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   Foreword

 by Professor Sir Michael Howard, OM, MC

   
   Once upon a time there was a great nation that, after twenty-five years of conflict, emerged supreme over all its adversaries
     and prided itself on being the only global superpower. But its tranquillity was disturbed by a group of bloody-minded radicals
     in a remote corner of the world who resented its hegemony, denied the legitimacy of its rule, and rose in rebellion. The government
     believed that these trouble-makers could be easily dealt with by firm military action, and set out to do so.
   

   
   Unfortunately, as Michael Rose points out in this account of the conflict, the government in question ‘failed to develop a
     sufficiently coherent military strategy or even commit sufficient resources to winning the campaign’. Its ministers attempted,
     from a distance of 3,000 miles, to direct operations in a country, as a contemporary put it, ‘of which they have so little
     knowledge as not to be able to distinguish between good and bad and interested advice’. They sent out too few troops in the
     first place and denied their generals’ repeated requests to send out more. Such forces as they did send easily defeated the
     rebel forces in the open field, after which their commanders established themselves in comfortable headquarters to maintain
     the lifestyle to which they were accustomed at home, seldom venturing out to see what was happening in the field. Their troops,
     too few to dominate the vast countryside, settled in garrisons where they confined themselves to ‘force-protection’, issuing
     forth occasionally on punitive expeditions whose brutality lost them such local sympathy as they had hitherto enjoyed.
   

   
   The rebels, meanwhile, adopted a strategy of insurgency that involved avoiding combat against the government’s main forces,
     but dominating the areas that these were unable to protect. The inhabitants, whose sympathy for the rebellion was at first
     doubtful, found themselves unprotected by government troops and willy-nilly accepted the dominance of the insurgents, thereby
     denying the government the intelligence it needed for the successful conduct of its operations.
   

   
   At home in the metropolis, opposition to the war, at first silent for fear of appearing unpatriotic and unsupportive of the
     armies in the field, gradually became more vocal. Abroad, the nation’s global dominance dwindled to an unpopular isolation
     exploited to their advantage by her former enemies. Eventually the superpower’s government abandoned all attempt to impose
     its will on the rebellious region and withdrew its forces. Then both sides lived happily ever after.
   

   
   Yes, it is the American War of Independence that Michael Rose (a.k.a. General Sir Michael Rose, KCB, CBE, DSO, QGM) describes
     in this book, and he does so with all the expertise of a soldier whose experience both of combat and of high command is virtually
     unrivalled. But the analogy with the war that the United States has been waging in Iraq, with the British as her unhappy allies,
     is too close to be ignored, and this similarity is the central theme of the book.
   

   
   Like most of his countrymen General Rose is a staunch supporter and admirer of the United States, but like the rest of us – and like most Americans – he has been baffled and frustrated by the incompetence with which her political leaders
     have conducted the war and their inability thereafter to build a viable peace. Point by point he shows how the same hubris
     and ignorance that led George III to lose the American colonies has guided the American conduct of their war in Iraq, leading
     to the same dismal results. It is sadly ironic that a nation that won its freedom through a skilful war of insurgency should
     have proved so helpless when the same strategy was employed against its own armed forces.
   

   
   General Rose suggests that the best solution would be for the United States to abandon the struggle, as the British did in
     1783 and the Americans themselves did in Vietnam, pointing out that both parties revived astoundingly well once they made
     peace. This may be a shade optimistic. There is little prospect of the United States leaving behind an Iraqi government that
     is able to create an alternative order once the American troops have left. In the course of fighting for their independence,
     both the rebellious American colonists and the Viet Cong had created viable states. The Iraqis, at present, seem incapable
     of doing anything of the sort.
   

   
   Nevertheless, the president of the United States would do well to recall the reply of the Duke of Wellington when he was asked
     what was the most difficult task that could face a military commander. ‘To know when to retreat,’ he replied, ‘and to dare
     to do it.’
   

   
   Michael Howard, 2007
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   Preface

   
   

     A new dynasty gives domination over the ruling dynasty through perseverance, and not through sudden action.

     IBN KHALDUN, fourteenth-century Arab historian

   

   

   When I first started visiting the battlefields of the American War of Independence, it was well before the 9/11 terrorist
     attacks had taken place and President Bush had yet to declare global war against Islamic fundamentalist terrorists. My intention
     had originally been to write an analysis of the military lessons learned by the British Army in what for them had been an
     unfortunate and ultimately disastrous war. Over the next five years I came to see how great the similarities are between the
     policies being pursued by America in the present Iraq war and those of Britain in the eighteenth century. Not only do the
     same political and military imperatives apply, but also George III’s inability to recognize what drove the American colonists
     to rebel against the British Crown is exactly matched by George Bush’s lack of understanding of the motivations of Islamic
     extremist terrorists.
   

   
   There are of course many obvious differences between the two wars though on closer examination some of these are often not
     as substantial as they first appear. For example, the level of sectarian violence in Iraq seems much higher today in comparison
     to the intensity of fighting that took place between the American colonists. In fact, the American War of Independence still remains the second bloodiest conflict
     in American history in relative terms. The virulence of the propaganda broadcast by the Iraqi insurgents including Al Qaeda
     also seems to exceed anything put out by the rebels during the American War of Independence. Yet on closer examination, the
     philosophic justification used by the Boston radicals in their call to arms to the people of the 13 colonies is remarkably
     similar to that employed by the insurgents in Iraq today. In both wars appeals have been made to the laws of God, interpreted
     in the one case by the Koran, and in the other by the political theories of John Locke. Indeed, not only did Alexander Hamilton
     in 1775 refer to the ‘sacred rights of man … written by the hand of divinity’ to justify the rebellion against the British,
     but the Declaration of Independence is at heart, an extraordinary work of religious and political propaganda.
   

   
   It would, of course, be absurd to make a comparison between the leadership of George Washington and the founding fathers,
     with those of the murderous leaders of the Iraqi insurgents. Not only is it hard to discern any central leadership in Iraq
     today, but George Washington, determined though he was to end British rule in North America, always insisted on adhering to
     what were the civilised standards of warfare at that time. He condemned atrocities on whichever side they were committed,
     and admonished anyone who mistreated prisoners. He knew that at some point in the future America would want to extend the
     noble ideals of liberty and justice throughout the world, and that it would never be able to do this, if the culture from
     which the new nation was to emerge, had been one of unnecessary bloodshed and savagery.
   

   
   The notable exception to these similarities is the very different quality of military leadership shown in the two wars. Most senior naval and military commanders on the British side during the American War of Independence proved to be professionally
     inadequate. That certainly cannot be said for the many American and British officers that I have met in Iraq and elsewhere.
     They understand far better than I the complexities of modern war and the difficulties that they confront. However those serving
     in the armies of free democratic nations have to respond to the dictates of their political masters without public comment,
     no matter how much they may believe the policies and strategies being followed are flawed. They always strive to succeed to
     the best of their ability, and sadly many of them and their soldiers lose their lives in so doing. It therefore falls on those
     who have studied history, or who have spent their careers in the military, to point out where politicians decide to ignore
     the lessons of history and lead their countries into ill-judged wars.
   

   
   The failure of President Bush and Prime Minister Blair to understand the limitations of military force in combating terrorism
     undoubtedly stems from their misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the wars in the Balkans that took place between 1992
     and 1999. My own experience as the commander of the United Nations Protection Force in Bosnia in 1994 demonstrated to me just
     how far politicians are prepared to go in their efforts to alter history. Even today, in their speeches, Bush and Blair continually
     repeat the message that peace was returned to the Balkans by the use of military force, and that efforts at peacekeeping by
     the United Nations in the region had been ineffective. In this wholly inaccurate analysis, it was the bombing of the Serbs
     in September 1995 that brought peace at Dayton and it was the bombing of Yugoslavia that removed Milosevic from power in 1999.
   

   
   Nothing, of course, could be further from the truth. The decision by the Serbs to sign up to the Dayton peace accord came about, not through NATO bombing, but because the military
     balance of forces on the ground had been changed by the halting of the fighting between the Muslims and Croats the year before.
     The two previously warring factions had formed a federation and it was that federation’s military success in the autumn of
     1995, when they captured much of the territory that the Serbs had wished to trade for peace on their terms, which finally
     forced the Serbs to bring a halt to the fighting. It had been the UN that had brokered this peace and implemented the peace
     deal between the two sides.
   

   
   It had been left to the UN peacekeepers to sustain the people and preserve the state of Bosnia during three and a half years
     of bloody civil war. Although their mission was limited to the alleviation of human suffering by the delivery of humanitarian
     aid, the presence on the ground of UN troops was ultimately able to create the conditions in which peace became possible.
     Without the UN mission, Dayton would never have happened.
   

   
   But today the propaganda message – that it was force of NATO arms that delivered Dayton, not the UN – is still being plugged
     by Bush and Blair in their determination to justify the use of military force as the principal means in the war against global
     terrorists. ‘It was NATO that brought serious force to bear and gave the desperately needed muscle to end the war,’ claimed
     Blair in a speech made on the fiftieth anniversary of NATO in 1999. ‘In Kosovo we will not repeat those early mistakes made
     in Bosnia.’ Both Bush and Blair clearly remain determined to advance the logic of war.
   

   
   In spite of their confident assertions, the use of military force in Kosovo also failed to achieve its declared political,
     humanitarian or military objectives. On 24 March 1999, Javier Solana, then Secretary General of NATO, stated that the objectives of NATO’s war against Milosevic were to halt the ethnic cleansing and stop further human suffering in Kosovo.
     In spite of the most intensive eleven and a half weeks of bombing hitherto experienced in the history of war, 10,000 people
     were killed and one million people were driven from their homes. When judged on a humanitarian basis, it is clear that the
     mission failed entirely.
   

   
   At the same time, General Wesley Clark, the commander of NATO, announced that NATO air power would progressively ‘disrupt,
     degrade, devastate and destroy’ the Serb military machine to prevent it from carrying out any further ethnic cleansing. Yet,
     despite the fact that the Serb Army was equipped with 1950s Soviet technology and that it was exhausted by eight years of
     war, NATO completely failed to live up to General Clark’s expectations. It is estimated that less than twenty Serb armoured
     vehicles were destroyed in the bombing, and the ethnic cleansing continued at an accelerated pace. When the bombing finally
     halted, the Serb Army withdrew into Yugoslavia, ‘an undefeated army’, in the words of the senior British commander on the
     ground. Bombing simply had not worked. Moreover, NATO failed to deliver any political goals. For it never obtained the freedom
     of movement throughout Yugoslavia that it had sought at the Rambouillet talks in January 1999. All NATO’s other demands had
     been agreed to by Milosevic.
   

   
   For British politicians to claim today that the war in Kosovo was a success because NATO ‘did, after all, succeed in getting
     rid of Milosevic’, is to indulge in propaganda worthy of Milosevic himself. In reality, Milosevic was kept in power for a
     further eighteen months as a result of NATO bombing, which collapsed not only the bridges over the River Danube, but also
     the Serb political opposition. It was the people of Serbia who finally voted Milosevic out of power in the elections of 2001.
   

   
   
   In spite of the evident failure of their strategies in the Balkans, the politicians of NATO have reinforced the belief that
     it is possible to solve complex humanitarian, political and even international security crises through military means. This
     view has been translated into a doctrine of offensive military action, which has been now been applied in Afghanistan and
     Iraq. Yet the past clearly shows that military action unsupported by an agreed political framework, and one, furthermore,
     that is backed by adequate economic and social programmes, simply will not endure. Nearly one decade after the end of the
     Balkan Wars, European Union troops are still required to maintain a presence on the ground in order to prevent a return to
     war. Both Bosnia and Kosovo have become, in effect, protectorates of Europe.
   

   
   I have discussed the ideas contained in this book extensively with military and civilian audiences on both sides of the Atlantic.
     However, the only people who consistently refuse to discuss the invasion of Iraq and its related strategies have been politicians
     and their many apologists in the media. The quality of their argument was once well demonstrated to me during a live Channel
     Four television programme when I had put forward the view that the recently published September 2002 intelligence dossier,
     composed as it was of supposition, exaggeration and error, had failed to make a sufficient case for war. I seem to remember
     that the foreign secretary of the time, Jack Straw, limited his reply to a half-muttered, ‘Well, General Rose is entitled
     to his opinion.’
   

   
   The same sort of dismissive response from politicians was received by Captain Liddell Hart and General Fuller from politicians
     after the First World War, when they queried the continuing use of the cavalry and semaphore in battle. They believed that
     the War Office should think strategically rather than be concerned with tactics, and they suggested that the army should experiment with the combined use of tanks,
     aircraft and radio communications in order to take advantage of advances in modern technology. Their advice was ignored and
     they were frequently ridiculed as armchair critics. However, Hitler, Guderian, Manstein and Rommel did choose to listen to
     Liddell Hart and Fuller, and the technical developments that were introduced into the Wehrmacht nearly brought about the defeat
     of Britain at the start of the Second World War. The failure of the present US and British administrations to understand the
     strategic consequences of the changed nature of modern conflict has led to similar deficiencies in effectiveness when it comes
     to fighting the war against global terrorists.
   

   
   Unless major changes are made by our politicians to their failing policies in Iraq and Afghanistan, it is certain that the
     West will face disaster not only in these two countries but also in the wider war against global terrorists. This short book
     is designed to launch a new debate about when and how we should invite our armed forces to engage in the fight for freedom
     and democracy in the modern age.
   

  



   
   
   Introduction

   
   

     The cause of America is in a great measure the cause of all mankind.

THOMAS PAINE, Common Sense

   

   

   The defeat of Lord Cornwallis at the battle of Yorktown in 1781 ended the long, drawn-out effort by the British Crown to maintain
     rule over its American colonies. The British government under Lord North had greatly underestimated the courage of the American
     rebels and their determination to win independence, and also the skill and firmness with which George Washington was to prosecute
     the war. The British had also exaggerated in their minds the willingness of the American loyalists to fight for the Crown.
     Above all, they greatly misunderstood the culture against which they were fighting, for by 1770 the American colonists were
     not looking backwards towards Europe but towards the great uncharted lands that lay to the west. Although they may have generally
     maintained the traditions, religion and legal practices of the English – and even, on occasion, sent their children to be
     educated in England – the majority of the American settlers felt little obligation or sense of duty towards their British
     rulers.
   

   
   Many of those who began the resistance to British rule were political activists like Samuel Adams, while others were Puritans
     who had grown to distrust all kings and bishops. Forty years before the Revolutionary War there had been a spiritual renewal
     amongst the Protestants on both sides of the Atlantic called the ‘Great Awakening’, in which they had rebelled against the established church and its
     authoritarian structures. They had redefined themselves in moral and spiritual terms and developed an entirely new vision
     of a future based on individualism and congregational self-government. A generation later their descendants in America were
     to challenge the existing relationship between the individual and the State, and this culminated in a new wave of colonial
     radicalism that ultimately could only be satisfied by independence and the founding of a new State based on freedom and democracy.
     Added to this political movement was the strong economic desire of American colonists to engage in trade freely with the rest
     of the world and extend their territories to the west across the Ohio River, both of which would require a complete break
     from British control.
   

   
   Although they were heavily dependent on trade with Britain, and remained so even after independence, nevertheless the American
     colonists deeply resented having to pay high rates of British duty, the open racketeering of British customs and excise officials,
     the corrupt practices of the vice admiralty courts and the increasing use of Royal Navy press-gangs in North American seaports.
     Many colonists had also speculated heavily in companies that sought to develop the Indian lands to the west of the Allegheny
     Mountains, in spite of Crown efforts to halt this expansion as a result of agreements that had been made with the Indians
     during the French and Indian War. Added to this was the arrogance and heavy-handedness of the British, who in the aftermath
     of their victory against the French in 1763 saw an unrivalled opportunity to impose their will on the rest of the world, including
     their own colonies.
   

   
   So passionate was their belief in the ideal of self-determination that the radicals of New England, who today we would call extremists and terrorists, were not only prepared for political confrontation with the British government, but
     were also ready to risk their property and lives in a war against the most powerful nation in the world. It was the refusal
     of the British to distinguish between these radical extremists, who demanded full independence, and the more moderate conservative
     element amongst the American colonists like George Washington that finally drove even the moderates to join forces with the
     radicals in revolt. As Edmund Burke observed in 1769, ‘The Americans have made a discovery, or think they have made one, that
     we mean to oppress them; we have made a discovery, or think we have made one, that they intend to rise in rebellion … we do
     not know how to advance, they do not know how to retreat.’
   

   
   The British had simply failed to understand the deep-seated desire for independence that inspired these peoples, especially
     the New Englanders who were at the heart of the revolutionary agitation. So great was the lack of understanding of what drove
     the American Revolution that even after the defeat at Yorktown, George III and his politicians were still able to convince
     themselves that a peace settlement would not necessarily involve a complete break from Britain. A few members of the British
     Parliament even attributed the rebellious nature of the Americans to the absence of an aristocracy and a class structure,
     and consequently believed that the rebellion could be extinguished by the simple distribution of honours. Many people in Britain
     at that time were also convinced that independence and freedom would result in a state of lawlessness and anarchy, since every
     individual would inevitably seek to take advantage of others. The British could not conceive that an independent, free and
     civilized society would be able to flourish outside the protection of the Crown, nor did they think that the newly formed Continental Army could provide adequate security for its people against the Indians or invasion
     from the French or Spanish American colonies.
   

   
   Yet, as early as 1761, a complete break from Britain was being discussed. John Adams and James Otis, two radical Boston lawyers,
     were warning that such measures as the Writs of Assistance, which allowed British customs and excise officials to enter at
     will any private house in the American colonies, violated the rights of man and were therefore void. Adams declared that if
     necessary he was prepared to ‘sacrifice estate, ease, health and applause and even life itself’ in order to uphold his rights.
     In his post-war autobiography he subsequently described the mood of that period with the words: ‘England proud of its power
     and holding Us in Contempt would never give up its pretensions. The Americans devoutly attached to their Liberty, would never
     submit.’ He believed that the flames of American patriotism and the spirit of independence were ignited some fifteen years
     before the Declaration of Independence was actually signed. Once the revolution had begun in the hearts and minds of the colonial
     people it would, of course, be hard for them thereafter ever to accept being subjects of an alien crown.
   

   
   Yet, by the mid eighteenth century, the American colonists generally had a far higher standard of living than most of the
     people of Britain and Ireland – for it was the latter who had been forced to pay the heavy burden of taxation needed to pay
     for the defence of North America during the French Indian war. Therefore, in the minds of the American rebels, the War of
     Independence had always been more about being able to create the political, social and economic conditions in the way that
     they themselves chose, rather than just being about taxation.
   

   
   Furthermore, at that time American society was deeply divided between the rich and poor, the Anglicans and Dissenters, the slaves and slave owners and between the different Native
     American and immigrant groups that at that time made up the population of the thirteen colonies. The British simply failed
     to understand and therefore exploit these deep divisions at the political and military level. This critical failure enabled
     the radicals ultimately to unite, what in fact were widely different groups of people, into supporting the single cause of
     independence, and probably represents the most serious deficiency of the British counter-insurgency strategy in North America.
   

   
   In the same way Bush and Blair entirely failed to understand or make use of similarly deep, economic social and tribal differences
     that divided the peoples in Iraq in 2003. By developing a strategy that identified only three sectarian groups, they effectively
     split Iraq into three sectarian provinces based on the Sunni, the Shia and the Kurds. After four years of war, their policies
     brought the country close to civil war in which over three million people have been driven from their homes or have fled abroad
     as a result of high levels of sectarian violence that the Coalition forces have been quite unable to control.
   

   
   What had started as a limited insurgency campaign by a small group of radical extremists against the British, who were regarded
     by 1775 as an alien, foreign occupying power, soon became a fully fledged civil war in which rebel patriots fought Tory loyalists.
     As in all civil wars, American families were divided, neighbouring communities attacked each other and the terrorist militia
     groups that roamed the countryside enforcing their political agendas became responsible for some of the worst atrocities committed
     during the entire war. The attempt by Britain to assert its rule in North America had sparked not only the first popular insurrection
     to confront the British government outside the British Isles, but also a bloody civil war that was to rage for over eight years. The British had no idea how to respond
     to the increasing violence that occurred in much of the country, especially in the south. On a wider plane, because the British
     failed to understand the imperatives that drove the rebellion and continued to believe that the few rebels and miscreants
     who were causing trouble in the colonies could be quickly and easily dealt with by firm military action, they did not develop
     a sufficiently coherent military strategy or ever commit enough resources to winning the campaign.
   

   
   The similarities to America’s approach to the insurgency in Iraq and also to the wider war against global terrorists are striking.
     Both were wars of choice and both wars sprang from competing ideologies. In the same way that George III thought civilized
     society was only possible under royal protection, today President Bush and Prime Minister Blair believe that civilized society
     can only properly flourish where conditions of democracy and freedom exist. In this Messianic view, no other values are capable
     of fulfilling human potential. As a result America, supported by Britain, feels that it has a duty, in the words of George
     Bush, to use its exceptional military might to ‘seek a balance of power that favors human freedom: conditions in which all
     nations and all societies can choose for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and economic liberty’. Bush and
     Blair believe that these values are right and true for every person and every society on this planet. It is inconceivable
     to them that there may exist people and societies who have entirely different values and ideals, who may have other notions
     of what constitutes freedom and good governance, or who may choose to develop these ideals in their own way and at another
     time.
   

   
   It is already quite clear that Bush and Blair’s singular Western view of what constitutes the necessary conditions for civilized society is not accepted by everyone, particularly by those Muslims who will always place a greater value on
     religious belief than on Western concepts of individual freedom or forms of political structure. They do not believe that
     Western liberal-style democracy is necessary to their personal fulfilment or to good governance – since these can best be
     obtained through adherence to their religion, family and tribe, and obedience to their hereditary ruler. For Muslims, God’s
     law, as revealed in the Koran, dictates every act of daily living as well as worship. It does not make any distinction between
     religion and the secular. Their concepts of freedom, justice and human dignity derive from the rules of Islam – not from Western
     ideology. It makes no sense therefore for the West to attempt to impose its secular ideals on such a society. Furthermore,
     for societies based on tribal structures, as many Arab countries are, ‘one man one vote’ represents a clear threat to the
     interests of the minority tribes. In these societies, everyone has the traditional right to appeal directly to their hereditary
     ruler for justice. All this means that the determination of America and Britain to enforce their fundamental view on the world
     through military action inevitably brings them into armed confrontation with those who follow the path of Islam, for Islam
     also demands that Muslims defend their faith when it is threatened.
   

   
   When the American colonists were faced with extinction by the French and Indians in the middle of the eighteenth century,
     they were grateful for British military protection. However, when that threat disappeared in 1763 with the signing of the
     Peace of Paris, the colonists no longer wanted British troops garrisoning their towns or, indeed, stationed in their country.
     What had originally been a welcome army of protection quickly became an occupying force whose purpose in many American minds
     was to coerce the colonists into accepting a continuance of British parliamentary rule. In the same way, the people of present-day Iraq, who
     were so grateful to the Coalition forces for the removal of Saddam Hussein, rapidly turned against the foreign occupiers once
     their tyrannical ruler had been toppled from power. Their initial gratitude had never implied an acceptance of Western political
     ideals. Nor did it mean that Iraqis would accept the long-term presence in their country of the Coalition forces, whom they
     perceive as infidels – for Iraq contains some of the most holy Islamic sites after Mecca and Medina. It is significant that
     when general elections were held in Iraq in 2005, they were contested by 141 political parties, and the Iraqi people voted
     almost wholly in accordance with their tribal and religious loyalties, not for any particular political ideology. The elections
     therefore had the effect of entrenching sectarian positions and dividing rather than uniting Iraq. Specifically, the introduction
     of the concept of democracy into Iraq and the de-Ba’athification process directly threatened the supremacy and identity of
     the western Iraq Sunni tribes, a people who have controlled Iraq for centuries. And, of course, it was the Sunnis who most
     fiercely resisted the occupation, just as the people of Massachusetts had done against the British two and a quarter centuries
     before, when their identity had been so threatened.
   

   
   The war in North America was a people’s war in that large numbers of the colonists participated in rebellion against the colonial
     power, but it was never a truly revolutionary war in the Marxist sense. The withdrawal of the British did not bring about
     a complete overthrow of the existing economic or social structures within the thirteen colonies, which remained elitist and
     aristocratic and continued to be dominated by American landowners, lawyers and merchants. Nor, at a political level, did the
     revolution result in the people rising up and seizing power, as happened during the French Revolution. For although the membership of
     the state legislatures became far more representative of the common people after independence, there still was no universal
     suffrage. Indeed, slavery continued in America until after the Civil War and it is arguable that full civil rights for all
     Americans were only achieved in 1954.
   

   
   The secret Constitutional Convention held in Philadelphia in 1787 to work out the relationship between the states and the
     federal government resulted in a tightening rather than a loosening of central political control. Although the delegates to
     the Convention were chosen by the state legislatures, it nevertheless gave the new federal government powers to levy taxes,
     borrow money and establish uniform duties and excise taxes. These powers were, of course, not far removed from those that
     had been wielded by the British Parliament and they challenged the notion of government of the people through the states for
     which many radicals such as Patrick Henry had fought. The Convention had been a victory of the conservative elite over popular
     government.
   

   
   Furthermore, in spite of the 12 million acres that were taken from the Tories after the war and handed out to small farmers
     in New York, traditional landowners elsewhere were able to greatly extend their already sizeable land-holdings, as long as
     they had not fought against the revolution. Few did this more successfully than George Washington. Even English families who
     had remained neutral during the war, such as the Clarkes of Hyde Hall in New York, did not always have their lands sequestered
     by the state. It was therefore economic self-interest that had driven the rebellion in North America as much as religious
     fervour or the pursuit of democracy and freedom. Indeed, the revolutionary ideals of liberty and equality would have to wait for the French Revolution in 1789 before they took root
     in Europe. And it was to be another seventy years before all men were to be truly born free in America.
   

   
   Across the Atlantic, the defeat of the British by the insurgents in North America probably produced a greater political and
     social transformation. It ended Britain’s position as the unchallenged global superpower and brought about parliamentary changes
     that were to culminate in the great Reform Act of 1832. This Act enfranchised the middle classes and halted the corruptions,
     sinecures and patronages of the British political and administrative system. It also brought about a fundamental change in
     the way the British Army went to war with regard to doctrine and tactics. For although the consequences of victory may be
     glory and honour, with defeat there comes recrimination and a revolution in military affairs. It is no accident that only
     twenty-five years after its withdrawal from North America, the British Army was able to successfully wage war against Napoleon
     in the Peninsular War, using the insurgency tactics it had learned in North America.
   

   
   In the middle of the eighteenth century, the British Army was considered to be one of the best fighting forces in the world.
     Its doctrine and tactics had been forged at Dettingen and Minden and it had become unequalled in Europe for the steadfastness
     of its infantry in battle and its use of artillery. In relative terms, it was like the modern American Army in its unrivalled
     status. But it was an army that had been manned, trained and equipped to fight a general war in Europe and it was therefore
     entirely unsuited to fight an insurgency campaign, especially one that had to be waged at long distance in the uncharted forests
     of North America. The current US Army has, of course, been trained primarily to fight a conventional war rather than an insurgency,
     and this has undoubtedly created problems for its soldiers in Iraq.
   

   
   It is not surprising that the British generals in North America – men such as Howe, Burgoyne, Clinton and Cornwallis – should
     have felt supremely confident of their ability to defeat what they considered to be an insignificant group of rebels. ‘I may
     safely assert’, wrote Howe in 1775, ‘that the insurgents are very few, in comparison with the whole of the people.’ In a letter
     written as late as August 1778 Lord George Germain, the Secretary for America, was still describing the rebels as being ‘but
     a contemptible body of vagrants, deserters and thieves’.
   

   
   The British, therefore, not only failed to understand the strategy and tactics needed to win an insurgency war, but also greatly
     underestimated the resilience and determination of the relatively small number of American revolutionaries, who at the start
     of the war were supported at most by a third of the colonial population. Over time, of course, like other insurgent groups,
     they would be able to persuade the majority to support their cause, often by brutal intimidation. It was this small group
     of American insurgents that was to teach the British Army lessons about insurgency warfare that are still enshrined in British
     military doctrine in the twenty-first century.
   

   
   In contrast, in Iraq Bush seemed to be following the same political and military route as was taken by the British in the
     eighteenth century. For the American administration has also greatly underestimated the determination of the Iraqi people
     to rid themselves of a foreign army of occupation. In 2003, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld dismissed the Iraqi insurgents
     as being no more than a few terrorists and Islamic extremists, referring to them more than a year after the invasion of Iraq
     as ‘dead-enders … those remnants of the defeated regime’. A year later, on 19 March 2004, President Bush continued the dismissive rhetoric by stating, ‘There are still violent thugs and murderers in Iraq, and we’re
     dealing with them.’ Yet, by the spring of 2007, nearly 3,000 American soldiers and possibly half a million Iraqi civilians
     had been killed. Progress towards creating a democratic and economically viable state in Iraq remained stalled, and as the
     country drifted towards civil war, American words were beginning to sound like a ghastly echo of Germain.
   

   
   At the strategic level the Bush administration still seemed to believe that US military power would always prevail, no matter
     what sort of war is being fought. For current US military doctrine advocates the application of offensive power to win all
     wars, and even when engaged in nation-building operations, the US Army is expected to follow a warfighting doctrine that demands
     it must first gain the initiative, build momentum and finally win decisively through the application of combat power. As the
     British found in the eighteenth century, America discovered in Vietnam and the Russians realized in Afghanistan, this is simply
     not possible when fighting insurgency wars.
   

   
   In their field manuals US Army commanders are warned that the use of force must always be consistent with policy objectives
     and that the use of excessive force in stabilization operations may lead to a loss of sympathy and support amongst the local
     populace. But an analysis of US-led operations on the ground in Iraq during the first four years of the war suggests that
     these constraints have not been universally followed. For example, the killing and injuring of 200 unarmed civilians by soldiers
     of the 82nd Airborne Division shortly after it arrived in Fallujah on 28 April 2003 undoubtedly caused many Iraqis to take
     sides against the Coalition forces. Whatever the tactical benefits of the subsequent US Marine assaults on Fallujah that took
     place in 2004, they were extremely damaging to American interests at the strategic level. This is because the inevitable scenes of suffering and destruction caused by the battles in Fallujah
     resulted in the widespread alienation of Muslims around the world. Until these events, Muslims had been prepared to see how
     the Americans behaved in what was after all a brother Muslim country. After 2004, it was inevitable that many saw the American-led
     occupation force as oppressive and brutal.
   

   
   During the insurgency in North America, the same negative consequences resulted from the harsh punitive measures taken by
     British troops against civilian communities. Incidents like the burning of churches at New Haven and Fairfield by General
     Tryon in 1779 or the massacre by the British of 113 surrendered American rebels at Waxhaw in Virginia on 29 May 1780 persuaded
     large numbers of hitherto uncommitted Americans to side with the insurgents. This undoubtedly turned the tide against the
     British, especially in the south, and thereby cost them the entire war. The widespread support for the rebellion also proved
     to be an important factor in deciding foreign powers such as France, Spain and Holland that they should support the American
     revolutionaries against the British.
   

   
   In general war, the principal object of an army is decisively to defeat its opponent using overwhelming force. Destruction
     of the enemy’s command structure and fighting capability is vital to the successful outcome of the mission. Seizing the initiative
     using surprise, aggression and speed is centrally important to success in modern conflict. The civilian population is something
     to be avoided, not engaged, by fighting armies. But the doctrine of general war has little relevance to counter-insurgency
     warfare situations. For in such wars, winning the support of the population is always the key objective, not seizing ground
     or destroying an army. Since the insurgents generally retain the initiative, a key objective of any counter-insurgency strategy is to obtain intelligence about the organization,
     capabilities and intentions of the insurgents. This can only be done when the mass of the population is mobilized in support
     of the established government and are prepared to provide it with the necessary intelligence. If the government of the day
     loses popular support, it will lose the war. A government and army engaged in a counter-insurgency campaign must therefore
     derive their inspiration and doctrinal thinking more from the writings of Che Guevara than from those of Clausewitz. It must
     develop a long-term strategy aimed at winning the support of the populace, which includes all the political, economic, social
     and sometimes religious elements of government administration. At the tactical level, the use of overwhelming military force
     is inevitably counterproductive in counter-insurgency campaigns.
   

   
   Changing attitudes and winning the information battle always remain more important than changing regimes. Since the ability
     to provide security to the civilian population is central to any counter-insurgency mission, large numbers of troops are needed
     to provide a permanent presence on the ground in order to protect them. The people simply will not side with a government
     if their families and livelihood are being continually threatened by insurgents. Thus, the provision of adequate security
     remains a vital component of any counter-insurgency strategy. As George Washington explained during the American War of Independence,
     people ‘will expect the Continental Army to give what support they can – or failing this, they will cease to depend upon or
     support a force from which no protection is given’.
   

   
   During the American War of Independence, the British were never able to properly support the loyalists or even protect the uncommitted American colonists from intimidation by the colonial insurgents. Similarly, following the invasion
     of Iraq in 2003, the Coalition forces have never been able to provide sufficient protection either to the general population
     or, importantly, to the Iraqi security forces, many of whom as a result have now sided with the insurgents. It was the US
     Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld who made the disastrous but quite deliberate decision to commit only limited numbers
     of troops to Operation Iraqi Freedom. In doing so, he totally failed to understand or take account of the true nature of the
     conflict to which he had committed his nation. The consequence of this extraordinary decision was that the Coalition forces
     were never able to establish sufficient control of the Iraqi population during the immediate and chaotic post-war phase in
     Iraq – and it was specifically this shortcoming that allowed the insurgency to develop so rapidly. Four years after the fall
     of Saddam Hussein, as insurgent militias fight each other for control, Iraq is clearly hovering on the edge of civil war.
   

   
   One can compare America’s decision to disband the Iraqi police and army with the British failure to organize the loyalist
     militias in North America, for both occurrences led to a critical shortage of troops. In the eighteenth century, Britain simply
     did not have sufficient military resources to fight an insurgency war in North America and at the same time defend its Empire.
     As a result the British could not succeed in the two priority tasks that always confront an occupying power in any counter-insurgency
     campaign: safeguarding the population and defeating the insurgents. Therefore, throughout the entire Revolutionary War, Britain
     would always remain dependent on American loyalist support for victory, but because of its flawed policies, this support would
     never be forthcoming in sufficient quantities. At a strategic level, the British had committed themselves to an unwinnable war – just as the Americans were to
     do two and a quarter centuries later. The War of Independence, using General Zinni’s description of the Iraq war, was ‘the
     wrong war, fought in the wrong place, at the wrong time’.
   

   
   During the past twenty-five years, a fundamental change has occurred in the nature of conflict that has led America to look
     away from counter-insurgency wars. The technological military advances that were developed to defeat the Soviet Union enable
     the US armed forces to rapidly identify and destroy any conventional force that opposes them. The average time between identifying
     a target and destroying it is today measured in minutes rather than days – something that is unique in the history of war.
     This great American technical superiority has been clearly demonstrated in both Afghanistan and Iraq, where the destruction
     of the Taliban’s and Saddam Hussein’s conventional military forces was as quick as it was complete. The consequence of these
     remarkable victories is far-reaching. No potential adversary is ever likely to present itself conventionally to American firepower:
     if it did so it would be destroyed. Wars in the twenty-first century, therefore, are more likely to take the form of insurgencies
     than general wars. In this form of war the enemy remains concealed amongst the civilian population and only operates against
     a conventional army when local superiority can be gained. Simple weapons are employed and great reliance is placed on the
     element of surprise.
   

   
   Today’s adversary strikes at political, economic, cultural and civilian targets. The attacks by al-Qaeda against economic
     and government targets in America on 11 September 2001, the use of suicide bombers by Palestinian terrorists against civilian
     and military targets, and the rocket attacks into Israel mounted by Hezbollah in 2006 provide good examples of this new form of conflict. Insurgents know that they cannot
     win by military means. They will therefore seek to undermine the political will of their opponents through protracted conflict,
     which will be asymmetric in nature. The Iraqi insurgents well understand the principles of insurgency warfare. They know that
     they cannot take on the Coalition forces in set-piece battles and so have adopted the tactics of the guerrilla fighter. In
     so doing, the Iraqi insurgents were quickly able to gain the military initiative through the use of snipers, suicide bombers
     and simple roadside explosive devices that are able to destroy sophisticated armoured vehicles. For every electronic counter-measure,
     the Iraqis, with the help of Iran, have been able to develop effective electronic counter-countermeasures.
   

   
   This is exactly what the American insurgents did during the Revolutionary War in the eighteenth century. After the battle
     of Germantown in 1777, George Washington was compelled to accept that the Continental Army could not engage in formal combat
     with the British Army – and so he decided to fight a war of insurgency. He saw that the civilian population of America constituted
     the vital ground in the war – not the territory of the thirteen colonies – even if this approach meant giving up the capital
     city of the United States, Philadelphia. He was to obtain his technical expertise in gunnery and combat engineering from the
     French, just as the Iraqi insurgents today obtain their technical expertise from sympathizers abroad.
   

   
   It is clear that because of their great reliance on military technology, the US armed forces are finding it extremely difficult
     to fight a campaign in which success does not depend on superiority of firepower. As General Nash, commander of the US Army
     1st Armoured Division, put it after a six-month tour of operations in Bosnia, ‘I have trained thirty years to read a battle field … now you are asking me to read a peace field. It doesn’t come easy. It ain’t natural.
     It ain’t intuitive. They don’t teach this stuff at Leavenworth.’ Even after four years of unsuccessful war, many Americans
     clearly still believed that it was possible to deliver the original objectives of the mission in Iraq by using ever higher
     levels of military force in response to the mounting difficulties that they face. As a result, the high number of civilian
     casualties inflicted by the Americans in the first four years of the occupation, combined with the revelations about Abu Ghraib
     prison and the existence of Camp Delta at Guantanamo Bay, has greatly strengthened the resistance to the continuing presence
     of the American force.
   

   
   The American and British political leaders remained continually in denial about the true situation in Iraq, just as their
     predecessors George III and Lord Germain continued to deny the failing nature of their war strategy in North America. Only
     six months before the final capitulation at the Battle of Yorktown, Germain wrote to George III confidently stating, ‘So very
     contemptible is the rebel force now in all parts, and so great is our superiority everywhere, that no resistance on their
     part is to be apprehended that can materially obstruct the process of the King’s arms in the speedy suppression of the rebellion.’
     In their speeches, Bush and Blair for too long emphasized small items of progress and ignored the wider deteriorating situation.
     In April 2005, two years after the invasion at a time when the country was evidently sliding towards civil war, Dick Cheney
     was still claiming, ‘We’re making major progress. Iraq is in the last throes of, if you will, the insurgency.’ In a speech
     to the prime minister of Iraq in July 2006, President Bush cited the handover of a province to the Iraqi forces as an example
     of progress. In fact the province in question, Muthanna, had only ever been garrisoned by 250 British troops and their presence there had been symbolic.
   

   
   Whenever opposition parties on either side of the Atlantic have questioned the conduct of the war in Iraq they have invariably
     been silenced by the argument that to speak out against the war amounts to treason, being unpatriotic or not supporting the
     soldiers in the front line. This same argument, of course, was successfully used by the Tories against the Whigs in British
     parliamentary debates during the American War of Independence. It was only when Britain was faced by final defeat that the
     Whigs were able to sweep aside objections and a more hard-nosed logic prevailed.
   

   
   The political and economic costs of the war in Iraq are likely to become as difficult for the US government to sustain as
     they were for the government of Lord North. Ultimately, it will be the wider strategic consequences of the war for America
     that will bring to an end hostilities in Iraq – just as they ended the American War of Independence for the British. As early
     as 1781, after six years of indecisive conflict and the loss of Cornwallis’s army at Yorktown, the British government had
     decided that ‘we cannot raise another army’, and sued for peace. Although theoretically they would have been able to continue
     the war against the American rebels, since they still had 30,000 troops deployed in America, their long-term strategic and
     imperial interests elsewhere in the world were being too greatly damaged in what was not a vital area of British interest.
     Lord Shelburne, who was by then prime minister, therefore persuaded George III to abandon the British effort to maintain his
     rule in the thirteen North American colonies. The Treaty of Paris, giving full independence to America, was finally signed
     in 1783.
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