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Abstract: Joint U.S. doctrine assigns Specia Operations Forces (SOF) the primary mission of
Foreign Internd Defense (FID) while under-emphasizing the importance of conventiond forces.
Higtoricd analys's of the British in Maaya (1947-60) and French in Algeria (1954-62) highlight
the necessity for conventiona forces to be employed early and in overwhelming strength.
Understanding the insurgent’ s stages of development, its causes and center of gravity are
critica. The counter-insurgent must Smultaneoudy gpply the full spectrum of means available to
ensure victory. This paper proposesto: 1) amend the Universd Joint Task List (UJTL) and
Joint Publication 3-07.1, Joint Tactics, Techniques and Procedures for FID and 2) refine
counter-insurgency warfare doctrine and publish anew Joint Publication that describesit.




INTRODUCTION AND THESIS

Counter-insurgency operations have been and will reman pat of the United
States foreign policy. In the past fifty years counter-insurgencies have been fought on every
continent. As the world's sole “super power” with a Nationa Military Strategy of “Shape,
Respond and Prepare Now”, direct involvement in counter-insurgency operations is very likely.
Unfortunatdly, while there is ample proof that such operations will be part of the future, there is
a lack of doctrine to guide successful preparation, planning and execution. To support the
nationa strategy, doctrine is needed that will prepare the United States for success.

The United States lacks a complete and coherent military doctrine for conducting
counter-insurgency operations. As aresult, leaders, planners and individua servicemen are not
training for the full spectrum of tasks necessary to be successful. This is the case jointly and
among our service branches. This paper will showcase higtorical examples and scholarly studies
to identify what essentials should be addressed, and provide lessons learned upon which future
counter-insurgency doctrine can be formed. Specific proposds will be made to reshape
doctrine and the pitfals of failing to correct deficiencies will be explained.

PRESENT U.S. DOCTRINE

Doctrine necessarily begins with precise language. The Joint Doctrind definitions are
essentia to any discussion on this topic because there is confusion and overlap among higtorical
scholars and the military. The most common mistake is the interchangegble use of the terms

insurgent and guerrilla



The aspects of socid, politica and judicid struggle are closer to the foundation of an
insurgency wheress the guerrillais a means to an end. Insurgency warfare involves more than
fighting; guerrilla or conventiond fighting. A guerrilla is an unconventionad warfare combatant
who is ds0 an insurgent, but not dl insurgents are guerrillas. Understanding these differencesis
important because we cannot be satisfied with the attention given to counter-guerrilla or
unconventionad warfare done.  Counter-guerrilla warfare is a type of unconventiona warfare
and both can be aspects of counter-insurgency operations. It can be seen in higtory that
conducting a successful counter-insurgency requires a full range of operations. In fact,
excessive concentration on counter-guerrilla operations, or the disconnection between military
operationsin generd and other aspects of counter-insurgency warfare are formulas for fallure.

This firg doctrina gap between definitions highlights a serious gap between our tactics
and dtrategy. Thetactics, techniques and procedures (TTP) used in counter-guerrilla operations
are well addressed in our service manuds. Offense, defense, fire support and combat service
support tectics dl have some application in counter-insurgency operations. At the drategic
levd, the Universal Joint Task List (UJTL) addresses Unconventiond Warfare (U.W.) and
Foreign Internd Defense (FID). At the operationd level, Unconventiond Warfare is again
listed. The point is that counter-insurgency operations can be part of FID, and unconventiona
warfare is an aspect of counter-insurgency operations but neither fully define the tasks
necessarily addressed at the operational level.

Tasks at the Theater Strategic and Nationd Strategic level are very broad, and an
argument could be made that dl warfare assets as well as paliticd, socid, judicid and non-

governmenta organization coordination are included in them. FD doctrine does include



counter-insurgency operations but assgns Specid Operations Forces (SOF) the primary
mission for its execution. Joint Publication 3-07.1 “Joint Tactics, Techniques and Procedures
for Foreign Internad Defense’, addresses counter-insurgency operations from three angles, no
use of military forces, military forces in supporting/non-combeat role, and the use of the military in
combat. Joint Doctrine makes some vauable points that are historically supported, but argues
the case s0 far to the sde of non-involvement of U.S. combat forces that, dong with the
absence of doctrine to the contrary, leaves the operational commander unprepared.

The next section of this paper addresses the stages of both insurgency and counter-
insurgency. Clearly, SOF are criticd in every stage of a counter-insurgency, mostly so early-on
to help prevent the insurgency from growing. SOF are assgned eght primary missionsincluding
FID. The same Joint Publication (JP) that classfies this misson points out that SOF should not
expand their role to combat operations as the insurgency intensgfies noting, “ SOF should not be
used for operations whenever conventiond forces can accomplish the misson.” In fact, of the
eight operations U.S. forces may conduct in support of a host nation involved in a counter-
insurgency dl can be conducted by conventiond light infantry whereas they cannot dl be
conducted smultaneoudy by SOF.

This is not an argument for reessgning missons or againg the cgpabilities of SOF.
Rather, it is an argument for recognition that counter-insurgency operations can require the
goplication of the full spectrum of U.S. military capability and that fallure to directly Sate thisin
operationa doctrine has left tactical and operational commanders and their staff disconnected
from each other and without a guide to coordinate available assets to achieve nationa policy

objectives.



If doctrine guides planning coordination for possible operations in support of nationa
policies, then the Misson Essentid Task List (METL) should guide the operationd commander
in identification and refinement of those specific missions he must be prepared to conduct. FID
in genera and counter-insurgency operations in particular are not lised on any of the MEF
METLs and only counter-insurgency operations is listed by the 18th Airborne Corps. There
are many subordinate tasks applicable to FID and counter-insurgency operations but such a
piecemed gpproach while it may yidd tactical military success, will promote operational and
drategic falure. Joint doctrine is too vague and the service tactics, techniques and procedures
(TTP) in exigence are inaufficient when not doctrinadly connected for the operationd
commander.

The neglect of counter-insurgency operations in generd and the overemphasis on SOF
as the larger, over arching misson coordinator of counter-insurgency operations (as part of
FID) not only leaves conventiona forces unprepared, it aso leaves SOF unprepared to
integrate their efforts with the likdy Joint Force Commander (JFC). As an insurgency
progresses from its formative stage to more mobile, active, guerrilla stages SOF efforts are
likdy to be renforced with a Joint Force Commander with conventiond light infantry.
Higtoricdly, thisis a logica next step and essentid to success. However, if there is a lack of
coordination among these forces or if the JFC understands the aspects of guerrilla warfare
without an gppreciation for the broader chalenge of counter-insurgency operations, misson
success will be in doubt. Our lack of doctrine guiding the operational commander to an

undergtanding of counter-insurgency operations and the smultaneous assgnment of FID to SOF



does nothing to bring the two communities (SOF and conventiona forces) together doctrindly,
in tactics, techniques and procedures, and certainly not in training.

Training is the find gep in preparedness. If higory hints of what the future may bring
and doctrine tries to focus assets towards specific capabilities development, training is what
must be done to ultimately prepare for pending operations. Counter-insurgency operations and
FID are scarcdy mentioned in service professond military education (PME).  Although the
attention given to Military Operations Other Than War (MOOTW) has increased the services
have not bridged the gap between dl these operations while adding the essentid socid, politica
and judicia aspects so essentid in counter-insurgency operations.

Our review of doctrine reveds aneed for corrective action. Clearly, we have a capable
military that can be molded to achieve success in whatever it is trained to do, but it must identify
what those needs are. To do this, history shows some of the essentials to successful counter-
insurgency operations. Two higtoricdly significant counter-insurgency operations provide the
lessons learned and stimulate recommendations for how to improve doctrine.

HISTORICAL EXAMPLES

The vdue in andyds of past counter-insurgency operations is in the lessons learned
about the nature of such operations in generd, and their critical strengths and vulnerabilities in
paticular. While no two insurgencies are identical, neither are two counter-insurgencies
identicd. However, smilarities exig to guide doctrine, strategy, operations and tactics. The
British counter-insurgency effort in Maaya, and then the French effort in Algeria will help
provide afocus on the tenets of insurgency and counter-insurgency warfare. While the former is

touted as a successful operation and the later is not, each shows instances of both positive and



negative actions that can collectively be addressed as tenants of future counter-insurgency
doctrine.

MALAYA (1947-1960)

The insurgency in Maaya was fought from 1948 to 1960. It ended shortly after the
granting of independence to Mdaya in 1957. The Mdayan insurgency was a Communist
ingoired conflict fuded by an ethnic Chinese minority population within Mdaya cdling for the
oudting of British rule and European, Capitdist exploitation. The Mdayan Communist Party
began before World War Il and during the war it fought againgt the Japanese.  Although
officidly dishanded after the war it grew to become the Maayan Races Liberation Army
(MRLA) in an attempt to hide its Chinese domination and make itsdf sound like it represented
al the people of Maaya. Post Japanese occupied Malaya was ripe for insurgency; there was
little infragtructure (police-military-judiciad) and the country was geographicdly segmented by
the centrd mountains and thick jungle.

Because the insurgents began their post-war insurgency with a core of party loydids,
they trangtioned to guerrilla operations quickly. Terrorist acts, attacks on wesk and scattered
police outposts, intimidation, extortion, and propaganda came quickly and frequently. Firg to
respond were the police and judicid branches of British government. An emergency was
proclaimed, some civil rights were restricted and guerrillas were actively pursued. While police
forces were expanded and the limited military initidly available was used both to pursue
guerrillas and protect civilians, insurgent activities dso grew.

Success for Britain was very much in question until a very significant decision was made;

the Briggs plan was put into effect. (So named because of the British Generd Sir Harold Briggs



who was the Director of Operations) The plan cdled for dominating the populated aress,
destroying the communist organizations, isolating and then diminating the “bandits’. Before this
could be done however, the British needed to greetly increase their military, police and Home
Guard force. Eventudly, againgt 6,000 to 8,000 insurgents the British mustered 40,000 police,
40,000 British soldiers and 250,000 members of the Home Guard. Thisforceratio of 55:1 was
key to success. Having such an overwhelming force meant the British could be strong in many
places a once. They could protect the people from the insurgents, isolate them from outside
support and hunt them in their own backyard.

The British military employed were conventiond light infantry. Although their counter-
guerrilla skills were sharpened during the counter-insurgency, they remained a conventiond
force. The military objective of isolating and then destroying the insurgents was done through
relentless patrolling. “One battdion caculated that they had worn out 15,000 pairs of jungle
boots in three years in Maaya- an average of 20 pairs per man.” This high level of British
activity yielded results and earned them the respect and gratitude of the people. The British
treated the Maayan people with respect, careful not to drive anyone into the insurgent’s camp.
This was reflective of the British emphagis on civil-military coordination and cooperdtion. This
cooperation,

“...demondrated that it is a decisve factor not only in defeating
the insurgents, but dso in establishing a political solution. The
meachinery did, however, have to be built up after the
emergency had been declared, and twelve years struggle might

have been shorter, or indeed never have got going a dl if the
cooperation that was finaly attained had existed in 1948.”



British successin Mdaya was plagued by some serious initial wesknesses. The greatest
eror was in not investing enough manpower early in the emergency. Secondly, adthough
ultimatdy a key to their success, the British were dow in recognizing the Mdayan people and
their desire for independence as the Strategic center of gravity and take action to protect them
and improve ther condition. Finaly, they recognized the “cause’ espoused by the insurgents
had merit and in 1952 promised independence; granted in 1957.

ALGERIA (1954-1962)

The French war againg the Nationa Liberation Front (FLN) insurgents lasted from
1954-1962. It ended in success for the insurgents againgt a superior French military and far
more sophisticated French and French-Algerian infrastructure.

Jugt as the British expanded the size of police, military and Home Guard units, the size
of the French military in Algeria grew from 50,000 to 500,000. While this ten-fold increase
seems overwheming, it corresponded with an expanson of the Nationd Liberation Army
(ALN) from 3,000 to 100,000. As such, the French relative combat power actudly dwindled
from 50:3 to 5:1. But these gatistics can be mideading. Much of the ALN’s growth (later in
the insurgency) wasin conventiond forces which the French managed to isolate from Algeria by
securing the borders. The French however, tended to concentrate their forces much more than
the British had in Mdaya, in some case virtudly relinquishing area dominance to the insurgents.

When the British expanded their military commitment they recognized a need for
gpecid training for their conventiona forces. The French “...draftee was accustomed to a higher
gandard of living and better army supplies and ingtdlations than the guerrillas, and thus adapted

lessrapidly tothe area” “The bulk of the Army condsted of unwilling conscripts and discontent



recdled reservigts...” French Foreign Legionnaires were dso employed but proved unsuited to
undergtanding the nature of counter-insurgency operations and the need to “win the hearts and
minds” They were often bruta, resentful of the civilians and turned the civilians into FLN
supporters.  They were capable of great mobility but preferred to operate outposts without
maximizing postive contact with the people.

The greatest French failure wasin not coordinating their civil-police-military operation in
a manner dmilar to the British Briggs Plan in Mdaya They did not focus on the cause of
nationalism and French/European socid and economic dominance. Nor did they appreciate the
Mudim masses as the druggle's center of gravity. Although their program of la guerre
revolutionnaries cdled for “destruction and congruction”, (first destruction of the ALN and
their palitical base and then congtruction of the society as a whole) the French could not
coordinate their efforts effectively. Ther quadrillage program of blanketing key population
areas and isolaing the insurgents by excluson dso proved effective but it did not contribute to
solving the “cause” of the insurgency and did not thoroughly address the center of gravity.

The French did many things well militarily. They killed many ALN and have even been
credited with “winning” militarily. They built-up their forces quickly and to a good level. Their
concept of la guerre revolutionnaries was sound and their quadrillage sysem was promisng.
But they ultimately lost because they could not connect the operationd and dtrategic gods to
their tactica means.

TENETSOF INSURGENCY AND COUNTER-INSURGENCY OPERATIONS

Insurgencies have been fought for a variety of reasons. Ideologicdly they may be

motivated by avariety of factors, communism, nationdism, ethnicity, crime and rdigion. But the



root cause of an insurgency is never just ideologicd. Thereis dways an issue or issuesthat give
the insurgents a cause around which to build support. Identification of this cause is essentid if
the counter-insurgency is to be successful. Addressing the cause as the dtrategic center of
gravity should focus the whole effort of the counter-insurgency. While the same center of
gravity may not exis a each level of war, the link between the different leves to ultimatdy
impect the Strategic center of gravity is critical. So too isit criticd that the different means of
counter-insurgency work in harmony with strategic gods. Higtoricaly, the British were far more
effective a this than the French.

Like any other crigs, an insurgency has a beginning, middlie and end. The draegies
vay in each pat and can even be repeated, but commonly at its beginning, an insurgency is
week. Thisinitid postion of wesknessis an opportunity host naions typicdly do not capitaize
on. Especidly in democratic societies, the downess to react alows insurgencies to grow and
may even provide ingtances for the insurgents to propagandize. The dart of an insurgency
involves building a*“party” or organization, establishing leadership and beginning the education of
potentia followers. As the organization grows, its acts of insurgency go beyond words and
involve terrorist and guerrilla actions. Initidly these tactics are used because the organization is
new, resource condrained and trying to grow. As it progresses the insurgency will not cease
these types of operations, only their frequency, intendty and movement of forces will change.
The insurgent’s find stage will be a shift to conventiond warfare. In this stage, after growing in
support and resources, the insurgency hopes to have weakened the host nation enough to defeeat

him in combat. While these stages are normdly successve, in some cases a Sage can be



skipped or even repeated if the counter-insurgency has some success. These stages are
organized into five pecific functions as follows:

1. Crestion of a Party

2. Building a United Front

3. GuerrillaWarfare

4. Movement Warfare

5. Annihilation Warfare

Counter-insurgencies dso have stages. Julian Paget defines these stages as:

1. Preludeto Military Operation

2. Initiation of Military Operations

3. Lage scde military Operations
Annex Il shows these stages of insurgency and counter-insurgency operations together on a
gngle chart. Typicdly the stages of counter-insurgency lag behind those of theinsurgency. This
delay in response surrenders the initiative to the insurgent and if not corrected can be a cause of
falure for the host nation. History shows that an earlier shift between stages by the host nation
iskey to defeating the insurgent.

Early application of military force is a critical agpect of successful counter-insurgency
operations; so too is the combined gpplication of means available to the host nation. Essentid
military force used by the counter-insurgent is a means towards defegting the insurgent’s
guerrillas and/or conventional forces. While defeat of these forces may be recognized as the
tactica center of gravity it is but one part of the overall operation. To be successful, the cause
of the insurgency must be addressed, problems must be solved and the host nation’s people

must be protected. Whether it comes from within or outsde the host nation, the following

means must be used in combating an insurgency:



- Politicd, Economic, Humanitarian

- Police/ldudicia

- Military { both SOF & Conventiona}
Annex IV depicts the application of these means across the three stages of a counter-insurgency
identified earlier. In successful counter-insurgencies dl means are dways in use. Falling to do
this will provide the insurgent the ability to shift his focus of effort. The degree or percentage of
totd effort at any point may fluctuate between means in response to the insurgency’s actions
but, it must remain atotd effort. Note too that while the degree of SOF participation may vary
dightly it does not change very much. It cannot expand much because their very nature and
modus operandi is to operate as a amdl force. The area of greatest change is the use of
conventiond forces and police.  During many counter-insurgency operations the dividing line
between police and military missons blur. In response to a growing military threat from the
insurgents, the host nation must greetly increase his conventiona force application.

Strictly speaking, the choice of whose forces are used (host nation or U.S) to fight an
insurgent is indgnificant. However, as a highly political extenson of datecraft the host nation
must be careful any invited support does not undermine the strategic objective. The matter of
host nation relevance and legitimacy is of critica importance. FM 100-20, “Military Operations
in Low Intengty Conflict”, makes this point very well when it dates that U.S. involvement must
be limited in order not to threaten host nation legitimacy and therefore actudly work againg the
ultimate gods.

The insurgent has two great strengths that require attention by the host nation: the ability
to seize and mantain the initigtive, and the uses of time and space to compensate for a

shortcoming in forces. By ther nature, insurgencies are protracted and asymmetric in force



goplication. The insurgent picks and chooses when, where and how he will strike. By doing so
he has the initiative and can force the counter-insurgent to strike back wantonly, with little effect.
The insurgent will remain dispersed to kegp from becoming a lucrative target for the counter-
insurgent’s forces. He will then mass his forces to grike the counter-insurgent who has been
forced to disperse, and therefore weaken his military, in order to cover more territory. Unless
the initiative is taken away from him and the operationa factors are made to benefit the counter-
insurgent, the insurgent will likely succeed.

While the insurgent tries to capitdize on his own strengths, so too must the counter-
insurgent. Although tainted by whatever the cause of the insurgency may be (it will have some
apped to some sector of society) the host nation does have the legitimacy and rights of a
sovereign nation. Itsjudiciary, police and socid infra-structure are dready established. Having
such a dructure is exactly what the insurgent is trying to build while establishing his party and
expanding his influence. This infragtructure is a strength because it can fadilitate taking legd
action againg the insurgency; its party, supporters and military faction. This same infra-structure
should be used to address the causes of the insurgency, i.e., land reform, socia equdity, etc.
Findly, being a legitimate nation means having rapid access to internationd agencies like the
United Nations and the World Bank who can help “fix” the problem, combat the insurgents or
both.

Militarily, the counter-insurgent must be careful not to win the battle and lose the war.
While the role of the military, both SOF and conventiond, is criticdl, it cannot “win” the counter-
insurgency. To do that al the means of power must be employed. The military can lose the

counter-insurgency if it is not employed in a manner condstent with the atanment of the



drategic objective. The previoudy examined historicd examples were both successful military
actions a the tactica level. The French however, poisoned the people with their brutal trestment
and to that extent they fed the insurgent’s propaganda machine and turned neutral and pro-
French populations towards the National Liberation Front (FLN).

Examingtion of the British success in Maaya and the French fallure in Algeria facilitates
drawing severa conclusons and lessons learned which can then be applied to the critical
evaduaion of doctrine. Ultimately, proposds to change counter-insurgency doctrine will be
made.

CONCLUSIONSFROM HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

From the andysis of higtory, four principles not emphasized in doctrine, yet clearly
esentiad to successful  prosecution of a counter-insurgency are offered: 1. Deploy

Conventiond Light Infantry Forces Early. Counter-insurgency is not the sole redlm of SOF and

dthough they are an essentid ingredient in pursuing this type of warfare, if the insurgency is able
to operate in stage 111, SOF aone will not be enough. While JP 3-07.1 is right to warn about
“Americanization” of another country’ s war, hesitation in the requisite gpplication of force yields

the initiative to the insurgent. 2. The Application of Conventiond Force Must Be Robudt.

Higtory shows that dthough conventiona forces are key, they must overwhem to achieve
results.  Counter-insurgency operations can be strengthened by precison firepower, timdy
command and control (C2), intdligence-surrveillance-reconnaisance (ISR), and modern
mobility, but it remains an infantrymen’swar. Peatrolling, area domination and population control

are accomplished by men with rifles and bayonets. 3. Operate All Forces Smultaneoudy

Across The Spectrum Of Targets. FID doctrine addresses the many aspects of an insurgency



and assgnsit as a primary misson to SOF. Even when conventiond force is applied, SOF and
other means must continue their efforts.  As Annex IV shows, consstent pressure must be
goplied in the reims of politics, economics, humanitarian, socid services, police, judicid and
military. Counter-insurgency operations are complex and require atention on many fronts. To
do otherwise will create force application gaps the insurgent will surdy exploit. 4. All Means

Available Must Focus On And Progress Toward A Common Policy Objective. By “Means’ |

refer to the Humanitarian/Political/Economic, Police/dudicid, SOF and Conventiona Light
Forces mentioned earlier and depicted in Annex IV. A counter-insurgency that does not
employ dl its means Smultaneoudy is in great danger. Conggent with the Briggs plan, a
successful counter-insurgency may have varied forces a hand that may even have therr own
tactical objective (destroying guerrillas or building society) but pursuit of these objectives cannot
run counter to the overall strategy. This addresses the biggest flaw in our present doctrine. Use
of the military in generd and conventiona forces in particular is so de-emphasized that when
eventualy employed, the operationd commander must not frame his mission to exclude non-
militay means.  The military commander will impact every facet of counter-insurgency
operations regardless of the level of his involvement or whether his is the main or supporting
effort.

The most naturd misson for conventional military forcesis destruction of the insurgent’s
guerrillas.  As we have seen, much more is likely to be required. This will blur distinction
between the tacticd missions assgned and the operationa or strategic objectives to be attained.
Applied a the operationd level, these four principles will help bridge the doctrind gap we have

today.



ALIGNMENT OF DOCTRINE TO HISTORICAL LESSONSLEARNED

U.S. doctrine in counter-insurgency warfare lacks specificity, fals to emphasze the
necessary military force gpplication and leaves the operationa commander and his staff without
sufficient guidance to prosecute their efforts. The first problem is the overemphasis of counter-
insurgency as a FID mission, and the assgnment of FID as a primary misson of SOF. While
SOF clearly are essentia to FID they are unable to fight and win if the insurgency advances to
gage I1l. Their success in stages | and 1l can be dramatic, but if nationd interests dictate the
goplication of force in addition to SOF and host nation capability the operationd commander
must be prepared and have aforce ready for coordinated action.

Both joint publications and higtoricd andyss identify the dangers of non-indigenous
forces fighting a counter-insurgency. The point is made tha U.S. forces should limit their
actions to logigtics support and training for host nation forces, and defense. Falure to
emphasize the totdl integration of U.S. forces into a counter-insurgency ignores the fact that they
are dready likely involved in a deteriorating Stuation, that the host nation’s government to some
extent has logt the initiative and that U.S. forces are a viable option. It dso fals to take
advantage of the capabilities of American sarvicemen. Army and Marine personnd are
exceptiondly disciplined, intelligent, motivated and tough. They are the perfect counter-
insurgency fighters. They can exceed the high atributes demongrated by the British in Mdaya
yet share few of the French weakness showcased in Algeria

The British and French experiences demondtrate that some adjustment in tactics and
techniques will be required whenever forces are deployed. Deploying conventiond force early

is as important as those forces arriving ready to take decisive action. Democracies react dowly



but sound doctrine can help ensure capable forces are employed. Regardless of how fast forces
are deployed, if they are not prepared it could make the Stuation worse than not having them
thereat dl.

The gap between drategy and tactics is dangeroudy wide. At the operationd level of
war, counter-insurgency operations are not an assigned misson, only unconventiond warfare is
“assgned’. Thefocuson “pure’ military aspects of counter-insurgency operations at the tactica
level could lead to a disconnect between dl the assets gpplied to win the counter-insurgency
war. If only as a matter of emphass operational commanders must expect to apply force
across the spectrum of conflict and understand how tactica actions will have operationd and
drategic implications.

PROPOSALSTO ALTER DOCTRINE

A properly focused doctrine reflects an understanding of the lessons from history and
outlines a formula for future success. In the case of counter-insurgency operaions, as
demondrated in the previous section, the U.S. has a sgnificant doctrine-future operations
disconnect. To avoid pending failure corrections are needed in doctrine, training and exercise
routine.

The UJTL categorizes FID at the theater srategic level to “coordinate theater foreign
internd defense activities” What is needed is a tasking for someone to conduct these
operations. At the operationd leve, under the task of Operationd Maneuver and Movement
should be, “conduct foreign interna defenss’.  Adding this task provides focus to the
operationd commeander and his gaff while providing a means of identifying who will conduct the

many and diverse aspects of FID. Presently, the task of “conduct unconventiona warfare’



without mentioning FID as a whole drives the force assgnment exclusively to SOF. The focus
on SOF for FID in generd and counter-insurgency operations in particular can leave our
conventiond light forces unprepared and misused.

Joint Publication 3-07.1 (FID) needs a change in emphads. Presently there is great
stress placed on supporting FID through non-combat means. It states that if combat forces are
required, they will be used for protection and stabilizing the Stuation. The JP should emphasize
the use of conventiond force as likdy, and above stage 1 in the insurgency, key to successtul
operations. The JP does not have to be a proponent of the use of U.S. forces. It should
emphasize foremost that conventiona forces in overwhelming number are necessary. It should
aso identify counter-insurgency operations as a conventiona forces misson that operationd
commanders must be prepared to fully integrate into a FID drategy.

It is not enough to have a joint publication on FID that mentions counter-insurgency
operations. There should be a joint publication specificaly addressing counter-insurgencies.
Actions and respongbilities a the theater drategic, operationd and tactica levels need to be
addressed from the military, police and judicid, humanitarian, politicadl and economic
perspectives. This publication needs to capture the essence of insurgent warfare and how to
fight and win againg it. Such a publication will provide the impetus for service doctrine
development.

America enjoys the freedom to decide; take action, or not take action. If we choose
not to change our outlook on counter-insurgency warfare and fix our doctrine we will pay a

price. Our present doctrine has us heading for trouble in severd areas. The pitfdls of not fixing



the disconnect between Doctrine and the conduct of counter-insurgency operations have
aready been mentioned and are provided in Annex |l as arecap.

CONCLUSION

U.S. joint and service doctrine does not sufficiently addresses counter-insurgency
operaions. Counter-insurgency warfare has been and will remain a sign of the times. To be
successful in the future, the United States must prepare now with doctrine  that guides the
operationa commander and staff to success. Conventiond light forces must be reedy for large
scde employment and complete integration of counter-insurgency tasks. Failure to recognize
the likely future and adjust doctrine to ready forces, could cause the late application of the

wrong force executing a different misson that isnot _synchronized with dl the means of nationd

power being applied.
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Annex |
Definitions and Abbreviations

Definitions

Civil Affars The activities of a commander that edtablish, maintain, influence, or exploit
relations between military forces and civil authorities, both governmenta and non-governmentd,
and the civilian populace in afriendly, neutra, or hostile area of operations in order to fecilitate
military objectives. Civil affairs may include performance by military forces of activities and
functions normally the respongbility of loca government. These activities may occur prior to,
during, or subsequent to other military actions. They may aso occur, if directed, in the absence
of other military operations. (JP 1-02)

Civil-military Operations. Group of planned activities in support of military operations that
enhance the relaionship between the military forces and civilian authorities and population and
which promote the development of favorable emotions, attitudes, or behavior in neutrd, friendly,
or hogtile groups. Also called CMO. (JP 1-02)

Conventional Forces. Those forces capable of conducting operations using non-nuclear
weapons. (JP 1-02)

Counter-insurgency.  Those military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychologica, and civic
actions taken by a government to defeat insurgency. (JP 1-02)

Foreign Internd Defense (FID).  Politica, economic, informationd and military support
provided to another nation to assst its fight againgt subversion and insurgency. (JP 1-02)

Guerilla Force. A group of irregular, predominantly indigenous persond organized aong
military lines to conduct military and paramilitary operations in enemy held, hodtile or denied
territory. (JP 1-02)

Guerrilla Warfare.  Military and paramilitary operations conducted in enemy held or hogtile
territory by irregular, predominantly indigenous forces. (JP 1-02)

Insurgency. An organized movement aimed a the overthrow of a condituted government
through use of subverson and armed conflict. (JP 1-02)



Insurgency could be conddered an extra-conditutional, compogtivey
progressive and variegated struggle launched againg the incumbent authority by the conscioudy
mobilized sections of indigenous masses for the fulfillment of certain conceptua god's manifesting
emancipaion. Insurgency and Counter-insurgency, LtCol. V.K. Anand, Deep & Deep
Publications, New Delhi, India, 1981. Page 28.

Insurgency, then, is a hybrid form of conflict that combines subverson, guerrilla
warfare, and terrorism. It is an internd., struggle in which a disaffected group seeks to gain
control of anation. British Counterinsurgency, 1910-1960, Thomas R. Mockaitis, &. Martin's
Press, New York, 1990. Page 3.

Low Intendty Conflict. ... below conventional war and above the routine, ... ranges from
subversion to the use of armed force. ... waged by a combination of means ... contain certain
regiond and globa security implications... (JP 1-02)

Military Operations Other Than War (MOOTW). Operations that encompass the USCC of
military capabilities across the range of military operations short of war. These military actions
can be gpplied to complement any combination of the other instruments of nationa power and
occur before, during and after war.

Nation Assstance. Civil and/or military assstance rendered to a nation by foreign forces within
that nation’s territory during peacetime, criSs or emergencies, or war based on agreements
mutudly concluded between nations. Nation assstance programsinclude, but are not limited to,
security assstance, foreign interna defense, other U.S. Code Title 10 (DOD) programs, and
activities performed on a reimbursable basis by Federd agencies or internationa organizations.
(JP 1-02)

Specid Operations. Operations conducted by specia organized, trained, and equipped,
military and paramilitary forces to achieve military, politicad, economic, or informationd
objectives by unconventiond military means in hogtile, denied, or politicaly sengtive aress.
These operations are conducted across the full range of military operations, independently or in
coordination with operations of conventiond, non-specia operations forces. Politica-military
congderations frequently shape specid operations, requiring clandestine, covert, or low vighility
techniques and oversght at the nationd level. Specid operations differ from conventiona
operaionsin degree of physica and political risk, operationd techniques, mode of employment,
independence from friendly support, and dependence on detailed operationa intelligence and
indigenous assets. Also called S.O. (JP 1-02)

Special Operations Forces. Those active and reserve component forces of the Military
Services desgnated by the Secretary of Defense and specificdly organized trained and
equipped to conduct and support special operations. (JP 1-02)




Unconventional Warfare. A broad spectrum of military and paramilitary operations, normaly of
long duration, predominantly conducted by indigenous or surrogate forces who are organized,
trained, equipped, supported and directed in varying degrees by an externd source. It includes
guerrillawarfare, and other direct offensive, low visbility, covert, or clandestine operations, as
well as the indirect activities of subverson, sabotage, inteligence activities, and evason and
escape. Also called U.W. (JP 1-02)

Abbreviations

ALN Nationd Liberation Army

Cl Counter-insurgency

FID Foreign Internd Defense

FLN National Liberation Front

IDAD International Defense and Devel opment
JP Joint Publication

LIC Low Intensity Conflict

METL Misson Essentid Task List

MCP Maaya Communist Party

MOOTW Military Operations Other Than War
MPAJA Malaya Peopl€ s Anti-Japanese Army
MRLA Maaya Races Liberation Army

SO Specid Operations

SOF Specia Operations Forces

UJTL Universd Joint Task Ligt

uw Unconventiond Warfare



Annex ||
Pitfalls

Focused doctrine, properly applied helps ensure future success. A misdigned doctrine
can leave success in question and raise the price paid in materid resources and lives. Present
doctrine has us heading for the following:

1. Overtasked SOF units. These units are criticd in addressng each stage of an

insurgency but they are not manned, equipped or trained for conventiond warfare at the scde
necessary in stages i1, IV and V.

2. Conventiond forces winning battles but losng operationdly and drategicaly.

Conventiond forces must be able to fight counter-insurgency warfare not just counter-guerrilla
battles. Presently, service tactics, techniques and procedures do not add up to operational
success.

3. Military forces operating tangentially or at cross purpose to other instruments of

power.  Without the broader focus on counter-insurgency operations conducted by
conventiond light forces the military will not successtully integrate its efforts with other means of
nationa power. Current doctrine does not guide the coordinated effort of military, civil and
judicid action.

4. Employing conventiona forcestoo late. Doctrine fails to emphasize the need for the

ealy application of overwhelming conventiond force. Forces that arrive late surrender the
initiative and will likely face a sronger insurgency, causing greater friendly casudties and put

misson accomplishment in question.



5. Lodng dSght of the drategic center of gravity at the operationa and tactica levd.

Because conventiona forces are not focused on counter-insurgency warfare but only counter-
guerrilla operation (at best) their focus on destruction of the enemy can lead to the use of
excessive force that could cause the loss of support from the host nation’s people.  As the
French experienced in Algeria and America learned in Vietnam, winning battles does not

aways equate to winning wars.
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