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Islamist-Influenced Insurgency: The Importance of Coverage and Control  
 
     Gallagher 29 June 04

                                                                                                                                                         jj6267@usma.edu

[working memo]

1.  The fundamentalist Islamic message includes a steady, continual claim of the following:  1) Islam is under attack from the jahiliyyah
, led by the U.S., which seeks to exterminate Islam; 2) Fighting against the jahiliyyah is the duty of every Muslim, those who fight will be rewarded richly, and Allah will ensure that the fight will ultimately end in victory (jahiliyyah and Islam cannot coexist); and 3) The trials, poverty, and hardships common to Muslim lands today is the fault of the West and has occurred (Allah has allowed it) only because Muslims have not been devout (fundamentalist) enough.  Implicit in these claims is that Muslims face a state of “supreme emergency”
, that any and all means of warfare are just, and that the ongoing efforts of the West to promote its way of life—politically, economically, technologically—is part of a larger scheme to globalize the world into Western beliefs and ways, which are inherently an attack on “true” Islam.  These are the sentiments that reverberate across the Islamic world, whether most moderate Muslims concur or not, and most of them do not.  But still enough of them do. 

Conclusion:  Restoring “civic peace”--development of infrastructure, health care, food, subsidies--will not have the traditional “hearts and minds” effect on the insurgency
 in Iraq.  In Kosovo, efforts to restore civic peace and provide a safe and secure environment go a long way toward reducing violence and resentment against the multinational forces.  In Iraq, insurgents see U.S. presence and democratizing efforts as proof of the fundamentalist message.  They are undeterred, even inspired to attack on these grounds.  It is reasonable to state that the U.S. should not have been surprised at all by the onset, intensity, and duration of Islamist insurgent activity following regime change in Iraq.  It is fully consistent with Islamist rhetoric and literature.  Democracy and human rights are universal values that should have appeal to all once introduced, but those who see the world though the lens described above interpret democracy as illegitimate (only the Sharia is needed
) and any gains by the West in Iraq represent a call to be more devout to the cause of Islamism.  Post-war analysts who said 1) insurgents were Saddam loyalists, and 2) they expected the insurgency to die out once the U.S. showed its commitment to rebuilding Iraq, did/do not truly understand modern fundamentalist Islam.  

2.  Based on my view of the intentions of the Islamists/Jihadists operating in Iraq, the most critical area for the coalition is coverage
.  Insurgencies require "a substantial amount of activity that is to a significant extent public at the local level"--intimidating civilians, caching weapons, planting explosives, collecting “taxes”, etc. (Kocher/Smith).  Increases in coverage (local mounted and dismounted patrols, checkpoints, enforceable curfews, i.d. cards, vehicle and personal searches, etc.) is, the only way for the U.S. to establish a (near) monopoly on the use of force in Iraq (since the insurgents cannot be “won over”).  Achieving this control is crucial--even more crucial than efforts to rebuild Iraq--because as long as the state of “rupture” caused by the initial invasion persists (where the nation’s rule of law/judicial/police forces are unstable, factions compete for power, and there is no monopoly on the employment of force), the U.S. will remain both the “victim and punisher” of insurgent attacks.  When this is the case--as was seen in Algeria with the French--each U.S. response to an insurgent attack (though just) contributes to the “vengeance cycle”
.  Insurgent attacks become more intense, and the tendency for the occupying troops to violate rules of war in response to “dirty” tactics by the insurgency increases.  Without legitimate, effective third party institutions (police, judicial, etc.) to serve as the punisher, the cycle spirals downward, away from the rule of law.  Because it is very difficult to establish effective third party institutions without a monopoly on force (since insurgents can attack those who collaborate with the U.S.), having the coalition forces on the ground necessary to ensure insurgent activity is adequately contested at all times, in Fallujah and everywhere, is critical.  Of course, the preferred course of action is to continue training Iraqi armed and civil security forces to supplement coalition coverage and establish control over the use of force, but only commanders in Iraq can assess whether accomplishing this difficult task while the state of rupture persists is feasible.  

Conclusion:  "There is no substitute for manpower" in counterinsurgency operations (Kocher/Smith).  If establishing a monopoly on the use of force is necessary to “set the conditions” for success of third party institutions, reversing the downward-spiraling cycle of vengeance (breaking the link between victim and punisher), and ultimately succeeding in forming some type of self-sustaining democracy in Iraq (where U.S. presence is not necessary), the number of (the right kinds of) forces on the ground becomes the biggest concern.  In September 2003, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) released a report stating that an occupation force of the “present size” could not be sustained after March 2004 if units were not deployed for longer than one year.  As predicted, the 120-day extension of some 20,000 troops occurred near that time.  The CBO’s analysis concludes that the U.S. could sustain up to 64,000 troops indefinitely in Iraq from active forces with some reserve support
.  This, it seems, is not nearly enough to provide the required coverage described above (nor are present troop levels enough, given that over 8,500 attack-incidents were reported by the CPA since January--67% of which occurred against coalition troops
).  Over-reliance on U.S. Reserve and National Guard forces, and now the use of Individual Ready Reserve personnel, are an attempt to address this issue, but (I believe) these options only seek to maintain current troop levels and will likely not achieve the level of insurgent contestation needed to inspire civilian denunciation of the public-at-the-local-level insurgent activity.  

3.  Coverage yielding control, not inducements, inspires civilian denunciation of insurgent activity, and civilian denunciation accounts for most actionable intelligence
.  Inducements (again, food, infrastructure, Dentcaps, Medcaps, etc.) will have only a limited effect on the civilian population’s tendency to collaborate with the counterinsurgency/coalition.  If insurgents can act locally with impunity, civilians will not expose themselves to risk of insurgent retaliation (Kocher/Smith).  As counterinsurgent control increases, so will civilian denunciation; civilians who "refuse to share information about insurgents, and even those who provide support to them, cannot be assumed to favor the insurgents" (Kocher/Smith).  Civilians have an incentive to act in accordance with their self-interest and self-preservation.  When they become better off by denouncing insurgents, they will.  This is achieved through control, not inducements.  Civilians will "attempt to...manipulate the intelligence evaluation process" by falsely denouncing non-insurgents as insurgents (for various reasons).  As Kocher/Smith state, there should be some cost (fine or brief imprisonment) for confirmed "false denunciations", and those "denounced as insurgents should be arrested...treated as suspects, [perhaps] given access to family, and released quickly...if involvement in the insurgency cannot be substantiated" (Kocher/Smith).  Punishing/killing the wrong people, or ransacking ten homes on a block equally when the locals know the one or two homes involved in the insurgency, conveys a lack of control and can provide fresh motives for civilians to support the insurgents (out of both self-preservation and vengeance/resentment). 

Conclusion:  A model suggesting civilian inducements wins the “hearts and minds” and thus produces denunciation of insurgents does not apply well to Iraq10.  The commitment to see the West fail on Muslim soil is too great and too deep among Islamists.  This insurgent commitment runs much deeper and broader than Iraq itself, because Islamists see themselves as members of a “borderless nation of Islam” with sectarian/tribal conflict secondary to the threat from the jahiliyyah.  Only when Iraqis take responsibility for their own counterinsurgency efforts--to prevent theocracy from dominating democracy (Turkey is perhaps the best Muslim example for this, with extensive legal/political controls in place)--will Iraq succeed long term.  Iraqis will only do this when they believe they can control insurgent retaliation, which is itself a product of coalition coverage/control, followed by civilian denunciation, then actionable intelligence, yielding real gains against the insurgency, thus instilling the Iraqi belief in their ability to control Islamist insurgent violence (even when the U.S. departs).  

4.  Final Points:  

--The U.S. military transformation to smaller, more agile, more lethal forces is problematic for the coverage needs of post high-intensity conflict stabilization in Iraq.  Forces needed to defeat an army are not necessarily enough to “keep the peace”.  This has been referred to as the “stabilization and reconstruction gap”
.             

--Soldiers at the individual level must understand the following:  1)  That, again, civilians who refuse to give information (or even provide some support to insurgents) do not necessarily favor the insurgents11.  These civilians have to be seen as willing to denounce the insurgency once enough coverage/control has been achieved to give them the incentive to do so.  Behavior toward these civilians at the squad level should not make enemies out of potential denouncers; 2) Soldiers typically do not know, but need to know, the most compelling argument (on just-ness grounds) for the U.S. being in Iraq
.  They must understand that even if many of the reasons offered politically for being there (WMDs, links to Al Qaeda) are not as compelling as previously believed, it does not necessarily follow that the U.S. should not have invaded.  If soldiers understand the nature of the enemy embodied by fundamentalist Islam
, the argument to interdict the “threatening storm” through democracy, emphasis on human rights, and restoration of civic peace (as the “good fight” for both Iraqi and U.S. self-interest) is a strong one;  3) The entire strategic message of the war on terror is in the hands of those who would choose to violate the rules of war on any level.  The French did this very thing at Algiers (torture, killing of POWs) and in doing so made impressive gains against an enemy (Algerian National Liberation Front) that fought with no respect for the rules of war.  However, the French actions all but ensured rejection by the Algerian population, as well as loss of political support at home, forcing withdrawal and failure.  Islamists are looking to exploit anything to attack the justice claim of the U.S. in the war on terror.  Soldiers who get points 1 and 2 of this paragraph are less likely to fail on point 3.        

5.  Overall:  This fits, in my opinion, with a view of the war on terror through the framework of Clausewitz’s “remarkable trinity”.  The three nodes of the trinity are 1) strategic and political goals; 2) military innovation and command “genius”; and 3) passion and support of the people.  i consider the center of gravity of the trinity to be the leadership’s ability to establish/maintain the perception of justness in the fight.  When this trinity is properly balanced/aligned, no enemy can challenge the U.S.  The U.S.’ current weakest node is the passion and support of the people.  If the American people (and other allies’ populations) better understood the U.S.’ justness claim in Iraq, it would make possible the greater troop strength needed to set in motion the coverage/denunciation/third party legitimization/self-sustaining democracy process described above (if this cannot be achieved with local forces).  The Islamists’ strongest node is the passion and support of the people, and they manipulate sacred texts and point to a U.S. grand strategy of primacy following the end of the Cold War (as well as the U.S. National Security Strategy’s stated intent of promoting liberal democratic values globally) as “proof” that the Western threat to “true” Islam is real.  Seen in this broader context, the U.S. truly “knowing the enemy”, establishing above all other priorities a monopoly on the use of force in Iraq, and maintaining the moral high-ground in both cause and means in the war on terror is essential.  

====================================================================================

Follow Up Comments/Notes:








March 2005
What I have noticed after attending various conferences, and hearing/talking to experts in stabilization and reconstruction, counterinsurgency, etc. is that no one seems to be differentiating very well between Islamist-influenced insurgencies and insurgencies where some form of nationalism is the motive force.  Applying the nationalist counter-insurgency model to an Islamist-based insurgency fails to account for the "role" U.S. efforts at stabilization and reconstruction play in the Islamist script.  A traditional hearts-and-minds approach--where rebuilding of infrastructure, subsidies, and the restoration of civic peace might inspire insurgents to lay down arms (favoring such conditions and the concurrent hope of a feasible political outcome) to violence.  But Islamists see U.S. nation-building efforts as a Western trojan horse of sorts with the aim of corrupting/diluting "true" Islam from the inside out.  Western democratic political institutions (these are secular/man-made and thus with no legitimate authority) simply do not represent a feasible political outcome--they represent domination of the Muslim man by the West, and thus severe humiliation.  So, it is possible that no measure of stabilization/reconstruction/civic peace will be preferable to violence (or even preferable to death, as death for the Islamist is preferable to submitting to the illegitimate jahiliyyah).  Add to the manipulation of Islam's sacred texts various selected incentives (vastly improved social standing/identity as a jihadist, promise of a martyr's paradise, etc.) and the collective action problem is easily defeated, as we have seen again and again.  Thus, the hearts and minds arrow points the other direction.  Suddenly, the crux is control through coverage, healing the rupture, gathering actionable intelligence, and being able standing up the third-party institutions so crucial to breaking the cycle of retaliatory violence between the insurgency and the coalition.  This can put Iraq on the road to some form of self-sustained democracy.  Standing up such institutions is difficult, maybe unprecedented, in an enduring state of rupture.  Of course, recent events in Iraq might suggest a determination/commitment to the establishment of democratic institutions that may continue to move forward despite the violence and continuing rupture (which would, I think, alter the model).    

The problem, certainly, is that it is largely politically infeasible to significantly increase the U.S. footprint in Iraq (even numerically infeasible since some units and many families are pushed to the breaking point), and having a US face on counterinsurgency there is problematic enough.  Strengthening the capabilities of Iraqi military/civil security forces seems like a coverage/control solution, but I do not know of an example where a capable indigenous force was established and achieved this while still subject to substantial insurgent violence throughout recruiting, formation, and training.  The goal of my initial memo was to convey how healing the initial rupture and achieving some semblance of a monopoly on the use of force is absolutely necessary (though not sufficient) to eventual success--something we have never achieved in Iraq.  Incorrectly assuming that civic peace efforts will significantly decrease the insurgents' desire to attack (and even their ability to recruit among those with whom the Islamist message already resonates) is, in my opinion, almost certainly wrong.     

The four pillars of post-conflict resolution are:  1) Security, 2) Governance and Participation, 3) Justice and Reconciliation, and 4) Economic and Social Well-Being (I am drawing on work of Bathsheba Crocker http://csis.org/isp/pcr/framework.pdf from CSIS/SAIS at Johns Hopkins, who I heard speak at a conference in October).  She emphasized that security is crucial to the establishment of pillars 2-4.  However, when I asked her if we frequently assume that pouring resources into pillars 2-4 improves the chances of success in pillar 1 (people choosing the civic peace associated with 2-4 over violence--something that is probably true in a nationalist insurgency) and further asked whether we should not assume this for an Islamist influenced insurgency, she didn't really have an answer.  She is brilliant and quite influential in this field, but her response to me indicated that even she probably isn't differentiating well between types of insurgency when advocating an approach on how to achieve these four pillars.  So, we keep pouring resources into pillars 1, 2, 3, and 4 not fully recognizing the impact our democratization efforts have on those who would die (and ruthlessly kill noncombatants) rather than see us heal the rupture, establish effective third party institutions, and begin the upward spiral toward the rule of law.

It is also worth mentioning that the coverage/control/actionable intelligence/denunciations/civic peace/hearts and minds/self-sustained democracy model is much more difficult once the insurgency has footing/inertia.  This makes the window in the early stages of Phase IV (post high-intensity conflict) the decisive phase, but we went into Iraq, I believe admittedly at this point, considering Phase III (high intensity conflict) the decisive phase.  But why--if we went in knowing what was knowable about Islamist philosophy (Qutb, Mawdudi, etc.)--would we think democratization would be so well received in “Phase IV”?  And why--given that no matter what opposition we faced, that opposition had to know one thing:  the U.S. will win in Phase III--would we assume the opposition/fledgling insurgency in the beginning would make Phase III THEIR decisive phase?  If they know anything at all about the U.S., it's that it is better to fight us after Phase III than during it.  And this is what they are doing.  And we did not/do not have nearly the resources we needed on the ground to quickly heal the rupture Phase III caused, prevent the insurgents from gaining momentum/initiative, and to set in motion the model described above.

Overall, if the relationship I am describing between pillars 1 and 2-4 in light of an Islamist influenced insurgency is compelling, then it might just be the perspective shift needed to make decisions about the future of Iraq differently.  If you buy that the U.S. efforts at democracy are seen by Islamists as filling the role described again and again by Islamist philosophers and leaders, then it follows that they (Islamist insurgents) cannot be won over by pillars 2-4, ever.  They can only be defeated/controlled.  This state of control will give those who would just as soon support the coalition or the insurgents (whichever option makes them better off) an incentive to denounce the insurgency (because civic peace is preferable to violence, and the proper coverage means the citizens are not subject to insurgent retaliation).  Then the dominos start to fall...a tipping point emerges, and the new equilibrium is everyone rushing to get in on the benefits of denouncing, since supporting the insurgents no longer pays a thing in terms of safety, welfare, identity or status.

The question is, is this achievable at this point?  If we decide it's not, but also buy the idea that better coverage/control would have been the only way to really succeed in Iraq, then at least we are no longer plagued by the illusion that our original strategic endstate of democratization is likely as implemented--and we can begin making moves accordingly to salvage our max payoff now given this realization.  However, if we buy into this model but still believe rupture-healing is achievable--despite the insurgency's inertia--then perhaps we will make decisions now, big decisions, to achieve it in order to set the conditions for the other outcomes that may lead to the rule of law and some enduring form of democracy.  Staying the present course seems to be exactly what a thinking enemy would want us to do—keep pouring resources and national will into pillars 2-4, while never truly imposing our will on the insurgency, and the enemy will “wait us out”.  As an article in today's Wall Street Journal says, though, skimming a few more thousand to send to Iraq, where "they would make no perceptible difference...[and] drive up and down Iraqi towns, where they can protect very little, and sometimes not even themselves" is not the answer.  And since a three-fold increase in Iraq might have an impact, but not be the solution, the author advocates a "respected or at least feared Arabic-speaking constabulary -- which perhaps the New Iraqi Police and National Guard will one day become -- not more U.S. Army combat forces structured, trained, and equipped for conventional warfare."  Neither is a good option, but the latter is perhaps the best, if not only, option.  Rumsfeld recently said on NPR:  “I think it is reasonable to say that the coalition is not going to defeat the insurgency.  The Iraqi people will moderate the insurgency and eventually defeat it.  And they’ll do it because of progress in the political area which legitimizes the government and de-legitimizes the people opposing the government.  It’ll happen because of economic progress, and they’ll do it because of the success of the Iraqi security forces.  So, it’ll be all of those things over time that will do it.”  He then goes on to say it is not uncommon for counterinsurgency efforts to have taken 6, 7, 8 years against “similar insurgencies,” but that he intends to have U.S. troops out of Iraq long before then.  This sounds very much like the U.S. is playing the role in the enemy’s wait-strategy; and given what I’ve said about the tendency to overlook the Islamist element in the insurgency, it seems from Rumsfeld’s comments about “similar insurgencies,” we are doing just that.   
I have learned recently that senior military leaders have never favored the increase in coverage and control advocated here for the seemingly good reason that they want to avoid playing into the Islamist script (that the West/Jahiliyyah is establishing roots in Iraq and increasingly expanding its presence so as to dominate Muslim lands through democratization).  If we avoid playing into this role wherever possible, this may help decrease the resonance of the claims of Islamist leaders throughout Iraq and the broader “borderless nation of Islam”.  But, of course, this is a risky strategy that assumes Iraq can be “won” without the coverage/control/healing of rupture described above.  If it can, then the risky U.S. strategy has paid off—we’ll have lessened Islamist leaders’ ability to point to democratization as a Trojan horse, yet achieved the strategic objectives for a more peaceful and stable Iraq, and thus the region.  However, if we do not succeed in Iraq because the rupture was never healed, and no monopoly on the use of force was ever achieved (against those who prefer violence and even death to civic peace--if the peace/political settlement requires secularization or “illegitimate” Western democracy), it won’t matter that we limited our footprint in Iraq.  The Islamist leaders will have a victory (of sorts) to point to as confirmation that those who are “devout enough” will eventually be rewarded.  This will translate into even greater resonance of Islamist claims against the West.    

======================================================================================  

� Jahiliyyah is an Islamist term for “ignorance” that typically refers to the time prior to the 7th century emergence of Islam.  Sayyid Qutb (1906-1966) used the term (in Milestones) to refer to any nation/government that does not recognize the authority of the Sharia, and is therefore illegitimate and an enemy of true Islam.  This includes secular Muslim governments, but is more forcefully used by Qutb to describe Western influence.  Many scholars consider Qutb the ideological father of Osama Bin Laden, yet many U.S. leaders in and out of uniform do not know Qutb's name/works.     


� Winston Churchill’s term to describe the Nazi threat in WWII.  He cited a state of supreme emergency to justify the indiscriminate bombing of German cities.  According to Michael Walzer (Just and Unjust Wars), supreme emergency refers to a situation where “danger [is] of an unusual and horrifying kind" (Walzer 253) as well as “an imminent catastrophe” (Walzer 232).  Islamist leaders do not use this phrase, but they characterize (in fatwahs, declarations of jihad) the “threat” from the West in the very same terms, and thus set the conditions for the brutal, indiscriminate attacks so often seen Islamism.


� The discussion of control/coverage inspiring denunciation comes from a draft memo on this and related topics prepared by Matthew Kocher of Yale University and Mark Smith of The University of Chicago.  That draft memo draws upon independent research from Yale’s Stathis Kalyvas.


� For more on this point; or go to  “Accepting A Constitution For Iraq Upon The Order Of The Kafir Occupier Is A Reprehensible Crime;” http:/ /www.khilafah.com/home/printable.php?DocumentID=7849


� The link between control and collaboration (denunciation) is explicated in Yale’s Stathis Kalyvas’ forthcoming book The Logic of Civil War Violence.  It is also discussed in a personal email from UChicago's Mark Smith and Yale's Matthew Kocher, dtd Dec 2003.


� Arno Mayer discusses “vengeance cycle” and “rupture” in The Furies:  Violence and Terror in the French and Russian Revolutions (2000).


� “Congressional Budget Office (CBO) analysis indicates that the active Army would be unable to sustain an occupation force of the present size beyond about March 2004 if it chose not to keep individual units deployed to Iraq for longer than one year without relief.  In the 6 to 12 months after March, the level of U.S. forces in Iraq would begin to decline as units that had been deployed for a year were relieved and were not replaced on a one-for-one basis. After the winter of 2004-2005, the United States could sustain—indefinitely, if need be—an occupation force of 38,000 to 64,000 military personnel using only combat units from the Army’s active component (and some support units from the reserves), the option that constitutes the base case in this analysis. With a force of that size, the occupation would cost $8 billion to $12 billion per year, CBO estimates. Those and other costs shown in this analysis are in 2004 dollars.”  Congressional Budget Office “An Analysis of the U.S. Military’s Ability to Sustain an Occupation of Iraq” September 03, 2003.


� Data published by the Coalition Provisional Authority, obtained/contributed by John Timar, Control Risks Group (CRG) in D.C. 


�,10,11 Again, discussion of control/coverage inspiring denunciation comes from a draft memo on this and related topics prepared by Matthew Kocher of Yale University and Mark Smith of The University of Chicago which draws upon independent research from Yale’s Stathis Kalyvas.


�  From Dr. Hans Binnendijk, Director of the Center for Technology and National Security Policy, National Defense University in a speech at Cantigny Estate in Wheaton, IL 22 April 2004 (and in his edited book Transforming for Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations 2004).   


� On the U.S. Army’s “Army Knowledge Online” website, 21 December 2003, a Corporal posted the following thread on the server for visitors to the discussion log to see:  “Can someone please tell me why we are fighting Iraq?  I don't understand.  What did Iraq do to cause this war?  I think I missed it in the news somewhere or maybe I just forgot the reason.”  In only several weeks, intense dialogue in response filled more than 35 full pages of text, revealing that most soldiers were dedicated to the mission, but most also could not come close to articulating either the justness of cause, the assumptions upon which it is based, or the argument’s best criticisms.  Ensuring soldiers do their duty is important, but ensuring they understand the extent of the justice claim behind that duty is, when the conditions are difficult, critical to success.


� Claiming that the enemy of the West in the war on terror is, unequivocally, fundamentalist Islam is a difficult claim to make by public or military officials because Islamism may be conflated with Islam itself.  However, the fatwahs, declarations of jihad, and writings of the most influential Islamist figures (Mawdudi, Qutb, Khomeni, bin Laden) over the last 50 years makes the nature of this enemy and the magnitude of the threat it poses to the West clear.  





