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Mr. Crane presents his ideas and concepts concerning the teaching of COIN to various members of the military during a session held at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.




Introduction – Jim Willbanks
Okay folks, I think we’ll go started, for those of you who don’t know me, my name’s Jim Willbanks, I’m from the Department of Military History and I have the pleasure of introducing Mr. Conrad Crane today.  Con’s in town to participate in a panel that we are sponsoring at the Harry S. Truman library tomorrow.  A conference ongoing about the Korean War.  But Con is probably more famous for having been one of the leading authors on the COIN manual in 2006.  So we’ve asked him to come here and talk a little bit about COIN, and perhaps teaching COIN.

Dr. Conrad Crane
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Slide 1 - Intro
Thanks.  I’m impressed with the crowd.  Just means more people I might disappoint.  Hopefully, I’ll make this of interest.  What I want to do this afternoon, you guys are living this too, you probably have a lot of good ideas on teaching COIN as well.  I basically brought a slide packet of about sixty slides with me, which are ones I use in various types of COIN presentations, that I am leaving here, for you guys to steal from all you want.  There’s nothing proprietary in there.  There are actually some pretty useful images that you might want to use in your instruction.  And talk about some of the things I talk about.  I don’t get to teach ILE out here in lovely Kansas.  I get to teach at Fort Lee and Fort Belvoir.  My ILE audience has been a little bit different but I’m sure you probably agree with these observations about the audience we’re dealing with.  
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Slide 2 – Some Cautions
They’ve all had multiple deployments and they basically tend to interpret doctrine as whatever they were just doing.  I get a lot of that.  This is one that has really struck me, and this goes back to my Army War College days too.  I very rarely meet an Army officer who has read the doctrine.  I very rarely meet a Marine who has not.  And I’m not sure, I get a lot of explanations from people for that, but it’s a kind of a sobering reality.  The main reason that the counterinsurgency doctrine has not been rewritten, as of this point, is because Gen. Petraeus  and some others don’t think the Army understands it yet;  whereas the Marines are already very much more down the road.  Another problem with the fact that since Army officers don’t read the doctrine is they basically will grab one of the many “straw-men” out there, whether it’s John Nagel or John Gentile, there are straw-men on both sides of the argument, and that’s what they envision is the doctrine.  But the essence of the doctrine, as it is, it’s much more process than content.  When you teach it you should teach it as a process, and not as a template, not the content, it’s the process that’s good.  With many, many different types of solutions.
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Slide 3 – Early Precedents
I always talk about the historical aspects of this, go back to the Lieber code in ’63.  Talk about all the other times we’ve been dealing with irregular warfare and counterinsurgency.  Generally in the past we’ve done more sticks than carrots.  I also like to try to deflate the Marine Small Wars Manual, by saying it’s a nice book, but the Marines don’t pay attention to it either.  Because, when it comes out in 1940 they get distracted by other things.  This is not something new, this is something we’ve dealt with over time, as you all know. 
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Slide 4 – The Legacy of Von Moltke
This is, in my view, the most influential German philosopher on the American Army.  And it’s not Clausewitz.  It’s Helmut von Moltke the elder.  And the reason is because when the American Army is becoming a, is really into its professional drive of the late 19th century, this is everybody’s idol.  And what von Moltke talks about is that’s what military does.  The military wins the big wars.  The diplomats get us into ‘em, the military wins ‘em and then the diplomats get us out.  There’s none of this nation building reconstruction stuff, the diplomats do all of that.  And that is the ethos of the late 19th century, which I think still imbues much of our Army today.  That’s the legacy of that time and our institutional development.  That’s actually from the cover of Harper’s Weekly from 1871.  One of my major yard sale acquisitions from my younger days.  
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Slide 5 – Cold War COIN
Cold war COIN efforts, this is back in the Jim Willbanks’ Army.  Andrew Burwood writes very well about this.  And the dilemmas of how do you get your allies to do what you want them to do?  And of course, we all know about Vietnam and the heavy influence of Thompson … The move towards hearts and minds.  One of the things that we were doing with the counterinsurgency doctrine, we do not use the term “hearts and minds,” in the manual.  There’s a lot of baggage with that.  It was the consensus of the writing team that there are other parts of the anatomy you can grab to make people change attitudes as well as their hearts and minds.  And sometimes you’ve got to do that as well.
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Slide 6 – US Military Legacy of Vietnam
Talk about Vietnam again.  These are standard arguments.  But, it’s useful for people to go back and think, this whole issue of how do institutions learn from defeat.  Ed Ray has written some great stuff on the Japanese Army at Namanhan.  And the lessons they take out of that.  And the bottom line is that it’s not always that you learn to write lessons from defeat.  It’s going to be shaped by your institutional culture.  And what happens after Vietnam is, what the military takes out of Vietnam is shaped very much by its institutional culture of the “big war.”  We talk about Operational Art we talk about all these things and tactics, but at the strategic level of war all of the lessons are really negative.   And a lot of them are still with us today.  This focus on the major conventional wars, we’re just going to avoid these things.  As Jim and I were talking about before we came here, we tend to forget sometimes that the enemy has a vote.  But these are very much still with us within the Army.  This mistrust of media, and I think in American decision-making elites, casualty-aversion is still out there as well.  These are again, all legacies of the Vietnam experience.
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Slide 7 – Army Force Structure
I always try to make the point about Army force structure.  Creighton Abrams does not down, he does not move combat support and combat service support to the Reserves and the Guard because he wants to be a check and balance on the President’s ability to deploy the Army.  That is not the intent of those actions.  I’ve gone through the papers.  I’ve looked at the Congressional testimony.  It’s designed to save division flags.  That’s why he does it.  He’s trying to save the 18th division Army that comes out of Vietnam, or 16, whatever it is.  However, there is a very smart major on his staff named Harry Summers, who realized the possible impact of these moves and manages to write the historiography.  What is it that somebody said, I think it was Churchill, the point is not to make history it’s the write it. Summers actually he creates this aura that this is done in order to check the President’s ability to deploy the Army.  In fact there is a Reserve component study by the Army that’s done in, it’s called Reserve Component study 2005, it’s done about 7-8 years ago where the conclusion of the authors, this is an Army study, is that it would be unwise for the Army to change its current Reserve and Guard force structure to spread CS and CS out more because that would take away the check it has against the President’s ability to deploy it.  This is an Army document that says that.  So, again, it’s become dogma that that’s why Abrams does it, that’s not why he does it.  And as we all know if we’re historians, it doesn’t have an impact anyway.  It doesn’t keep the Army from being deployed to places like Bosnia and Kosovo, and Haiti and Somalia.  But what it does make sure is that we have an Army that is not properly structured for any of these operations, except for the Big War.  In fact, I’d argue today that if you look at the standard BCT structure that it’s still designed for the Full to Gap.  I was at a conference in 2005, out here in fact, it was a very good conference.  It was an Information Operations conference, December 2005.  It came up with all of these great ideas of how to adjust the BCT for counterinsurgency.  Not one of them has ever been instituted.  There is a lot of inertia out there.  
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Slide 8 – Post-Vietnam Doctrine
Again, doctrine, again this is not, these slides are out there for you to steal as much as you want.  These are just the things I talk about.  We talk about this reaction after the war, the best Soviet unit in the world is the Aut4 at the NTC.  We do have an interest in counterinsurgency returning in 1980.  We forget about it in the 70s, we go back to it in the 80s with this El Salvador model.  Fifty-five advisors, American money, host nation kind of does things on its own.  And that actually is what’s in doctrine that goes into Iraq.  We do have counterinsurgency doctrine when we go into Iraq.  It’s based on this El Salvador model.  Small footprint, no major involvement for major general purpose forces.  Again, Vietnam is cited as the way not to do COIN in those manuals.  This whole intellectual problem with counterinsurgency is exacerbated by the Special Operations Command.  I actually made this pitch at SOCOM and survived.  The problem is that what you do is you bifurcate the Army intellectually.  So the general purpose forces can say the special operators can worry about that and there’s no incentive for the special operators to move out of the 1980s.  So they are basically stuck with ideas from the 60s and the 80s.  And when we were trying to write the manual, I was disappointed and surprised by the lack of fresh thought we got from the Special Operations side, even though we tried.  But this intellectual bifurcation of the Army was not good for either side, ‘cause let the conventional guys forget about it and let the Special Operators stultify.  And that problem is still out there, at least on the Special Operator’s side.  

[image: ]
Slide 9 – Catalyst for Change
Catalyst for change, a lot of you guys out there in uniform or out of uniform, retired, lived through this.  All these smaller-scale contingencies in the 90s.  I’ll show you an interesting diagram in a minute that I got from the Army Center for Army Analysis you guys can keep that talks about this.  This is very much a bottom-up change in thinking.  It’s driven by a bunch of junior officers that were really educated in Somalia and Haiti and the Balkans.  What Iraq does is free these people to have some exercise over the larger institutions.  And again it’s these two guys, General Petraeus, General Mattis, who both come out of Iraq at about the same time.  They’ve talked to each other in Iraq.  They’ve talked about the need to make their organizations better learning organizations.  And that’s their goal, and they are both put into positions within their respective services where they can make that happen.  General Petraeus  of course is in command out here and General Mattis becomes the Deputy Commandant of the Marine Corps for Combat Developments, I think that’s what his title at the time.  The bottom line is they both control training, doctrine and education for their services and they can change the way they think.  Now, this operation they institute to change doctrine has a lot of spinoffs, it inspires a similar effort from US Interagency which is awful if anyone has read the COIN document that comes out in December 2008.  Right before the election.  Somebody told me that at least they got out of the starting blocks.  I said yeah, but they ran the wrong way.  And if you read that, basically what it says is you don’t do COIN unless the government you’re going to work with is going to do everything you want it to do.  Not going to find many governments like that.  Air Force came out with the Irregular Warfare manual.  NATO has been working on their doctrine.  If you think we in the Marines had some arguments over terminology, I’ve heard some stories about the NATO guys.  The Germans can’t agree what war means and the Turks can’t agree what anything means.  That’s what I’ve heard.  The big success here is Joint Pub (JP 3-24).  And to be honest if you’re going to teach counterinsurgency you can’t just do it out of FM 3-24, you gotta look at JP 3-24 also.  Because JP adds things that we couldn’t get in the manual, in the time we had to do it.  It adds more discussion of things like carrots and sticks, more discussion of counter-guerilla ops.  It adds some things to it, so you gotta look at the Joint Pub 3-24 as well.  Good publication.
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Slide 10
This is the slide that you might be able to use.  The bottom line here is the US military is not strained by 9-11.  It’s strained by the end of the Cold War.  You’re basically talking a 500% increase in the deployment of military force during the Clinton administration.  When I was at West Point, I got back in the early 90s, some of the young captains and majors there wanted to take up a collection to rebuild the Soviet empire.  Because the world was a lot simpler then.  What have we got now?  We got all the problems of irregular warfare around the world and the Soviet empire is coming back anyway.  So we’ve got the worst of both worlds now.  The bottom line is that it just shows that there’s this big increase in deployments.  That’s why when the Bush administration comes in 2000, if you remember, they were saying we’re going to reduce this because we’re not going to do nation building or any of these peripheral kinds of contingencies.  We’re going to cut back on those so the Army can focus on the big wars.  We cut the Army back to six divisions and all that stuff that was going on.  Bottom line is a lot of strain before 9-11, just made worse by that.
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Slide 11 – Ideal Vision of Transition
These slides, good discussion from these slides.  And this is my view of the realities out there for these contingencies.  This is the theory, if you’re talking Washington, if you read our own doctrine, this is the theory of how things are supposed to work out there.  We start a contingency, peace-keeping effort, stability operation, counterinsurgency.  The military and our allies, we go in, we’ve got the major brunt of the effort.  There’s some kind of handover point where we turn over the major responsibility to civilian organizations, UN, State Department.  And eventually there’s another handover point where indigenous organizations take up the mantle and return to the community of nations.  That’s the ideal vision.  That’s the theory.  A lot of what our interagency doctrine or policies are built on that.  
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Slide 12 – Realistic Vision of Transition
Bottom line is it never happens.  This is the reality.  If the military is the quarterback, the running backs never show up to hand the ball off to.  If you look at any successful reconstruction stability operation, almost all of them the military has major responsibility until the end.  Look at Germany after WWII.  General Clay is supposed to turn over responsibility to John McCloy.  After about a year or two he says, “this ain’t going to happen, I’m going to stay in charge.  You can stay here, I’ll give you certain things to do, but I’m going to stay in major control of it. Because we’ve got the resources, we’ve got the policies, we’ve got the culture to do it.”  And that’s still the situation today.  And what happens is you end up with this gap between the military and civilians.  If you read the After Action Reports from the Balkans, there’s a great term in there that are in almost all the After Action Reports, which they talk about the GFAP-gap.  The General Framework Agreement for Peace gap.  Some of you guys probably lived it out there.  The bottom line is the military’s got certain things to do, they get their missions done, the civilians are supposed to do their part, they have a list of missions, they don’t get them done, there’s a gap and who fills it?  The military does.  It’s resources, it’s culture, it’s capability.  And it’s still out there today.  And people will lament and wring their hands, but that’s the reality.  We still don’t have the civilian capacity, culture or capability to do their part of these operations which we all agree take more than the military to be successful at.  I’ve got another slide on that later, I think.
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Slide 13 – Changing the Way an Organization Thinks
The main purpose of FM 3-24 and Marine Corps Warfighting Pub 33.5, was not to fight COIN better.  It was not to win in Iraq and Afghanistan.  To be honest, we were not sure how involved we were going to be by the time we got the process done.  The idea to write the doctrine was to assist in this process which was trying to turn the Army and Marine Corps into better learning organizations.  This was supposed to actually be an Army-Marine-British manual.  That was General Petraeus’ vision.  He had Gen. Mattis on board for the Marines, the British though, couldn’t keep up with our timeline.  Basically, the Army has a building of people at Ft. Leavenworth writing doctrine over at CAD.  The Marine Corps have a floor of people writing doctrine at Quantico.  The Brits have an office of people writing doctrine in London.  Like, three guys at desks.  They said, “we’d be glad to write the doctrine with ya, we’ve got an opening in 2012.”  Just couldn’t meet our timeline.  A lot of those happened out here at Leavenworth.  The expansion of CALL, new curriculum, guidance for the training centers.  General Petraeus was the spider at the center of the web.
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Slide 14 – An Engine of Change
This is how he always illustrated it.  Some of you may have seen this, if not it’s in the slide deck, you can use it.  That was his vision of what was going on.  And he was the engineer of the engine of change.  Of course, when they sent him to Iraq, they left his seat unfilled for like six months, and all the wheels started spinning in other directions and I’m not sure we’ve ever got them back in line again.  But that’s the vision, a learning organization, with all of these things fitting together.  The CALL people bring things back from the field, it gets stuck into the process, we’ve got this great exchange of ideas that is continually revised.  And that was the intent of the Petraeus-Mattis reforms.  
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Slide 15 – Details of Atypical Process
The manual itself, some of you may be aware of you, maybe some of you are not.  There was an interim COIN manual that came out in October 2004.  We knew that we needed better doctrine.  Jan Horvath over at CAD was basically told to write it.  He spends three months, he write doctrine, it’s pretty tactical and it’s a starting point.  It’s an interim manual, it’s only good for two years, so October of 2005 a rewrite process starts.  That’s when General Petraeus called me up and asked me to take charge of the rewrite.  We finished this in less than a year, which is light-speed for anybody involved in writing Army doctrine.  That’s why a lot of the stuff we couldn’t get into it is in the Joint Pub 3-24.  Another interesting thing in JP 3-24, is you’ll find a different definition of counterinsurgency and insurgency.  Which is one of the things we couldn’t get through this process, but we could get through the JP process.  The Petraeus mode was inclusion.  He wanted to bring everybody in.  He said, “I want to do a vetting conference in February 2006.”  And CAD has a copy of the cd’s of those sessions, which are very interesting.  My idea was to bring 30 smart people in to look at a draft of the doctrine and give us their ideas, so we could go on from there.  General Petraeus said, “good idea, I’m going to be the person to choose the 30 people on that list.”  Well, obviously he’s not real good with numbers, because we ended up with 150.  It was a very rich exchange, we got hundreds and hundreds of pages of ideas.  But it was a very broad array.  The conference was co-sponsored  Sarah Sowell and the CARR Center for Human Rights at Harvard University.  That’s how eclectic this group was.  We had media there.  We had Jim Fallows.  Tom Rich as invited but he couldn’t make it.  Linda Robbinson was there.  We had George Packer.  People were selected from a number of different groups to come in and comment.  Elliott Cohen was there.  We had a lot of Brits there.  Representatives of other countries, representatives of other services.  A very broad array of contributors.  In the end though, it was an Army-Marine manual.  And each chapter had a soldier and a Marine or a civilian that worked with those particular doctrinal agencies involved in writing it.  Gen. Petraeus read everything.  I don’t know when he sleeps to be honest.  But, I won’t tell my stories about his editing skills because he says every time I tell them, he comes out sounding like a very picky editor.  Anybody out there work with General Petraeus before?  You probably know that he is a very picky editor, that’s just the way he is.  Again, the intent of this doctrine was really beyond Iraq and Afghanistan.  But the way doctrine gets written tends to pull it back into contemporary best practices.  We come up with all of these visions of the future and insights from the past, but because of the review process it tends to bring you into the contemporary best practices, so there is a lot of Iraq and Afghanistan in the manual.
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Slide 16 – Details of New Doctrine
General details of the doctrine.  It is more population-centric than enemy-centric.  But there’s still a lot of killing in there.  Again, we get into the straw-man thing.  This is too soft, there’s no killing.  There’s still plenty of killing in there.  But, it does say that long-term success is achieved when people accept this idea of legitimacy as your main goal.  People have to accept the government as legitimate.  I’ll talk about the Mosaic War idea in a minute.  But the bottom line is yeah, you still have to kill or capture people, but we have to be careful how you apply force.  And by the way you have to use other things to win besides military force.  Again, this was a real battle with Fort Wachuka, about intelligence.  They were very uncomfortable with the socio-cultural anthropology twist our intelligence took.  It took a special conference with Fort Wachuka to get that through.  Now they’ve absorbed it, they’ve done some great things with it.  But there was a lot of resistance in 2006, when we were trying to write this.  Campaign Design, this was the cost of Marine participation in the manual.  You may not remember this, back in the old days there was no such thing as Campaign Design in our doctrine.  We’re the first manual to have it.  It’s because the Marines insisted they were not going to participate unless there was a chapter on Campaign Design in the manual.  And of course, now it’s in everything.  And of course, now the problem is now TRADOC has got a hold of it and their futures people are working with it.  When we started with the idea, a lot of it came from Shimon Naveh, who is an Israeli General who started this idea of what he called Systemic Operational Design.  He only wrote in Hebrew.  Which is a very tough language to translate because it has a lot of multiple meanings of words.  Supposedly, he only wrote in bad Hebrew.  And those of us on the Army side felt from the Marine drafts of that chapter, what we were getting were Marine interpretations of bad Hebrew.  Because we couldn’t understand it at all early on.  But we finally got it very understandable.  But now I know since TRADOC’s got a hold of it again that it’s tending to get more and more complex again.  Well, you can go too far down that road as well.  But that is, again, the cost of bringing the Marines in.  Idea of disaggregate enemies, managing information, perceptions as reality, clear-hold-build is a dominate approach.  The Joint Pub does a better job about talking about some of the other things you’ve got to do besides clear, hold, build. Clear, hold, build is very resource intensive.  There are some great solutions in the field that will be in the rewrite of the manual when it starts probably next year.  They’ll talk about other ways to assert yourself when you can’t do clear, hold and build.  Like I said, I don’t think we have enough forces in Afghanistan right now to do clear, hold and build.  But, that is the main focus of the manual, and of course, learn and adapt is the primary theme.
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Slide 17 – Status of US COIN in 2005
Before we started writing the manual, counterinsurgency was seen as a subset of stability operations.  This is 2005.  The number on the manual was FM 3-07.22.  It was a subset of stability operations.  And I went to CAD and said COIN is not a subset of stability operations, there’s a lot of overlap, but COIN is a different campaign theme.  Said we have to change the number on the manual.  It was like a monk had walked into the Vatican and told the Pope, “I want to rewrite the Old Testament.”  I mean, it was chaos.  Well, you can’t change it, our whole doctrinal system will collapse in a pile.  Two weeks later, General Petraeus made the same suggestion.  Now, obviously, the people at CAD had had time to think about it, because it was a great idea two weeks later.  Sometimes the messenger is important.  But the bottom line is, again, we changed it from being a subset from of one of these other things, to being its own theme.  And now it’s one of these campaign operational themes at upper-level with all of the other stuff.  
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Slide 18
The Manual had 15 primary authors, 12 secondary, and 600,000 editors.  Because everybody in the Army and Marine Corps had a chance to comment on it.  That’s what I mean by being pulled back into the contemporary best practices.  We got over 3,000 comments from the field on the manual.  Interesting contrast in styles.  When we got our Army comments, the majority of those, anybody who deals with Army doctrine knows, the majority of those we had to answer.  Had a nice little, we used your idea, we didn’t use your idea, here’s our disagreement with it.  The Marine Corps, they don’t answer theirs.  They use ‘em, they don’t use ‘em, they throw them away and nobody ever knows, until they read the manual, whether their stuff got used or not.  Little different service approach.  
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Slide 19 – FM 3.0: Full Spectrum Operations
You guys know this chart.  Use this though to lead into the stability offense/defense components of operations.
[image: ]
Slide 20 – COIN and Full Spectrum Operations
Then talk about for counterinsurgency, the decisive part of the operation is going to be stability.  You gotta do offense, you gotta do defense, but long-term success comes from stability tasks.  And again, it’s going to change over time, but it’s also going to change by location.  I’ve got a couple of charts you can use to try to illustrate that for students.
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Slide 21 – The Continuum of Operations (UK)
This is from the Brits talking about their Basra.  To show how their ratio of offense to defense stability changed over time.  They go into Major Combat Operations in March ’03, it’s mostly offense, they have what they call a Peace Support Operation for the rest of ’03, which is mostly stability operations, and then the insurgency kicks off in early ’04 and the ratio of stability to offense and defense changes.  This is one area which shows how this ratio changes over time.
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Slide 22
These next two charts show how it varies by geography.  These are snapshots of Iraq in 2004.  Which show that each of the divisional sectors are fighting different kinds of wars.
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Slide 23
This is another diagram that shows Anbar Province, the 1st Marine Division area, in November 2004.  And each of the regimental and brigade combat teams are fighting different types of wars.  Of course this leads to the point about the emphasis of decentralization.  It also leads to the point I made at this conference I was at with a bunch of leading lights on Irregular Warfare last week, out in the woods in Vermont.  It makes it very difficult to present a statistical overview, or an overview of any kind to policymakers.  Because every valley is different, every town is different.  In order to have an accurate picture of what’s going on you’ve got to disaggregate the statistics too.  That’s why you’ll get in class, I’m sure all you teachers have run into this, where some student will say what their view of the war in Afghanistan was, and some other student will leap up and say that’s exactly wrong, my view is this.  And the answer is, you’re both right.  Because that’s the war you saw, it’s a mosaic war.  This is not a general’s war in my view.  Because the generals, the best you can do is basically empower your subordinates to really know what’s going on.  
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Slide 24 – Intellectual Underpinnings
Now, some of the intellectual underpinnings, to be honest, the two most influential intellectuals on this process were General Peter Chiarelli and General Dave Petraeus.  Based on actually, writings in Military Review, that you may be familiar with.  The Petraeus article and his lessons from Iraq and the Chiarelli/Michaelis article talked about Logical Lines of Operation.  Those were the controlling intellectual ideas that helped drive a lot of what we were writing.
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Slide 25 – The Influence of Galula
The most influential dead philosopher was David Galula.  But it’s not, as John Gentile says, so we could copy Algeria.  If there was any campaign we couldn’t copy it was Algeria.  Not with Abu Grabe going on about a dispute with torture.  Algeria was not something that was exactly politically correct at the time we were writing this.  But the main things we got out of Galula, which is really still worth reading and I know you use it for your students, besides the fact that it’s easy to read, it’s a very rich read.  I’s an unfair fight, that’s why they do it.  The bad guys pick this kind of war because the rules favor them and not us.  We all the importance of Information Operations.  Perception is more important than reality in these kind of things.  Military’s gotta do non-military stuff.  Galula is the first one who writes about that extensively.  And this one, you’ve got to recognize the insurgency going on so you can manage the resources and get ready intellectually to do it.  You can’t have the Secretary of Defense standing up there and saying these are nothing but thugs and dead-enders.  Of course, I leave that Secretary of Defense unnamed.  
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Slide 26 – Historical Sources
We tried to put a lot of history in there.  But, this is a tough thing to say as an historian, and Jim might disagree.  There are no lessons from history.  There is a myriad of insights to be gained.  But you can’t take something that worked in Vietnam, for him, and drop it down and apply it in Iraq.  I fear there is too much going on right now of picking stuff up from Iraq and trying to template it on Afghanistan.  Every situation is different.  There are a lot of insights to be gained, but they’ve got to be uniquely applied.  Again, we try to do a lot of history, the one that’s gotten a little bit of interesting commentary is we talk a lot about Napoleon and Spain, and the problems he runs into.  Of course, you all know the problems he runs into in Spain because he doesn’t appreciate what he’s running into, doesn’t evaluate the kind of war he’s in, all that other stuff.  We’ve had a couple of commentators ask me, “did you guys write that because you couldn’t talk about Don Rumsfeld in Iraq?”  My answer to that one always is, I don’t know, the Marines wrote that section you gotta talk to them.
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Slide 27 – Chapter Breakdown
The breakdown of the manual, which you probably are familiar with. But the core of the manual, when you teach this kind of the doctrine, the core is chapters three, four and five.  That’s the process.  And when people say, what does the doctrine look like? I’ll say, I don’t know until you do chapters three, four and five.  You do the socio-cultural intelligence, the design process to figure out what your problem set is and then execute operations, that’s the core of the doctrine.  Chapters three, four and five, you’ve gotta teach process.  
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Slide 28 – Elements of Insurgency
Some other points, I’ll go through these fairly quick.  I talk about the elements of insurgency, the Joint Pub adds some more, based on some Special Forces input.  But the bottom line here is the reason you want to be able to cut insurgency into elements is because each one might take a different approach.  Auxiliaries you might be able to lower the economic incentives;  political cadre, by getting them back into the political system.  Combatants you’ll probably have to kill or capture.  But when you do your campaign design you might have to cut the insurgent movement up and deal with different pieces in different ways.
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Slide 29 – Insurgent Approaches
And oh by the way, you’ve got all kinds of different approaches and each of them probably has to be dealt with differently as well.  This is not your grandmother’s insurgency.  This is not a monolithic insurgency run by the North Vietnamese polit bureau .  And again, a lot of you have been out there and have seen this.  It’s a loose alliance, it’s a loose coalition with people going different directions, different motivations, and when you do your campaign design you’ve got to deal with each piece separately.
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Slide 30 – COIN Principles (Historically Based)
The principles of the manual, the toughest one for the writing team is we agreed legitimacy was the objective, but we slowly realized after two drafts that we didn’t know what legitimacy was.  It is not John Locke legitimacy, as the regional experts who commented on the drafts told us.  In different parts of the world legitimacy means different things.  And once you determine what the local legitimacy is you can figure how to get at it.  But until you you’ve done that process you’re kind of wandering in the dark.  Again, the rest of these you’d recognize, anybody who’s dealt with counterinsurgency over time or historically.  This one we put in though, the Marines put that one in.  This is not a policy manual, not a policy document.  But we wanted to put something in there so hoping if some decision-maker read it somewhere, they’d understand these are always messy and take a long time.  That’s one of the reasons why at this conference in Vermont I was at last week, a lot of these very smart people think that COIN is going to be a fading fad.  And that after Iraq and Afghanistan that we’re not going to do this again for a long time, but we sure as heck better learn how to do FID, because Foreign Internal Defense is going to be the wave of the future.
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Slide 31 – COIN Imperatives
Now this part, I tried to emphasize these because I thought they were a little bit different and needed special section and I also got a neat acronym of M.U.L.E.S. out of it.  You gotta manage information and manage expectations.  Very hard for Americans.  Managing expectations is tough.  We show up someplace and people say, “you’re Americans.”  It’s the Man on the Moon Syndrome.  You put a man on the moon.  That means you can give me electricity, give me a job, feed my family.  A lot of times the first thing you do in these environments is you’ve got to tamp down expectations.  Here is what I am not going to be able to do for you.  A lot of our civilian agency counterparts are worse at that than we are.  But you can’t promise too much.  Use the appropriate level of force, learn and adapt.  Again, this mosaic war, you’ve got to empower down.  And I don’t think we’ve done enough of that yet in force structure changes.  Again, eventually the host nation has to win their own war.
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Slide 32 – COIN Paradoxes
Now, the paradoxes section.  This was my idea.  I wanted to put something in there that would challenge people intellectually to think about what’s different about counterinsurgency and forms of irregular warfare versus the big conventional war people want to fight.  Very controversial part, a lot of general officers hated this.  A lot of changes got made to it, I didn’t have qualifiers when I wrote it, and qualifiers got added to almost all of it.  We did get it in.  The concern of the general officers was that this was going to become dogma instead of just prodding’s for thought.  So it’s a good thing to talk with your students about, about how they interpret these.  For instance, you know sometimes the more you protect your force the less secure you may be.  That doesn’t mean you don’t wear your body armor, doesn’t mean you don’t go out in your MRAP or your armored humvee.  What it means is you can’t lock yourself up in your FOB.  You can’t be a Fobbit.  You gotta get out, get among the people.  Sometimes doing nothing is the best reaction.  Sometimes hard for us to do.  Again, these are things to talk about with your students.  To prod thought about what’s different about this kind of warfare.  You know, if a tactic works this week, it might not work next week, if it works in this province, it might not work in the next.  Why?  What’s your enemy doing?  They’re learning and adapting too.  It’s a dynamic situation out there.  This last one, initially when I wrote that that was, “most important decisions are not made my generals.”  But you know who the last people are to review doctrinal manuals.  At least I got to keep it in there but the “most” got changed to “many.”
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Slide 33 – The Process of Campaign Design
This is that design process.  This is the diagram from the manual, there are other diagrams out there and other doctrine.  FM 3.0 has some good stuff in it now as well.  Bottom line though is you’ve got to figure out what your purpose is, what your problem set is, figure out a way to attack the problem set.  Oh, and by the way, as the situation changes your plan has to change.  It’s a dynamic, iterative process.  It’s not a stationary, constant plan.  It’s gotta be continually changed and adjusted;  very different way of planning.  The War College is having a lot of trouble with this, trying to integrate it into its curriculum.
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Slide 34 – Logical Lines of Effort
Again, this is, they’re called Lines of Effort now, we called them Logical Lines of Operation, they’re now called Lines of Effort in other doctrine.  You’re trying to change people’s attitudes.  You do all these different things and you want to get a good majority of the populace to support the host nation on their own.  Because we are always going to leave in these situations, we are not going to stick around.
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Slide 35 – 1st MarDiv’s Operational Design for OIF II
This is Jim Mattis’ plan for Anbar province, his campaign design for Anbar province.  Three separate sets of enemies.  And again, you might ask your students, what’s the problem set in your zone of Iraq or Afghanistan, because they are different problem sets.  And within each one of these three enemies are also criminal elements that had to be dealt with a little bit differently.  But the goal of the Mattis approach was to turn these guys to kill those guys.  It takes about three years.  And, eventually, it does turn those guys to kill those guys.  But it’s a different approach for the tribal insurgency and the Baathist insurgency and the Al Qaeda insurgency.  
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Slide 36 – 101st Div Lines of Operation, IRAQ
This is Dave Petraeus’ diagram for Mosul.  Very different, different way of thinking, different commander’s vision of what’s going on in Mosul.  Not the same combat problem in Mosul as there was in Anbar at this time.  But the irony is for all his success, when you pulled out the 101st Airborne Division and put a Stryker Brigade in there, Mosul went to hell.  And it’s probably the most dangerous part of Iraq right now, so this all got lost because it wasn’t sustained. 
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Slide 37 – Synergy of Lines of Effort
Synergy of Lines of Effort, I always use this slide.  Anybody who’s been to Iraq, these trash piles are all over the place.  Talked to a battalion commander in Baghdad who said his IED problem in Baghdad went away when he started picking up trash.  Two reasons for it, first was, that’s where the bad guys were hiding the bombs, in the trash piles.  Second was, a local sheik came up and told him and said, I appreciate the service you are performing for us, I will cooperate with you to see what else we can get.  So not only did the bad guys not have any place to hide their bombs, the local people started turning them in.  So the battalion commander said 90 percent of my problem was gone in two weeks.  Again, synergy of lines of effort, they support each other.
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Slide 38
This one, this has gotten a bad rap.  There was an article in the New York Times about PowerPoint that used a version of this slide to show that this is how PowerPoint goes crazy.  This is the last slide of a slide set developed by the Joint Staff that’s based on taking the Logical Lines of Effort and making them into a computer model.  And, actually, we call this the hairball slide, those of us that worked on it.  There’s a separate slide for each piece, and this is just the slide at the end to show people how complex it is.  But it actually is a very, very useful computer model to show how you move people from support for the insurgency to neutral populace to support for the station of government.  You know, each of these things has an impact.  And it’s interesting, one of the things that came out of this was, what makes people change their actions?  The most important statistic is not how many bad guys did you kill.  It’s not even the level of violence.  The most important statistic is, how many people are going shopping? How many people are sending their kids back to school?  It’s, how does this perception of security change behavior?  And that’s the metric we need to get at.  And that’s one of the useful things of this whole model, it shows how each of these things ripple through the system to change everything else.  It’s a very, very, very  complex kind of war.  It is the graduate-level of warfare.  Though all warfare is graduate-level, it’s just a different course.
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Slide 39 – Criticisms of New Doctrine
Now, there’s a lot of criticism out there.  Some of these you’ve heard.  Edward Luttwak, Andrew B., only brutality works.  Luttwak says we should be modeling ourselves on the Nazi’s of WWII.  He says population-centric is the way to go, you gotta change people’s attitudes, but you do that through intimidation, you do that with sticks and not carrots.  Though he admits it’s a fine line to walk between intimidation and pushing him into the other guy’s camp.  Misdirected, this is more the Ralph Peter’s argument.  You need to kill the bad guys, that’s where victory comes from.  Enemy-centric is the way to go.  Long-term success comes from killing all the bad guys not from any kind of popular support.  There’s a group on the left that says, nice doctrine, but Americans can’t do it.  Steve Biddle wrote a nice piece for some of the political science journals about how civil war is not counterinsurgency.  If you look at the political science definition for civil war and the political science definition for internal war, which is what counterinsurgency are, the definitions are exactly the same.  There’s elements of civil war in all insurgency.  However, the more the sectarian divide, the more careful you have to be with your actions.  The worst thing you can do in a conflict with a lot of sectarian divisions is have early elections or set up security forces quickly, because all you do is lock in the divides.  Two things we did in Iraq.  Steve Metz at the War College likes to argue that Mao is dead; the old COIN thinking doesn’t meet current realities.  Jeff Recker at the Air War College says Americans can’t do COIN, our political and social structure doesn’t have the patience or willingness to do it.  The military doesn’t want to do it, therefore we’re always going to lose, we shouldn’t try.  Then there is the dangerous school, this is kind of John Gentile’s place, that we’re losing our conventional skills, we’re focused on something that’s a transitory or misperceived problem set.  Leaders are going to get too overconfident with counterinsurgency, it’s too expensive.  There are elements of truth in all of these.  And this is the big debate within the Army right now.  There are still a lot of general officers very, very disturbed with the emphasis on counterinsurgency and it’s something you’ve got to wrestle with in the classroom.  Then there’s the luddite school, one of the services, which will remain unnamed, says that we don’t use technology and airpower enough; that we can win these wars from 20,000 feet.  And the point I make is, you gotta win these things with boots on the ground, but they don’t have to be American boots.  They don’t even have to be military boots, but there’s got to be somebody face-to-face on the ground and deal with these problems.

[image: ]
Slide 40 – Impacts of the Field Manual
Impacts of the field manual, besides making me famous.   The text book, I gave a talk at Princeton, I said we were going to rewrite the manual, I had a bunch of professors go apoplectic. They said you can’t do that it’s the best text book I’ve got.  Which says a lot for political science text books in general, I guess.  But, that is the rally that’s out there, they’re bothered we’ll rewrite the thing.

[image: ]
Slide 41 – The Surge(s)
Let me make some observations, again things to throw out and use in class.  The surge was not the surge, it was the surges.  There were extra troops, they were important around Baghdad.  A lot of Iraqis like you told me, the main impact of the surge was not the fact that the troops showed up, it was the fact that it was announced.  If you look at Anbar Province, most of the violence in Anbar Province drops between the time the surge is announced and the time the troops show up.  By the time the troops show up Anbar is pretty well copacetic.  The worst thing you can do is announce a surge with a deadline;  because it kills the psychological impact that’s one of the major parts of the surge.  This was actually, as I found out from General Petraeus’ staff, this was a target information operation.  To invite Michael O’Hanlon and Kenneth Pollack over there in the summer of 2007, show them what was going on in the hope that they would write an article in the United States that said the surge was working that would change the political debates of the United States.  It worked perfectly.  That was the goal, they set up a list and said who can we invite over that people will believe if they write this.  They were a couple of people invited over and that article changed American attitudes at home.  Petraeus also wanted a civilian surge, couldn’t get it.  So he took the PRTs and he gave them to brigade commanders and that created a civilian surge.  I talked to Phyllis Power, there was a round of PRTs in the Baghdad embassy.  She said it solved all of my problems with access, coordination, synchronization, security.  Because all of a sudden these PRTs belong to these colonels.
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Slide 42 – Reasons for the “Awakening”
Talk about the awakening, again, you’ll have a lot of experiences from your students on the ground on this stuff.  There are a lot of things besides the doctrine.  Al Qaeda is inept at insurgency.   Al Qaeda does a lot of stupid things to turn people against them.  Again, there are a lot of things going on.  And Al Sadr’s troops also help.  But this is the most competent counterinsurgency force the world has ever seen.  Is it because of the doctrine I helped write?  Nope.  It’s because they’ve all been there three and four times.  That’s why.  They learn from experience the hard way.  
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Slide 43 – Expanding Role of Brigade Commanders
Let’s talk about the expanding role of brigade commanders.  In my view, the war in Iraq is a colonel’s war.  The war in Afghanistan is a colonel’s/lt. colonel’s war.  Decentralized, it’s mosaic war.  This guy is Ricky Gibbs, one of my students from the War College.  I ran into him in Iraq, he’s opening a hospital in South Baghdad.  His brigade included ten combat battalions.  Anyone know the size of a division?  I remember back in my days in Leavenworth, I think there were ten battalions in the division if I remember.  It’s a division-size unit.  With all the training teams for police, all the training teams for the Army, a PRT of 55 people working for him and millions of dollars of surp funds.  He’s a colonel.  What we’re expecting our colonel’s to do is amazing.  Oh, by the way, his occupation zone in South Baghdad, 1.2 million Iraqi’s under that colonel’s control.  That’s more bigger than our whole occupation zone at the end of WWI for the whole US 3rd Army.  
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Slide 44 – COIN in Falluja
Counterinsurgency in Falluja.  I was there late 2007, right here is that bridge where the contractor hung up by their heels.  The most important ammunition in Falluja that day was in the bag of this Marine battalion commander, Tootsie Roll Pops.  And what are these young men talking about?  Job programs.
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Slide 45 – Combat Outposts and Joint Security Stations
Again, the combat outpost, Joint Security Stations.  This is only one approach, in some cases you want to do FOBs, this is not the standard solution.  The argument of John Gentile and those others, they’ll take what Petraeus did in Iraq and they’ll say this is what the doctrine says.  It’s  not what the doctrine says.  This is a solution set that they came up with in Iraq.  Your solution set might be FOBs.  It might be a lot of airstrikes, it depends what your problem set is.  But these were the security stations set up which led to the rise of the Sons of Iraq.
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Slide 46 – Rise of the “Sons of Iraq”
I’m outside the picture with a young captain taking this.  And this captain next to me is saying, you know, I know these guys were shooting at me two months ago.  And I said, captain, welcome to counterinsurgency, that’s how these wars go.  Your friends change, but you’ve got to take advantage of that when you can get them.  
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Slide 47 – Training the Iraq Army
We had to relearn training the Army.  I still don’t think people who do this mission get the appreciation they deserve.  I’m sure that’s something that some of you have heard and seen before.  But it’s a mission we’ve had to relearn.  It’s one the Special Forces are forgetting.  
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Slide 48 – Importance of Police
We’ve got the same problem with police, who trains police?  There are legal restrictions about DoD training police.  But in both Iraq and Afghanistan we fiddled around for two years until we realized the DoD’s gotta train police.  That’s a tough mission.  That’s another one we’ve got to figure out how we do it, if we’re going to do it, or else we increase civilian capacity to do it.  In this kind of war, police are essential and somebody’s got to make sure they’re straight and on line.
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Slide 49 – COIN “Behind the Wire” at Bucca
COIN behind the wire.  Major General Stone at Bucca, he takes his 20,000 detainees, splits them into incorrigibles and reformables, 5,000 incorrigibles and 15,000 reformables.  Brings in teachers to teach the prisoners to read and write, moderate imam’s to teach them a moderate form is Islam, teaches them job skills and sends them home.  When I was over there in late 2007 he had sent back 2,200 prisoners, what he called “moderate missiles.”  He’d fired 2,200 moderate missiles back into Iraqi society, two had come back.  Any prison in America would be thrilled with those kind of numbers.  Counterinsurgency doesn’t end when somebody goes into detention.
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Slide 50 – New Court and Legal Reform
Of course, it also took complete reform of the Iraqi justice system.
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Slide 51 – MRAPs – Mixed Messages
I get some interesting stories about MRAPs.  I’d be curious what your students think of the MRAPs.  In Iraq, MRAPs were great.  In urban areas they encouraged soldiers to go into areas they would not go into before.  But here in Afghanistan they have a hard time getting the soldiers out of the MRAPs.  In a area where you need to patrol, rural areas you need to get out, the soldiers are reluctant to get out of the vehicles.  So, I’m not sure if the message is positive or negative on these things.  I mean, they do save lives, but they do have an impact on your soldier’s operations.
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Slide 52 – Barriers and Movement Control
Another thing you gotta remember is that coercion is a part of the doctrine.  Sometimes you’ve gotta force people to do things they might not want to do.  One of the big reasons for success in Iraq is they’ve got 2/3rds of the world’s concrete there.  We put barriers up all over the place.  We did our own ethnic cleansing, we did our own ethnic divisions.  We cut off neighborhoods, and once walls go up it’s hard to get them down.  But that’s how we helped contain the security problem, by setting up these barriers to movement.  You need to do census, you need to do some kind of population control.  For those of you in Iraq, that’s the Iraqi power grid, want to know why they have problems with electricity, actually all of those lines run back to local generators.
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Slide 53 – Accepting Local Solutions
This was tough for us to do.  We had to learn to accept Iraqi solutions, which are not our solutions, and sometimes they don’t seem better than our solutions, but they work for them.
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Slide 54 – Problems in Afghanistan
Talk about Afghanistan.  Again, this conference I was at in Vermont, which was an international group and there was a general consensus that whoever decided to bring NATO into Afghanistan didn’t think through that whole operation, didn’t think through the ramifications of doing that.  Because it has really made it much more complex.  Two NATO boots doesn’t equal two US boots.  NATO came in with all kinds of caveats, all kinds of problems.  In many ways the viability of NATO depends on success in Afghanistan, but they made that success a lot more problematic.  There’s no uniform COIN approach, and again there’s the fear that we’re trying to template Iraq there.  Air power probably gets a bad rap in Afghanistan, a lot of the problems we have with air power in Afghanistan are really Special Operations problems.  But, again, it goes back to this whole problem about using force correctly.  And this is another good debate to have.  We’ve got this perception on the ground of excessive civilian casualties coming from our air strikes, when all of the studies show the Taliban is killing a lot more civilians than we are.  But that’s not the perception in a lot of parts Afghanistan.  Some people are very concerned that the rules of engagement have become too restrictive and they’re tying our hands on the ground too much.  Another issue that is good for debate with your students.  But there definitely is a decline of public support in key areas.  One of the problems is the Taliban are much better at adapting than Al Qaeda.  Maybe because they’re local, they understand the locals better.  They are a much better foe than Al Qaeda.  And, again, we’re not going to fix Afghanistan unless we fix Pakistan, and anybody who has a solution to fix Pakistan, please let me know.  I’ve got a lot of people who are looking to hear something about that.
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Slide 55 – Excessive Use of Special Ops?
I use this cartoon from Doonesbury, I’ll leave with you to talk about.  You could teach a whole class on this particular cartoon.  About the use of Special Operations, the CIA guy basically brings in an airstrike on a guy who his buddy tells him is a bad guy.  You can question about, is that really evaluating your sources, who else might have been in the building, what kind of damage from the attack, how is it going to be seen by people in the area.  Lot of ways to go with that.  The last particular part of the cartoon is I don’t get it, how come you guys are losing?  Another issue that you can sometimes debate.
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Slide 56 – Broader Institutional Worries
This is my last slide.  The John Gentile and other arguments.  Has the pendulum swung too far?  Has it swung not enough.  I’ll tell ya, the personnel system hasn’t changed at all.  In some areas it hasn’t moved at all.  In some places maybe it has gone too far.  I’m really concerned about how we’ve screwed up SOF.  I’m in a big debate with SOCOMs leadership right about perceptions, they’re doing too much DA.  Every class I teach I get a whole bunch of students with bad stories about how Direct Action screwed up their zone of operations, both in Iraq and Afghanistan.  I even get other SOF guys telling me how national-level Direct Action screwed up their areas of operation.  Maybe it’s perceptions, but, in my view when the major experts on counterinsurgency and SFA come from the general purpose forces and when you want to kill somebody you grab a special operator, something’s wrong here.  We’ve had a role reversal I’m very unsettled with, and again, if Foreign Area Defense is the future, that’s really a SOF mission, somebody needs to grab that sucker.  I don’t like terms.  I don’t know what IW is.  I’m sure you do a lot of this with your students, do our terms make sense?  Does SSTR make sense?  Does irregular warfare diffusion make sense?  I don’t think they do, they’re not useable.  By the way, our allies have different meanings for these things.  The Brits talk about irregular activity.  Counterinsurgency means different things to different allies, words matter.  I hate the term human terrain, people are not terrain.  We could debate that for awhile, that’s the name we’re stuck with, but I hate the term human terrain.  And people are not a center of gravity, either.  Their attitudes are.  But people are not a center of gravity.  My big concern, has the FM become National Security Strategy?  There is a National Security Strategy now, I’m sure you’ve all read it and you’re probably teaching it in your classes.  If you can figure out our priorities, please let me know.  In this kind of war you need big staffs and headquarters, I keep hearing talk about we’re going to cut back staffs and headquarters, get more trigger-pullers.  This type of war takes analysis, planning, massive intelligence work, you gotta have big staffs and headquarters.  I’m concerned about, we all know the problems of an all-volunteer force in itself.  In this kind of war, long-term presence is important, personal relationships are important.  We say we fixed our rotation problems of Vietnam, they’re still 12-month tours.  In fact, I’d argue we had it better in Vietnam.  Because we had the same units in place for years; and they built up intelligence databases, we all got ‘em at MHI, we all got ‘em by archive, come and see ‘em.  They had great intelligence databases on their part of Vietnam.  Now what do we have?  We have a relearning process every time we rotate a unit.  Now, they’re trying, there are better connections now than there used to be, but there’s still is always a learning process when units switch zones.  Heck, a couple years ago the 10th Mountain Division had brigade come back from Iraq, a brigade come back from Afghanistan, they had dwell time for about fourteen months, they sent them back and they flip-flopped them, how stupid is that?  And again, the continuing lack of interagency capability that is going to force us to do missions we’d rather not do forever, as far as I can see.  
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Slide 57 – Questions
You can have this slide too.  This is the great contribution to my slide deck from the Marine Corps.  I got this slide for questions.  So that’s a very compact hour, I apologize for taking the whole period, but there were a lot of things wanted to talk about.  This stuff’s all for you guys to think about, you can use any slide you want.  My email’s available, I’m willing to talk with anybody.  This is important, but the question I get whenever I do talks around the country is there’s always somebody who says, what happens after Iraq and Afghanistan if we don’t want to do this anymore?  I say, FM 3-24 becomes a nice museum piece that sits up on your shelf, and if the policy makers don’t want to do it, we’ll see how long that goes until we have to do it again.  The enemy has a vote.  Dave Kilcullen says the enemy is going to make us fight these kind of wars until we get it right.  But, if the policy makers don’t want to do COIN, then we may go through another one of these periods of unlearning and learning again.


Question
Rich Kiper – A couple of us give instructions to the Human Terrain teams prior to their deployment, we give a full day of COIN kind of instruction.  The whole Human Terrain system now I gather is in some sort of a turmoil, without getting into details, what is your assessment of the effectiveness of what these teams are doing?
Answer
My problem is not with the concept, which actually is our fault, because it came out of the manual.  It came out of our efforts that generated it.  And the person, Monte McPhee who has been one of the major advisors on it, actually wrote the chapter in the manual.  They bring useful tools to the field.  My concern with the term human terrain, how it’s being used, is there’s an assumption for many, you take some anthropologists who did their dissertation on the Papua tribes of New Guinea, and you’re going to drop them into Afghanistan and they’re going to understand the Pushtun’s in a couple of weeks.  It doesn’t happen that way.  The way you develop that is the way the Marines did it in Anbar, where after five or six years you finally start to understand what’s going on.  My concern is that by using the term and the way we talk about it, we expect a quick fix.  They’re going to come in and fix the area.  They are good for bringing tools, they are good for different skills, different ways of looking at things, they’re not a quick fix.  It goes back to expectation management a bit, I think we’ve raised expectations a bit with them.  Another things that’s hurting us is there’s a big backlash in the anthropology community.  If you read any of the cultural anthropology journals, there’s a lot of railing about what they call the Military Anthropology Complex.  They say we violate our oath if we help the Army do these kind of wars.  The logic is that in order for anthropologists to be successful, they have to be seen as neutral.  So people won’t see them as intruding in their particular area they are doing research.  And they say by being indentified with a government program like this you are basically messing up the environment for the rest us that want to do research.  I understand that a little bit, then I always say okay, so you just want us to stumble and bumble along, we’re going to do this anyway.  So you’d rather have us do it wrong than have us do it right.  But Monte McPhee has taken a lot of heat from her profession for what she’s doing.  So there’s a lot of professional backlash, we expect too much from it, it does bring useful skills to the field.  We’ve just got to understand that it’s not going to be a quick fix.  And, again, everything is different.  There Pushtun’s are not New Guinea tribes.  It’s a unique environment, a unique culture that takes years and years to understand, and you’re not going to drop a Human Terrain team in there for six months and make much of an impact.  I guess that’s my concern.  Our expectations need to be controlled a bit, on what they bring.
Question - ?
What is your opinion on how the ABs (Advise and Assist Brigades) are being structured?  How they’re being used?

Answer
(Con) In some ways this is a spin off on the John Nagle argument that we need this advisory corps of 20,000 sitting aside to do advisory missions.  The best advisors I saw in the field were guys that actually came out of regular units that came out and served.  They had connections, in some ways they had institutional support.  I’m just not sure we have enough force structure to do that.  Is this a useful exercise?
(Jim)  I think it’s a step in the right direction.  Certainly with the connection with the conventional forces, the brigades because I think that connection is really important.  It is much more effective than just putting these guys out in the middle of nowhere and telling them to fend for themselves.  I’m not sure that we’ve completely broken the code on what the structure ought to be though.  I think it’s a step in the right direction.  I went down and worked with those guys down at Ft. Benning before they left for Iraq, and I think they probably have changed since they’ve been there.  But I’m not sure how they’ve restructured completely.
(Con)  But the key is having these links, you can’t just have advisors out in the zone, in the boonies.  You’ve got to have the links with the brigades and it’s gotta be tied into a system.  It’s a tough skill.  Everybody can’t advise.  You can’t just assign anybody to do it.  I know that was one of the frustrations John Nagle had when he was early-on in charge of the advisory training at Ft. Riley.  He told me one story that one guy who was going to be an advisor in Afghanistan , up in the highest mountains of Afghanistan, and the guy showed up with an Americal Division patch on.  He was the major of this unit and he was like 60-years-old, and he couldn’t get up a flight of stairs, and they were going to send him to 15,000 feet in Afghanistan.  So you gotta have the right people to do it.  We gotta take the mission seriously, but we just gotta keep the links to the regular force.  If it’s seen as a separate mission that a bunch of guys are doing on their own, then I think we’re in trouble.  Somehow it’s gotta all be linked together, synergy, everything’s gotta be tied together.  The more and more we create separate structures there’s more and more danger they become their own little cylinders of excellence, which is that David Kilcullen term for stovepipes.  
image5.wmf
Cold War COIN

•

Advisory Efforts 

–

influencing balky 

allies

–

Greece

–

Korea

–

Thailand

–

The Philippines

•

Vietnam 

–

sparks flurry of 

publications, institutional commitment

–

Heavy influence from Thompson and 

Trinquier, move towards “hearts and minds”
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US Military Legacy of Vietnam

•

New Tactics and Techniques 

–

air 

assault, PGMs, leadership reform, 

training centers

•

Operational Art 

–

new appreciation for 

importance of linking tactical success to 

strategy, Clausewitz

•

Strategic Level of War 

–

focus on what 

we do well (major conventional wars); 

avoid what we do poorly 

(counterinsurgency, nation

-

building); 

mistrust of media and political 

constraints; casualty aversion
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Army Force Structure

•

Creighton Abrams wanted to save division 

flags in postwar drawdown, give Reserve 

Components missions they could handle

•

Placing so much CS/CSS in RC also was 

seen by some as way to limit President’s 

ability to go to war without mobilization; that 

has become dogma since, but has not 

worked to limit deployments

•

End result was an Army improperly structured 

for counterinsurgency, peace operations, and 

post

-

conflict missions
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Post

-

Vietnam Doctrine 

•

Focus quickly turned to defeating Soviets in Europe

•

1973 Mideast War and NATO dominated thinking

•

Active Defense, AirLand Battle continued emphasis

•

Counterinsurgency files purged from Army schools

•

NTC featured Soviet enemy

•

In 1980s, interest in counterinsurgency returned, but 

used El Salvador model with minimal direct US 

involvement

•

Capstone operations manuals cited Vietnam as 

example of over

-

involvement in COIN, did not 

foresee major role for conventional forces, paid little 

attention to subject ; neglect exacerbated by creation 

of SOCOM
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Catalysts for Change

•

Explosion of SSCs in 1990s 

–

Somalia, 

Bosnia, Kosovo, Haiti 

–

prepares force for 

change, educates junior leaders

•

Iraq demonstrates need for change to 

whole leadership 

•

People are also catalysts, emerging from 

crucible of Iraq into key shaping positions:

–

LTG David Petraeus

–

LTG James Mattis

•

New military doctrine spawned similar 

effort in US Interagency, in US Air Force, 

in NATO, and in joint doctrine (JP 3

-

24)
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Changing the Way an Organization 

Thinks

•

New scenarios at training centers

•

New curriculum in military schools

•

Better and accelerated Lessons 

Learned process

•

Different unit preparation before 

deployments

•

New doctrine
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An Engine of Change

Doctrine
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Details of Atypical Process

•

October 2004 interim COIN manual was 

tactical, new version operational

•

Short time line to finish, less than a year, 

very fast for military doctrine

•

Broad array of contributors from services, 

interagency, academia, human rights 

community, media, think tanks

•

Army

-

Marine integration in true team effort

•

LTG Petraeus read every word

•

Intent is beyond Iraq and Afghanistan, but 

they shaped it
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Details of New Doctrine

•

Population

-

centric; success is achieved when people 

accept government as legitimate

•

Some enemies still must be killed or captured, but force 

must be applied very carefully in “mosaic war”

•

Military force cannot achieve success by itself

•

Eventually the host nation must win its own war

•

Intelligence gathering is more cultural anthropology 

than normal military intelligence

•

Campaign design is required to identify problem set

•

Enemies must be disaggregated, dealt with differently

•

Managing information is critical; perceptions are reality, 

and shape victory

•

Focus on clear

-

hold

-

build as dominant approach

•

Learn and Adapt is dominant theme
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Status of US COIN in 2005
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SPECTRUM OF CONFLICT
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COIN and Full Spectrum 

Operations

D
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Stability

•

Civil Security

•

Civil Control

•

Essential Services

Offense

The proportion of effort devoted to Offense, Defense, and Stability 

within COIN can change over time…

…and can vary geographically and by echelon 

in a “mosaic war.”

Offense
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COIN is a Campaign Theme 

and is a combination of Offense, 
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Offense and defense complement or 

support stability.                                         

Stability tasks will always be the decisive 

part of the operations.  
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Intellectual Underpinnings

•

David Galula

•

Frank Kitson

•

Robert Thompson

•

Steve Metz

•

Max Manwaring

•

T.E. Lawrence

•

MG Chiarelli

•

Phillip Davidson

•

Bard O’Neill

•

David Kilcullen

•

USMA, CGSC

•

“The Field” 

•

USMC Irregular 

Warfare project

•

The Marx Brothers 

–

Lenin, Mao, Giap, Che

•

Carlos Marighelia

•

RAND Arroyo, IDA

•

LTG Mattis

•

LTG Petraeus

•

John Nagl

•

CIA, USAID, State

•

Human Rights 

Community

•

Ralph Peters
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The Influence of Galula

•

Revolutionary war is unfair, most rules favor the 

insurgent

•

Information operations permeate everything

•

Though not ideal, military forces must be 

prepared to do traditionally non

-

military missions  

•

Counterinsurgents must recognize insurgency 

exists, deal with root causes  

Essential though it is, the military action is secondary to the political 

one, its primary purpose being to afford the political power enough 

freedom to work safely with the population…A revolutionary war is 

20 per cent military action and 80 per cent political.

--

David Galula, 

Counterinsurgency Warfare
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Historical Sources

•

Philippine Insurrection

•

Huk Rebellion 

•

First Indochina War

•

Second Indochina 

War

•

Chinese Civil War

•

Nepal

•

Malaya

•

Indonesia

•

Arab Revolt

•

Colombia

•

Peru

•

Cuba

•

El Salvador

•

Ireland

•

Spain

•

Ivory Coast

•

Algeria

•

Afghanistan

•

Iraq
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Chapter Breakdown

•

Chapter 1 

–

Insurgency and Counterinsurgency

•

Chapter 2 

–

Unity of Effort: Civil

-

Military 

Integration (Put early for interagency emphasis)

•

Chapter 3 

–

Intelligence (Much Socio

-

Cultural)  

•

Chapter 4 

–

Designing Operations (New)

•

Chapter 5 

–

Executing Operations (includes 

Information Operations, LLOs)

•

Chapter 6 

–

Developing Host Nation Forces

•

Chapter 7 

–

Leadership and Ethics

•

Chapter 8 

–

Sustainment(unique COIN logistics)

•

Appendixes (Guide for Action, SNA and 

Intelligence Tools, Linguistic Support, Legal, 

Airpower, Reference Bibliography)
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Elements of Insurgency

•

Movement Leadership

•

Political Cadre

•

Combatants

•

Auxiliaries

•

Mass Base

•

EACH ELEMENT MAY REQUIRE A 

DIFFERENT COIN APPROACH
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Insurgent Approaches

•

Conspiratorial 

•

Military

-

focused 

•

Urban

•

Protracted Popular War

•

Identity

-

focused

•

JP adds Subversive approach

COUNTERINSURGENTS MAY FACE A 

SHIFTING COMBINATION OF 

APPROACHES AND NETWORKS
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COIN Principles

(Historically Based)

•

Legitimacy (locally defined) as the main 

objective

•

Unity of effort is essential

•

Political factors are primary

•

Understanding the environment

•

Intelligence as the driver for operations

•

Isolation of insurgents from their cause 

and support

•

Security under the rule of law

•

Long term commitment
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COIN Imperatives

(From more contemporary experience)

•

Manage information and expectations

•

Use the appropriate level of force 

•

Learn and adapt

•

Empower the lowest levels

•

Support the host nation
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COIN Paradoxes

•

Sometimes, the more you protect your force, the less 

secure you may be

•

Sometimes, the more force is used, the less effective it is

•

The more successful you are, the less force you can use 

–

and the more risk you must accept

•

Sometimes doing nothing is the best reaction

•

Some of the best weapons for COIN do not shoot 

•

The host nation doing something tolerably is normally 

better than us doing it well

•

If a tactic works this week, it might not work next week. If it 

works in this province, it might not work in the next

•

Tactical success guarantees nothing

•

Many important decisions are not made by generals
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The Process of Campaign Design
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Effect of Proper Application of 

LLOs (or Lines of Effort)
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Synergy of Lines of Effort
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Criticisms of New Doctrine

•

Wrongheaded 

–

Only brutality works

•

Misdirected 

–

Needs to be enemy

-

centric

•

Rightminded, but naive 

–

US is too brutal

•

Irrelevant 

–

Civil Wars are not COIN

•

Too Traditional 

–

Old COIN thinking is out 

of touch with present realities

•

Impossible 

–

US social, political, and 

military culture cannot do COIN

•

Dangerous 

–

Will cause force to lose 

essential conventional skills, make leaders 

overconfident with too

-

expensive COIN

•

Luddite 

-

Neglects technology, airpower
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Impacts of Field Manual

•

2 Million downloads the first month on web

•

Republished by University of Chicago Press

•

Lead review in New York Times, by Pulitzer 

Prize winner

•

Besides interagency and USAF, has also 

influenced allies (and enemies)

•

Textbook at many major universities

•

Computer model of FM used to generate 

troop to task data for Afghanistan
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The Surge(s)

•

Extra troops made it easier for GEN Petraeus to 

conduct new COIN operations, esp. Baghdad

•

Many Iraqis told me that the key impact of the 

surge was announcement signified American 

commitment to stay the course, most Anbar  

impact happened before troops arrived

•

O’Hanlon and Pollack piece on success of 

surge was most important information event of 

2007 (late July), resulting surge in US will

•

Petraeus achieved civilian surge by assigning 

PRTs to BCTs
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Reasons for the “Awakening”

•

Iraqis were tired of violence

•

Sunnis realized they could not win, must become 

part of the solution

•

Al Qaeda was inept at insurgency

•

GEN Petraeus, his vision, and the new doctrine

•

Coalition adaptation to tribal dynamics and Iraqi 

aspirations

•

The immense competence of American military 

forces in Iraq

•

Al

-

Sadr’s truce also helped
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Expanding Role of Brigade 

Commanders
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COIN in Falluja
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Combat Outposts and Joint 

Security Stations
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Rise of the  “Sons of Iraq”


image47.wmf
Training the Iraq Army
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Importance of Police:

National Police Deployments in Baghdad
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COIN “Behind the Wire” at Bucca
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New Courts and Legal Reform
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MRAPs 

–

Mixed Messages
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Barriers and Movement Control
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Accepting Local Solutions
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Problems in Afghanistan

•

No Unity of Effort, even among NATO nations, and 

no uniform COIN campaign, also can’t template Iraq

•

Airpower was key element of Iraqi success, but it 

cannot substitute for shortage of boots on the 

ground either for gathering intelligence or 

perceptions of security

•

Perception of excessive civilian casualties in on

-

call 

airstrikes, SOF raids 

–

and who controls the ground 

controls the message. ROE perhaps too restrictive

•

Significant decline in public support and government 

legitimacy in key areas

•

The Taliban adapts better than Al Qaeda

•

Pakistan remains key to region


image1.wmf
Teaching COIN to ILE Students

Dr. Conrad Crane

16 June 2010
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Excessive Use of Special Ops?
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Broader Institutional Worries 

•

Has the pendulum swung too far, or not 

enough, or not at all? 

–

Reform is uneven

•

The soul of SOF, and role reversal

•

Semantic obfuscation

•

People are not terrain

•

Has FM become National Security Strategy?

•

Neglect of staffs and headquarters

•

Health of the all

-

Volunteer force and its utility 

in “Long War,” including tour length & rotation 

policies

•

Continuing lack of interagency capability
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QUESTIONS ???
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Some Cautions

• Most officers have multiple deployments

• Tend to interpret doctrine as whatever 

they were just doing

• Marines are more likely to have actually 

read the manual before

• Many strawmen of doctrine exist in print, 

among critics and supporters

• Core of COIN doctrine is process more 

than specific guidance
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Early Precedents

•

1863 

-

General Orders 100, the Lieber 

Code, used in Civil War and Philippines

•

Despite experience fighting guerrillas in 

Mexico in 1840s, in South in 1860s and 

1870s, and in the Philippines, as well as 

Indian wars, any Army interest in COIN

-

style doctrine was episodic and brief. 

•

Generally, Army approach was more 

sticks than carrots

•

1940 

-

USMC Small Wars Manual, product 

of their experience of 1920s, 1930s, gets 

overshadowed by WWII
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The Legacy of Von Moltke

•

Influenced American military 

reformers at end of 19

th

Century, shaped institutions 

•

Believed in strong military with 

sole purpose of fighting and 

winning major wars

•

Once war began, military 

needed free hand; when 

major hostilities ended, the 

military had no major role

•

Diplomats did reconstruction 

and nation

-

building


