations seeking good counterinsurgency leaders should beware of placing too much emphasis on those attributes, for they are insufficient without the other eight. The leadership of the U.S. military is suffused with most of those other eight because people who are deficient in many of them are systematically weeded out. Many other civil and military organizations around the world do not have such bounty, be cause of the lack of rigorous hiring and promotion systems or because of cultural and political factors, and can ill afford to disregard individuals who are strong in those eight traits but not very creative or flexible. During the Iraq War and other counterinsurgencies, the civilian side of the U.S. government suffered from the presence of leaders who were creative but were wanting in other areas, such as organization, initiative, charisma, dedication, judgment, or sociability. Such creative people can be very useful in dreaming up new counterinsurgency technologies or envisioning the future of warfare, but they cannot cope with the human dimensions of counterinsurgency leadership or its day-to-day practical challenges.
Leadership Development
In the cases examined here, the counterinsurgents typically responded to the mushrooming of the insurgency with a rapid expansion of their security forces but were, in many instances, stymied by their inability to provide those forces with leaders of adequate experience and talent. Time and again, counterinsurgent planners assumed that training and equipping large numbers of forces would suffice, and gave scant attention to leadership quality. The resultant forces were invariably distinguished by inertia, ineptitude, and degeneracy. At times, force expansion occurred with such swiftness that it actually diminished overall capability, for the good leaders were spread too thinly and the ratio of good leaders to weak leaders sank too far. Avoiding this pitfall requires screening potential leaders carefully and limiting the force expansion rate based on the availability of competent leaders. It may even call for shrinking the size of forces that have grown too quickly, as Gerald Templer did with the Malayan police.
When the counterinsurgents tried to mass-produce officers by putting inexperienced recruits through very short officer-training programs, as in Afghanistan and Iraq, they rolled out woefully defective products. In Malaya, El Salvador, and Vietnam, the counterinsurgents had a larger pool of experienced leaders to tap when creating new units, but too many of them were of low caliber. The British were able to fix the leadership problems in the Malayan security forces by importing officers from other parts of their empire. In El Salvador, good leaders were developed slowly and were still too few in number when the war ended. South Vietnam took seven years to produce the leaders required for top local-level commands, and many of those were not molded from completely raw material but were young men with a few years of experience fighting in the Franco-Viet Minh War. In countries without such a base of experience, developing a new generation of leaders is likely to take ten years at the very least.
Effective leadership did not develop automatically with the accumulation of experience. Effectiveness depended upon the leaders at the national level who set the standards for recruitment and advancement and determined the rigor and nature of development programs. Without Ngo Dinh Diem's leadership, the South Vietnamese leaders who were produced between 1954 and 1961 would have been no better than their predecessors. In El Salvador, Afghanistan, and Iraq, efforts to develop leaders were hindered by the national leadership's inactivity and its toleration of abuses of power. El Salvador eventually attained national leaders, in the form of the minister of defense and the chief of state, who guided effective leadership development. Afghanistan and Iraq had decent leaders at the top of their defense ministries but poor leaders in the Interior and other ministries and in the chief of state's office, with the result that leadership development progressed much more quickly in the military than in the rest of the government.
Doctrine, training, and education contributed to leadership development by familiarizing leaders with counterinsurgency basics before they were thrust into a counterinsurgency situation for the first time. The U.S. Marine officers and U.S. Army Special Forces officers who assumed occupation duty in Afghanistan and Iraq in 2002 and 2003 had been familiarized with counterinsurgency in advance, whereas most U.S. Army officers had not, a result of the Army's gutting of counterinsurgency from its training and education programs after the Vietnam War. This difference helped account for the ability of the Marine Corps and the Special Forces to become effective more quickly than the regular Army. The Army's officers often had to spend much of their initial tours learning the basics, and some never fully comprehended the basics. After the insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq are over, the United States must at all costs avoid the mistake of expunging counterinsurgency from training and education.
Doctrine, training, and education could get an officer off the ground more quickly than on-the-job training, but they did not determine how high that officer could fly. The counterinsurgency commanders most abundant in the ten leadership attributes soared the highest, miles above those not well en dowed with the attributes. Experience, self-improvement, guidance from commanders, and advanced study of counterinsurgency history and theory brought them toward maximum altitude.
Foreign Influence on Leadership Development
When attempting to build the counterinsurgency capabilities of third world allies, Western countries were often slow to grasp the importance of leadership development, even though their allies' leadership problems were usually much worse than any seen in the West. In Afghanistan and Iraq, the task of developing indigenous security forces belonged at first to civilian agencies of the U.S. government and to private American contractors. Both groups performed miserably, owing to the inadequate experience and numerical strength of their personnel. The U.S. government eventually relieved them of these duties and handed the U.S. military responsibility for all indigenous security forces, to include the police, disregarding objections from American civilians that the police had to remain under civilian control to prevent militarization of the state. The U.S. military performed much better in security force development than the civilian and private organizations had, primarily because of its superiority in improving leadership quality through advising, training, and the influencing of command selection. These experiences suggest that the United States should, in future conflicts, charge the U.S. military with developing all indigenous security forces, rather than conducting further experiments with civilian control. As a corollary, the military should continue to prepare numerous officers for security assistance, even during periods of peace. In times of war, the military should assign some of its finest officers to indigenous security force development, as it did when it put General David Petraeus in charge of Iraq's security forces in 2004.
During the Salvadoran Insurgency, the United States assigned advisers to work with Salvadoran officers, and it sent Salvadorans through officer training programs in the United States. In addition to inculcating basic skills and methods, the Americans preached the importance of respecting human rights. Acts of persuasion did not always suffice to halt human rights abuses, so on occasion the Americans used the threat of aid termination to compel compliance with international norms. In principle, threats to terminate aid would have been better used to demand the replacement of poor leaders, but U.S. politics were such that essential aid to El Salvador was conditioned on respect for human rights, and therefore American leverage had to be devoted to the human rights issue.
American advisers spent countless hours counseling non-Western allies to develop good staff officers and noncommissioned officers who could take up some of the slack if a commander was weak or incapacitated. This advice rarely sank in. For Salvadorans, Afghans, and Iraqis, it ran contrary to the traditional centralization of authority and status. Whatever progress was made in this area was very gradual and was usually the result of persistent American action or pressure. The continued lack of strong staff officers and noncommissioned officers meant that the quality of host-nation commanders remained even more important to unit effectiveness for their forces than it was for U.S. units.
Because of differing personalities and occupational specializations, foreign advisers varied greatly in their effectiveness. In the cases studied here, sociable and empathetic officers generally made better advisers than others. The same could be said of officers who had experience in the type of work that their counterparts were performing. An American with past experience leading an infantry battalion made a much better adviser to an infantry battalion commander than did an American whose past experiences had all been in aircraft maintenance. In recent conflicts, the Marines have tried harder than the Army to find officers with the optimal personality traits and expertise. No matter how compatible they were with their counterparts, however, advisers could not transform poor officers into successful commanders.
Command Selection and Deselection
In all of the case studies, some senior leaders dedicated more attention to leadership appointments than others, and hence made better choices of commanders and more often replaced poor commanders. Some of the most effective leaders at the national level made leadership selection a top priority. Leaving their staffs in charge of administrative matters, they devoted long stretches of time to touring the country in order, among other things, to assess leaders and fire or promote them as necessary. One of the most important lessons, therefore, is also one of the simplest: senior commanders should make leadership selection and deselection one of their top priorities. If possible, counterinsurgency leaders should also dedicate some of their best officers to the task of assessing commanders and potential commanders.
Leaders and organizational personnel systems varied greatly in their success in appointing commanders with the attributes required in counterinsurgency. Empathy and sociability, for instance, were often given short shrift by military organizations. Sensing-judging organizations like the U.S. Army underemphasized flexibility and creativity.
The U.S. Army, owing to its size and the entrenchment of personalities, will no doubt remain a sensing-judging organization, but it can become closer to an intuitive-thinking organization by putting more intuitive-thinking officers into important leadership slots. The first step is to steer young officers with those personality types into the military occupational specialties that have a high probability of leading to counterinsurgency command-mainly the ground combat arms, civil affairs, and special operations. These are also the Army specializations that have the greatest need for adaptive leaders in conventional warfare. Officers with sensing-judging personalities can be shepherded toward specialties where structure and standard procedures remain the norm, such as air traffic control, supply, and acquisition. This approach ensures the assignment of intuitive-thinking leaders at the lowest levels of counterinsurgency command and increases the likelihood that they will become battalion commanders, often the most valuable commanders in counterinsurgency.
When sensing-judging officers dominate military-promotion and command-selection boards, as they often do, the boards are less likely to advance intuitive-thinking officers than other types, because intuitive-thinkers do not fit the standard mold. Sensing-judging commanding officers are likely to have a similar bias in writing officer efficiency reports, which those boards use in making choices. The intuitive-thinking officers under evaluation may seem less qualified to sensing-judgers because, for example, they may have spent more of their career than the average officer in academic study or in unusual jobs, or because they may have demonstrated less attention to minor details or less deference to standard operating procedures. On the plus side, numerous U.S. Army officers have come to appreciate the importance of creativity and complex problem solving in the streets of Iraq or the fields of Afghanistan, and they assess other officers accordingly. The same does not hold true, however, for the majority of officers, for they have not had those experiences, and they continue to follow the procedures that were followed ten or twenty years ago; they may operate in logistics, finance, engineering, or any of a number of other fields where standard methods still work most of the time'o
Officers who seek to increase innovation in the U.S. Army view ongoing favoritism toward sensing-judging behavior within the officer corps as the principal impediment to progress. Lieutenant General David Barno, commander of coalition forces in Afghanistan from 2003 to 2005, said in 2008, "I still tend to see, especially at the most senior level, more rewards for teamwork, conformance, and aggressiveness than I see for creativity, adaptability, outside-thebox solutions. I don't see a pattern of rewarding those behaviors."" Colonel Peter Mansoor, who retired after serving as General David Petraeus's executive officer in Iraq in 2007 and 2008, faults the U.S. Army's personnel system for "rewarding technical and tactical competence at the expense of intellectual understanding and a broader, deeper grasp of the world in which we live." The system must be changed, he believes, to reward "those who can think creatively, lead change, and understand information warfare and the asymmetric battlefield-those who are flexible and adaptive. 72
Top leaders must ensure that intuitive-thinking officers receive fair treatment in promotion and command selection decisions. The senior leadership may even wish to promote intuitive-thinkers above others with similar levels of experience and records of achievement. General Charles Krulak, during his time as Marine Corps commandant, met with all of the Marine promotion and command selection boards to ensure that they did not overlook intuitivethinking officers who did not fit into the sensing-judging box.13 General David Petraeus's participation in the U.S. Army's brigadier general selection process was likewise an attempt to promote intuitive-thinking individuals within a sensing-judging organization. As Army chief of staff, General George Casey recently instructed Army promotion and command selection boards to reward adaptive leadership because he believed that senior officers without counterinsurgency experience did not fully appreciate the special need for adaptiveness and other high intellectual abilities in counterinsurgency.14 Whether the proponents of intuitive-thinking leadership will prevail is one of the most important questions for the U.S. Army in the early twenty-first century.
Although personality type should be a key criterion when recruiting officers and determining their occupational specialties, actual demonstration of leadership attributes during assignments must be accorded much weight in promotion and command selection. Some intuitive-thinkers will be too weak in essential areas to make strong leaders in practice, and some non-intuitivethinkers may be blessed with plentiful creativity and flexibility. Nor should the other eight traits besides creativity and flexibility be discounted, even in highly professional military organizations that habitually screen for those traits, and officers with a variety of personality types are well supplied with those eight.
While some counterinsurgency organizations ignored beneficial attributes in selecting commanders, others just as frequently favored attributes that were irrelevant or even harmful. Commanders in the upper echelons of the U.S. occupation forces during the Philippine Insurrection were appointed based strictly upon seniority. Salvadoran officers earned appointments based upon the year they graduated from the military academy. During the first years of the Huk Rebellion and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, indigenous leaders routinely gave commands to friends and family.
In most of the nine cases, political considerations frequently outweighed merit in the appointment of commanders. War, however, is ultimately a political enterprise, so politics at times deserved precedence over merit. When the indigenous government or the general population was plagued by internal dissension, selecting the leader of a political faction could garner badly needed support for the government. Abraham Lincoln's appointment of political generals gained the votes and recruits required to continue prosecution of the war. Hamid Karzai obtained support from Afghanistan's disparate ethnic groups by appointing officers in proportion to each group's representation in the population. In South Vietnam, Ngo Dinh Diem had to appoint some officers on the basis of personal loyalty in order to prevent a coup by military officers who were entirely unfit to lead the nation, a never-ending threat because of the fractious character of the country's elites. National leaders had to strike a balance between political considerations and merit when selecting leaders; if politics trumped merit too often, the counterinsurgents did not have enough leaders to conduct the necessary counterinsurgency operations. Afghanistan and Iraq provided prime examples of governments rendered ineffective by the excessive politicization of appointments.
One useful method of discouraging non-merit appointments was the use of centralized selection boards. Depending on the size of the organization, a certain number of board members would not know the officers in question and thus could be objective in appraising them. Factionalism could be discouraged by selecting board members at random or by making a conscious effort to prevent one faction from dominating. Centralized selection has generally been a success in the U.S. armed forces since its implementation after Vietnam. In the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey, only 24 percent of Army respondents and io percent of Marine respondents stated that their service often chose company or battalion commanders for Iraq or Afghanistan who were less likely to succeed in counterinsurgency than officers not selected 15 Centralized selection boards have worked less well for the Afghan government simply because President Karzai has repeatedly overridden them.
The other principal method of promoting merit-based command was to put command selection directly in the hands of a senior leader committed to voiding inappropriate criteria. Oftentimes it was a chief of state or a cabinet minister with broad powers. Ramon Magsaysay replaced large numbers of incompetent commanders, including cronies of President Elpidio Quirino, with able officers, having insisted at the time of his appointment as secretary of national defense that he have a free hand in personnel matters. General Carlos Eugenio Vides Casanova, upon becoming Salvadoran defense minister in 1983, took vigorous and firm actions that pushed merit ahead of graduation class in command selection.
In other instances, particularly those involving foreign powers, the senior military or political commander in the theater was best suited to hiring and firing commanders. As with cabinet ministers, the first challenge was convincing superiors to grant them complete authority to make leadership changes. Sir Harold Briggs failed to see his plan through in Malaya because he lacked this authority. His successor, Gerald Templer, secured that authority and used it to replace droves of weak leaders with better officers, which enabled him to make great progress in the war using the same methods that Briggs had tried.
Relieving weak commanders was not as easy as it might appear to the casual observer, even for senior leaders who had full authority to hire and fire. In many organizations reviewed here, the process required such burdensome tasks or involved such large obstacles that it discouraged authorities from relieving all but the very worst commanders. Firing a subordinate leader demanded a strong commitment to the greater cause, not to mention a considerable degree of emotional detachment, if not ruthlessness, for it often meant relieving a friend or a relative or a protege whom the commander had nurtured. And relief often meant not merely humiliation for the relieved commander but career ruin. Adna Chaffee, along with Magsaysay and Templer, had the necessary dispassion. General William Westmoreland and many others did not, and therefore their subordinate commanders were of lower quality than they could have been.
Within both the U.S. Army and U.S. Marine Corps, many of today's officers believe that senior commanders are too reluctant to remove poor counterin surgency leaders at the crucial upper levels of local command. In the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey, 59 percent of Army survey respondents and 49 percent of Marine respondents said that American company and battalion commanders ought to be relieved for poor performance more often 16 Furthermore, 51 percent of soldiers and 45 percent of Marines said that onerous procedures for relieving commanders discouraged the removal of poor commanders in their service 17 These results suggest that the U.S. armed forces should act promptly and powerfully to remove the barriers to relief of underperforming commanders. Lives are at stake.
Although leaders like Magsaysay and Templer achieved great success through wholesale changes in commanders, that method was far from universally applicable. Highly professional Western armed forces did not normally have leadership problems of sufficient magnitude to justify major purges. At certain points in time during the wars in Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Iraq, the relief of weak indigenous leaders ended in failure because the replacements were as bad or even worse. Mass relief of commanders also ran the risk of creating such a fear of mistakes in other commanders that they would become less aggressive or stop trying innovative methods, as occasionally occurred in the Vietnam War. Some mistakes had to be tolerated in order to preserve the initiative and creativity that are vital in counterinsurgency. Commanders needed to supervise subordinate commanders closely to determine whether mistakes resulted from sensible risk-taking or poor leadership, and whether the successes outweighed the failures. When they decided to relieve a commander, they had to make clear throughout the command that the relief resulted from inadequate leadership rather than audacity or independence of mind.
Overseers of counterinsurgencies also faced difficult choices concerning retention of good commanders. With some organizations, like the U.S. Army during the Philippine Insurrection, counterinsurgent leaders who distinguished themselves were often kept in the field, sometimes for the duration of the war if they agreed to stay. With others, all commanders, good and bad, regularly rotated out of the war, and even the best commanders could be kept out for several years or more. Frequent turnover was a serious problem not only because it gave the most effective leaders no more time in the field than any others but also because commanders typically spent the first months of their tours taking in the environment and developing relationships with local leaders, during which time their effectiveness was substantially below its maximum potential. In lengthy wars, this problem could be mitigated by sending commanders or units to the same areas where they had served on previous tours.
In the U.S. military today, and especially in the Marine Corps, there exists significant sentiment for reducing the time between tours for the most successful commanders. In the Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey, 58 percent of the Marines and 33 percent of the soldiers responded that American commanders who performed well in Iraq or Afghanistan ought to be given another command in one of those countries sooner than is currently the case." Marines, whose tours have been only seven months in length, were also much more open to the idea of longer tours than their Army counterparts, who initially had twelve-month rotations, later extended to fifteen months. Fortyeight percent of Marine respondents, versus 25 percent of Army respondents, said that counterinsurgency tours were too short in their service.19 But the large majority of military officers today, both senior and junior, oppose tours exceeding one year, on the grounds that longer tours would burn out officers or cause them to leave the military for family reasons 2° Those concerns must be taken seriously, especially given the long duration of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Open-ended deployment of officers in wars of such length is unrealistic, but past experiences indicate that longer deployments are worth serious consideration. To facilitate extended deployments, it may be worthwhile to reduce the intensity of operations or provide commanders more rest and recuperation during their tours in order to prevent burnout, as has been done in past conflicts.
In the nine cases, the counterinsurgents usually put their best leaders into centrally commanded reserve forces or into local commands in areas where either the insurgents were strongest or the counterinsurgents stood the most to lose in terms of resources, media exposure, or key terrain. As matters of general practice, these personnel policies were sound. But counterinsurgents also needed decent leaders and sizable security forces in areas where the insurgents were less active. If the counterinsurgents inflicted too much damage on the insurgents in one area, the insurgents were liable to flee to other areas, as the Salvadoran insurgents did when the Salvadoran government concentrated forces in one province. The insurgents in Iraq evaded American forces in the same manner until the growth of local Iraqi security forces and the arrival of U.S. surge forces provided enough fighting power to control most of the cities simultaneously.
Foreign Influence on Command Selection and Deselection
A surprisingly large number of high-level foreign allies did not press host nations to replace poor commanders, either because of inattention or because of deference to national sovereignty. The absence of such pressure was, without exception, detrimental to the counterinsurgency. Concerns about infringing on national sovereignty were almost always overblown, for persuasion and pressure could have been applied out of sight of the media. No injury to national pride could have hurt the host nation as much as the continued presence of weak counterinsurgency leaders hurt it.
If and when a foreign patron recognized the need to influence the host nation's leadership selections, it typically had an array of levers to pull, although none of them was easy to operate. Of all the levers, those with the highest risks and the highest potential rewards involved covert action to replace the chief of state. In South Vietnam in 1963, a badly divided U.S. government fomented a military coup based on grossly inaccurate perceptions of South Vietnamese president Ngo Dinh Diem and the generals who overthrew him. It proved to be the worst blunder of the entire Vietnam War, for Diem's successors were far weaker leaders than he had been, and the coup was followed by a succession of new coups, each resulting in devastating purges of officers loyal to the preceding regime. A future coup in some other insurgent-plagued country will not necessarily have the same outcome, but it very well might if the country's governing elites are not highly cohesive.
In El Salvador, covert CIA assistance helped Jose Napoleon Duarte win the presidential election of 1984 over Roberto D'Aubuisson. The outcome proved to be a boon for El Salvador, though less because of Duarte's talents than because of his palatability to American liberals. Duarte's election did not lead to the sort of turbulence inside the government that followed Diem's downfall. For one thing, Duarte did not wreck the government and display complete incompetence, as Diem's successors did. For another, El Salvador's officer corps was much more unified than South Vietnam's and did not break into competing factions under stress.
In several of the conflicts, the United States threatened to withdraw aid in an effort to compel a recalcitrant ally to replace bad leaders. The efficacy of that approach depended heavily on the credibility of the threat. With El Salvador, the small size of the U.S. counterinsurgency commitment and the widespread American public opposition to the war convinced Salvadorans that U.S. threats to cut off aid were not bluffs, so the Salvadoran government yielded to American demands at critical junctures. In countries where the United States had a large presence and a vocal public commitment, threats carried a good deal less weight. American commanders in such conflicts did, however, come up with effective threats that fell short of slashing the government's entire aid budget, such as General Petraeus's threats to withhold aid to particular Iraqi units.
When subjected to foreign pressure, some allies became obstinate, taking it as an insult and fearing that succumbing would show them to be pawns of foreign interests. The carrot, in the form of additional aid, was generally more effective in obtaining cooperation than the stick of threatened aid reduction. During the Huk Rebellion, the United States convinced President Quirino to relieve the Philippine secretary of national defense and replace him with Ramon Magsaysay in return for more aid. It proved to be the most important action of the entire war, for Magsaysay transformed the Philippine armed forces and stole the momentum from the insurgents.
Some foreign allies, seeking to zap leadership problems in their incipient stage, tried to change a host nation's very command selection processes. The World Bank and the countries of NATO compelled Karzai to institute meritbased personnel practices in the Afghan government to halt nepotism and cronyism. Karzai and other senior Afghan leaders, however, tolerated circumvention of the merit-based regulations on a regular basis, and themselves continued hiring their own friends and relatives. Without a high-level commitment from the host-nation government, merit-based hiring was an illusion.
A more intrusive, and much more effective, means of foreign influence was direct foreign control of the host nation's command selection. The United States used this model on a small scale with the Provincial Reconnaissance Units in Vietnam. The American prerogative to hire and fire the organization's South Vietnamese leaders eliminated the influence of politics and other non-merit factors, which made the Provincial Reconnaissance Units South Vietnam's most capable counterinsurgency forces. Between the fall of Saddam Hussein in March 2003 and the transfer of sovereignty to the Allawi government in June 2004, the United States controlled the leadership of the new Iraqi security forces, but it lacked the information necessary to make good choices. Although foreign control of leadership appointments could be inconspicuous with small forces, it was readily apparent when applied to an entire country and could arouse opposition in a variety of quarters. Another draw back was the inferiority of foreign patrons in juggling the political factors that needed to be considered in indigenous command selection-very few foreigners could grasp a country's internal politics as well as that country's elites.
The method most commonly used by the United States to improve allied leadership was also the least risky: persuasion. More often than not, the ability to persuade hinged upon the quality of personal relationships between the top U.S. leaders and the top host-government leaders. In Vietnam, senior Americans like General Paul Harkins and General Creighton Abrams who built strong relationships with the South Vietnamese president were able to effect the removal of dozens of ineffectual South Vietnamese leaders, far more than Americans who chose not to forge such relationships, like Ambassadors Elbridge Durbrow and Henry Cabot Lodge. Identifying host-nation commanders deserving of replacement required reliable information on their performance, which was much easier to obtain when foreign advisers worked alongside the commanders. Where the host-nation commanders did not need extensive guidance from advisers, as during the latter part of the Vietnam War, the monitoring of a counterpart's performance became an adviser's most important function. If an advisory presence was lacking, a good alternative was to hire secret informants within the organization. The most astute foreign counterinsurgents also assigned good officers to the task of pulling together and analyzing all available information on indigenous commanders. That method had the added benefit of producing more objective appraisals than the advisers, since advisers sometimes exaggerated the strength of their counterparts in order to show how splendid their own advice was.
To compensate for the scarcity of capable indigenous leaders, foreign allies at times put their own officers in command of indigenous units. This arrangement usually succeeded if those officers had the right attributes, even if they had to converse through an interpreter, although it was of course beneficial to know the local tongue. Philippine units that were led by American officers thrived during the Philippine Insurrection. Numerous British officers ably led Malayan forces during the Emergency, even after Malaya gained its independence. In Vietnam, U.S. Marine officers and noncommissioned officers commanded Combined Action Platoons, composed of a mixture of South Vietnamese militiamen and U.S. Marines, which became some of the most effective counterinsurgency forces of the war. A number of Americans, indeed, advocated putting the entire South Vietnamese armed forces under the command of U.S. officers but found no receptivity among top American and South Vietnamese leaders, who consistently rejected the concept out of respect for national independence and concern that it would retard indigenous leadership development.
In Afghanistan and Iraq, some of the American advisers to indigenous units became the de facto commanders because of the incompetence of their indigenous counterparts. The United States could have put Americans in command of Afghan or Iraqi units on a large scale, but it did not do so for the same basic reasons as in Vietnam. In 2002 and 2003, when top U.S. leaders decided to rely on indigenous leaders in Afghanistan and Iraq, the Americans did not anticipate the magnitude of the problems that would be caused by poor indigenous leadership. In hindsight, putting U.S. officers in charge of Afghan or Iraqi security forces at the outset seems an attractive choice. The attraction has decreased over time, for Iraqi and Afghan leaders have gained much counterinsurgency experience, and in Iraq the security situation is much improved. But some attraction remains, especially in Afghanistan.
One other means by which foreign powers improved indigenous leadership was disengagement from the war. This method held obvious appeal for foreign patrons, who typically were eager to reduce their investments in the costly business of counterinsurgency. In Vietnam, the gradual withdrawal of American forces after the Tet Offensive increased the willingness of South Vietnam's leaders to fight by forcing them to stand without the crutches of American ground forces. But this method also ran the risk of giving the indigenous forces more than they could handle, possibly resulting in major setbacks, if not total defeat. When General George Casey and General John Abizaid decreased American participation in counterinsurgency operations, the Iraqis did not improve rapidly enough to prevent a dramatic deterioration of the security situation, one that ultimately compelled the U.S. forces to return to an environment less favorable than the one they had left. In addition, by manifestly removing some of the most formidable forces standing between the insurgents and victory, disengagement heightened the aggressiveness and resolve of the insurgents.
Lines of Authority
The lines of authority connecting commanders to civil and military organizations empowered counterinsurgency leaders at some times and shackled them at others. In the nine conflicts, superior counterinsurgency leaders performed best when given dominion over all civil and military organizations in their jurisdictions because they could integrate and drive all activities in unison and fix leadership problems in all of the organizations. In several cases, the establishment of unity of command at the local level made it possible to coordinate organizations quickly and efficiently without dragging in higher levels of authority. Disunity of command, by contrast, meant duplication of effort and missed opportunities for collaboration, and it allowed weak commanders to retain their jobs.
When civil and military authorities were vested in one commander, leaders with extensive military experience, like Templer, Magsaysay, and South Vietnam's provincial chiefs, usually outperformed those lacking military experience, like Nathaniel Banks, L. Paul Bremer, and the civilian Provincial Reconstruction Team commanders in Afghanistan and Iraq. Familiarity with military affairs was invaluable in organizing the military activities fundamental to counterinsurgency. The superiority of military organizations over civilian organizations in rooting out weak leaders also contributed to this trend. In a large number of the conflicts, civilians forecast dire consequences if military officers were put in charge of civilian agencies, ranging from the misdirection of civilian programs because of the military's ignorance to the overthrow of a civilian government by sinister military officers, but such fears were almost always unwarranted. In the future, the optimal organizational architecture is likely to remain one in which civil and military authorities operate under the unified command of a talented, militarily experienced leader.
The civil and military sides were not unified in some of the cases for the simple reason that the civil side was absent, owing to lack of personnel and resources, or to aversion to the dangers of counterinsurgency. During the Philippine Insurrection, the local U.S. military leaders commanded all counterinsurgency enterprises. In Iraq, despite vast improvements in the U.S. government's capacity for transporting civilians to the theater of operations, American civilians have seldom been seen in much of the country, requiring U.S. military commanders to lead virtually all civil and military operations in practice, even if they were not the designated leaders on paper. From 2003 on, much effort has been spent in the United States to step up the involvement of civilian governmental agencies in Afghanistan and Iraq so that their expertise in civil activities can be put to use. To date, the exertions have borne little fruit, on account of the resistance of agencies to surrendering authorities and sending personnel on long tours to places where they could get shot or blown up. Whether the civilian agencies will be forced to become more involved is an open question. In the meantime, the U.S. government must continue to assign leadership in civil affairs to adaptive military commanders who draw on the expertise of military Civil Affairs, Reserve, and National Guard personnel.
Delegation of Authority
Effective upper-level leaders relied primarily on decentralized command, giving local commanders only a mission and a short list of constraints, most of them designed to prevent actions inconsistent with national policy, strategy, or ethics. As Creighton Abrams and David Petraeus experienced, decentralization impeded efforts to impose new tactics across a theater. But it beat forcing all subordinates to employ specific methods, which discouraged adaptation and compelled some commanders to use methods ill suited to conditions in their areas.
High-level commanders did have some powerful tools for directing the war, in addition to influencing and replacing commanders. They determined the allocation of troops, leaders, and material resources to different areas and missions. Such decisions could be crucial in conflicts where the security forces varied widely in capability or identity and where the counterinsurgents faced a multiplicity of necessary tasks, such as population security, offensive counterguerrilla operations, border control, and defense of cities. In the Civil War, senior Union commanders influenced the efficacy of counterinsurgency through their division of forces among population security, conventional warfare, protection of logistics, and homeland defense. General Sir Neil Ritchie in Malaya and General William Westmoreland in Vietnam assigned a variety of foreign and indigenous security forces to offensive operations against a mixture of irregulars and regulars, which reduced the troops available for population security but disrupted the enemy's offensive operations. Gerald Templer, Creighton Abrams, David W. Barno, and David Petraeus made major gains in population security by increasing or altering the involvement of foreign officers and troops in that activity.
Both Abrams and Petraeus centralized command for the large offensive military operations that they believed essential to success. In addition, when insurgents had appreciable conventional strength, as they did in Vietnam, the counterinsurgents needed centrally commanded reserve forces that could chase enemy forces as they traveled from one area of the country to another. Similarly, centralized special operations forces were needed when insurgent leaders, terrorists, arms suppliers, or other important subversives crisscrossed jurisdictions. Even in the absence of such threats, centrally directed forces could be highly useful as strategic reserve units; they could be transported swiftly to the sites of significant enemy attacks and other crises anywhere in the country. In Vietnam, El Salvador, and Iraq, centralized reserve forces saw more combat than any other units did, and participated in many of the most important battles, justifying the decisions of senior leaders to put some of their finest leaders in command of those units.
Methods of Command
With very few exceptions, effective counterinsurgency leaders regularly paid announced and unannounced visits to subordinates in the field, and some had their assistants make additional visits on their behalf. Such trips facilitated assessment and guidance of subordinate commanders, as well as comprehension of the war's dynamics. Through on-the-spot coaching, commanders helped bring along the leadership abilities of their subordinates-for instance, by steering them through the process of analyzing the environment or by suggesting ways to improve their charisma. They encouraged initiative and creativity and provided inspiration. Unannounced inspections also energized subordinate commanders elsewhere, for word spread, and no one wanted to be caught pedaling at half speed. Wise counterinsurgents undertook thorough security measures during such trips, aware that insurgents were constantly striving to kill talented counterinsurgent commanders.
High-level commanders who remained cooped up in their headquarters, like Ricardo Sanchez in Iraq, could neither assess nor coach subordinate commanders. They formed their mental picture of the war from written reports and statistical measures of effectiveness, neither of which conveyed reality as fully as field inspections could. Voracious in their appetite for more reports and statistics, they generated huge demands for paperwork, squandering the time of those responsible for the actual work of counterinsurgency. Some officers who seldom ventured far from their offices, such as Sir Henry Gurney in Malaya, attempted to micromanage the war, which was almost invariably counterproductive, and was doubly so when the micromanager had a poor understanding of conditions on the ground.
Three other principal activities absorbed the time of effective counterinsurgency leaders, each involving lengthy interactions with a particular group of people. The first group with whom the counterinsurgency leader needed to spend time was the leadership of the allied government. As case after case showed, cooperation usually hinged on personal relationships with allied leaders. The second group was the media, the importance of which has been ascending almost continuously for the past 150 years. With few exceptions, commanders who spoke frequently with the press obtained more favorable coverage of themselves and the war they were fighting than did commanders who spared themselves the trouble. The third group consisted of local civilian elites, whose support was essential for gaining assistance from the general populace. How to influence those elites is a topic unto itself.
Co-opting of Elites
Because leaders were the centers of power in the insurgent environment and because the population generally preferred elites who shared their group identities, savvy counterinsurgents went to great lengths to win over indigenous elites. In some of the conflicts, their efforts approached the toils of Sisyphus, for counterinsurgent policy was so odious to the local elites that they refused to side with the counterinsurgents under any circumstances. In much of the Confederacy during the Civil War, the elites were alienated to that degree by Lincoln's policy of restoring the Union by force. In Iraq, de-Baathification and the empowerment of Shiites made most of the Sunni elites into implacable insurgents. At times, stubborn insurgent elites caused so much harm that the counterinsurgents had to reconsider whether their initial policy objectives were worth the costs of alienating the elites. The Union chose not to revise its objective and thus remained unable to co-opt the elites in most of the South. In Iraq, the United States eventually backed away from de-Baathification and liberal democracy and thereby succeeded in recruiting former Baathists and other Sunni elites to lead tribal security forces, which quickly robbed the insurgents of leaders and turned the war around. When appraising policy options, therefore, policymakers must carefully weigh the effects on local elites against other projected effects.
Counterinsurgent leaders won elites over to their side with a wide assortment of tools, most often using multiple tools at the same time. Virtuous leaders employed good governance and their personal charisma and sociability. They influenced the less ideologically committed elites by offering money or power, or by destroying property belonging to supporters of the insurgency. Opportunistic elites could also be swayed through the establishment of security by means of a persistent armed presence and the capturing or killing of insurgents. When counterinsurgent leaders directed violence at their enemies, not at innocent civilians, and when they delivered it in sufficient potency to gain the upper hand militarily, most citizens did not blame them for the harm to bystanders and property caught in the crossfire, instead blaming the insurgents for provoking battles they could not win. Of the most commonly used counterinsurgency tools, those that had the most modest effects were large social and economic programs, which indicates that such programs should receive a lower priority in resource allocation than security forces, civil administration, and leadership development.
In the Philippine Insurrection, the initial American approach of providing good government and social and economic development programs failed to weaken elite support for the insurgents, but once the Americans started arresting and killing insurgents and punishing their supporters, large numbers of elites broke away from the insurgents, and some joined the American side, carrying the peasants with them. In Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Iraq, the use of military force similarly caused local elites to gravitate toward the counterinsurgent side, converting them into either passive supporters or active participants. Coercion and force were not universally successful, however, as shown by the Civil War, in which Southern elites so hated Union policy that they refused to switch from the insurgent to the counterinsurgent side despite the threats, punishments, and military successes of the Union occupation forces.
In certain countries, cities, provinces, and villages, bringing one group of elites into the counterinsurgency was guaranteed to alienate another, forcing the counterinsurgents to make difficult choices between elites. The choices sometimes decided the outcome of the entire war, and yet they were often made without serious deliberation. Instead, the decision was based on the assumption that leadership abilities varied little from one group to another. The U.S. government doomed Radical Reconstruction by casting its lot with Carpetbaggers, Scalawags, and freedmen who lacked integrity, initiative, dedication, and experience, a decision that alienated the traditional white elites, many of them veterans of the Confederate armed forces and government who were capable and popular leaders. In Iraq, the United States was similarly careless in its choice of elites when it sided with the Shiites, whose elites were re plete with all of the weaknesses and few of the strengths of the Baathist elites they replaced. The Americans who made that choice paid too much attention to cosmopolitan, English-speaking, power-seeking Iraqis, and too little to experts with a more dispassionate view of Iraq's elites.
Reconstruction and Iraq also illustrated the perils of substituting new groups for traditional elites. In these cases, as in many others, the traditional elites outmatched the new elites in experience and knowledge, and they shared powerful group identities with the masses. As a consequence, controlling the population was usually much easier when the counterinsurgents allied with long-standing elites, even if not of especially high caliber, as occurred, for instance, in the Philippine Insurrection and the Salvadoran Insurgency. Of course, if the traditional elite was very weak, then seeking a new elite was necessary. The general importance of experience for counterinsurgent leaders, as well as the results of Reconstruction and Iraq, indicate that introducing a new elite on a crash basis is unlikely to produce success. The most fruitful effort to build a new elite, in Vietnam during the rule of Ngo Dinh Diem, took seven years to yield results, and it did not start entirely from scratch, for some of the new leaders had already possessed experience as junior officers when Diem came to power.
In the future, to escape entanglement in an inordinately costly war or to avoid partnership with the wrong elites once a war has begun, the leaders of great powers must increase their comprehension of foreign elites. They can seek out experts in their own governments who have spent years or decades covering the country in question. They can seek out expatriates and academic experts, while bearing in mind that both of those groups tend to be biased in favor of indigenous elites who share their cosmopolitan worldviews and who may not be representative of the country's elites as a whole. Diplomats and military officers can build up knowledge of a society's leaders by learning the local tongue, immersing themselves in the local culture, and developing relationships with local elites. In addition, intelligence personnel can recruit sources within the various elite groups to gain inside perspectives, something the United States did in Vietnam and, only belatedly, in Afghanistan and Iraq. In the longer term, much can be gained by building up governmental and academic research centers dedicated to exploring politics and culture in specific countries or regions.
During Reconstruction, the war in El Salvador, and the present conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States supported elections that transferred power to new elites. According to population-centric theories, the elections should have produced dramatic gains in the effectiveness of counterinsurgency initiatives because the majority that voted the government into power would support it once it took office. But no such improvement materialized in three of these four cases, because the quality of the country's leaders was much more important to success than how they were chosen. In El Salvador, elections bolstered the capabilities of the counterinsurgents because reasonably good elites won. In the other three conflicts, elections did not have such an effect because the election winners were weak, corrupt, disorganized, or otherwise unendowed with leadership abilities. The electorate in each case lacked the experience in democracy that helps individuals differentiate the good candidates from the poor, a recurring problem in countries beleaguered by insurgents.
In the elections held during Reconstruction and the Iraq War, the traditional elites-former Confederates and former Baathists, respectively-were barred from holding office and, in the first case, from voting, which shrank the pool of good candidates and helped drive the traditional elites into insurgency. Elections also provided the means for parties hostile to the counterinsurgency's objectives to enter the government. In much of the South during the early and mid 187os, incumbents lost elections to whites who opposed the basic counterinsurgent objectives of racial equality and federal oversight. These whites eventually won at the ballot box what they had failed to win as armed insurgents. In Iraq, the anti-American zealot Muqtada Al Sadr gained tremendous influence in the government through elections, and he used that influence to promote sectarian violence that was inimical to the counterinsurgent goal of a peaceful and multiethnic Iraq. Democracy in counterinsurgency is like dynamite in a coal mine, capable of reshaping the environment to the user's advantage or of destroying everything, the user included.
At the start of the insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, precious few American civilian or military leaders understood the leader-centric nature of counterinsurgency. As a consequence, the U.S. government made a plethora of bad decisions on leadership matters, some of such import that they still haunt the United States. Over time, through experience and the labors of gifted leaders, the United States has been able to use leader-centric policies and actions to correct many of those misjudgments. It invested many of its assets in the improvement of Afghan and Iraqi leadership quality, and it started culti vating traditional elites who initially had been shunned. It promoted creativity and flexibility among its military officers. Still, much room for improvement remains.
The odds are good that the future has additional counterinsurgencies in store for the United States. Enemies of the United States have inferred from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq that insurgency is a far more effective weapon than conventional warfare in fighting Americans, and hence they will confront the United States with more decisions on whether and how to intervene in insurgent environments. If the United States is to steer clear of inordinately costly wars, if it is to avoid falling behind in the first act of the next war, it must heed the principles of leader-centric warfare and the lessons offered by the history of past leaders. The choice for or against war must be based upon accurate appraisals of the elites that will provide the insurgent and the counterinsurgent leaders. The United States must develop its most talented counterinsurgency leaders and those of its allies and place them into positions where they can wage war without fetters, their unshakable initiative and creative brilliance streaming across the plains and mountains.



APPENDIX
Counterinsurgency Leadership Survey
The respondents consisted of 131 veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan who were surveyed in the first half of 20o8. Most were U.S. Army (USA) or U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) officers ranging in rank from captain to colonel.
Because of rounding, the columns do not always total ioo percent.
Host-Nation Leadership
i. Do you agree with this statement: The primary determinant of success for an Iraqi/Afghan unit is the quality of its commanding officer.

2. When Iraqi/Afghan military battalion and company commanders led counterinsurgency operations, what percentage were:

3. When Iraqi/Afghan police commanders led counterinsurgency operations, what percentage were:

4. How often did Iraqi/Afghan commanders at higher echelons visit companies and battalions to see how well subordinate commanders were performing?

5. Do you agree with this statement: In general, Iraqi/Afghan leaders who perform well against the insurgents are promoted to positions of higher authority.

6. Iraqi/Afghan leaders who perform well against the insurgents have been demoted or fired without cause.

7. Do you agree with this statement: Iraqi/Afghan corruption has led to serious shortages of equipment for indigenous forces.

8. Do you agree with this statement: Among Iraqi/Afghan forces, desertion and unauthorized absences are considerably higher in units with poor leaders than in units with strong leaders.

Indigenous Support
9. Do you agree with this statement: Many of the Iraqis/Afghans who possess the attributes of an excellent leader are not currently serving in the Iraqi/ Afghan government or security forces.

io. Do you agree with this statement: Some of Iraq's/Afghanistan's most talented leaders are serving on the side of the enemy.

u. Do you agree with this statement: The Iraqi/Afghan security forces would be much better today had the United States not removed supporters of the former regime from the military and the government.

Advice
12. Do you agree with this statement: The U.S. knows enough about the quality of the Iraqi/Afghan commanders to make judgments about which ones should be removed.

13. In cases, the U.S. needs to do more to get the right Iraqis/ Afghans into leadership positions.

14. Do you agree with this statement: The United States and its allies need to provide more advisers to Iraqi/Afghan security forces.

15. Do you agree with this statement: My service needs to assign better officers to advisory duty in Iraq/Afghanistan.

U.S. Leadership Quality
i6. Do you agree with this statement: The primary determinant of success for an American unit is the quality of its commanding officer.

17. When American battalion and company commanders led counterinsurgency operations, what percentage were:

18. How many U.S. company and battalion commanders are overly concerned with kinetic operations?

19. Do you agree with this statement: Some commanders who excel in conventional operations are ineffective in counterinsurgency operations.

20. Do you agree with this statement: Good officers can switch easily and quickly between conventional operations and counterinsurgency operations.

21. Do you agree with this statement: Most mistreatment of indigenous civilians by U.S. troops in Iraq/Afghanistan is the result of poor leadership.

22. Success in obtaining information on the insurgents depends on the quality of the officers in charge of intelligence collection.

U.S. Leadership Methods
23. How often did American commanders at higher echelons visit units in the field to see how well subordinate commanders were performing?

24. How often did American commanders at higher echelons attempt to micromanage operations in the field?

25. How would you describe the effects of micromanagement on counterinsurgency efforts?

26. Do you agree with this statement: Higher headquarters have put too many restrictions on the use of information operations.

27. Do you agree with this statement: Emphasis from higher headquarters on force protection has unnecessarily reduced the ability of security forces to accomplish their mission.

28. Do you agree with this statement: Higher headquarters have put too many restrictions on the use of force.

29. American forces in Iraq /Afghanistan spend of their time completing paperwork.

U.S. Personnel Practices
30. My service selects officers for company or battalion commands in Iraq /Afghanistan who are less likely to succeed in leading counterinsurgency operations than officers who were not selected.

31. The current tour length of company and battalion commanders in my service is .

32. Do you agree with this statement: U.S. commanders who perform well in Iraq/Afghanistan should be given a subsequent command in Iraq/ Afghanistan sooner than is currently the case.

33. U.S. company and battalion commanders should be removed for poor performance 

34. Do you agree with this statement: In Iraq/Afghanistan, my service is reluctant to relieve its commanders for poor performance because the bureaucratic procedures for relief are onerous.

35. My service innovation and improvisation by company and battalion commanders.

36. My service risk-taking by company and battalion commanders. USA USMC

37. Since the beginning of counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, my service has made changes to how it recruits and promotes officers.

38. My service now needs to make changes to how it recruits and promotes officers in order to get officers who are highly capable of leading in a counterinsurgency environment.

Doctrine
39. In counterinsurgency operations in Iraq/Afghanistan, the quality of local U.S. and indigenous leadership is the quality of doctrine.

40. How much influence has the Army-Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual (Field Manual 3-24/Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-33.5) exerted upon the conduct of counterinsurgency operations since it was published?

41. If there were no official counterinsurgency doctrine, American conduct of the war would be 

42. Do you agree with this statement: A unit that is well led will thrive in Iraq /Afghanistan even if it did not receive extensive training and education focused on counterinsurgency prior to deployment.
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