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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether conducting counterinsurgency—taking 
measures to defeat or destroy insurgencies—aided or impeded external interventions designed 
to stabilise failing states.  Protracted instability and low-level conflict have high human costs—
both arising from the violence of the conflict, and from the impact of violence on development 
and standard of living.  Literature on counterinsurgency has tended to make positive examples 
of “existential” counterinsurgencies such as the British response to the Malayan Emergency 
(1948–1960) or the Sri Lankan campaign against the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Elam (1983–
2009), while using external interventions—the United States in Vietnam, the Soviet Union in 
Afghanistan—as negative examples.  In order to contribute to the body of scholarship on 
external interventions, this study used comparative historical analysis of seven external 
intervention cases to determine whether external interventions have options other than the 
destruction of insurgencies.  The cases studied were the United States (US)-led intervention in 
Vietnam, the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, the US and United Nations (UN) interventions 
in Somalia, the Economic Union of West African States and UN interventions in Sierra Leone, 
the United Kingdom intervention in Sierra Leone, the Australian-led interventions in East 
Timor / Timor-Leste, and the Australian-led intervention in Solomon Islands. 

In each case the study examined the situation that prompted the intervention, the degree 
of strategic advantage/disadvantage enjoyed by the intervening powers, and the design and 
conduct of the intervention.  The study examined the intervention forces’ approach to 
insurgencies, militias and state forces, and any visible links to the degree of success of the 
operation.  It then examined the effects of other factors on campaign success and conflict 
termination, and identified themes common to all cases.  The study also examined literature on 
rebellion, and Peacebuilding, linking Gurr’s use of Relative Deprivation Theory to Galtung’s 
concept of structural violence, and its antithesis, Positive Peace as steps to conflict termination. 

The study found that the cases featuring the greatest degree of force used against 
insurgencies and other militias displayed increased violence, with negative effects on stability.  
However, the study acknowledged that accommodations with insurgencies or other militias 
were not always feasible or strategically acceptable.  Some degree of force against armed 
groups was often necessary, so that the risk of applying it needed to be identified and mitigated.  
The study found that a markedly dominant intervention force was likely to deter conflict, while 
down-sizing this force could provoke instability by increasing militias’ resolve to fight.  The 
study therefore recommended that intervening powers deploy a dominant force, but use an 
indirect approach to minimise the level of conflict, not link stability to an existential threat to 
militias and, where possible, combined their dominant capabilities with avenues for lawful 
pursuit of militia goals to coerce compliance and reintegration, rather than trying to destroy 
militias.  The study also recommended that intervening powers retain security forces in-theatre 
post-conflict, to allow other elements of the intervention effort to rebuild state institutions and 
reform state regimes, redressing structural violence and relative deprivation. 
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GLOSSARY 
Acceptability:  The plan review criterion for assessing whether the 

contemplated course of action is proportional, worth 
the cost, consistent with the law of war, and is 
militarily and politically supportable. See also 
adequacy; feasibility. (Department of Defense, 
2020, p. 7) 

Action:  (In security operations context) A tangible act by a 
force or group contributing to a tactical task, 
operation or campaign. (Applied in this study.) 

Affected state: A state affected by the problem causing intervention 
operations, such as natural disaster, civil war, or 
conflict.  In this study, the affected state is the state 
experiencing violent instability. 

Campaign:  A series of related operations aimed at achieving 
strategic and operational objectives within a given 
time and space. (Department of Defense 2020, p. 29) 

Coercion:  Forcing an actor to adopt certain courses of action. 
(Clissold, 2001, p. 8) 

Co-option:  Enticing an actor to adopt certain courses of action. 
(Clissold, 2001, p. 8) 

Counterinsurgency:  Comprehensive civilian and military efforts designed 
to simultaneously defeat and contain insurgency, and 
address its root causes. (Department of Defense, 
2020, p. 52) 

Counter-intervention:  A subsequent intervention, from a rival interest 
group, seeking to offset or negate the effects of a 
former intervention. (Derived from Lounsbery, 
Pearson and Talentino, 2011, p. 233). 

Counterterrorism:  Actions and operations taken to neutralise terrorists 
and their organisations and networks in order to 
render them incapable of using violence to instill fear 
and coerce governments and societies to achieve 
their goals. (Department of Defense, 2020, p. 53) 

Counterterrorism-plus:  Name for an operational approach to dealing with 
violent extremist groups based on using high-
technology intelligence, surveillance, and target 
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acquisition systems to locate key members of these 
groups, and kill them using air power or special 
operations forces. The name was commonly applied 
under the US administration of President Barak 
Obama. (Woodward, 2010) 

Counter-threat finance:   Activities conducted to deny, disrupt, destroy or 
defeat the generation, storage, movement and use of 
assets to fund the activities that support an 
adversary’s ability to negatively affect [national] 
interests. (Department of Defense, 2020, p. 53) 

Cultural violence:  Those aspects of culture. . .that can be used to 
legitimise direct or structural violence. (Galtung, 
1990, p. 291) 

Deterrence:  The prevention of action by the existence of a 
credible threat of unacceptable counteraction and/or 
belief that the cost of action outweighs the perceived 
benefits. (Department of Defense, 2020, p. 64) 

Direct violence: Intentional violence, directed at a specific group or 
person, involving hurting, killing or verbal violence. 
Direct violence is an act of commission, while 
structural violence is an act of omission (Galtung & 
Fischer, 2013, pp. 11, 21 & 23). 

Guerilla force:  A group of irregular predominantly indigenous 
personnel organised along military lines to conduct 
military and paramility operations in enemy-held, 
hostile or denied territory. (Department of Defense, 
2020, p. 94) 

Guerrilla warfare: A form of warfare in which the locally weaker side 
takes the initiative against opposing forces in 
selected forms, times and places 

Host nation: A country that consents to an intervention force 
operating on its territory.  Sometimes used by 
intervention forces to refer to any country in which 
they operate. This study refers to states subject to 
intervention as the “affected state” to avoid implying 
consent where it did not exist.  It is possible for a state 
other than the affected state to be a host nation if 
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intervening powers use it to project force into the 
affected state. 

Insurgency:  The organised use of subversion and violence to 
seize, nullify or challenge political control of a 
region. Insurgency can also refer to the group itself. 
(Department of Defense, 2020, p. 106) 

Intervention:  The deliberate act of a nation or group of nations to 
introduce its national power to influence the course 
of an existing controversy (adapted from Department 
of Defense, 2020, p. 142). 

Intervention force entanglement: A situation akin to state capture in which an 
intervention force, in the place of the state, is 
becomes over-committed or compromised due to 
another actor following interests that are contrary to 
or inconsistent with those of the intervention force 
mission (applied in this dissertation). 

Irregular warfare:  A violent struggle among state and non-state actors 
for legitimacy and influence over the relevant 
populations. (Department of Defense, 2020, p. 112) 

Legitimacy:  The fact and perception that the actions of an 
authority are ethical, as well as desirable, proper or 
appropriate to providing the functions of that 
authority, according to laws and other applicable 
norm. (Applied in this study.) 

Militia:  An armed group, which may or may not be state-
sponsored, comprising members not part of formal 
security forces. The purposes of militias may include, 
while not being limited to, insurgency, support to a 
regime, local self-defence, or criminal activity. 
(Applied in this study.) 

Negative Peace:  The absence of direct, indirect or structural violence 
(Galtung & Fischer, 2013, p. 23). 

Peacebuilding: A range of measures targeted to reduce the risk of 
lapsing or relapsing into conflict by strengthening 
national capacities at all levels for conflict 
management, and to lay the foundations for 
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sustainable peace and development. (United Nations, 
2010, p. 5.) 

Positive Peace:  The absence of direct, indirect or structural violence, 
combined with “mutually beneficial cooperation on 
an equal basis and mutual learning to heal past 
violence and prevent future violence.” (Galtung & 
Fischer, p. 23). 

Relative deprivation:  A situation wherein when a group considers that the 
quality of life, they experience is sufficiently far from 
the quality of life to which they feel entitled (Gurr, 
1970). 

Resilience:  The ability of an intervening power to preserve the 
resolve of its contributing nations to contribute 
people and resources to an activity. (Applied in this 
study.) 

Resolve:  The commitment to continue to commit resources 
(people, money and scarce assets) to its objectives at 
any particular moment. (Applied in this study.) 

Risk management:  The process to identify, assess and control risks and 
make decisions that balance risk cost with mission 
benefits. (Department of Defense, 2020, p. 187) 

Rule of law: a principle of governance in which all persons, 
institutions and entities, public and private, including 
the State itself, are accountable to laws that are 
publicly promulgated, equally enforced and 
independently adjudicated, and which are consistent 
with international human rights norms and standards. 
It requires measures to ensure adherence to the 
principles of supremacy of the law, equality before 
the law, accountability to the law, fairness in the 
application of the law, separation of powers, 
participation in decision-making, legal certainty, 
avoidance of arbitrariness, and procedural and legal 
transparency. (United Nations, 2020) 

Stability:  The long-term viability of a state, including low 
likelihood of violent political upheaval threatening 
national governance, economic growth and human 
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security in the foreseeable future. (Applied in this 
study.) 

Stability operation: A set of officially sanctioned tasks designed to 
achieve stability in the theatre. (Applied in this 
study.) 

Start state:  The conditions in effect at the beginning of a 
campaign, including the condition and activities of 
all forces, civilian populations, govenrments, as well 
as geographic and economic factors. 

State:   A form of human association distinguished from 
other social groups by its purpose, the establishment 
of order and security; its methods, the laws and their 
enforcement; its territory, the area of jurisdiction or 
geographic boundaries; and finally by its 
sovereignty. (Britannica Academic, 2020.) 

State capture:  The domination of policy-making by private, often 
corporate, power. (Britannica Academic, 2020.) 

Strategic level (of warfare):  The level of warfare in which a nation, often as a 
member of a group of nations, determines national or 
multinational (alliance or coalition) strategic security 
objectives and guidance, then develops and uses 
national resources to achieve those objectives. 
(Department of Defense, 2020, p. 204) 

Strategy:  A prudent idea or set of ideas for employing the 
instruments of national power in a synchronised and 
integrated fashion to achieve theatre, national and/or 
multinational objectives (Department of Defense, 
2020, p. 204). 

Structural violence:  The impact of poor governance of the lives of groups 
disadvantaged by this governance. Measured as he 
difference between optimal life expectancy and 
actual life expectancy caused by unjust systems. 
(Galtung & Hoivik, 1971, p. 74).  Structural violence 
is an act of omission, while direct violence is an act 
of commission (Galtung & Fischer, 2013, p. 23). 



16 

Tactics:  The employment and ordered arrangement of forces 
in relation to each other. (Department of Defense, 
2020, p. 210) 

Terrorism:  The unlawful use of violence or threat of violence, 
often motivated by religious, political or ideological 
beliefs to instill fear and coerce governments or 
societies in pursuit of goals that are usually political. 
(Department of Defense, 2020, p. 215) 

Terrorist:  An actor using terrorism in pursuit of its goals. 
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CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

Anthropologist Jared Diamond asserted that protracted minor conflicts have greater impact on 
human security than industrialised war (2012, p. 139).  To support this assertion, he stated that 
homicide (ranging from domestic crime to tribal violence to casualties of industrialised war) 
accounted for the death of about 1% of the population every year in New Guinea before 
European settlement.  He compared this figure with a yearly average of about 0.15% in 
Germany and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) during the Twentieth Century, 
noting that these nations were known for the high casualties they sustained during the First and 
Second World Wars (2012, pp. 139–141).  Diamond suggested that it was more dangerous for 
humans to live in pre-settlement New Guinea in “normal” circumstances throughout most of 
history, than in countries generally perceived to have suffered heavy losses in industrialised 
war.  From this argument, one may infer that protracted low-level violence is more dangerous 
to humanity than industrialised war.  If Diamond’s suggestion is correct, one may argue that 
such protracted low-level violence, often non-international (Smith, 2005, p. 301), is among the 
greatest threats to human security.  Additionally, protracted conflict has a high economic cost, 
which translates, over time, to human cost.  The cost of violence in 2012 has been estimated at 
11% of Gross World Product, whereas the Global Financial Crisis reduced Gross World 
Product by only 0.6% (Rees et al, 2014). 

States or multinational bodies often intervene in these non-international conflicts.  Their 
declaratory reasons include protecting populations, restoring regional security, or maintaining 
a rules-based global order as advocated in Australia’s Defence White Paper (Department of 
Defence, 2016, pp. 44–45).  States’ actual motives for intervention may differ, and, in any case, 
are likely to relate to their own national interest.  However, one may infer that intervening 
powers usually intend to leave a situation free of conflict, for both their declaratory reasons, 
and any unstated reasons.  It benefits not only to the inhabitants of the affected state, but to the 
intervening powers, to end the conflict as quickly and effectively as possible, so that they can 
leave the affected state in a stable condition.  Stability is defined in this study as the long-term 
viability of a state, including low likelihood of violent political upheaval threatening national 
governance, economic growth and human security in the foreseeable future. 

Non-international conflicts will generally involve state forces, and one or more non-state 
forces.  This study will refer to such non-state forces as militias, regardless of whether they 
support or oppose the state, or if they are non-aligned.  Militias frequently include insurgencies, 
which US military doctrine has defined as groups “using organised subversion or violence to 
seize, nullify or challenge political control of a region” (Departments of the Army and Navy, 
2014, p. 1-2).  Insurgencies and other militias may use a range of tactics.  While terrorism and 
guerrilla warfare are generally associated with insurgencies, states may also use these tactics, 
and militias may use conventional warfare if they can generate the power to do so.  
Additionally, some international non-state groups have adopted terrorism as a tactic to pursue 
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political or ideological ends not specifically related to a state or territory within one.  These 
international terrorist organisations (such as Al Qaeda or Lashkar-e Tayyiba) may collaborate 
with insurgencies to pursue their own strategic ends. 

Intervening powers, whether state or non-state, have often declared that countering an 
insurgency is their method of achieving stability, as illustrated by the Commander of the 
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan issuing counterinsurgency 
guidance (International Security Assistance Force, 2009).  US military doctrine has defined 
counterinsurgency as “Those military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychological, and 
civic actions taken by a government to defeat insurgency” (Departments of the Army and Navy, 
2014, p. 1-2).  A national government, defending itself against insurgency, may seek to retain 
power with minimal impact on the status quo, potentially to the disadvantage of some of their 
citizens whose grievances have led to the insurgency.  This was the case in the Sri Lankan 
defeat of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Elam (LTTE) insurgency (Weiss, 2011).  However, 
external forces intervening in internal conflicts are not bound to the policies and practices of 
the current regime and may choose to change the regime or its practices in order to achieve 
stability (Chivvis & Davis, 2011, pp. 29–40; Department of the Army, 2014, p. 3.1).  Multiple 
hostile militias may operate at the same time in the same theatre, as demonstrated in 
Afghanistan by the presence of the Taliban Militia, Al Qaeda, the Islamic Movement of 
Uzbekistan, the Haqqani Network (Tanner, 2009), Lashkar-e-Tayyiba (L-e-T) and the Islamic 
State in the Khorasan Province (ISKP) (Kilcullen, 2010; 2013; 2016).  Of these militias, only 
the Taliban are accurately described as an insurgency, the others being international terrorist 
organisations.  Alternatively, there may be loyalist militias such as the Malaitan Eagle Force 
in Solomon Islands (Fraenkel, 2004). 

Insurgencies (such as the Taliban Militia) often seek to legitimise themselves as 
alternative regimes by providing the functions of government.  This distinguishes them from 
some other violent extremist organisations, such as Al Qaeda, which may act internationally, 
and whose ends may be unrelated to the governance of the countries in which they conduct 
terrorist acts.  In a protracted conflict, regime and insurgency may transition power several 
times, and both may purport to be the valid regime at the same time, while neither has the 
wherewhithal to retain power. 

For instance, in Afghanistan, the Mujahideen overthrew the Soviet-backed Democratic 
Republic fo Afghanistan (DRA) in 1992, and formed the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.  The 
largely Pashtun Taliban militia formed as an insurgency in response to Mujahideen government 
corruption and rural lawlessness, and won power, forming a regime (not recognised by the 
United Nations) called the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan (Fergusson, 2010, pp. 18–20).  In 
response, former Mujahideen, former-DRA forces, and other armed groups who opposed 
Taliban dominance, joined forces in an insurgency called the Northern Alliance.  The Northern 
Alliance at times controlled large sections of northern Afghanistan, governing from Mazar-e 
Sharif, Shiberghan or Kunduz while the Taliban governed from Kabul—effectively governing 
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only the south and east (Davies & Shariat, 2004; Stanton, 2009; Williams, 2013).  Following 
the Al Qaeda attacks on the United States (US) on 11 September 2001, the US, with the support 
of the Northern Alliance, other Mujahideen and other ex-DRA Army members, overthrew the 
Taliban regime and reinstituted the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (whose government 
included many Northern Alliance members).  Hence, insurgents who had formed the  
Mujahideen and DRA regimes returned to government, while the Taliban regime were 
relegated to insurgency and formed a shadow government in Pakistan.  The US-led intervention 
force then attempted to reduce the corruption and warlordism in the new Islamic Republic 
regime, while also attempting to neutralise the Taliban (Fegusson, 2010, pp. 18–20).  One may 
infer that the intervening powers’ strategic ends were best met not by preserving a particular 
regime, but by redressing the disordered situation which had allowed the Taliban seize power 
and then provide safe havens for Al Qaeda. 

This example illustrates that foreign forces intervening in protracted conflicts face 
complex challenges in achieving stability, but may enjoy broader options than a government 
suppressing insurgency on its own territory (such as the Sri Lankan government dealing with 
the LTTE).  Intervention forces typically intend to impose security, and achieve some level of 
stability, so that the intervention can end (Chivvis & Davis, 2011, pp. 29–40; Departments of 
the Army and Navy, 2014, p. 10.1).  Achieving stability generally involves wider efforts than 
imposing security, such as creating national institutions, including a system of governance, and 
a security sector (Chivvis & Davis, 2011, pp. 29–40).  Intervening powers must decide what 
attitude and actions to take with respect to all state and non-state armed groups in the theatre.  
These groups are the natural bases for both new security institutions and future threat groups.  
If the intervention force cannot co-opt a group, they may have to fight it (Kilcullen, 2009).  
These groups may exercise political influence over sections of the population. 

RATIONALE 

Some recent interventions by powerful military coalitions have failed to achieve the desired 
stability, and led to exacerbated conflict.  Somalia, Iraq and Afghanistan exemplify this 
observation.  This study looks for ways intervention forces can design better campaigns, and 
centres on an apparent paradox, in which intervention forces often appear to be frustrated by 
the same problems in governance that provoked the insurgency they are fighting.  This raises 
the question of why intervention forces seem to default to fighting insurgencies. 

Counterinsurgency may be part of a national effort by a state to retain control of its 
territory, exemplified by the Sri Lankan civil war, in which the state eventually destroyed the 
LTTE in an existential struggle.  In such cases, counterinsurgency is an end in itself, and the 
state may sacrifice stability for some time to retain power.  For external intervening powers 
whose desired outcome is stability, counterinsurgency is only beneficial if it results in stability 
(Chivvis & Davis, 2011, pp. 28–30).  Intervening powers are not facing an existential threat, 
so cannot accept protracted instability in their campaigns to destroy insurgencies.  It is unlikely 
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that they will retain domestic support for the intervention if it appears to be degenerating into 
widespread conflict. 

While the strategic guidance for an intervention should clearly articulate the conditions 
to be achieved, operational level commanders and planners must design the methods by which 
these conditions are achieved, in a campaign.  US military doctrine defines a campaign as, “a 
series of related operations aimed at achieving strategic and operational objectives within a 
given time and space” (Department of Defense 2020, p. 29).  The campaign level links the 
strategic and tactical levels of a military effort. 

In designing a campaign, Military planners will often develop a framework of planning 
principles called an approach.  The US Army War College Campaign Planning Handbook 
defines the approach as “the broad actions a force [will] take to achieve the desired end-state” 
(Department of the Army, 2016 p. 38).  An approach to a stability intervention must include 
the intervention force’s actions and policies towards the armed groups in the theatre, including 
state forces and militias.  While a tactical action, such as an attack by soldiers, or an 
investigation by police, may be deemed to be completely successful or unsuccessful, campaign 
outcomes can be viewed on a sliding scale of effectiveness (Bartholomees, 2010, pp. 82–85).  
A balance of competing factors will determine the position at which the degree of effectiveness 
falls on the sliding scale.  Yarger (2006, pp. 1–5) asserted that inconsistency between 
objectives, concepts and resources constitutes a risk, which may reduce effectiveness.  
Contemporary risk management theory advocates that organisations attempt to respond to risks 
by terminating the activity, transferring risks to another organisation, treating them to mitigate 
or eliminate them, or tolerating them (Hopkin, 2013, Ch. 9).  Western militaries are increasing 
their use of risk-based approaches to maximise campaign effectiveness by taking practical steps 
to mitigate risks, so they are as low as reasonably possible (Johnson, 2012).  According to 
Yarger’s assertion on risk (2006), an intervention force must ensure that its resources and 
concepts, including its approaches to the incumbent government and all armed groups in the 
theatre, including insurgencies, are consistent with its objective of achieving stability.  
Inconsistency would reduce campaign effectiveness, or the overall degree of stability achieved. 

This study has sought to determine whether external intervention forces benefit from 
including counterinsurgency in stability campaigns (which the literature suggests is a routine 
component stability interventions), and whether taking direct action against insurgencies incurs 
any risks through inconsistency with their desired campaign outcomes.  According to Yarger’s 
assertion (2006), such risks would reduce the overall effectiveness of the stabilisation effort.  
The study has also sought to examine whether alternative approaches to insurgencies and other 
armed groups may reduce risk by better aligning the intervention force’s actions with its desired 
outcomes.  Additionally, the study has sought to examine other factors that impact on the 
success of stability interventions—both to take these factors into account when discussing the 
effects of the counterinsurgency effort, and to identify other planning considerations. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 

The literature reviewed indicates that external interventions designed to stabilise weak states 
are often based on counterinsurgency, seeking to achieve stability by defeating an insurgency 
while attempting to reform the government.  This often requires addressing the governance 
problems that motivated the insurgency.  There is an extensive body of literature on insurgency 
and counterinsurgency.  Scholars of these topics have advocated methods for achieving success 
in both natures of campaign.  More recently, scholars, military institutions and other 
government agencies have developed literature on stability and stabilisation; and identified 
stability as a desirable lasting output of military action (Department of Defense, 2016).  
However, stabilisation is often cast as a subordinate effort to counterinsurgency, and the 
literature appears to be limited with respect to whether or when counterinsurgency itself is 
beneficial to the campaign objectives of an external force intervening to achieve stability. 

Therefore, this research examined the following question: “Does a counterinsurgency 
effort aid or impede the mission of an external force intervening to stabilise an area of 
protracted conflict?”  The research used a case study method to assess an indicative sample of 
interventions, and determine the effect of counterinsurgency effort and other elements of an 
intervention campaign on the likelihood of success. 

APPROACH OF THE STUDY 

This study used comparative historical analysis to examine seven cases in which external forces 
have intervened in unstable states.  The cases were selected primarily for being overt 
conventional interventions in unstable states that suffered internal conflict involving 
insurgencies.  The cases selected were prioritised over other such cases on the basis of being 
described at the campaign level (particularly descriptions of their objectives and design, or lack 
of same) by multiple unclassified sources.  Some cases featured an intervention by a single 
nation, while others feature intervention by coalitions.  In some cases, intervention forces 
focussed their efforts on targeting insurgencies, while other cases displayed broader 
approaches.  The cases also varied in the degree of affected nation government control in the 
theatre, the role played by the this government, and the approach the intervention force took to 
this government.  However, each case was examined from the perspective of the intervening 
power/s, and the effect on their mission of several factors.  The first factor examined in each 
case was the effect on the intervention force’s desired outcomes of the approach taken to 
insurgents and other armed groups.  Several other themes arose, some common to several cases.  
Chapter 5 (Discussion) examines these factors and their potential effects on a stabilisation 
mission. 
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OUTLINE OF THE STUDY 

Chapter 1, (above) introduces the study, noting the potential impact of protracted instability, 
and the contrast between regimes conducting existential counterinsurgency campaigns, and 
intervening powers seeking to achieve stability rather than preserve a status quo.  It poses the 
research question of whether a counterinsurgency effort aids or impedes the mission of an 
external force intervening to stabilise an area of protracted conflict. 

Chapter 2 reviews literature relevant to stability; the design of military campaigns; 
insurgency and counterinsurgency; motivation and de-motivation towards internal violence, 
including deprivation and Peacebuilding; the risk of entanglement in unstable states and the 
related risk that an intervening force may be entangled by corrupt actors or a corrupt regime; 
individual cases of interventions; and managing risk at the campaign level.  It also reviews 
literature relevant to the conduct of the study, including case study methodology; and Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) Analysis. 

Chapter 3 describes the way in which the study applied Comparative Historical Analysis, 
as a case study method, to the selected intervention cases.  This includes data collection and 
analysis, including the criteria along which cases were compared. 

Chapter 4 outlines the results by describing each case in terms of the situation in the 
theatre, the situation of the intervening force assessed via SWOT Analysis, what the 
intervening force set out to do, what it did, and the degree of success it achieved.  Each case 
study sought to identify links between the approaches to armed groups such as insurgencies, 
risks this created, and the degree of success of the campaign.  Each study also sought to identify 
other factors that appeared to affect the campaign’s risk and success. 

Chapter 5 compares the cases within the framework of the comparison criteria, noting 
consistent themes regarding the impact of pursuing a counterinsurgency effort, and other 
common factors, on risks to– and success of campaigns. 

Chapter 6 offers conclusions based on the analysis in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2 — LITERATURE REVIEW 

Scope of the literature 

The literature reviewed primarily addressed the design of security campaigns, the concept of 
stability; motivations towards insurgency; the practice of insurgency (particularly the tactic of 
guerrilla warfare); counterinsurgency (including counter-guerrilla warfare approaches such as 
population-centric counterinsurgency, and other approaches such as counter-terrorism plus).  
It also covers the concept of risk, particularly risks in intervention operations, such as state 
capture and security force entanglement. 

In reviewing doctrine, the literature review focussed on US doctrine, notwithstanding 
that the cases which appear to demonstrate the most success were operations led by the UK 
and Australia.  Current US doctrine is available via open source internet searches, while the 
UK and Australia apply limitations on the release of their doctrine.  Additionally, the US is 
likely to be the lead nation in large scale coalition interventions, and its doctrine dominates 
multinational doctrine, such as Asia-Pacific Multinational Force Standard Operating 
Procedures (Department of Defense, 2018) and NATO doctrine.  e.g., the UK currently uses 
NATO doctrine for counterinsurgency rather than producing its own.  Additionally, the broad 
scope of available US doctrine provides a framework against which the conduct of each 
operation may be compared, and alternatives proposed.  UK and NATO doctrine, where 
available through open sources, are raised to provide constrast.  The literature review also 
draws on Johnson’s (1990) research on de facto Soviet doctrine on counterinsurgency. 

Campaign Design and Operational Approaches 

This study examined the planning and conduct of operations.  While a nation or multinational 
power may adopt a capability program that gives it the means (capable military and other 
security forces) and decision-making ability to initiate and resource a security operation, its 
success is dependent on the way in which it uses these forces.  This requirement is reflected in 
both academic studies and military doctrine.  At the highest level, military (or multiagency) 
strategy is designed to achieve national or multinational strategic objectives (Smith, 2005, 
Introduction).  Operational level commanders execute campaigns to achieve strategic 
objectives using force, logistic capability and other effects within the capabilities of the 
agencies in the organisation (Department of the Army, 2016).  Military doctrine such as the US 
Army War College Campaign Planning Handbook (Department of the Army, 2016) provided 
guidance on the planning of campaigns.  This document identifies a key element of campaign 
design as the approach: “the broad actions a force [will] take to achieve the desired end-state” 
(p. 38). 

Bartholomees (2010, pp. 6–10) compared direct approaches of attrition (the gradual 
destruction of the adversary’s assets until the adversary is unable or unwilling to continue) and 
annihilation (the decisive destruction of the adversary).  Both, as applied in World War One, 
focused primarily on opposing forces rather than the wider environment.  Liddell Hart (1921–
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1967) described a direct approach as being focused on overcoming and destroying the 
adversary’s fighting power.  He described an indirect approach as seeking to render the 
adversary’s fighting power ineffective or irrelevant, while avoiding its effects, by denying it 
critical components, potentially including terrain, supplies or facilities.  Theorists developed 
the indirect approach into manoeuvre theories, for application by conventional combat forces.  
The studies of Rommel (1937) and Guderian (1937) were applied widely (including by the 
authors) in World War Two.  Western militaries continued to revise these studies and develop 
manoeuvre to apply technology for the second half of the 20th Century (Carell, 1960; English 
& Gundmundsson, 1994; Skinner, 1988; Alberts, Gartska & Stein, 1994).  They identified both 
direct manoeuvre effects (destruction, and disruption) and the preferred indirect effects such 
as dislocation (using force to separate the adversary’s strength from the time and place where 
it is required).  Physical manoeuvre is likely to remain relevant to military campaigns against 
existential threats from other states but may be of limited use in stability campaigns in which 
the adversary’s combat power is not the principal impediment to success (Mack, 1975, p. 175–
177; Smith, 2005, p. 4).  As the role of the operational level of a stability intervention is to 
direct tactical operations to achieve stability (Department of the Army, 2016, p. 10), an 
approach is only effective if it achieves stability, and threat-focused tactical actions are only 
beneficial if the threat’s capability is the principal impediment to stability. 

Stability 

Professional and academic writing on military operations and “whole-of-government” 
interventions have often used the term stability without defining it.  For instance, the British 
Army Field Manual on Countering Insurgency (Ministry of Defence, 2009) used the terms 
stability or instability 15 times (not counting references to other documents whose names 
include the terms), but did not define them, although it included an annex defining other 
relevant terms.  Similarly, the US military publications on Assessment and Measures of 
Effectiveness in Stability Operations (Department of Defense, 2010), Stability (2016) and 
Counterinsurgency (Department of Defense, 2018) used the term throughout, without defining 
it, although they related instability to the root causes of insurgency. 

Yates (2006, p. 2) defined a stability operation as: 

an operation executed outside [the intervening nations’ territories] to 
establish, preserve and exploit security and control over areas, populations 
and resources. . .They lead to an environment in which [non-military] 
instruments of national power can predominate. 

If one accepts this definition, one may infer that stability is a situation in which areas, 
populations and resources of the affected nation are under control (presumably of that nation), 
and that it can be maintained by non-military instruments of national power. 

Lounsbery, Pearson and Talentino (2011, p. 228) noted that, during the Cold War era, 
actors measured stability by “how effectively the intervention dampened the actuality or 
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prospect of local or regional military threats or violent upheavals.”  One may infer from this 
that a definition of stability should include low likelihood of military threats or violent 
upheavals.  These authors then noted that in the 1990s the use of the term referred more to the 
long-term stability of the affected state, including (citing Pickering and Kisangani, 2006) the 
viability of a political regime, economic growth, and quality of life.  They asserted that stability 
meant more than the simple presence/absence of violence, and that an intervention might 
prompt counter-interventions that might further compromise stability.  They explained the term 
counter-intervention (without specifically defining it) by stating that other states may respond 
to an intervention with a subsequent intervention, designed to counter the effects of the first (p. 
229).  An example would be the US-led response to the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan.  
The authors observed that interventions that supported autocratic regimes tended to increase 
the degree of autocracy in the post-conflict regime, while asserting that most interventions took 
place in autocratic states (p. 231).  As the counter-intervention could come from a state or non-
state actor, this study will define counter-intervention as subsequent intervention, from a rival 
interest group, seeking to offset or negate the effects of a former intervention.  They concluded 
that stability was most likely to result when a military intervention was partnered with civilian-
led peace-building and resolution efforts.  They elected to follow Pickering and Kisangani 
(2006) in defining stability as long-term viability and avoidance of major violent political 
upheaval, reliant on a political regime, economic growth and physical quality of life over 
subsequent time periods. 

Current Military Doctrine on Stability 

This study has primarily referenced US doctrine, as current US doctrine is available on the 
internet without security caveats.  The study also examines UK doctrine, although the version 
available open-source may be outdated.  US military Joint Publication (JP) 3–07: Stability 
(Department of Defense, 2016) characterised stability as a component in other end-states or a 
line of effort in other operations, and stipulated that sustainable stability requires the transfer 
of authority from the military to another agency, and/or the “host nation.”  This publication 
added that US policy requires transition of control to the host nation (p. I-2).  However, some 
may consider this requirement to be a policy constraint, and one might conceive situations in 
which an intervening power did not need to return power to the host nation to achieve 
stabilisation—such as the Russian annexation of Crimea.  JP 3–07 also asserted (pp. I-4–I-5) 
that instability is caused by problems in the way political power (not confined to legitimate 
power) is distributed and wielded, potentially originating in non-political causes, summarised 
in a Fragile States Framework.  It defined fragile states as “. . .a broad range of failing, failed, 
and recovering states in which legitimate and representative governance institutions struggle 
or fail to manage social, security, economic, and political pressures.”  It added that fragile states 
“fall along a spectrum from weakness to collapse in which conflict may or may not be a salient 
factor.”  The publication listed the elements of a stable state as Human Security, Economic 
Infrastructure and Development, and Governance and the Rule of Law (pp. I-8–I-9).  It stated 
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that Rule of Law is characterised by “just legal frameworks, public order, accountability to the 
law, access to justice and a culture of lawfulness.” (p. III-44)  While it used the term, 
“legitimate” frequently, it did not define “legitimate” or “legitimacy.” The US Military 
Glossary is similarly silent on these terms (Department of Defense, 2020). 

JP 3–07 also examined the issue of force ratios—both in terms of the size of the security 
force in relation to the insurgent force, and the size of the force in relation to the population.  It 
assessed that the priority, to enable operational success, had shifted towards the setting the size 
of the force to size of the population to be secured, rather than the threat force to be destroyed.  
It observed that necessary ratio was influenced by factors such as the level of threat from which 
the population needed to be protected, but proposed a “yard stick”, or start point for 
consideration, of about 20 security personnel (troops or police) per 1000 population.  This 
would be increased in high threat, or decreased in low threat. 

The publication then asserted that stabilisation required Conflict Transformation, Host 
Nation Ownership and Unity of Effort (pp. I-18–I-19),  It defined Governance as, “. . .the state’s 
ability to serve the citizens through the rules, processes and behaviour by which interests are 
articulated, resources are managed, and power is exercised in a society” (p. III-52), and 
described the following stages to a stability intervention (p. I-23): 

- Initial Response: actions executed to stabilise the operational environment. 

- Transformation: post-conflict reconstruction, stabilisation and capacity building. 

- Fostering sustainability: long-term efforts that capitalise on capacity-building and 
reconstruction to enable sustainable development. 

 

 
Figure 1: The US Military Stabilisation Framework 
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Figure 1 depicts a continuum on which states may exist, from failed states experiencing 
instability, to stable states.  A stability operation would apply its initial response to assist the 
state into recovery, transform the state to prevent it from relapsing into failure, and foster 
sustainability so that the state can remain stable after the intervention force leaves.  JP 3–07 
also articulated the concept of a stability mechanism, which it defined (2016) as, “the primary 
method through which friendly forces affect civilians to attain conditions that support 
establishing lasting peace.”  The publication distinguished this from the more traditional 
military concept of a defeat mechanism, which is “a method through which friendly forces 
accomplish their mission against enemy opposition.”  The doctrine then examined the 
integration of stability efforts into other operations, including Conflict Prevention, Foreign 
Humanitarian Assistance, Peace Operations, Major Operations, Foreign Internal Defence, 
Counterinsurgency and Unconventional Warfare.  It did not describe a situation in which these 
operations contributed to the achievement of stability. 

While not as consistently available as US doctrine, some UK doctrine is available open 
source, including Joint Doctrine Publication 05:  Shaping a Stable World: the Military 
Contribution (2016).  This publication asserted that security, governance and the Rule of Law, 
and social and economic development; within a setting of regional and external influences; 
were components of a “stable state.”  This model identified security as one of the functions of 
government, and also as essential to achieving other functions of government.  It stated (p. 42) 
that economic collapse may cause or be caused by the breakdown of other elements of a stable 
state.  The publication also stressed the importance of political settlement, and linked 
legitimacy the “performance of institutions, character of their decision-making, and conformity 
with the community’s wider religious or social values” (p. 42).  The model appears to differ 
from the US model, in making security an element of stability, rather than stability as an 
element of a security mission, such as counterinsurgency.  This study’s conclusions support 
such a model. 

Based on these authorities, this study uses stability as a relative term, meaning, “the long-
term viability of a state, including low likelihood of violent political upheaval threatening 
national governance, economic growth and human security in the foreseeable future.”  It will 
define instability as the absence of this condition, stabilisation as the process of achieving it, 
stability- or stabilisation operation as a set of officially sanctioned tasks designed to achieve 
it, and stability- or stabilisation intervention as a stability or stabilisation operation controlled 
by foreign state actors or intervening powers. 

Legitimacy 

Counterinsurgency authors from Galula (1964) onwards acknowledged the importance of 
regime legitimacy.  For instance, the US Army and Marine Corps doctrine on 
counterinsurgency (Departments of the Army and Navy, 2014, para 1-3) stated that groups 
willing to fight to change conditions may form insurgencies.  Meyer and Rowan (1977) asserted 
that organisational survival and success are linked to legitimacy.  While stability literature often 
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refers to legitimacy, it does not often define it.  Wider literature can be used to develop a 
definition.  Suchman (1995, p. 574) defined “organisational legitimacy” as, “a generalised 
perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper or appropriate within 
some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions.”  Levelt and Metze 
(2014) argued that legitimacy depends not only on compliance with standards, but on 
credibility.  They stressed (p. 2372) that authorities must engender confidence in the soundness 
of their plans.  They defined legitimacy (p. 2373) as, “a judgement of audiences on the 
competences (e.g. effectiveness) and the trustworthiness of a political leader, an organisation, 
institution or policy.”  Prenzler (2009, p. 29), in examining police corruption, asserted that 
police ethics were inextricably linked to police legitimacy.  This study will draw on elements 
of these assertions, to define legitimacy, in the context of state regimes, as “the fact and 
perception that the actions of an authority are ethical, as well as desirable, proper or appropriate 
to providing the functions of that authority, according to laws and other applicable norms.” 

The Impact of Protracted Instability 

The less successful a security campaign, the longer conflict may continue, and the greater the 
negative impact.  Diamond (2011) listed war and rebellion as recurring factors in the collapse 
of civilisations, asserting that protracted minor conflict has greater impact than industrialised 
war.  Recent cases of instability appear to support this assertion.  While the intensity of conflict 
in the 2003 US-led intervention in Iraq was much lower than that in World War Two, estimates 
of civilian casualties during the counterinsurgency phase of the Iraq campaign are as high as 
77,000 from 2003 to the end of 2006 (Kahl, 2007). 

Glick and Taylor (2010) asserted that protracted conflict has had long term negative 
impacts on national and international economies.  Hellman, Jones and Kaufman (2000) asserted 
that corrupt firms in transition economies can capture the functions of a state’s government 
through financial dominance.  They posited (2000, Ch. 1) that, in weak states, oligarchs or 
criminal gangs can achieve “state capture” by controlling goods required by the licit economy, 
with ongoing impacts on stability.  Lezhnev (2016) argued that militias can achieve the same 
degree of capture, creating “violent kleptocracies” which prey off their populations, leading to 
widespread violence.  These risks add to the impacts of protracted instability.  The human and 
economic impacts of protracted conflict indicate that there is a significant potential to benefit 
from, any measures that can assist the achievement of stability.  In recent years, powerful states 
have embarked on unilateral or multilateral interventions to impose stability on weak or failing 
states.  Rees et al (2014) asserted that the cost of violence in 2012 was 11% of Gross World 
Product (GWP), whereas the Global Financial Crisis lowered GWP by only 0.6%.  They 
asserted (p. 29) that a fragile state may require thirty years to become fully stable. 

Relative Deprivation, Rational Choice, and Resolve to Fight 

Gurr (1970, Ch. 2) proposed that when a group considers that the quality of life, they experience 
is sufficiently far from the quality of life to which they feel entitled , they experience relative 
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deprivation, and will use force to redress the gap if there are no legitimate means available (p. 
24). 

Authors such as Smith and Huo (2014), found that people experience feelings of 
disadvantage comparatively, not objectively.  That is, they regard their position not of itself, 
but through “socioeconomic comparison” with respect to other or groups whom they can 
observe (Walker & Smith, 2001, in Mishra & Carleton, 2015, p. 145).  Mishra and Carleton 
(2015) asserted that perceptions of relative deprivation cause actual physical and mental health 
detriments.  For this reason, under Gurr’s theory, people will base their decisions to resort to 
violence on their perceived position with respect to other groups, rather than the gap between 
their resources and needs, and their perceived opportunity to redress the gap by non-violent 
means.  That is, the decision would be based on subjective rather than objective assessment.  
Moscatelli et al (2014, p. 248) found that perceptions of relative deprivation provoked inter-
group antipathy that could be mediated by a perception that the groups shared a common fate.  
Similarly, Pettigrew (2016) asserted that relative deprivation, combined with authoritarianism, 
leads to the formation of groups potentially aggressive to other groups they considered to enjoy 
unfair advantages (p. 7).  Additionally, Pettigrew linked relative deprivation with the desire of 
particular groups to be independent of other groups, due to their antipathy towards these 
groups, and reluctance to share dependency with them (pp. 5–6). 

Bartusevicius and van Leeuwen (2018), asserted that, rather than comparing their 
position with respect to other groups, as described in the traditional Relative Deprivation 
Theory, groups were motivated by expected changes to (particularly worsening of) their 
situation.  They called this effect “prospective decremental deprivation.”  While the title of 
their work did not include the word “relative” (p. 1), they described prospective decremental 
deprivation as a type of relative deprivation (p 58).  That is, their dissatisfaction was based on 
perceived worsening in their situation with respect to others, rather than its momentary level.  
Gurr’s theory is consistent with these wider psychological studies of relative deprivation.  
While there examples illustrate differing theses on relative deprivation in the psychological 
community, Gurr’s theory on the link to insurgency does not examine the psychological detail 
to the degree of adopting one thesis or another.  Essentially, he asserted that people will use 
violence if they believe that the gap between their actual conditions and their perceived 
potential cannot be achieved by non-violent means.  That said, Pettigrew’s (2016) assertion on 
groups seeking independence from other groups would have been relevant to Gurr’s work. 

Mason (1996) offered an alternative view.  He examined the motivations of “non-elites” 
making rational choices in determining their actions with respect to regimes and other groups 
opposing them.  He acknowledged that while politically motivated sections of the population 
(“elites”) would act directly in response to relative deprivation based on dissatisfaction with 
governance.  He posited that “non-elites” would base their actions on other factors, such as 
what the regime and opposing groups offered them and threatened them with, and their 
perceived likelihood of making good on their offer/threat (p. 70).  He also suggested (p. 80) 
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that the bulk of security forces and opposing forces are usually drawn from nonelite sections 
of the population, so that the actions of these forces will be affected by similar perceptions of 
offer and threat, rather than the political issues central to conflict.  He suggested (p. 70) that 
non-elite behaviour may be more influenced by fear than by incentives, but noted (pp. 76–77) 
that regime conduct designed to intimidate nonelites may act as incentives for them to support 
opposing groups.  This would tend to combine with a sense of relative deprivation in 
determining the decisions of the population in a theatre. 

Authors including Galtung (1996) and those compiled by Webel and Galtung (eds. 2007) 
have articulated Peacebuilding theory, which describes levels of peace.  The lowest—negative 
peace comprises just the absence of direct violence.  This is comparable to the stage of an 
intervention at which the intervention force achieves security.  It does not preclude the presence 
of structural violence—circumstances which disadvantage some parties to the extent that they 
feel as if they are being subject to violence and may resort to violence to defend themselves.  
One may infer that structural violence is linked to relative deprivation in that people 
experiencing structural violence will experience relative deprivation.  Positive Peace requires 
the absence of structural violence.  Justpeace [sic] precludes direct, structural and cultural 
violence.  Cultural violence comprises the attitudes and processes that legitimise or otherwise 
may lead to structural violence.  Applying this construct to the other literature examined, one 
may infer that a stability mechanism would require the establishment of at least Positive Peace. 

Insurgency 

The Cold War saw an increase in the incidence of insurgency.  This study uses the US 
Department of Defense definition of insurgency, being, “The organised use of subversion and 
violence to seize, nullify or challenge political control of a region. Insurgency can also refer to 
the group itself.”  This definition is similar to other definitions in the literature, and is an open-
source example of current military doctrine. 

The literature on insurgency often describes guerrilla warfare as its primary tactic (Mao, 
1961; Guevara 1961; Pomeroy, 1964).  Many writers have defined guerrilla warfare according 
to the specific situation they encountered or observed.  Huntington (1962, p. xvi) applied a 
broader definition: Guerrilla warfare is “a form of warfare by which the strategically weaker 
side assumes the tactical offensive in selected forms, times and places.”  Huntington (p. xvi) 
went on to assert that guerrilla warfare is “never a weapon of choice,” and is “the weapon of 
the weak.”  This study does not accept that assertion, noting that states may adopt guerrilla 
warfare deliberately to achieve economy of force, or complement conventional operations 
(Boot, 2013, Prologue), as may pro-state or pro-regime militias, such as the Malaitan Eagle 
Force in the Solomon Island Ethnic Tensions (Wainwright, 2003).  In such situations, the force 
applying guerrilla warfare may not be the strategically weaker side.  It may be more accurate 
to describe guerrilla forces as the “locally weaker side.” 
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Boot (2013) asserted that guerrilla warfare lacks front lines.  However, British and US 
forces conducted guerrilla operations in Japanese-occupied Burma during World War One 
(Boot, 2013, Ch 40), and Rhodesian forces did so in Zambia and Mozambique in the Rhodesian 
Bush War (Baxter, 2014).  Therefore, it may be more accurate to state that guerrilla warfare 
takes place independently of front lines.  Actors have also used guerrilla warfare defensively, 
as demonstrated by the actions of Soviet (including Lithuanian and Ukrainian) partisans against 
German invaders in World War Two.  The Ukrainian partisans fought both German occupiers 
and pro-Soviet partisans, thereby using guerrilla warfare in both national resistance, and 
insurgency the (Johnson, 1990).  This study defines guerrilla warfare as “a form of warfare in 
which the locally weaker side takes the initiative against opposing forces in selected forms, 
times and places.” 

Insurgencies (groups applying the organised use of subversion and violence to seize, 
nullify or challenge political control of a region) may or may not use guerrilla warfare 
(Department of Defense, 2020, p. 106).  Other groups, such as violent extremist organisations 
not focused on political control of particular regions, or states, might use guerrilla warfare to 
pursue their ends; and insurgents may use terrorism or conventional warfare to pursue their 
ends.  Referring to an actor as an insurgent characterises them by their ends, while referring to 
them as a guerrilla or a terrorist characterises them by their methods.  States, insurgencies and 
other violent extremist organisation may use a mix of methods (e.g., terrorism, guerrilla warfare 
and conventional warfare) to achieve their ends.  However, the concepts of insurgency and 
guerrilla warfare are often linked. 

Proponents of guerrilla warfare (Mao, 1961; Guevara 1961; Pomeroy, 1964) advocated 
that non-state actors, or weaker occupied states, apply guerrilla warfare to undermine the 
adversary’s legitimacy, popular support and resolve to fight; negating the advantages of 
adversary’s manoeuvre capability, destructive power or industrial capacity (Boot, 2013, 
Prologue).  In the case of non-state actors, the aim is usually not to achieve the attrition of the 
state’s forces, but to undermine the state’s influence over the population through preventing it 
from providing the functions of government (which can be likened to the elements of stability 
described above), through generally discrediting its legitimacy, and/or through coercing it to 
make concessions.  There has been extensive analysis of insurgencies, including studies of the 
phenomenon holistically (Dershowitz, 2003) and studies of individual groups (Bergen, 2001; 
Davies & Shariat, 2004; and Fergusson, 2010).  Connable & Libicki (2010, p. xii) asserted that 
insurgencies reach a “tipping point” in about ten years, after which the unsuccessful ones 
recede, sometimes “fading away” rather than ending in a specific event. 

Terrorism 

US doctrine (2020, p. 215) defines “terrorism” as “the unlawful use of violence or threat of 
violence, often motivated by religious, political or ideological beliefs to instill fear and coerce 
governments or societies in pursuit of goals that are usually political.”  The use of the word 
“unlawful” may be interpreted in different ways.  One may assume that if a state renders the 
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actions of an insurgency unlawful, all of its acts are unlawful, including those constituting 
armed conflict against security forces.  This study, while not focussing on terrorism, will apply 
a narrower interpretation to the term, so that to be a terrorist act, the act must breach 
international humanitarian law—for instance, by deliberately targeting non-combatants.  While 
insurgencies may use terrorism, and may be described as “terrorists” whether they use it or not, 
states, pro-regime militias and other violent extremist organisations may also use terrorism.  
State-sponsored terrorism is exemplified by the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 by agents of 
the Libyan government (Evans, 1994).  Pro-regime militia terrorism is exemplified by the 
Ulster Volunteer Force (Edwards, 2009).  Boot (2013, Prologue) states that insurgents will 
often use a combination of guerrilla warfare against security forces and terrorism against non-
combatants to achieve its political aims.  Some violent extremist organisations may not focus 
on a political outcome in a particular state, or may take action in states other than those in 
which they seek effect.  Al Qaeda and Islamic State are examples.  If such organisations are 
involved in intra-state conflict, this may increase the likelihood of intervention, exemplified by 
the 2001 US-led intervention against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan to target Al Qaeda 
(Bergen, 2001; Fergusson, 2010; Kaplan, 2013). 

Counterinsurgency 

As states have had to deal with revolutions and other forms of insurgency throughout history, 
it is likely that literature on countering insurgency can be found throughout history.  An  
example from the period in which European empires were expanding is Small Wars: Their 
Principles and Pactice by C. E. Callwell (1906).  Unlike the US Marine Corps Small Wars 
Manual (Department of the Navy, 1940), this work focussed on countering internal resistance, 
rather than an intervention by an external power.  While European states may have applied 
such measures in their colonies, the World Wars drew focus of military theory onto state-on-
state warfare, and the application of new technologies, until the end of World War Two.  Then, 
the break up of colonial empires, the Cold War protagonists’ use of proxies, and the resurgence 
of intra-state guerrilla warfare drew attention back to counterinsurgency. 

Literature on counterinsurgency includes studies by Galula (1964), Metz (1989), Nagl 
(2002), Smith (2005), Boot (2013), Long, (2006), Kilcullen (2009, 2010, 2013), and Newsinger 
(2015).  Galula (1964) introduced a general blueprint for counterinsurgency, later referred to 
as population-centric counterinsurgency.  This is an indirect approach that imposes security 
through military action against insurgents, seeking to transition over time to use criminal 
prosecution against insurgents (normalising the conflict into law enforcement), while using 
military force to protect the population rather than attacking insurgent forces.  At the same 
time, the approach seeks to legitimise the incumbent regime through improving security for the 
delivery of the functions of government.  Metz (1989), Nagl (2002), Long (2006), Boot (2013), 
Kilcullen (2009, 2010, 2013), built on Galula’s model.  These authors compared successful 
examples of counterinsurgency such as the British operations in Malaya, with opposite 
unsuccessful examples such as the French and US operations in Vietnam.  These examples 
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tended to feature the efforts of colonial or national governments in defeating insurgencies as 
positive examples. 

Galula’s model was sequential.  It entailed the “destruction or expulsion of insurgent 
forces” as the initial step (see Figure 2), followed shortly by the destruction of the insurgent 
political organisation.  The model therefore immediately tied the success of the operation to 
the defeat of insurgent forces and, ultimately, the preservation of the existing state.  The model 
was considered “population-centric” because it involved “contact with and control of the 
population” (E-pub loc 1195).  Political efforts, while expressed as a parallel action, were 
clearly depicted as following various actions against insurgents.  While embryonic, this 
model’s tenets were visible 45 years later when General David Petraeus led a resurgency of 
counterinsurgency (“COIN”) theory.  Petraeus selected the “best and the brightest” to not only 
re-write counterinsurgency docrine, and apply its tenets in Iraq and Afghanistan, but form a 
“COIN Academy.”  Petraeus’s proteges (“soldier-scholars”) were likened to insurgents 
themselves, on the grounds that they were revolutionising military operations and doing away 
with an outdated regime of military theory (Kaplan, 2013).  However, the “new” doctrine, with 
elements such as “clear, hold and build” to engage the population, was very similar to Galula’s 
model: the counterinsurgents “clear” insurgents from an area with mobile security forces, 
“hold” the area with static security forces, and “build” infrastructure and provide other 
functions of government.  This doctrine evolved through several iterations to the current US 
doctrine described below.  As will be explained below, this doctrine broadened away from the 
population-centric model, but implicitly involved the preservation of the state and the 
dismantling of insurgencies through winning the population’s loyalty. 
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Figure 2: Galula’s Counterinsurgency Campaign Model 

This literature contrasted with intervention doctrine such as the US Marine Corps Small Wars 
Manual (Department of the Navy, 1940) which incorporated several approaches towards 
instability and states.  Much of the literature appeared to conflate the situations of colonial 
powers, or weak states, fighting to keep regimes in place, with that of intervening powers 
seeking to restore stability.  The Sri Lankan state and its security forces fighting the Tamil 
insurgency, were likely to feel that they were in an existential war.  Intervening powers are not 
in such a war.  Smith (2005), and Echevarria (2016) examined the use of military force for 
political ends (e.g., extending the reach of functions of government) while avoiding combat, in 
an indirect approach.  They proposed achieving a broader range of effects than those considered 
in direct combat, while retaining the survivability and operational reach of military 
organisations.  Smith (2005, p. 301–3) noted that coalitions intervening in foreign conflicts—
potentially at a discretionary level—have much less freedom of action than a national 
government in an existential battle, because they have to satisfy multiple national policies, 
caveats on the use of troops, and dissent or conflicting priorities among their domestic 
populations.  This suggests that external intervening powers are likely to be less resilient—
more likely to lose their resolve—than functioning states in existential contests.  For example, 
one might expect that Sinhalese Sri Lankans would be more accepting of casualties to state 
forces and accusations of misconduct by these forces, and reduction of funding to areas such 
as public health and education, than British citizens with a remote and politically nuanced 
understanding of the conflict in the Balkans, Sierra Leone, or Afghanistan. 
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There has been extensive research on the effectiveness of stability and counterinsurgency 
theories to current and recent conflicts (Sepp, 2005, pp. 8–12; Mackinley, & Al-Baddawy, 
2008).  Kaplan (2013) and Kilcullen (2016) asserted that, while initially promising, the Iraq 
and Afghanistan counterinsurgency campaigns have not achieved lasting stability.  These 
interventions have proved expensive and unpopular due to the protracted and costly 
deployment of military forces, whose necessity often outlasts the resolve of donor forces to 
maintaining the intervention. 

The literature includes references to dealing with multiple groups in a theatre (Kilcullen, 
2010; Ricks, 2006; McGeogh, 2011).  It includes warnings that poor assessment of the response 
of armed groups to intervention compromises rather than promotes stability (Ricks, 2006, Ch. 
8–11; Sensini, 2016); but does not appear to contain comparative analyses of decisions with 
respect to differing groups across multiple campaigns.  There is some coverage of the 
difference between state and multi-national operations (Smith, 2005, Ch. 7).  However, there 
is little examination of the differences between national counterinsurgency, where the State 
sees destroying the insurgency as an existential requirement; and interventions by external 
powers, where state security forces constitute one (or more) of a range of groups the intervening 
force needs to deal with.  While US doctrine on counterinsurgency (Departments of the Army 
and Navy, 2014) stressed the importance of stability in counterinsurgency, there appears to 
have been little examination of the degree to which counterinsurgency (whether population-
centric or threat-centric) is essential or beneficial to achieving stability. 

Mack (1975) examined the position of intervening powers, differentiating them from the 
regime and the insurgency in the degree of priority they were able to afford to a foreign 
counterinsurgency effort.  He identified that the governments of intervening powers 
(particularly if western democracies) will have many greater domestic priorities, and that their 
“political capacity” to wage war is vulnerable (pp. 179–181) because their voting populations 
will have limited tolerance of foreign interventions.  Mack also stated that high military 
capability appeared to be a disadvantage (p. 179), although his central argument does not 
resolve whether it was a disadvantage, or simply appeared to be because the subject 
interventions failed in spite of military capability. 

DeVore (2013) asserted that placing military officers in charge of counterinsurgency 
would lead to escalation of force and violence, because military officers were culturally 
predisposed to using overwhelming force.  The assertion that all members of a particular 
profession were predisposed to follow their professional culture in a way leading to failure 
seems spurious.  However, DeVore’s point that escalation of violence can prevent an 
intervention force from succeeding is consistent with other literature.  In making this point, 
DeVore did not distinguish between deploying overwhelming force, and using it, in the degree 
of violence that results. 

Gray (2012) argued that military force remained essential to military operations, that the 
fact that the US, despite having large military forces had not conducted counterinsurgency well 
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did not mean force was a disadvantage, (p. 18), and that flawed strategy, rather than a 
propensity to use force, has been the central problem (p. 23).  He asserted that military success 
helps build a favourable situation in which to achieve the necessary political outcome.  He 
stated that “the insurgent cause is more permissive of military setback than that of the state” 
(p. 26).  The state’s vulnerability to setback would logically extend to the intervening powers 
who, as Mack asserted, would be even more vulnerable. 

The Obama administration, seeking to avoid the casualties, expense and strategic 
vulnerability of population-centric counterinsurgency, adopted an approach called counter-
terrorism-plus, which advocates tactical intelligence superiority to locate terrorist or insurgent 
commanders and deploy special forces and precision-guided munitions to kill them with 
minimal threat to security forces (Woodward, 2010, pp. 159–60, 234–5).  As this approach 
minimises threat to security forces through not attempting to protect the population or 
development organisations, it can be considered more direct than population centric 
counterinsurgency.  This approach appeared tactically successful, killing Taliban and Al-Qaeda 
leaders, including Osama bin Laden.  There is reference to and critique of individual targeting-
based approaches such as the Vietnam-era Phoenix Program and counter-terrorism plus, but 
conflicting assessment of their effectiveness.  Karnow (1984) asserted that the Pheonix 
Program had significant impacts on insurgents, while Smith (2005, pp. 330–1), and Scahill 
(2013) described negative outcomes of later targeting efforts.  It is therefore relevant that 
Mason, in examining the motivation of “non-elites” to support insurgents or state, suggested 
that targeting insurgent leaders could reduce non-elites’ estimate of the “probability of a rebel 
victory, and their willingness to contribute time, resources and effort to. . .bringing about that 
victory” (1996, p. 78). 

While military forces studied and generated a large volume of literature on 
counterinsurgency and stability, the role of police has also been extensively studied.  Moderalli 
(2008) proposed that military police may be able to fulfil the population protection role 
required of population-centric counterinsurgency.  Haskell (2009) offered options to 
developing the ability of the Afghan National Police to protect the population.  Fair and 
Ganguly (2014) argued for greater attention to the role of police in counterinsurgency.  They 
stressed that they were not advocating for police involvement in counterinsurgency, but for 
increased study of this involvement, pointing out that indigenous police involvement has often 
been problematic.  Incorporating military, police and other agencies through a whole of 
government approach would support the incorporation of police planning models into the 
overall operational approach.  Such models include problem-oriented policing (Goldstein, 
1990), community-oriented policing (Putt, 2010), and intelligence-led policing (Ratcliffe, 
2008).  There is evidence that these contemorary policing models have been successful in 
western nations (Prunckun, 2016).  Zimring (2012) found that these models directly contributed 
to crime reduction in New York City.  However, there seems to be a lack of literature on their 
effectiveness in whole of government interventions into protracted conflict.  Assessing police 
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contributions is complicated by the range of duties police may perform, ranging from pure law 
enforcement, to direct action against armed groups, as in Solomon Islands in the 1990s 
(Fraenkel, 2004); or Afghanistan in 2015 (Perito, 2010).  Therefore one may assess that the 
existing theory proposes a large force investment to achieve both defeat of the insurgency and 
population protection, while leaving a gap in how to achieve this investment with other than 
military forces. 

If one accepts Chivvis’s and Davis’s (2011, pp. 28–30) assertion that the success criterion 
for intervention is stability, rather than the destruction or neutralisation of the insurgency, it is 
possible that an intervening power may achieve stability through an indirect approach seeking 
to coerce or co-opt legitimate conduct from all groups.  US Army Field Manual 3–24 / US 
Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3–33.5: Insurgencies and Countering Insurgencies 
(Department of the Army, and Department of the Navy, 2014), advised decision-makers and 
planners to define an end-state (presumably based on the components of stability, lensed 
through the national interest of the intervening power’s contributing nations), identify the 
impediments to achieving the end-state, and then develop an approach based on removing the 
impediments.  Structural violence and relative deprivation would potentially be such 
impediments.  One way of removing them would be to remove the regime imposing them and 
inserting a more legitimate regime.  This is more consistent with the broad range of approaches 
addressed in the 1940s in the US Marine Corps Small Wars Manual. 

While the counterinsurgency literature reviewed examined the possibility that insurgents 
may have acceptable grievances, it did not examine the implications of their having more 
acceptable or desirable values than the regime.  This is perhaps reflected in Lounsberry, 
Pearson and Talentino’s examination of stability, in which they assert that most interventions 
occur in autocratic states (2011, p. 231).  Insurgencies or other militias with values-based 
grievances may have the potential to contribute to a Positive Peace outcome.  This situation 
would allow an intervention force to design a stability mechanism based on supporting, co-
opting, or coercing insurgents and other militias to contribute to a post-conflict state by 
legitimate means.  Kilcullen (2009) posited that some armed groups may take either side in a 
conflict and suggested that an intervention force could improve its force ratio by aligning rather 
than fighting borderline groups.  Potentially, the more an intervention attracts collaborators 
rather than provoking a counter-intervention through targeting militias, the more favourable 
the force ratio at can achieve, and the lower the level of conflict it will have to engage in. 

Based on the literature reviewed, both state and non-state actors may employ 
conventional combat, guerrilla warfare, terrorism, and targeted assassinations as tactics in a 
violent extremist campaign, stabilisation, or a conventional invasion.  Additionally, a state may 
employ these tactics in a range of operations on the continuum between competition and war.  
Figure 3, while not exhaustive, and omitting many terms not used in this study, is intended to 
place strategic, operational and tactical terms used in this study in perspective. 
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Figure 3: Strategic, Operational and Tactical Terms. 

Military Doctrine on Counterinsurgency 

US military Joint Publication (JP) 3–24: Counterinsurgency (Department of Defense, 2018), 
opened (p. I-1) with a quote of former US Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta on addressing 
instability, characterising counterinsurgency as a type of stability operation.  JP 3–24 expanded 
outside the bounds of the population-centric model by advising readers not to assume that the 
population is the centre of gravity (the single most decisive asset) in counterinsurgency (p. I-
5).  It characterised insurgency and counterinsurgency as struggles for political power.  It noted 
the importance of the underlying causes of the insurgency’s grievance, and the importance of 
the host nation achieving legitimacy (p. I-3–I-4), but described this outcome in terms of the 
regime evolving rather than being replaced.  The publication described the intervention force’s 
role in pursuing legitimacy as discrediting that of the insurgency and promoting that of the 
regime.  It stressed that the counterinsurgency force should minimise its use of military force, 
and should transition the lead for counterinsurgency back to the host nation government as 
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Positive Peace, if the intervention force transitions the lead to a regime whose conduct is still 
an underlying cause of the insurgency, and source of popular support to the insurgents. 

Similarly, JP 3–24 (2018) focussed on defeating insurgencies and supporting the host 
nation.  It referred to stability as a supporting effort to counterinsurgency rather than 
counterinsurgency as a supporting effort to achieving stability, and did not address the options 
of coercing or co-opting the insurgency, rather than destroying it.  If one follows the Chivvis 
and Davis position on stability being the ultimate aim, one must conclude that, for an external 
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power, stability (including the absence of violent upheavals) must take precedence over the 
defeat of an insurgency. 

 
Figure 4: US Army model for counterinsurgency planning. 

Figure 4 illustrates 2014 US Army doctrine in counterinsurgency.  It appears to leave 
planners free to consider any operational approach that achieves the “desired conditions of the 
operational environment” at endstate.  However, the context described above framed planning 
around “building” the regime, while eliminating the political cause of the insurgency through 
improving the regime’s legitimacy through its provision of the functions of government.  
Therefore, the “operational approach” would involve destroying or neutralising the insurgency.  
Both Stability and Counterinsurgency doctrine are silent on whether and how to apply 
counterinsurgency efforts when intervening to achieve stability.  This seems inconsistent with 
the primacy of stability as a key element of an intervention’s end-state.  Potentially, one could 
combine the outcome-focused nature of recent counterinsurgency doctrine with the 
transformation focus of recent stability doctrine.  This would see an intervention force 
providing enough security to impose temporary stability, as was successfully achieved in Iraq 
and Afghanistan (notwithstanding subsequent setbacks in achieving lasting stability).  Such a 
model would then see the force take a more measured approach to insurgencies and other 
militias, avoiding conflict where possible to minimise the requirement for combat operations.  
The intervention force would focus security efforts on developing Positive Peace and other 
elements of stability, and potentially delaying the transition of authority to the affected state 
until it can hand across a stable situation.  Authors such as Hazleton (2011) have suggested that 
counterinsurgency forces focus on coercing insurgents to pursue lawful means of political 
contest, rather than attempting to destroy them.  This would potentially reduce the level of 
conflict while still achieving stability. 
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Figure 5: Modified model of security force actions in stabilisation. 

Figure 5 illustrates a potential modification to the model in Figure 4, focused on the elements 
of stability, and disregarding the insurgency except to the extent that is threatens the functions 
of government.  The modified model depicts the route from the problem to the endstate being 
the provision of security and other elements of stability, including the functions of government, 
rather than the defeat, per se, of the insurgency or any other group.  The initial securing of the 
population and key infrastructure may involve high levels of direct combat between security 
forces and armed groups, which may persist and elevate as stabilisation efforts commence.  The 
changing colours in the background of the stabilisation effort lines depict gradually declining 
levels of violence as the intervention force maintains the security guarantee.  A broader 
approach would create opportunities to use non-lethal means of targeting or coercing 
insurgencies and other groups, such as counter-threat finance: “Activities conducted to deny, 
disrupt, destroy or defeat the generation, storage, movement and use of assets to fund the 
activities that support an adversary’s ability to negatively affect [national] interests.” 
(Department of Defense, 2020, p. 53) 
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success in counterinsurgency, but it does not cover a broad range of options to achieve a lasting 
cease to hostilities.  The doctrine generally links the absence of violent upheavals to the defeat 
of insurgencies, rather than their co-option or regulation.  However, Gurr’s (1970) study of 
relative deprivation, Galtung’s work on Peacebuilding, and Smith’s (2005) study of modern 
conflict all address the adversary’s resolve to fight as a factor in terminating conflict.  Some 
individual military officers, such as Gilchrist (2019) have commenced studying options for 

Intervention Force Security Guarantee and Information Operations

Endstate
. . .the conditions 

defining the endstate

Infrastructure Development

Frame the operational environment

Current state                                                    Desired end state

What is going on?
The reasons for 

intervention are probably 
the absence of. . .

What should the 
environment look 

like?
. . .the conditions defining 

the endstate

Continuous assessment and reframing as required

Adapted from U.S. Army Field Manual 3–2–4, Insurgencies and Countering Insurgencies, 2014

Economic Development

Governance and Rule of Law

Frame the problem

What are the 
obstacles 
impeding 

progress towards 
the desired 
endstate?

Security Transformation (reform, reconciliation, reintegration)

SE
CU

RE
 PO

PU
LA

TIO
NN

 A
ND

 
KE

Y I
NF

RA
ST

UR
CT

UR
E

Transformation



41 

conflict termination without the total defeat of the adversary.  Logically, conflict termination 
would seem to be a critical element in a stability intervention—potentially more critical than 
the destruction of insurgencies or other militias. 

The UK Defence Force releases less current doctrine to open sources than its US 
counterpart.  However, 2009 UK Army doctrine (Ministry of Defence, 2009) was notable in 
setting counterinsurgency in the context of intervention, and describing a range of responses to 
any given scenario with various components of military, development and political effort.  It 
identified risks in prematurely handing control to the affected state, and its security forces.  In 
other ways it was very similar to older versions of population-centric counterinsurgency, in 
recommending separating the insurgents from the population and winning popular support.  
History, as illustrated later in the cases studied, and in recent conflict in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
has shown this to be extremely difficult, particularly in populous countries.  The UK doctrine 
replicated the advocacy of “clear, hold, build” approaches, and stressed the importance of 
“population control.”  As another notable change, it proposed the categorisation of various 
groups—reconcilable and irreconcilable—in determining the degree of force to use (p. 5-3). 

The UK Ministry of Defence stated on the open-source version of its 2009 doctrine that 
this doctrine has been superseded by North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) doctrine 
(NATO, 2016).  This doctrine reproduced many of the elements of UK and, particularly, US 
doctrine.  It opened its overview of counterinsurgency by stating that “the population is the 
prize” (p. 2-32), and opened its list of counterinsurgency principles (p. 2-33) with “political 
primacy,” “develop and promote the legitimacy of the contested government,” and “hand over 
responsibility to the local forces as soon as possible.”  These principles reflected advice in other 
doctrine to minimise the involvement and prominence of foreign forces, although the advice to 
develop and promote the legitimacy of the contested government, and to hand over to that 
government’s forces as soon as possible, seem to potentially conflict with each other.  The 
second last NATO principle was, “prepare for a protracted campaign.”  This principle 
acknowledged that, while an intervening powers might seek to move the host nation’s security 
forces into the lead, they could not rely on fighting a brief campaign and then withdrawing 
their troops.  The principle was also consistent with earlier advice from Connable & Libicki 
(2010, p. xii), who asserted that insurgencies take ten years, on average, to reach their decisive 
moment.  They asserted that insurgencies reach a “tipping point” at, or just before, ten years, 
and reached end-state about six years later.  They went on to state that, in the case of 
government victories, there may be a gradual recession of violence rather than a defined end 
to hostilities.  In other words, conflict termination may be gradual rather than distinct. 

The NATO doctrine articulated options for counterinsurgency, based on combining 
differing proportions of security, development and diplomacy—the more indirect the approach, 
the more diplomacy and development with respect to security (Figure 4.1, p. 4-6).  It then 
defined an operational approach of Shape, Secure, Develop or SSD (Figure 4.2, p. 4-8).  Shape 
referred to influencing key groups, Secure to enabling the population to go about their daily 
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business in safety, and Develop to developing infrastructure and functions of government.  The 
doctrine stated that the “host nation” government should be “firmly in the lead” (p. 4-8).  Such 
an approach would require that the shaping reformed the government before they were placed 
in control of development.  The NATO doctrine was similar to other counterinsurgency 
doctrine in the presumption that the regime would be retained, even if it had to be markedly 
reformed.  This required that the insurgency be dismantled, and its members reintegrated if 
possible, or arrested and killed if not; even if its grievances were recognised and addressed. 

While there has been study of individual cases of non-Western powers intervening 
(including the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, and the Economic Community of West 
African States intervention in Sierra Leone, studied later in this research), there has been less 
on the principles by which such powers conduct interventions, or the operational design of the 
cases.  Johnson (1990) studied the question of whether the Soviet Union had actual or de facto 
doctrine on counterinsurgency.  An understanding of the Soviet Union’s doctrine may give an 
insight into the doctrine of modern states such as Russia and the People’s Republic of China, 
and will be relevant to the case study of the Soviet Union’s intervention in Afghanistan.  
Scholars such as Braithewaite (2011, pp. 46, 123–127) have asserted that the Soviet Union had 
no doctrine or training for counterinsurgency.  Cox (1991) asserted that the Soviet intervention 
in Afghanistan reflected an over-reliance on offensive operations and conventional combat 
concepts, suggesting a lack of counterinsurgency doctrine. 

Johnson inferred from Soviet operations in Turkestan, Lithuania, Ukraine, and 
Afghanistan that de facto Soviet doctrine comprised the following elements, which 
characterised the cases he studied: 

- The use of force.  Examples of Soviet counterinsurgency feature the use of force, 
seeking to make weight of arms the deciding factor (p. 102). 

- Party control and the urban bias.  The party remained in control of the planning 
and execution of counterinsurgent strategies in all cases studied (p. 102).  Party 
focus was on urban, rather than rural areas. 

- Ruthlessness.  The Soviet Union would design campaigns to intimidate the 
population as well as destroy the insurgency.  The intent was to place the cost of 
the insurgent struggle on the entire population (p. 104). 

- Propaganda and deception.  The Soviets made efforts to establish a dominant 
narrative that suited their strategic ends, and to conceal these ends, and their means 
of achieving them (p. 105). 

The Soviet approach, as described by Johnson, featured an emphasis on direct combat, and was 
less stability-oriented than the western approaches described above.  One may infer that it relied 
more on Rational Choice Theory than Relative Deprivation Theory, and would incur risk of 
escalating violence if the population or insurgency were highly resilient in the face of force.  
This is examined further in Chapter 4 (Results), particularly under Case 2, the Soviet 
Intervention in Afghanistan. 
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There has been increasing coverage of the African Union’s intervention in Somalia, 
including some study of their approach.  Ononogbu and Nwangwu (2018) (pp. 120–121) that 
the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) had initially had a negative impact on the 
provision of aid, food production, and subsequently on standard of living and overall stability.  
They asserted that Al Shabaab insurgents had blocked aid supplies in response to AMISOM’s 
actions.  With respect to the AMISOM plan, they stated (p. 125) that it had secured 
humanitarian corridors, provided aid to the population where humanitarian agencies could not 
do so.  However, they also ascribed negative effects to the high level of violence between 
AMISOM and Al Shabaab (pp. 125–126), indicating that AMISOM’s approach to stability 
intervention features a mix of counterinsurgency and population support, similarly to the 
counterinsurgency campaign models above.  The powers contributing to AMISOM appear to 
have been more resilient to casualties, while less well-resourced.  Moe (2018, pp. 325–328) 
described the AMISOM approach as a combination of peace-building and the enhancement of 
local forces’ ability to fight Al Shabaab.  The actuality, as described by Ononogbu and 
Nwangwe (2018), has involved more direct combat between AMISOM and Al Shabaab.  They 
posit (pp. 125–126) that this is because AMISOM lacks sufficient troops and Al Shabaab feel 
confident to attack them.  If so, aspects of the theory and actuality of this approach can be seen 
in Case Four of this study (ECOWAS and the UN in Sierra Leone). 

Risk of Intervention Force Entanglement 

JP 3–07 (2016) outlined the requirement for host nation legitimacy.  In doing so, it highlighted 
a risk that the host nation regime may delay achieving transition conditions, to extend the 
presence of the intervention force (Department of Defense, 2016).  Retaining the intervention 
force would not only keep the host nation regime in power, it may provide revenue sources 
from regime members profiting from logistic contracts, rent on bases, etc.  This risk seems 
inherent in supporting a regime that is unable to maintain control—necessitating external 
military support to its countinsurgency campaign.  The risk is comparable with the risk of state 
capture raised by Hellman, Jones and Kaufman (2000, Ch 1).  It is exemplified by the Peoples’ 
Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) regime of the 1980s identifying that it was totally 
dependent on the Soviet intervention force to remain in power, so avoiding any steps that would 
allow the intervention force to leave (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 272–284).  Similarly, Hameiri 
(2007), McDougal (2007) and Atkinson (2009) raised concerns that factions in the Solomon 
Islands Government exploited assistance from the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon 
Islands (RAMSI).  If the intervening powers lose confidence in being able to withdraw, leaving 
a stable state, they may lose confidence in the mission.  Thus, lack of confidence in the affected 
state’s regime could lead to a loss of resolve, and premature (unsuccessful) termination of the 
misson.  One may infer that intervening forces should take steps to shield themselves from 
regime attempts to entangle them or profit from their presence.  This study will use the term 
“intervention force entanglement” to distinguish this situation from state capture. 
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Individual Cases of Stability Interventions 

Militaries, scholars, journalists and other authors have compiled extensive literature on 
individual stability interventions, although they often have not analysed them at the campaign 
level.  Afghanistan is very well covered at the tactical level, possibly due to the interest in 
current operations there.  That coverage extends back to the Soviet era.  In addition to the 
tactical coverage, Bennigsen (1981), Cox (1991), Grau (1996), Feifer (2009), Wheaton (2020), 
Braithwaite (2011), Matthews (2011), and Fremon Barnes (2012) all examined the approach 
and conduct of the Soviet campaign, albeit less on the Soviet advisor mission after the 
withdrawal of conventional forces.  There is less broad coverage on the campaign level of the 
1990s US intervention into Somalia, but Mahmood (2001), Baumann and Yates (2003), Allard 
(2014) and Pattay (2017) provided detailed accounts of strategic considerations and tactical 
events in this operations.  There is still less information on the campaign level of the Regional 
Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands (RAMSI), but one may infer the campaign design from 
the strategic and tactical level observations of Barbara (2008), Hemeiri (2009), Evans (2014), 
and Bergin and Claxton (2015).  Further, the review of RAMSI’s effectiveness by Fraenkel, 
Madraiwiwi and Okole (2014) described the outcomes of the campaign, from which one may 
infer elements of its design.  Williams (2001), Connaughton (2002), Roberson (2007), Varisco 
(2014), Ucko (2016), and Neads (2017) provided accounts of the Economic Community of 
West African States (ECOWAS), UN and British interventions in Sierra Leone. 

Managing Risk in Military Operations 

Military organisations are increasingly basing the conduct of protracted campaigns on a risk 
management model.  Yarger (2006, pp. 1–5) asserted that non-alignment between concepts, 
resources and objectives constitutes a risk to campaign effectiveness.  Risk management writers 
such as Hopkin (2013) and Holcomb (2010) encouraged organisations to mitigate risks so as 
to be as low as reasonably possible.  Bartolomees (2010) described campaign outcomes as a 
sliding scale between absolute success and absolute failure.  The closer to the successful end 
of the scale a campaign is, the more effective it can be said to be.  The more risk in a campaign, 
the more likely that the consequences of some of these risks will reduce its effectiveness.  Any 
reduction in effectiveness, even in an eventually successful campaign, is likely to have a cost 
in resources and human welfare, and potentially in the resolve of the intervening powers, as a 
result of extending the instability (Diamond, 2012; Rees et al, 2014).  Therefore, an 
intervention force should seek to make risk as low as reasonably possible by avoiding actions 
inconsistent with its objectives. 

Alternatives to countinsurgency in stability interventions 

As outlined above, there is a broad range of literature on stability operations, and 
counterinsurgency.  The majority of the literature on operational level stability and 
counterinsurgency planning (as opposed to the events of individual interventions and 
counterinsurgency efforts) is focused on western campaigns designed to control colonial 
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succession, or influence world events.  Some of this literature is military doctrine.  Some of 
this doctrine, and much of the literature, identifies the importance of political resolution.  
Further, much of the literature presupposes that an insurgency must be defeated, and that the 
state regime must be reformed so as not to provoke the degree of deprivation that provokes 
insurgency.  However, there seems to be less consideration that, if the insurgents wanted the 
state regime to change, they could be made made part of the politial resolution, and that stability 
could be achieved without defeating or neutralising insurgencies.  Given that external 
interventions must achieve stability to enable the intervention force to leave, and serve the long 
term interests of the intervening powers and international community (Chivvis & Davis, 2011, 
pp. 28–30), these trends in the literature must be seen to limit the study of options for achieving 
stability.  There is an apparent gap in the literature with respect to differing approaches to 
insurgencies, government forces and other armed groups, and there is an apparent 
presupposition in stability writing that insurgencies must be defeated.  These trends may be 
seen to limit the study on options available to intervention forces. 
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CHAPTER 3 — METHODS 

Data Collection and Collation 

This study used a case study method to analyse stability interventions in accordance with the 
research question.  The study investigated internal state conflicts where the external intervening 
forces were faced with multiple state and/or non-state groups.  To achieve a fitting level of 
saturation, seven cases were chosen.  These cases comprised the campaign level conduct of: 
the US-led intervention in Vietnam from 1965; the USSR’s intervention in Afghanistan; the 
Unified Task Force and “UN Operation in Somalia II” interventions in Somalia; the Economic 
Community of West African States and UN interventions in Sierra Leone; the UK intervention 
in Sierra Leone; the Australian-led interventions into East Timor (subsequently Timor-Leste); 
and the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands.  These cases were selected for 
meeting the following criteria: 

- External intervention into internal conflict in an unstable state to achieve stability. 

- Weak or absent regime at start-state. 

- Presence of multiple armed groups including an insurgency or other group/s acting 
to undermine the governance of the affected state (i.e., not just local defence militias 
who will cooperate with governance once provided). 

- State-based objectives (i.e., the intervening powers need to achieve an effect on the 
affected state, rather than a narrower objective, such as recovering or evacuating 
their own citizens). 

- Mix of approaches to regimes and armed groups. 

- Volume of open-source data on operational-level design and execution. 

While recent history contains other examples of interventions that meet these criteria, the 
number was limited to seven in order to allow detailed examination of each case.  In some 
examples, such as US actions in South and Central America, it was uncertain whether stability 
was the desired outcome.  In others, such as the UN mission to Rwanda, the mandate and force 
were both too limited to contain the violence or protect civilians in any way (Dallaire, 2003).  
Interventions which are still in progress, such as that in Afghanistan, were excluded because it 
is too early to assess their outcomes. 

Nationally-led counterinsurgency campaigns (such as the Sri Lankan Civil War, the 
Rhodesian Bush War, or UK operations in Northern Ireland), or campaigns of colonial 
succession (such as the Malayan Emergency) were similarly excluded.  The former are 
existential wars for the regimes involved, while the latter may be seen as a hybrid between 
existential wars, and shaping of future international relations.  The resolve of–, investment in–
, and electoral support for, the security forces in these instances are likely to be much higher 
than in external interventions.  They therefore provide less reliable bases from which to derive 
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lessons for intervention operations.  As the survival of the current or “intended” regime is a 
success criterion, their study would not support an answer to the research question. 

 
Figure 6: Sequence of cases in strategic context 

As Figure 6 depicts, the cases took place over a timespan that featured changing strategic 
contexts, which influenced the approach of the intervening powers.  While the varying contexts 
may not have affected the requirement for the interventions to achieve stability, they are likely 
to have influenced the motivation, and possibly biased the approaches, of the intervening 
powers.  The US intervention in Vietnam and the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan took place 
in the Cold War.  The US intervention in Vietnam was intended to oppose the spread of 
communism (McMaster, 1997, Ch 1) although it is possible that the strategic and operational 
levels had differing views on how this would be achieved (McMaster, 1997, Ch 9).  The Soviet 
Union intervened in Afghanistan to prevent the failure of a communist revolution, and to 
moderate the conduct of Afghanistan’s communist regime, lest it discredit communism 
(Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 3).  The conventional Soviet intervention was unsuccessful, and 
transitioned to an advisor mission, which transitioned to a smaller Russian advisor mission 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and ended with the fall of Kabul to the Mujahideen 
(Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 13). 

The collapse of the Soviet Union led to what Francis Fukuyama (1992) called, “the end 
of history” due to the expected stability that would follow the end of great power competition.  
The then hegemonic US and its western allies refocused to humanitarian intervention under a 
“responsibility to protect,” sometimes shortened to “R2P” (Orwin, 2006, p. 196; Lounsberry, 

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Vietnam Afghanistan So
m

al
ia

Sierra 
Leone

East Timor / Timor-Leste

Solomon Islands

COLD WAR
“END OF 
HISTORY” Post 2001 / R2P

Vietnam: The US 
sought to 
encourage non-
communist states 
to resist 
communism, 
through support to 
the non-
communist RVN 

Afghanistan: The 
USSR sought to 
stabilise a 
neighbouring state 
with which it had a 
long aid 
relationship, 
prevent the failure 
of a communist 
revolution, and 
prevent an 
extremist regime 
from discrediting 
communism.

Somalia: The UN and US, confident in 
western military intervention, sought to 
use military force to enable aid, not 
anticipating the degree of resistance.

Sierra Leone: Increasing use 
of “regional solutions” 
reflected increased use of 
African troops, until UN 
specifically requested UK 
support..

Timor: Extended 
observation in 
Australia, following the 
1991 Santa Cruz 
Massacre and frequent 
reports of human 
rights abuses, led 
Australia to anticipate 
widespread violence 
following the 
independence 
consultation.

Solomon Islands: 
Australia had refused 
frequent Solomon 
Islands requests for 
intervention, until the 
increasing focus on 
global terrorism raised 
concerns that Solomon 
Islands could become a 
base for attacks on 
Australia..



48 

Pearson and Talentino, 2011, p. 229).  The interventions in Somalia, Sierra Leone and East 
Timor took place in this strategic context, although it is plausible that intervening powers 
combined self interest with this apparently altruistic obligation.  The ostensibly altruistic 
motivations for intervention continued until the Al Qaeda attacks on the US on 11 September 
2001 refocussed attention on terrorism.  Al Qaeda and other violent extremist organisations 
had been using terrorist and asymmetric attacks against Western powers.  Examples include 
the Al Qaeda bombing attacks on the US Embassies in Tanzania and Kenya (Bergen, 2001, Ch 
6), and the warship, USS Cole (Ch 9).  The 2001 attacks, and subsequent invasion of 
Afghanistan, appear to have increased the degree of national self-interest in interventions.  For 
instance, the potential for transnational threats was a direct motivator for the intervention in 
Solomon Islands (Wainwright, 2003, p. 13; Dinnen, 2009, p. 70).  The 2006 intervention in 
Timor-Leste would also have taken place in this context. 

To contain the breadth of data considered, the study focused on campaign level 
approaches to armed groups in the theatre, rather than the strategic decisions to intervene, or 
the success of individual tactical actions.  However, campaign planners and leaders must adapt 
to the strategic circumstances in which the campaign is directed.  Not all intervention 
operations will take place in equally favourable situations.  For instance, US campaign leaders 
and commanders of the intervention in Vietnam had to work within the strategic limitations 
imposed by the Johnson administration (McMaster, 1997), and their Soviet counterparts in 
Afghanistan had to manage with those imposed by the Politburo (Braithwaite, 2011, p.77).  
Strategic decision-makers may be aware of unfavourable conditions, and pragmatically initiate 
intervention operations; they may be unaware of such conditions; or they may unknowingly 
contribute to such conditions.   

Therefore, each case study commenced with an assessment of the problem to be 
addressed, its relation to the definition of stability, and of a “Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats” (SWOT) analysis of the intervention task, to determine the relative 
advantages/disadvantage each campaign started with, summarised as a “start-state.”  Stability 
campaigns may involve the close cooperation of military and other forces, such as in Timor 
and Solomon Islands (Fair & Ganguly, 2014); or the interchange of paramilitary duties between 
military and police forces, such as on the North West Frontier of British India (Boot, 2013, Ch 
25).  Tactical and operational level military actions may directly impact on police actions, or 
vice versa, such as in Afghanistan (Kilcullen, 2013, Ch 3, Part II).  Therefore, each case study 
sought to examine the employment of all security forces in the campaign plan. 

Data on the selected cases were collected from historical records sourced through studies 
published as books, and articles in peer reviewed journals.  These data were collated in a 
database according to the following themes that have been identified in the literature on 
military planning: 

- strategic start state 
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o situation prompting the intervention (including presence of absence of the 
elements of stability, sources of deprivation or other grievance, and other 
sources of instbaility). 

o SWOT analysis. 

- objectives of the intervention 

- armed groups in the operating area 

- campaign design 

- campaign execution 

- success criteria (including alignment with the elements of stability) 

- campaign approaches to the state, insurgents, and other groups in the area of 
operations 

- where on the success scale 

- links between approaches to groups and the degree of success 

- possible alternative explanations for the degree of success 

- and possibly other themes depending on what is revealed in the data. 

 

 
Figure 7: Case Study Method 
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Figure 7 depicts these criteria, and the stages of the comparison, in tabular form.  These themes 
were selected to enable a full description of the planning and conduct of the campaign in each 
case, including the desired outcomes (including any relation to the elements of stability); and 
the method (or operational approach) that applied the inputs to achieve the outcomes.  
Subsequent data analysis was supported by identifying the potential links between approaches 
to the groups and the degree of success.  This included risk arising from inconsistencies 
between the approach, resources and objectives, as described by Yarger (2006).  This format 
was chosen to ensure that cases were described in the same structure, to enable consistent 
identification of links between actions and outcomes during data analysis; and to clearly 
distinguish between facts, drawn from raw data, and inferences arising from analysis.  For ease 
of reading, the cases are summarised in the main body of the dissertation in vignette form with 
sections based on the themes. 

Comparative Historical Analysis 

The research question sought a causal link between intervention campaign planning and 
outcomes.  The case studies examined the processes the intervention forces applied over the 
duration of their campaigns.  Quantitative methods appeared inappropriate to the research 
question, as it would have been unrealistic to enumerate the results of interventions taking place 
at differing scales in differing situations with differing desired outcomes, hence, a qualitative 
method seemed appropriate.  Glick and Taylor (2010) used long term studies in assessing the 
economic impact of protracted conflicts; while Miller, Wilson & Hickson (2004) used case 
studies to compare plans with objectives achieved.  These examples indicate that a multiple-
case study of security campaigns could lead to the identification of recurring themes in the 
approach of intervention forces to the opportunities and threats posed by armed groups in 
operational areas.  Goldstone (2003) identified Comparative Historical Analysis as a means of 
comparing a small number of detailed cases to infer generalisations when studying revolutions.  
Mahoney & Rueschemeyer (2003) described Comparative Historical Analysis as having the 
following distinctive features:  a concern with causal analysis; an emphasis on processes over 
time; and the use of systematic and contextualised comparison. 

These characteristics made Comparative Historical Analysis suitable for addressing the 
research question in a qualitative study.  Comparative Historical Analysis also appeared more 
rigorous than a theoretical prospective analysis of potential or hypothetical interventions—
particularly as actual events in past cases tend to highlight areas in which the prospective 
analyses of the day proved inaccurate. 

Yin (2014); Mahoney & Rueschemeyer (2003); and Mahoney & Thelan (2015) provided 
guidance on the design of case studies.  To support an objective comparison of cases, this study 
applied case study design tests of construct validity, external validity, internal validity and 
reliability (Yin, 2014, Fig. 2.3).  It pursued construct validity by using multiple cases with 
multiple sources of evidence, and established chains of events.  It pursued internal validity 
through matching trends in the multiple cases, as portrayed in Figure 7, and considered rival 
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explanations.  It also built explanations, in the form of the common themes examined in the 
Chapter 5.  The application of the common examination criteria as portrayed in Figure 7 enables 
theoretical replication (the predictability of varying outcomes for anticipatable reasons, being, 
in this case, the assessment criteria); as well as reliability. It was important to set each 
intervention in its strategic context—particularly its degree of advantage or disadvantage at 
start-state—to enable an analysis of its effectiveness.  This study achieved this 
contextualisation through analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats, as 
described below.   

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats Analysis 

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis is an analytical model 
designed to add objectivity to the assessment of an organisation (internal factors) and its 
strategic situation (external factors) (Bruce, 2016; Fine, 2011; Pahl & Richter, 2015; 
Phadermrod, Crowder & Wills, 2016).  Phadermrod, Crowder & Wills (2016) noted that 
SWOT analysis has been criticised for simplicity and subjectivity; but that it may be made 
more robust and objective through the application of refinements such as Importance 
Performance Analysis, as described by Martilla and James (1977).  While it is difficult to 
calibrate the SWOT analyses of intervention forces in various campaigns with this 
commercially focused model, one can compare their relative advantages and disadvantages in 
the context of their strategic situations.  Popescu & Scarlat (2015) asserted that SWOT analysis 
was useful principally in analysing a given situation, and (p. 468) that it helped to “identify and 
understand key actors and issues.”  For instance, one can use SWOT analysis to compare the 
degrees of difficulty a force faces at the start of a campaign, and therefore the degree of 
effectiveness of the campaign itself. 

As described above, the study assessed the start state of each case with respect to the 
strategic situation (particularly the instability problem to be solved) and a SWOT analysis of 
the intervening powers.  The purpose of the SWOT analysis was not to assess the effectiveness 
of the intervention.  Rather, the strengths and weaknesses of the intervention forces, and the 
opportunities and threats they faced in the theatre were set against the problem to be solved, to 
determine the degree of advantage/disadvantage intervention forces faced in each case.  The 
study then examined the objectives of each campaign, and the campaign design, including the 
approach to armed groups in the theatre.  The study examined the outcomes of each campaign, 
in terms of achieving its objectives, and its progress towards stability from the commencement 
of operations, to determine a degree of success.  The study then examined apparent linkages 
between the effectiveness of the campaign and the approaches towards the armed groups, or 
other factors clearly arising from the data.  Finally, the study compared each case with the 
others, to identify consistent themes. 
  



52 

Limitations 

It is often perceived that case study methodology is imprecise in inferring generalisations from 
patterns found in data (Yin, 2014, Ch. 1).  In this study, there could have been multiple causes 
for reduced effectiveness of a stability campaign.  For example, the degree of alignment of a 
group towards a stable end-state could have resulted from the actions of the intervention force, 
or from some other factor. 

While it is acknowledged that this must be considered while drawing conclusions, Yin 
(2014, Ch. 1) argued that this issue has been over emphasised, and that case studies are central 
to developing and testing theories.  Further, as outlined above, this study applied Yin’s case 
study design tests.  Yin (2014, Ch. 2) described criteria for judging the quality of research 
design.  Designing this study to meet these criteria supported the application of Mahoney’s and 
Rueschemeyer’s (2003, Ch. 1) requirement for systematic comparison in historical case 
studies, as well as Mahoney’s (2003) recommendations on between-case and within-case 
analysis, potentially mitigating this limitation further.  Mahoney (2003) described a risk that 
poor modelling of the case could lead to the omission of causally relevant variables.  However, 
he went on to state that this could be mitigated by correctly designing the model.  The study 
applied SWOT analysis to determine the degree of advantage or disadvantage each campaign 
faced, will provide additional standardisation to the examination of cases. 

Many commentators have criticised SWOT analysis as a system of environmental 
scanning, or planning.  Popescu & Scarlat (2015, p. 468) observed that it did not “necessarily 
offer solutions,” and did not take into account factors that might have had positive or negative 
effects.  Valentin (2005, p. 92) asserted that SWOT analysis lacked methodical inquiry, did not 
accommodate the trading off of positive and negative factors, risked confusing 
accomplishments and strengths, and lacked criteria for prioritisation.  They offered various 
alternative business analysis systems which are more oriented to planning than to retrospective 
assessment.  Reimer (2017) advocated using SWOT analysis in planning, but noted that it may 
not take all organisational capabilities into account, and that it is subjective.  He advised users 
to mitigate its limitations by using it in context, and being aware of its limitations.  Popescue 
& Scarlat (2015) offered various remedies based on adding other assessment systems to a 
sequence starting with SWOT analysis.  This study, using SWOT analysis in retrospective 
analysis rather than a planning process, did not use the remedies proposed by Popescue & 
Scarlat.  The study did use SWOT analysis as the first stage in an analysis system, just as 
Popescu & Scarlat proposed it as a stage in planning processes.  By using SWOT analysis to 
provide structure to the examination of the start state of each case, the study used it in a narrow 
context, consistent with Reimer’s recommendations. 

Ethical Issues 

As the study relied on data in the public domain and was conducted according to established 
procedures for comparative historical analysis and other case studies, there were no ethical 
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issues to address.  The use of secondary data supported objectivity by applying similarly 
obtained data for all cases. 
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CHAPTER 4 — RESULTS 

Case One: The United States-Led Intervention in Vietnam 

Situation Prompting the Intervention 

In 1965, the Republic of Vietnam (RVN), commonly referred to as “South Vietnam,” was a 
nominally democratic nation with a population of 15,100,000 (Worldometers.info, 2019).  It 
was near key US interests (China, Far East Soviet Union, Japan, Korean Peninsula, South 
China Sea, and the Philippines).  The RVN had formed on the partition of the former French 
territory of Vietnam (part of French Indochina) along a line just south of latitude 17º north 
under the Geneva Agreements, after communist “Viet Minh” forces inflicted a strategically 
significant tactical defeat on French forces at Dien Bien Phu in 1954 (Statler, 2007).  
Communist forces controlled the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) or “North Vietnam” 
while the non-communist Diem regime controlled the RVN. 

The US, under the Truman Doctrine, saw strategic interest in supporting non-communist 
states against “subjugation by armed minorities and outside pressures,” (Statler, 2007, p. 25).  
The US had replaced France as the lead nation providing military advice and assistance to the 
RVN.  South Vietnamese communist guerrillas of the National Liberation Front (NLF), dubbed 
by the RVN Government the “Viet Cong,” (VC) aided by DRV, had commenced an insurgency 
against the RVN (Daddis, 2011).  The NLF were undermining human security through terrorist 
attacks in the cities, impeding economic infrastructure by attacking the means of supply, and 
undermining governance and the rule of law through attacks on the RVN government.  The US 
advisor mission had not succeeded in enabling the RVN to defeat the insurgency, and US 
influence had not succeeded in engineering a stable government in the RVN (Daddis, 2011). 

US military strategic leaders assessed that the US could not successfully intervene 
without significant conventional force deployments (McMaster, 1997), that might compete 
with the defence of Western Europe and other efforts to contain the USSR and China (Ricks, 
2012).  However, US President Lyndon Johnson wished to demonstrate US resolve to other 
countries that might consider acceding to communist pressure, and believed that resistance to 
communism needed to be led by the RVN government (Daddis, 2014).  This approach both 
tied campaign success to the RVN regime, and made campaign success irrelevant to strategic 
success as seen by decision-makers at the time.  Notwithstanding this strategic approach, 
Johnson did not authorise deployments of the size recommended by the military (McMaster, 
1997). 
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SWOT Analysis of the United States-Led Intervention in Vietnam 

Figure 8  summarises the SWOT analysis of the US-led intervention in Vietnam, with detail in 
the following paragraphs. 

 
Figure 8: SWOT Analysis of the US-Led Intervention in Vietnam 

Strengths 

In 1965, the US was already a military super-power.  It had arguably been the most powerful 
nation on earth since 1944, despite having downsized from 20 Army divisions to 14, as it 
refocussed on “massive retaliation” against potential attack by the USSR (McMaster, 1997, Ch 
1).  Smith (2005, pp. 301–303) asserted the multiple national chains of command in a coalition 
imposed weaknesses such as uncoordinated effort, inflexibility, and small-scale tactical actions 
bound in national areas of responsibility.  These weaknesses did not appear to apply in 
Vietnam, due to the preponderance of the US component, and the small number, comparatively 
small size, and high reliability of the other national components. 

One may infer that the Republic of Korea (ROK), The Philippines, Thailand, Australia 
and New Zealand, key US allies in the region, saw strategic interest in supporting US 
operations in South East Asia.  The US had previously led the defence of the ROK in retaining 
its territory south of 38º North against communist forces from the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC) and Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).  The US had led the combat 
operations, had signed the Agreement on behalf of the non-communist forces (Korean War 
Armistice Agreement, 1953), and stationed an entire army in the ROK to maintain its security.  

Strengths Weaknesses
• Military capability dominant in terms of firepower and technology.
• Unified chain of command, including reliable and capable allies.
• Campaign success not required for strategic success.

• Tied to supporting non-communist regime.
• Communication breakdown between national strategic and military strategic 

levels led to disconnect between strategic and campaign levels, and lack of 
effective strategic guidance.

• National strategic level (President Johnson) concealed scale of commitment 
from US public.

• Domestic populations of US and Australia did not see link between the 
campaign and national interest.

• Reduced Army size split between commitment to Europe and availability for 
new operations. US could not resource the defence of Europe, other global 
commitments (e.g., defence of Republic of Korea), and intervention in Vietnam.

• US military leaders had limited practical experience of counterinsurgency.
• US national strategic leaders focused on tactical level, possibly due to their 

World War Two experience.

Opportunities Threats
• Example of French attempt at colonial counterinsurgency, and Viet Minh 

operations and resilience, and the effect of tactical setbacks on France’s 
national resolve.

• Campaign logistically simple, by the standard of expeditionary operations, as 
the US and Allies had bases surrounding the South China Sea and East China 
Sea (US in Philippines, Japan and Korea; Australia and New Zealand in 
Singapore and Malaysia; Thailand and Republic of Korea in their territory).

• Political opposition in the US constituted a threat to strategic decision-makers’ 
tenure, which influenced their approach to the intervention in order to limit 
political debate.

• The PAVN and NLF/PLAF, as the Viet Minh, had already defeated colonial 
France. They had support from the USSR and PRC. This suggests that the 
NLF/PLAF would be adept at insurgency, and that the PAVN would be military 
capable and resilient.

• The PAVN and NLF/PLAF history suggested that they would absorb tactical 
setbacks, while using minor tactical successes, or stalemate, to gain strategic 
advantages in perception.

• PRC proximity and presence of advisors in the theatre, created the risk that 
decisive US action against the DRV would bring the PRC into the war.
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The ROK government was therefore likely to have been strongly motivated to assist the US in 
other anti-communist campaigns.  Similarly, the US had been a colonial power in the 
Philippines and had liberated it from Japanese occupation in World War Two, and the 
Philippines was a member of the South East Asian Treaty Organisation (SEATO).  One may 
infer that Thailand had immediate concerns about communist revolutions on its borders from 
the events in the former Indochina, and its membership in SEATO.  Australia and New Zealand, 
also SEATO members, had participated in the defence of the ROK (Kilcullen, 2007); had 
supported United Kingdom (UK)-led operations against communist insurgents in Malaya; and, 
on the formation of Malaysia, had supported UK-led operations to secure Malaysian borders 
against Indonesian incursions.  Australia owed its security in World War Two to US assistance, 
and it had subsequently identified the US as its primary strategic ally (Kilcullen, 2007). 

The US-led coalition was therefore stronger than some of the multilateral organisations 
seen in later cases, with partner nations experienced in operating under US leadership, 
interoperable with US forces, experienced at fighting in that region, and committed to 
operations against communism.  While the former territories of French Indochina were 
prohibited by the Geneva Agreements from joining alliances such as SEATO, the RVN and 
Kingdom of Laos were nations identified for protection by SEATO.  

While possibly unknown to US campaign-level leaders, the US strategy did not require 
campaign success to enable strategic success.  The strategic aim was to demonstrate resolve to 
support states against communist insurgencies (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc 3016, 3057, 3581, 
3654, 3721.).  Therefore, the US would theoretically have been able to achieve this aim whether 
or not the military campaign succeeded.  This gave it flexibility in its degree of investment, 
provided it was prepared to tolerate the consequences of an operational level failure. 

Weaknesses 

The US strategic aim was to contain communism.  Therefore, they were restricted to supporting 
a non-communist regime.  The RVN regime was flawed, and of a nature likely to provoke 
armed resistance through its poor governance practices, which constituted structural violence 
(McMaster, 1997, Ch 2; Ricks, 2012; Daddis, 2014, pp. 46–56), potentially causing perceptions 
of relative deprivation among people disadvantaged by the poor governance.  McMaster (1997, 
E-Pub Loc 3016, 3057, 3581, 3654, 3721) has asserted that he US strategic position, as set by 
President Johnson, was based largely on being seen to support the RVN regime, rather than 
achieving stability.  In other words, the strategic aim was to send a message, rather than to 
stabilise the RVN.  Daddis (2014, p. 69) has asserted that President Johnson downplayed the 
costs of intervention to maintain political support for his “Great Society” agenda, and (pp. 70–
71) that the Joint Chiefs of Staff stressed the difficulties of applying sufficient US military 
power to both deter intervention by the DRV and protect US advisors with ARVN units. 

This strategic approach meant that the intervention was highly discretionary.  Strategic 
decision-makers did not see campaign success as essential, but saw avoidance of escalation as 
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critical (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc 3016, 3057, 3581, 3654, 3721; Boot, 2013, p. 293).  US 
analysts did not appreciate that the DRV would be more resilient than the US and its allies, due 
to the value they placed on control of South Vietnam (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc 3253–3268, 
4698).  Therefore, despite the fact that the coalition was more cohesive than those in some later 
cases, the resolve of the intervening nations was vulnerable to changing priorities and political 
whims, particularly in the lead nation.  At the same time, military leaders were reluctant to 
challenge strategic decision makers.  President Johnson’s desire to be seen to be minimising 
the commitment to Vietnam imposed a limit on investment which resulted in the campaign 
leaders not receiving the forces they assessed as necessary to succeed (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub 
Loc. 4333, 4347, 4725, 4900, 4943, 5242; Ricks, 2012, pp. 235–237). 

The US could not resource the defence of Europe, other global commitments, and its 
intervention in Vietnam without resorting to conscription, complicating the problem of public 
support (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 6139–6380; Daddis, 2011, p. 184; Ricks, 2012, p. 205, 
and pp. 250–255; Boot, 2013, p. 316).  Senior US commanders advised President Kennedy in 
1961 that the US should avoid conventional involvement in Vietnam, unless it was prepared to 
“go in to win,” which required them to accept the likelihood of international armed conflict 
with the DRV and PRC (Ricks, 2012, p. 210). 

While US operational leaders had extensive combat experience, they had limited 
practical experience of counterinsurgency, reflected in a conventional bias among early advisor 
mission commanders (Ricks, 2012, pp. 213–230).  The US Army had been predominately 
trained and resourced to fight a high-end conventional war in Europe.  US strategic leaders, 
like the military commanders, had had military experience in World War Two, but at more 
junior and more narrowly-focused levels—President Johnson in naval aviation in the Pacific 
(Department of the Navy, 2019), and Secretary of Defense McNamara as a statistician in Allied 
Bomber Command in Europe (Schechter, 2013).  Additionally, they both had national strategic 
experience of the Cuban missile crisis, in which they had formed the opinion that effective 
national policy was more beneficial than military advice (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 641–
664).  This may have made them prone to over-simplifying the strategic and operational 
problems of Vietnam and issuing tactically oriented direction that did not support strategic 
outcomes (such as Johnson’s repeated direction to “kill more Viet Cong,” and resultant focus 
on “body count”), and/or overestimating the effectiveness of strategic bombing (McMaster, 
1997, E-Pub Loc. 4897).  Ricks (2012, Ch 18) asserted that Johnson did not trust his military 
advisors and regarded them as obstructive. 

At the beginning of the conventional force intervention, US General Westmoreland was 
in command of the campaign.  Ricks (2012, p. 215) asserted that Westmoreland entirely 
adopted Johnson’s attrition-based approach, and that tactical level commanders such as Depuy 
(Ch. 17) persisted in “Wold War II-style” leadership, although Daddis (2014) claimed 
Westmoreland’s approach was broader.  Additionally, while the Australians and New 
Zealanders had recent experience of the Malayan emergency (Boot, 2002), it is uncertain 
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whether the lessons of a state-led campaign against a few hundred insurgents with limited 
popular support can be applied to an intervention force-led campaign against hundreds of 
thousands of insurgents with significant popular support.  Further, the commanders of these 
small national contingents would have had limited influence over Westmoreland, or US 
strategic decision-makers. 

Opportunities 

The US had the opportunity to study the French attempt at counterinsurgency in the Indochina 
War, as a demonstration of what worked and what did not work.  For example, the US could 
have noted that the Viet Minh had tolerated local tactical defeats but had used local tactical 
victories for strategic level gains in the narrative of the conflict.  This could have indicated the 
importance of avoiding unnecessary combat action to avoid handing information victories to 
the NLF.  Consistent with this point, US advisors with the Army of the RVN (ARVN) were 
recommending a cautious approach that aimed to minimise the level of conflict—particularly 
the casualties inflicted by security forces (Boot, 2002, Ch 51).  This available information 
provided the US with the opportunity to adopt an approach that limited investment in tactical 
victories for their own sake, while avoiding tactical defeats. 

By the standard of expeditionary military operations, the campaign was logistically 
simple for the US.  Although sea and air ports required considerable development, the US had 
access to points of entry along the Vietnam coast from established US bases in the Philippines, 
Japan and US Pacific Territories.  (Department of the Defense, 1974) 

Threats 

The US President and his advisors regarded political opposition as a threat, and so tailored their 
approach to the intervention, and the detail they disclosed about it, so as to limit political debate 
of the issues (McMaster, 1997). 

The DRV and NLF had arisen from the Viet Minh.  This force had strategically defeated 
the French occupation, largely through a few tactical victories (principally the Battle of Dien 
Bien Phu) against a force that was generally tactically superior.  The DRV and NLF also had 
support and training from the USSR and PRC.  This background suggests that the NLF was a 
very capable insurgency compared to, for example, the Malayan National Liberation Army.  
The situation in Vietnam therefore appears to have been different to the situations in the 
counterinsurgency campaigns which had guided much of the doctrine at the time. 

Based on the Viet Minh information campaign of the previous decade, the NLF and DRV 
were likely to use tactical level successes, or stalemate, to support an information campaign to 
weaken US resolve.   This would require the US to achieve sufficient operational success, and 
absence of tactical defeat, to prevent the DRV from generating propaganda. 

The PRC had advisors in the DRV, and the PRC bordered on the DRV.  US leaders, 
having recently achieved an armistice in the Korean Peninsula, wanted to minimise the risk of 
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resuming armed conflict with the PRC, and expanding the theatre of conflict into other parts 
of South East Asia (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 3005, 3422, 3622, 4251).  The requirement 
to mitigate this risk restricted options for operations prevent the DRV from aiding the NLF, or 
from assuming the lead of communist forces in the RVN. 

Start State: US-led Intervention in the Republic of Vietnam 

The US campaign started in a strategically adverse position.  The US was militarily dominant 
and logistically capable; and had had the opportunity to study the French campaign in the same 
theatre.  However, it lacked the resolve required to commit the forces recommended by its 
military strategic leaders, who were distanced from national strategic decision-makers, and did 
not fully understand the resolve of the NLF and PLAF.  Additionally, it was constrained by its 
commitment to a dysfunctional regime, and its actions were restricted by the risk of provoking 
war with the PRC.  Additionally, it was unable to prioritise the intervention in Vietnam over 
its commitment to the defence of Western Europe.  It suffered internal weaknesses, in that the 
national strategic level did not fully disclose its priorities (which did not include campaign 
success) to the military strategic level.  The result was that the campaign commanders were 
constrained to supporting a dysfunctional regime, did not have access to sufficient troops to 
stabilise the affected nation, and received limited and simplistic strategic direction (“kill more 
Viet Cong”), which was not linked to the actual strategic objectives. 

Campaign objectives 

The US strategic objective was to demonstrate resolve, in order to encourage other countries 
that were dealing with communist insurgencies (McMaster, 1997).  The US campaign 
objectives were uncertain, potentially due to the President’s deliberate withholding of clear 
strategic guidance (McMaster, 1997).  Based on multiple sources (McNamara, 1965; Daddis, 
2011; Daddis, 2014; McMaster, 1997), one may infer that they included: 

- Maintain the RVN’s independence and territorial integrity. 

- Compel insurgent forces to withdraw to the DRV. 

- Allow the RVN Government to exercise governance over all of its territory. 

- Coerce the VC/NLF to become a purely political organisation. 

- Suppress communist activity in Laos and Thailand. 

Armed groups 

The following groups were active in the theatre: 

- The National Liberation Front (NLF)/Viet Cong (VC), including its military 
arm, the People’s Liberation Armed Forces of South Vietnam (PLAF). (Statler, 
2007) 
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- The Democratic Republic of Vietnam Army (the People’s Army of Vietnam—
PAVN—often referred to as the North Vietnamese Army—NVA). (Statler, 
2007) 

- The PRC People’s Liberation Army (PLA). (McMaster, 1997) 

- The USSR, supported by other Eastern Bloc nations, provided support including 
early warning and intelligence product, as well as equipment (Heritage, 2014, p. 
104). 

- The RVN and its national army the ARVN. (Statler, 2007) 

Campaign design 

Because of the strategic weaknesses outlined above, the US campaign was focused mainly on 
defeating NLF forces and developing the ARVN; while making separate and potentially 
uncoordinated efforts to influence the national political leadership.  As a result, it is hard to 
identify a stability mechanism.  The campaign included the following elements (McMaster, 
1997; Ricks, 2012): 

- Isolate the NLF by containing the PAVN in the DRV and using “graduated 
pressure” to discourage the DRV from full commitment to support the NLF.  
Byman et al (2001) noted that support from an external nation was a key factor in 
insurgent success. 

- Train the ARVN to enable them to take the lead of security, and eventually 
maintain the security of RVN independently. 

- Use major combat action by large formations (Airborne and Marine divisions) to 
form a bargaining lever in negotiations with the DRV. 

- Counter communist influence through the development of national institutions 
and employment of information campaigns.  In terms of current doctrine, this 
would have been the transformation element, although it was conducted 
simultaneously with the initial response, the intervention force never having 
established security. 

- Destroy PLAF and PAVN units as quickly as the NLF and DRV could field them 
in the RVN. 

Campaign Execution 

Intervention force actions on the ground differed from the campaign design as follows: 

- Isolate the NLF:  The intervention force was unable to isolate the PLAF and 
PAVN from the DRV, potentially because they or their strategic masters 
overestimated the effectiveness of strategic bombing, and/or because they did not 
have enough ground forces.  Analysts did not appreciate the resolve—particularly 
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the tolerance to casualties—of the DRV, PAVN and PLAF. (McMaster, 1997; 
Boot, 2002; Long, 2006) 

- Train the ARVN:  While they trained the ARVN, this force never reached the 
stage at which they could lead in achieving gains against the PLAF guerrillas, let 
alone the trained soldiers of the PAVN.  This may have been because the 
intervention force never managed to suppress PLAF/PAVN capability to the extent 
that the ARVN could start from a position of advantage.  Further, the intervention 
force could not grow the ARVN faster than it lost troops to combat casualties, 
desertions and defections. 

- Use major combat action:  The US were consistently successful in major combat 
actions, raising expectations of strategic success.  Early actions in the Ia Drang 
Valley demonstrated that comparatively small US or allied forces could defeat 
much larger PLAF organisations, inflicting heavy casualties.  As positive reports 
of PLAF casualties continued, the US began to see them as an indication of success, 
turning “body count” in a strategic metric (Daddis, 2011, p. 64–65; Jones, 2015, E-
pub Loc. 377–472).  However, PLAF casualties were not an indicator of the 
political allegiances of the population, or the ability of the DRV to continue to 
foster NLF support, particularly after the PAVN invasion, as described below.  
Similarly, PAVN casualties were not a reliable indication of the intervention’s 
effect on DRV resolve, the ability of the PAVN to continue fighting, the ability of 
the ARVN to resist them, or the ability of the RVN to exist without US support 
(Daddis, 2011, pp. 7–9, Ch. 4; Ricks, 2012, pp. 232–233).  One may argue that it 
was these data that dictated success or failure, rather than PAVN casualties. 

- Destroy the PLAF and PAVN in the RVN: 

o The intervention force followed strategic direction to impose attrition on 
enemy forces and succeeded against the NLF and PLAF, both through direct 
combat action, and targeted assassinations under the “Phoenix Program” 
(Karnow, 1984, in Boot, 2013, p. 310; Boot, 2013, Ch. 13).  However, they 
could not impose attrition on the PAVN at the rate required to prevent their 
operation in the South.  Therefore, one may conclude that the intervention 
force failed in the task of imposing attrition on the PAVN at a rate as high 
as their ability to put men in the field. (McMaster, 1997; Bowden, 2017 E-
pub Loc. 401–432) 

o In 1965, the US force strength was 184,300, providing 12 security personnel 
per 1000 population.  With the ARVN strength of 642,500, this provided 54 
security personnel for every 1000 population.  The US force strength in 
Vietnam peaked in 1968 at 536,000 (American War Library Website, 
accessed 30 Jun 2019).  One may assume that growth since 1965 had raised 
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the population of the RVN to about 15,500,000 in 1968.  Based on these 
figures, the US had deployed about 35 security personnel for every 1000 
population.  With the ARVN strength of 820,000, providing a total strength 
1,369,000, this gave them a force ratio of about 88 security personnel per 
1000 population.  Both figures are well above the recommended figure of 
20.  However, the US doctrine recommending a ratio of 20 per 1000 
provides for aggravating factors.  In this case, the reliability of the ARVN 
in 1965 was most likely low, forcing heavy reliance on the 12 US personnel 
per 1000 RVN population at a time when the PLAF were proving to be very 
effective.  From 1968, the US and ARVN forces were both engaged in 
international armed conflict with the PAVN—a situation not considered in 
recommending a force ratio for stability operations. 

o In 1968, the PLAF, supported by the PAVN, launched an orchestrated series 
of attacks known as the “General Offensive and Uprising of Tet Mau Than,” 
or the “Tet Offensive” to the US and allies.  While providing some positive 
propaganda, this offensive was unsuccessful, and the US/ARVN response 
led to the effective destruction of the PLAF.  However, the destruction of 
the PLAF led to a direct invasion by the PAVN (although the PAVN had 
had units in the RVN for years previously).  (Bowden, 2017, Ch. 4)  An 
invasion by the conventional forces of another nation could be seen as an 
extreme example of a counter-intervention.  This event was probably key to 
the intervening nations’ eventual loss of resolve, withdrawal of the 
intervention force, and collapse of the RVN.  The event is a good 
demonstration that one can destroy an insurgency without stabilising the 
country, and that even successful direct use of force can lead to a counter-
intervention. 

- Counter communist influence:  Any institution-building or information 
campaigns became irrelevant, as the intervention force was unable to position the 
ARVN to win without them.  As the campaign failed to deliver the anticipated 
results—particularly after the PAVN invasion—the commitment to Vietnam 
became increasingly unpopular in the US.  The reliance on conscription exacerbated 
this unpopularity.  This highlights the requirement for resilience in powers 
embarking on discretionary interventions.  Their antagonists do not need to defeat 
them in the field, just to keep fighting, and foment sufficient domestic objections in 
the intervening powers’ domestic populations, until their national resolve fails.  
Logically, one would expect this effect to be more pronounced in liberal 
democracies than in authoritarian states such as the USSR, as liberal democracy 
governments face the prospect of being voted out every few years.  McMaster’s 
examination of President Johnson’s management of the Vietnam intervention 
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appears to demonstrate this risk (1997, E-Pub Loc 1808–2417).1  In a process called 
“Vietnamisation,” the US attempted to phase the ARVN into the lead against the 
PAVN.  The ARVN never reached the stage at which they were able to retain 
operational gains against the PAVN.  Despite this, US advisors frequently overrated 
ARVN forces they were advising/assessing, as the alternative would have been seen 
as negativistic, or a slur on the efforts of the advisor mission.  This led to increased 
pressure to reduce US support, remove advisors, or raise the level at which advisors 
were attached (e.g., from battalion to brigade or division) (Poole, 2012, Section III).  
US conventional forces, and allied forces, withdrew in 1972 while a US advisor 
presence remained.  The PAVN continued their campaign successes, and captured 
Saigon in 1975, leading to the DRV annexing the former RVN, and forming the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam (Heritage, 1993). 

Approaches to Groups 

The US-led operation, in accordance with the Truman Doctrine, was based on supporting the 
RVN, while developing the capability of the ARVN.  This necessitated an adverse approach to 
the other groups, as follows: 

- PLAF/NLF: The intervention force sought to isolate the PLAF/NLF from popular 
support in the RVN, and from the state support of the DRV, and destroy them 
(Daddis, 2011).  They sought to impose further disruption by assassinating their 
leaders under the “Phoenix Program” (Boot, 2013).  The US later applied the 
practice of targeting insurgent leaders for killing or capture by special forces in 
Somalia, Iraq and Afghanistan, with varying degrees of effectiveness.  Karnow 
(1984, p. 617 in Boot, 2013, p. 310) cited an NLF leader stating that the Phoenix 
Program imposed more problems for them than a division of troops. 

- PAVN: The intervention force sought to contain the PAVN in the DRV, and 
weaken DRV resolve, through strategic bombing of the DRV and operational level 
bombing of the border and assessed infiltration routes such as the “Ho Chi Minh 
Trail.” They sought to destroy PAVN elements in the RVN (Daddis, 2011). 

- External powers: The intervention force sought to avoid provoking the USSR and 
PRC into direct hostilities (McMaster, 1997, Ch. 9). 

Success Criteria 

Campaign success was dependent on: 

- the RVN government being independent, capable of providing for its own security, 
and favourably disposed to the US (Daddis, 2011). 

 
1 Susceptibility of liberal democracies: Conversely, one may argue that the greater accountability of the 
executive arm of liberal democracies will cause them to eventually adopt appropriate courses of action—a 
guarantee that does not exist in authoritarian states. 
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- US conventional forces withdrawing (McMaster, 1997). 

Where on the Success Scale? 

With respect to the success criteria, the campaign must rank low on the success scale. 

- The operational level success of defeating the NLF did not lead to campaign or 
strategic success.  Instead it led to the PAVN invading, replacing the insurgent 
force with a state military force. (Poole, 2012; Bowden, 2017) 

- Measures designed to contain the PAVN or isolate it from the DRV (such as 
strategic bombing), were ineffective (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 5053–5293, 
5403–5414, Epilogue; Daddis, 2011, pp. 114, 125, 128; Daddis, 2014, p. 96).  This 
may reflect a tendency in technologically advanced nations to rely too heavily on 
technology. 

- The level of combat continued to increase, until and after the withdrawal of 
conventional US forces (Poole, 2012, E-Pub Loc. 534–544 ).  This culminated with 
the PAVN capture of Saigon and the DRV annexation of the former RVN 
(Heritage, 1993).  This signalled the failure of the US campaign. 

- One may argue that, while US national strategy initiated the campaign without 
requiring it to succeed, the campaign’s failure appears to have been a significant 
setback for US national interests, and potentially those of its smaller allies.  It is 
unlikely that other regimes attempting to defeat communist insurgencies would 
have drawn encouragement from the example of Vietnam. 

Links Between Approaches to Groups and Degree of Success 

The US campaign was based on supporting the RVN regime under President Diem and then 
President Thieu.  It is unlikely that the US would have considered supporting a communist 
regime, as it was its opposition to communism under the Truman Doctrine that brought them 
into the campaign.  Therefore, the intervention force’s success or lack of success are related 
directly to the feasibility of defeating the regime’s opponents, notwithstanding the degree of 
disadvantage this posed.  However, future campaigns may be similarly limited, and may benefit 
from considering any risks likely to arise from their approaches to insurgencies and other armed 
groups. Therefore, it is relevant to this research to consider the effect of the US-led force 
targeting the NLF/PLAF on the achievement of stability. 

- The aggressive stance towards the NLF appears to have led to counter-intervention, 
culminating in the PAVN invasion.  While US analysts had predicted this outcome, 
US strategic decision-makers did not plan for it (McMaster, 1997 E-Pub Loc. 1834,  
3835–3897).  This event increased the level of conflict, undermined stability, 
increased the size of force required (necessitating conscription) and the casualties 
(of conscripts) incurred; and initiated international armed conflict.  This lowered 
US and allies’ domestic resolve, while possibly raising the sense of relative 
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deprivation among the RVN population, decreasing support for the RVN regime 
(Daddis, 2011, pp. 182–185, Ch. 6; Ricks, 2012, Ch 8; Bowden, 2017).  While the 
intervention force remained militarily successful in the heightened conflict, this 
involved inflicting high adversary and civilian casualties, which made their 
adversaries less willing to negotiate.  Moreover, the intervention force did not 
demonstrate enough dominance to reduce their adversaries’ confidence and coerce 
negotiation, or to minimise its own casualties.  One may infer that the US level of 
investment was too low for it to succeed in its chosen methodology.  The US Joint 
Chiefs of Staff assumed that, once the President's orders had committed US forces 
to combat, he would renege on his force limitations to prevent US forces from 
losing.  However, this assumption did not reflect the President’s actual priorities, 
and The Joint Chiefs’ assumption proved to be incorrect. (McMaster, 1997, 
Epilogue) 

- With attrition as a campaign objective and the subject of strategic direction, the US 
adopted the problematic metric of “body count” (McMaster, 1997; Poole, 2012; 
Daddis, 2014).  This increased the level of violence, and was ineffective in 
stabilising the country (McMaster, 1997).  While the US succeeded in effectively 
destroying the NLF, this led to counter-intervention, replacing the insurgent enemy 
with a competent state force. 

- In siding against the insurgents in order to demonstrate commitment against 
communism, the US and allies sided with a regime that was widely seen to be 
corrupt and was likely to generate relative deprivation as long as it was in power.  
This regime, therefore, was unlikely ever to be stable, so that the intervention could 
not achieve Positive Peace, conflict termination, nor lasting stability.  The US 
influence on the coup against Diem only decreased the level of stability, and 
exacerbated the relative deprivation engendered by the regime. 

Alternative Explanations for the Degree of Success 

As outlined in the SWOT analysis, the US and its allies entered the campaign from a position 
of strategic disadvantage.  Their assigned campaign objectives were not aligned with actual US 
strategic objectives.  This appears to have constituted an inconsistency between concepts, 
resources, and objectives.  Yarger (2006) described such inconsistencies as risks to campaign 
effectiveness.  The non-communication of these objectives between the national and military 
strategic levels, and the lack of understanding at the national strategic level of the cost and risk 
of embarking on so large a campaign purely to demonstrate resolve, are likely to have further 
magnified this risk.  However, even taking this into account, one may conclude that some other 
factors had additional negative effects on the US campaign. 

- The non-alignment between tactical, operational and strategic outcomes led the US 
to adopt a flawed approach to campaign assessment.  This approach, based on 
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metrics of success such as “body count,” relied on unsafe and western-centric 
assumptions regarding the effectiveness of firepower at achieving the attrition on 
the PLAF and PAVN.  Further, it mistook the effects of this attrition (McMaster, 
1997; Daddis, 2011).  The use of firepower did not cause the DRV to reduce their 
involvement.  Further, the successful use of firepower to destroy the PLAF 
prompted the DRV to invade, replacing the insurgent force with a national army.  
As stated above, this may reflect a tendency in technologically advanced nations to 
overestimate the advantages of technology. 

- The risk arising from non-alignment may have been compounded by the fact that 
the US assessment system was measuring tactical level performance, rather than 
campaign or strategic effectiveness (e.g., the number of enemy initiated attacks, or 
aggressive versus conciliatory actions by the DRV government).  Further, the 
national strategic level focused on tactical outcomes which they appeared not to 
fully understand, exemplified by the President’s direction to the military strategic 
level to “kill more VC,” (McMaster, 1997, Ch 15), potentially reflecting that he 
and his Secretary of Defense were using their tactical level World War Two 
experience base as a frame of reference.  This came while military strategic 
commanders were considering actions of strategic import, such as the invasion of 
the DRV. (McMaster, 1997; Daddis, 2011; Daddis, 2014)  Such a disconnect 
between the strategic and operational levels would have had significant impact on 
any campaign’s likelihood of success, regardless of the conduct of the campaign.  
In this case, the campaign also demonstrates unintended consequences of an 
intervention force focussing its effort on destroying an insurgency. 

- One may infer that US campaign level commanders had no alternative but to target 
the insurgency, and no chance of achieving stability without neutralising the DRV 
threat, which they were not empowered or resourced to do.  Therefore, this case, 
does not demonstrate an opportunity for success based on a different approach to 
an insurgency when attempting to stabilise a state.  However, it does demonstrate 
that action against an insurgency creates the risk of increasing violence, including 
counter-intervention, which is contrary to the intended reduction in the level of 
conflict.  This non-alignment creates a risk.  This risk may not invalidate the plan, 
provided that it is mitigated.  Such a mitigation could include one or both of the 
following situations: 

o The armed group targeted believe that they will be destroyed if they continue 
to fight, as the intervention force is militarily dominant, leaving negotiation 
as their best option. 

o The armed group believe that they may gain more by negotiating with the 
intervention force, AND, the level of conflict between the intervention force 
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and the armed group has not been so high as to make this approach 
unacceptable to either side or the population. 

Other Themes Arising 

The case contains potential lessons in training, advising and assisting host nation forces, as the 
US, NATO and other US allies such as Australia have recently striven to do in Afghanistan 
and Iraq. 

- A campaign needs a logical method, called in some doctrine publications a defeat 
mechanism or stability mechanism.  The case of the UK in Sierra Leone (examined 
below) includes such a method, identifying the actions the intervening power 
wanted armed groups to take, and the application of force to coerce these actions.  
Campaign assessment could be based on this method—i.e., comparing the actions 
the intervention force desired the armed groups to take, versus the actions that they 
observed to take—enabling leaders to manage the campaign, aligning actions with 
desired outcomes. 

- Intervention force advisors should not overrate the forces of the affected state (such 
as the ARVN), as this creates the impression that further advising is not required, 
and other forms of support can be reduced.  This may lead to a regression in security 
(and loss of resolve in troop contributing nations) just as the intervention force 
prepares to withdraw or down-size.  Down-sizing may exacerbate the regression in 
security, and reducing resolve will prevent the return of the intervention force to 
restore the situation.  While ostensibly “positive” news, if exaggerated reports of 
indigenous forces’ development lead to premature down-sizing of the intervention 
force, they effectively weaken the resolve of the intervening powers. 

- Intervention forces should avoid tolerating or supporting corrupt systems (such as 
the RVN regime) that are likely to engender relative deprivation.  The presence of 
corrupt actors in powerful positions is a fundamental risk to Positive Peace.  If it 
is necessary to support such individuals or systems to achieve short term tactical or 
operational gains, the campaign or strategic plan must identify a means of 
removing, neutralising or dismantling them in the long term. 

- While reational choice theory (Mason, 1996) suggests that “non-elite” sections of 
the population will align with the side most capable of protecting or harming them, 
planners should note that different cultures will have differing degrees of resilience 
to force.  The US ability to impose casualties on the PLAF, DRV, PAVN, and 
population supporting them did not prevent these groups from continuing or 
supporting the insurgency—to the extent that the insurgency continued after the 
PLAF were effectively destroyed in the Tet Offensive (Bowden, 2017).  However, 
the force used by the NLF/PLAF on the population did succeed in coercing support. 
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- Intervention forces should not draw optimistic conclusions from tactical successes.  
For instance, the early tactical successes by US forces in Ia Drang Valley (Daddis, 
2014, p. 94) did not provide an accurate indication of the path the US needed to 
take to leave a stable non-communist RVN government that was not reliant on the 
presence of US combat forces to remain in power. 

Case Two: The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Intervention on Afghanistan 

Situation Prompting the Intervention 

The USSR commenced aid and advice to Afghanistan in the 1920s.  The USSR benefited from 
having a stable buffer state to the south of the then Central Asian Soviet Socialist Republics 
(now Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan) from that time until 1979.  For most of this 
period, Afghanistan had been under the reign of King Zahir Shah, who had engaged both sides 
of the Cold War divide to enhance Afghanistan’s relations with foreign benefactors.  The 
USSR’s civilian-led aid program (including military aid) had developed significant influence 
over Afghanistan (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 1).  Extended influence from the USSR led to a 
portion of the Afghan population (generally from urban areas) seeking a communist regime in 
Afghanistan.  This had led to the formation of a communist party called the People’s 
Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), comprising moderate (Parcham) and extreme 
(Khalq) factions.  (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 1) 

In 1973, Zahir Shah was in Italy when his cousin and former prime minister, Daoud 
Khan, seized power in a coup and established a non-communist democratic regime 
(Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 31–32).  While the USSR leadership grew concerned about the Daoud 
regime’s engagement with the US, it did not attempt to intervene.  In 1978, the PDPA seized 
power, establishing a communist regime, the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan (DRA), 
under a Khalq-led regime.  The Khalq-led DRA imposed authoritarian communist policies that 
undermined the decentralised control of the traditionally feudal Afghan rural and wilderness 
areas.  It applied authoritarian policies to suppress dissent, but also imposed policies that would 
ordinarily be seen as liberal, such as gender equality in education, employment, etc; and secular 
government.  These policies inflamed resistance from militias that became known as 
Mujahideen (those who participate in a struggle or jihad, in contemporary use usually an armed 
struggle in support of Islam), including secular and religious groups.  The Khalq regime’s 
authoritarian response to this resistance constituted direct and structural violence, which drove 
recruits to the Mujahideen, and threatened to precipitate the failure of a communist revolution, 
and discredit communism (Tanner, 2002, Ch 10; Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 1; Williams, 2013, Ch. 
10; Barfield, 2010, pp. 169–170). 

This situation caused decision-makers in the USSR to feel an obligation to intervene, 
particularly given the long association between the USSR and Afghanistan (Braithwaite, 2011). 
At about this time (based on 1980 figures), the population of Afghanistan was about 13,250,000 
(Worldometers.info, 2019), including Central Asian and South Asian ethnic groups practising 
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Sunni and Shi’a Islam.  Some of these ethnic groups were present as majority populations in 
the Central Asian Soviet Socialist Republics now independent as Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, 
Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan, the first three bordering on Afghanistan. (Braithwaite, 
2011, p. 56) 

While the USSR advisor program included military assistance, the USSR government 
initially resisted PDPA requests for USSR combat forces to assist the PDPA Khalq regime.  
Some USSR analysts assessed that western powers were supporting the Mujahideen to 
undermine USSR objectives, and extend western influence to the borders of the USSR.  Some 
analysts and senior decision-makers believed that the Khalq regime was incapable of 
containing the insurgency.  Because a Mujahideen success would have represented the failure 
of a communist revolution, and they found the conduct of the Khalq regime objectionable, the 
USSR government eventually felt obliged to intervene.  Their objectives were to influence 
Afghanistan to have a stable pro-Soviet government beyond US influence. (Braithwaite, 2011, 
pp. 124, 296, ) 

SWOT Analysis: Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan 

Figure 9  summarises the SWOT analysis of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, with detail 
in the following paragraphs. 

 
Figure 9: SWOT Analysis of the Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan 
  

Strengths Weaknesses
• Soviet aid program had led to popular support for the USSR in many part of the 

Afghan population and elite.

• USSR had large, powerful and comparatively technologically advanced military.

• Many Soviet Army soldiers were Muslims from Central Asian republics of the 

USSR.

• The USSR deemed an insurgency against a communist regime 

“counterrevolutionary,” which created ideological pressure on the Soviet 

government to intervene.

• The Khalq faction of the PDPA created a regime so abusive as to alienate much 

of the population against communist government. While the USSR tried to 

create a more moderate regime based on the Parcham faction, many of the 

population regarded them as being tainted.

• With most of its deployable ground forces committed to Europe, the USSR had 

to limit the size of its deployment to 75,000, later increasing to 80,000—well 

below the force to population density desirable under western doctrine.

• The Soviet Army, created for high intensity conventional or nuclear warfare 

involving massive forces in Europe, lacked counterinsurgency doctrine; and the 

decentralized control, and junior rank initiative, desirable for 

counterinsurgency according to western doctrine.

• The PDPA had no incentive to achieve the governance or security conditions 

that would trigger a Soviet withdrawal.

Opportunities Threats
• The USSR’s long common border with Afghanistan supported deployment and 

resupply.

• Mujahideen leaders such as Massoud and Hekmatyar had received Soviet-

and/or western-sponsored education. While they opposed the PDPA, they may 

have been amenable to cooperating with the Soviets if they removed the PDPA 

regime. Massoud made this offer to the Soviets. Some Afghans, such as 

Dostum, regarded ”communism” as synonymous with “westernism,” and an 

opportunity for improved standards of living.

• There were multiple Mujahideen groups and private forces that would oppose 

Soviet support to the PDPA.

• The US and its allies saw the Soviet intervention as an opportunity to inflict 

operational and propaganda setbacks on the USSR, and to divert forces and 

attention from Europe. A Soviet Vietnam. Pakistan saw the intervention as an 

opportunity to increase US involvement in the region, helping to balance 

against Soviet/PRC-influenced India.

• Mujahideen success in Afghanistan might encourage Islamist movements in the 

Central Asian Soviet Socialist Republics.
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Strengths 

The USSR had used a strong whole-of-government advisor program to influence Afghanistan 
for about fifty years prior to the rise of the Mujahideen.  They had educated many of the 
intellectual, military and administrative elite of Afghanistan, either in the USSR or in Soviet-
style universities in Kabul or Herat.  Therefore, many of the elite were likely to support USSR 
presence.  The DRA Government, led by the Khalq regime, had frequently requested USSR 
assistance against the Mujahideen, so the USSR could rely on support from the Khalqis, and 
potentially the wider PDPA and its supporters.  (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 1) 

The USSR had had one of the most powerful and technologically advanced military 
forces in the World.  Their forces included both Army and state security (Komitet 
Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti—KGB) units capable of strategic raiding operations so that, as 
transpired, they were able to replace the regime at will (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 4).  As an 
authoritarian state that already had large conscript forces, the USSR was not as vulnerable to 
domestic public opinion as a liberal democracy would have been, making them more resilient 
against strategic messaging arising from tactical setbacks.  Additionally, their strategic intent 
was clearly communicated to the campaign level.  As well as their long experience in 
Afghanistan, the USSR had access to Muslim soldiers (including most of the ethnic groups in 
Afghanistan) from the Central Asian Soviet Socialist Republics, so was theoretically well 
established to achieve cultural acceptance. 

Weaknesses 

The USSR’s influence, regardless of its intentions, had fomented a communist revolution and 
the accession of the unsustainable Khalq regime.  The USSR was therefore faced with the 
likelihood of the collapse of a communist revolution in a bordering country, with the risk that 
at least some of the “counter-revolutionary forces” (the Mujahideen) would conflate 
communism with the Khalq regime’s abuses, and be hostile to the USSR if they gained power.  
If the USSR was to prevent such a setback, it needed to act without taking the time to develop 
a detailed plan. 

The USSR had not attempted to install a communist regime in Afghanistan because they 
had assessed the socio-economic situation as not yet being conducive to socialism.  It displayed 
none of the elements Lenin had identified as required for revolution (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 48).  
The PDPA regime was almost entirely contained in Kabul and other cities where the DRA 
Army could secure territory for it, and where citizens derived benefit from modernisation 
(Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 2).  One may infer that, by supporting the PDPA, the USSR was trying 
to maintain a regime that most of the population considered not to be providing the functions 
of government, and that would continue to have difficulty delivering them under a communist 
system.  While the USSR, and the PDPA factions, saw differences between the Khalq and 
Parcham regimes, it was not assured that the wider population would see a distinction between 
two versions of communism in the same party.  Further, some Mujahideen (e.g., Jamiat-e 
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Islami) later stated that they were happy to enter into a cease-fire with the USSR, but would 
maintain opposition to the PDPA (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 185–187).  This suggests that the 
USSR would not be able to reconcile the PDPA with the Mujahideen, leaving the intervention 
force no alternative to destroying the latter if it was to preserve the former.  This included 
destroying groups such as Jamiat-e Islami, that were potentially sympathetic towards them. 

The USSR was ideologically committed to spreading socialism and saw the spread of 
communism happening primarily through revolution.  It saw itself as an instigator and 
supporter, rather than suppressor, of insurgencies, as precursors to communist revolutions.  It 
had not anticipated a religious revolution against a communist state.  With its focus on the Cold 
War and confrontation in Europe and the Pacific, the Red Army had no doctrine or training for 
counterinsurgency. (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 46, 123–127) 

With most of the its deployable ground forces committed to Europe, the USSR could not 
prioritise the deployment of ground forces to Afghanistan, limiting the size of the force they 
could deploy.  The intervention occurred when the USSR was already struggling financially 
and technologically to maintain offensive capability against NATO.  When their national 
strategic leaders decided to send conventional forces on the intervention, they opted to limit 
the size of the deployment to 75,000.  The Chief of Staff of the Red Army, General Ogarkov, 
advised Defence Minister Ustinov and General Secretary Brezhnev that the proposed 
deployment of 75,000 was insufficient to achieve any of the desired outcomes.  He 
recommended political routes to resolving the crisis in 1979 but was told “not to teach the 
Politburo its business” (Braithwaite, 2011, p.77).  The limit on force size required Soviet 
leaders to use specialised troops (such as airborne units and KGB) in conventional roles, and 
rely on DRA—particularly the Army—from the outset.  The DRA Army had little popular 
support and had not succeeded in stabilising the country (potentially because alienation by the 
Khalq regime had undermined the DRA Army’s loyalty). 

According to US Army counterinsurgency doctrine (Department of the Army, 2014, pp. 
6-3–6-4), counterinsurgency requires independent action and community engagement by 
dispersed forces.  This sort of approach requires a dispersed command and control system, 
featuring delegation of authority, and strong decision-making ability in soldiers and junior 
leaders.  The Red Army’s design had anticipated the frequent destruction and replacement of 
entire regiments and divisions (as experienced in World War Two).  This had created a heavily 
centralised force suitable to deploy massive units on simple tasks.  All decision-making relied 
on officers and authority for key decisions was held at high levels (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 179).  
The conscript soldiers had limited experience, were not trained to lead, and had no “regular 
army” cadre of career senior soldiers.  The most experienced soldiers were often the most 
problematic as they were focused on their impending release from service (Braithwaite, 2011, 
Ch 8).  In addition to creating adverse propaganda outcomes, and diverting officers from 
decision-making to procedural duties, this placed a disproportionate burden for combat success 
on the KGB and Airborne units (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 9). 
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Measured against the force-to-population ratio recommended in current US stability 
doctrine, the Soviet force was too small to stabilise Afghanistan.  The population of 
Afghanistan at the time was about 13,306,500 (Worldometers.info, 2019).  Based on the 
benchmark planning figure of 20 security personnel per 1000 population (Department of 
Defense, 2016), the combined Soviet and Afghan forces needed to be about 266,000—perhaps 
higher given the number and aggressiveness of the Mujahideen. 

The PDPA were dependent on the Soviet occupation to stay in power and had a history 
of venal behaviour.  They were therefore unlikely to take action that would allow the Soviet 
force to leave (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 272–284).  As the Soviets had aligned success to the 
PDPA, they were vulnerable to intervention force entanglement as described in the literature 
review.  This created the risk that the apparent lack of progress would erode the USSR’s resolve 
to continue the campaign. 

Opportunities 

The USSR was well situated to intervene in Afghanistan for several reasons.  Its long common 
border with Afghanistan gave it the opportunity to project and support a force into northern 
Afghanistan comparatively easily. 

As described under Strengths, the USSR had been positively influencing Afghan elites 
since the 1920s.  Even Mujahideen leaders such as Ahmad Shah “Massoud” (a nom de guerre 
meaning “The Fortunate”) and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar had taken advantage of education 
provided under Soviet guidance.  Many of the northern population such as DRA Army cavalry 
leader (later First Vice President of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan) Abdul Rashid 
“Dostum” (a nom de guerre meaning, “My Friend”) identified “communism” with a modern 
European lifestyle, rather than a particular economic system—its antithesis being feudalism 
rather than capitalism (Williams, 2013, pp. 91–92, 99, 285).  “Dostum” emerged as the most 
prominent Uzbek leader through DRA and Soviet patronage (Williams, 2013, Ch. 13).  This, 
with the Uzbek support for Soviet/Russian modernising influences, aligned a significant 
portion of the Uzbek population towards the USSR and DRA. 

Some Mujahideen, such as Jamiat-e-Islami, regarded the PDPA, rather than the USSR, 
as their true enemy, and were happy to have a truce with Soviet forces (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 
186–187).  Therefore, the USSR may have had an opportunity to foster a regime based on 
Uzbek loyalists and northern Mujahideen, happy to accept USSR aid without wishing to 
impose communist economic or social models.  Such a regime may have been eager for Soviet 
conventional combat forces to leave, and therefore disposed to work towards conditions that 
would allow the departure of these forces—the reverse of the situation with the PDPA, who 
were reliant on the presence of USSR forces for their power and survival and therefore 
potentially reluctant to help them achieve stability. 
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Threats 

The USSR faced a number of threats.  The direct threat included the Mujahideen and the private 
forces of any significant actors (such as warlords, remote communities, or PDPA members’ 
security details) it decided to act against.  While the intervention force could easily access 
northern Afghanistan, it was vulnerable while it moved south through mountain passes in 
insurgent controlled territory (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 9). 

The US and its allies constituted a potential threat.  They were ideological enemies of the 
USSR, and the intervention was a potential opportunity to undermine the USSR, divert Soviet 
forces from potential discretionary operations elsewhere in the world, and support Pakistan as 
a balancer to Soviet/Chinese-influenced India.  Pakistan also constituted a potential threat.  This 
state saw opportunities to reduce unauthorised movement (including millions of refugees) 
across their western border, provide support to a Muslim ally, and increase US involvement in 
the area, helping them balance against the Soviet/Chinese-influenced India (Crile, 2003).  
Islamist movements in the Central Asian Soviet Socialist Republics, as well as Muslim 
communities in Russia, constituted another potential threat.  Islamist revolution in Afghanistan 
raised the risk of similar revolutions inside the USSR.  This may have added to the pressure on 
the USSR to act quickly rather than deliberately (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 2). 

Start State 

The USSR started the intervention from a neutral position in terms of strategic advantage or 
disadvantage.  They had several advantages.  Soviet advisors had heavily influenced the 
Afghan elite—particularly in the security forces.  The USSR had one of the world’s most 
powerful militaries.  Their long common border afforded them relatively easy access to 
northern Afghanistan.  Many of the northern population were sympathetic to the USSR and 
identified “communism” with a modern European lifestyle, rather than a particular system of 
modern government (Williams, 2013, pp. 90–92). 

However, the USSR faced significant disadvantages as it commenced the intervention, 
despite its military strength and capability.  Because of the strategic priority on Europe, the 
Afghanistan intervention was limited in size and in the nature of forces available.  This required 
the USSR to rely on Afghan forces to prevent violent upheavals and maintain whichever regime 
was to remain after the intervention force left.  Even with both forces combined, the security 
forces were well below the bench-mark force ratio of 20 security forces per 1000 population.  
The high motivation of the Mujahideen, the propensity in rural Afghan society to solve 
problems with armed conflict, and the inaccessible nature of much of the country were likely 
to increase the level of violence and insurgent resolve to fight.  Additionally, the Khalq PDPA 
regime with President Amin at its head was not viable and had effectively brought communism 
into disrepute in Afghanistan (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 2; Boot, 2013, pp. 485–486).  Further, 
the Soviets were concerned that Amin was turning towards the West (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 
70–76).  The intervention force faced direct threats from the Mujahideen.  Potential threats at 
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the strategic level (the US, NATO, other US allies, and Iran), constrained USSR actions and 
limited its investment, and were well placed to participate directly in support of the 
Mujahideen. 

Campaign Objectives 

The authorities consulted (Bennigsen, 1981; Blank, 1991; Cox, 1991; Grau, 1996; Bergen, 
2001; Tanner, 2002; Dudik, 2009; Feifer, 2009; Barfield, 2010; Tepperman, 2010; Wheaton, 
2010; Braithwaite, 2011; Matthew, 2011; and Fremont-Barnes, 2012) cited differing versions 
of the wording of the objectives assigned to the intervention force.  Based on common themes, 
one may infer the following objectives: 

- Establish a stable, legitimate Afghan government, aligned to the Soviet Union.  
This was the main operational level outcome.  The regime the intervention force 
left behind would have to be viable in the long term, with low likelihood of violent 
upheavals. 

- Deny Afghanistan to US Influence.  With the majority of the USSR’s national 
power devoted to confrontation with the US and its allies, any solution that would 
allow increased US influence in Afghanistan would have been unacceptable. 

- Deter the US from influencing actions on the borders of the Soviet Union.  As 
the Soviet Union and US were engaged in a series of proxy conflicts, it was 
desirable for the intervention’s conduct to send a message discouraging US-
sponsored action on the Soviet Union’s borders.  Hence, allowing the US or its 
allies successes in anti-regime actions in Afghanistan would have been a setback to 
strategic interests. 

- Deter anti-communist actions by Muslim groups in Soviet Socialist Republics.  
Ongoing Islamist violence in Afghanistan risked similar violence starting in Muslim 
areas of the Soviet Union—particularly in the Caucasus and Central Asia. 

Armed Groups in the Theatre 

The following groups were active in the theatre and its surrounds: 

- Mujahideen:  As Afghanistan was a largely feudal society outside the Soviet-
influenced cities, there were militias loyal to local leaders.  However, by the time 
of western support to Mujahideen groups, western powers identified the following 
major groups for support (all Sunni, and all largely Pashtun except Jamiat-e Islami) 
(Tanner, 2009; Barfield, 2010; Braithwaite, 2011; Tellis, 2012): 

o Jamiat-e Islami: A largely Tajik group led by Professor Burhannidin 
Rabbani, with Ahmad Shah “Massoud,” Ustad Zabiullah, Ismail Khan and 
Atta Mohammad Noor as subordinate commanders.  “Massoud” had attended 
a French school in Kabul, and was studying engineering at Kabul University 
when he entered Jamiat via student activism.  He was Jamiat’s military 
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commander for the duration of the USSR conventional force presence (and 
subsequently until 2001). 

o Hizb-e-Islami Gulbuddin: led by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, another former 
Kabul University engineering student. 

o Hizb-e-Islami Khalis:  a break-away from Hizb-e-Islami Gulbuddin, led by 
Mohammad Khalis.  

o Islamic Union for the Liberation of Afghanistan: Originally intended as a 
federation of other existing groups, it became a separate group, led by Abdul 
Rasul Sayyaf. 

o National Islamic Front for Afghanistan: A Sufist group formed by Sayed 
Ahmad Gailani from Afghan exiles in Pakistan.  It had a secular stance, and 
was more focused on independence than Islamism, advocating a western-
style separation of religion and state. 

o Afghanistan National Liberation Front: led by Sibghatullah Mojaddedi. 

o Revolutionary Islamic Movement: led by Mohammad Nabi Mohammadi. 

- After the Soviet intervention, Pakistan and Al Qaeda sponsored the formation of 
Markaz Dawa-wal-Irshad, later to evolve into Lashkar-e-Tayyiba, a Sunni group 
(still prominent today, refocused towards India) in the eastern provinces near the 
Pakistan border. (Siddique, 2008) 

- Iran identified eight Shia groups for support.  As the majority of Afghan Shias are 
Hazaran, the groups were active mostly in the “Hazarajat” in the mountainous 
central provinces, and near the Iran border.  While there were a number of groups, 
only a small proportion of the Afghan population are Shia.  Therefore, the groups 
were unlikely to have had numbers comparable to the Sunni groups.  They were: 

o Afghan Hezbollah, led by Karim Agmadi Yak Daste. 

o Nasr Party, led by Mohammad Hussein Sadiqi. 

o Corps of Islamic Revolution Guardians of Afghanistan: led by Sheikh 
Akbari. 

o The Islamic Movement of Afghanistan: led by Mohammad Asif Muhsini. 

o Committee of Islamic Agreement: led by Sayeed Ali Behesti and Sayeed 
Djagran. 

o The Islamic Revolution Movement: led by Mosbah Sade. 

o Raad party: led by Sayeed Abdul Jaffair Nadiri. 

- The strength of the Mujahideen grew to about 250,000 (including many former 
DRA Army members) by the end of the USSR intervention, making it very difficult 
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for the 40th Army Limited Detachment to dominate them militarily, except through 
local overmatch aided by technology (Braithwaite, 2011). 

- DRA Army:   

o The DRA Army was heavily Soviet-influenced, and the officers largely pro-
Soviet, at least prior to the USSR intervention (Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 3; 
Williams, 2013, p. 91).  Many had done initial training and/or higher training 
in the USSR and spoke Russian.  The exceptions were a small number who 
had received western training, prior to the Saur Rebellion.  Many of these, 
such as later Chief of the post-2001 Afghan National Army, Sher Mohammad 
Karimi (trained at the Royal Military Academy–Sandhurst and at US 
Infantry, Airborne and Special Forces Schools, and National Defense 
University), were arrested after the Saur Rebellion due to their potential 
western sympathies (Afghan Bios website, 2019), with some released into 
exile.  One may infer that these exiles were highly likely to join the 
Mujahideen.  As the first stage of the Soviet operation involved targeting the 
Khalq regime, and removing Amin from power, there was a possibility that 
the DRA Army units in Kabul would respond to disrupt the attack.  
(Braithwaite, 2011, Ch 3). 

o In 1979, the DRA Army was ten divisions in size (about 200,000), with 
Soviet weapons and equipment, including aircraft, armoured vehicles and 
artillery.  However, the presence of the 40th Army prompted large sections of 
the Army to revolt, and side with the Mujahideen (Tanner, 2002, Ch 9).  By 
1980, its effective strength had fallen to 25,000, prompting increased 
conscription.  This restored the total strength of the Army, the Police and the 
State Information Agency to 40,000 by 1982 and an asserted strength of 
about 150,000 by 1989 (Braithwaite, 2011, p.138; Fremont-Barnes, 2012, E-
Pub Loc. 1611).  However, this figure may have been inflated (Barfield, 
2010).  At least the Army and Police, and possibly the State Information 
Agency, contained many Mujahideen sympathisers and infiltrators 
(Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 137–138).  Logically, one might infer that the DRA 
Army underwent a significant dilution of capability of these services, given 
a seven-fold expansion in ten years, particularly as the expansion was 
achieved by countering the high rates of attrition and desertion with 
conscription (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 137).  Additionally, this army was about 
75% of the strength of the current Afghan National Army that has struggled 
to control a much lower number of insurgents since becoming operational in 
2003 (Jones, 2017).  The DRA conscription policy enabled a steady stream 
of recruits, but further alienated the population.  While in some northern 
areas, military service was seen as an employment opportunity (Williams, 
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2013, p. 103), many of the population resented conscription, their resentment 
extending to the intervention force (Barfield, 2010, pp. 183–184). 

- DRA Police:  In addition to the State Information Agency or “Secret Police” (see 
below), the DRA maintained a system of police organisations, including local 
police, border police, and paramilitary gendarmerie (Barfield, 2010; Braithwaite, 
2011). 

- State Information Agency (Khadamat-e Etelaate-e Dawlati—KhAD):  This 
security agency was trained by the Soviet Committee for State Security (Komitet 
Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti—KGB).  They were strongly communist-oriented, 
and well suited to partnering with the KGB to identify and locate Mujahideen 
members (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 134–138).  References to them suggests that they 
were focused on collection (particularly with respect to political dissidents such as 
the Mujahideen) and enforcement of loyalty to the regime (Braithwaite, 2011; 
Fremont-Barnes, 2012; Williams, 2013).  Blank (1991, E-Pub Loc. 1122) asserted 
that the Soviet force seldom gained more than local tactical successes as a result of 
KhAD information, raising the possibility that they had limited capability for or 
interest in operational or strategic intelligence assessment, as would befit a national 
intelligence agency.  This is likely to have undermined the campaign level of 
Soviet/Afghan counterinsurgency. 

Campaign Design 

The Soviets designed their campaign around the following decisive events: 

- Replace the disruptive Khalqist Amin regime with a more moderate 
Parchamist regime under Babrak Karmal.  A force of KGB and airborne forces 
executed this task on 24 December 1979.  They used the existing advisor mission 
to build up forces in Kabul without prompting a DRA Army response (Braithwaite, 
2011).  They intended that this change would increase the acceptability of the 
PDPA, reducing the incentive to rebel.  This can be linked to Gurr’s theory that 
relative deprivation provokes insurgency.  This regime change was the basis of the 
Soviet stability mechanism. 

- Secure the cities, major routes, and major infrastructure.  The original design 
had the Soviet Forces (40th Army Group – Limited Detachment) execute this, in 
order to allow the DRA Army to act directly against the Mujahideen (Dudik, 2009; 
Matthews, 2011). 

- Destroy Mujahideen forces and bases.  The original design had the DRA Army 
devote all its projectable force to execute this task, while the Soviet forces provided 
logistic support and secured cities, major routes and major infrastructure (Grau, 
1996; Matthews, 2011). 
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- Interdict Mujahideen supplies along the Afghanistan–Pakistan border.  The 
original design had both the DRA Army and the Soviet forces execute this task 
(Grau, 1996). 

- Rebuild the DRA Army.  The Soviet force provided training and advice to 
“rebuild” the DRA Army.  This originated with the requirement to enhance the 
DRA Army as much as possible to deal with a growing Mujahideen force without 
conventional Soviet support, and was prolonged and constantly challenged by the 
high desertion rate described above.  (Braithwaite, 2011) 

- Withdraw Soviet conventional forces.  The original design involved the Soviet 
conventional forces departing, while the advisor force remained.  The design held 
that the withdrawal would follow the achievement of the above efforts—ideally 
within six months to a year.  (Feifer, 2009; Braithwaite, 2011) 

Campaign Execution 

The course of events caused the Soviets to execute the decisive events differently, as follows: 

- Replace the disruptive Khalqist Amin regime with a more moderate 
Parchamist regime under Babrak Karmal.  The Soviets managed to execute this 
step as planned.  However, their selection of another PDPA faction, albeit more 
moderate, did not provide sufficient difference to reduce the sense of relative 
deprivation.  (Braithwaite, 2011; Fremont-Barnes, 2012; Williams, 2013) 

- Secure the cities, major routes and major infrastructure.  The attrition 
(concurrent with a growing Mujahideen force) and ineffectiveness of the DRA 
Army denied the Soviets the intended force to do execute this task.  The 
intervention force had to divert conventional combat units into direct partnering 
with Afghan forces—often with the Soviet unit executing the most demanding 
tasks, while the DRA Army provided supporting functions, inverting the intended 
design.  While they enjoyed some success with irregular militias hostile to 
Mujahideen rule (such as the Uzbek cavalry under Abdul Rashid “Dostum”), they 
could not muster sufficient total force to also destroy Mujahideen forces and bases 
(Feifer, 2009, p. 113; Williams, 2013).  This undermined the security of cities, 
major routes and major infrastructure, leading to the widespread use of anti-
personnel mines, which further compromised their standing with the population 
(Cox, 1991).  Additionally, the unsuitability of the Soviet units to dispersed 
operations—particularly their lack of a professional NCO corps—came into play 
as the troops displayed poor discipline, widespread drug use (deliberately 
facilitated by the Mujahideen) (Feifer, 2009, pp. 182–185), and a tendency to either 
overreact or not fight (Braithwaite, 2011).  There appeared to be limited transfer of 
knowledge and experience from the long-standing and successful pre-1979 advisor 
mission to the 40th Army Limited Detachment, and the 40th Army sometimes made 
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a point of not providing support to the Soviet advisors with Afghan units (Fremont-
Barnes, 2012).  The 40th Army’s actions were significantly out of alignment, and 
exacerbated resistance to the DRA and its Soviet supporters. 

- Destroy Mujahideen forces and bases.  As above, the Soviets originally intended 
that the DRA Army would execute this task, with some intervention force support, 
but they had to devote their own conventional combat forces to it.  The combination 
of the Soviet and DRA forces was not sufficient to contain the steadily growing 
insurgent forces, or even to keep their northern supply routes open.  The Soviets 
were able to achieve some gains while they maintained a truce with Jamiat-e 
Islami—suspending effort on destroying northern Mujahideen (Braithwaite, 2011, 
pp. 185–187).  However, Jamiat’s goodwill was dependent, ultimately, on the 
Soviets replacing the PDPA regime, which they were not prepared to do.  
Additionally, the Soviets were subject to internal and PDPA pressure to attack 
Jamiat as well as the Pashtun and Shia groups, so they broke the cease-fire.  This 
led to their facing a markedly less favourable force ratio, and devoting effort and 
resources to holding their supply route through the Salang Pass open to Jamiat 
attack (Feifer, 2009, p. 251; Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 207, 213, 215–220).  Their 
effort to destroy the Mujahideen was further compromised by foreign aid by the 
US, Pakistan, Iran and others including Germany, France, Italy and Japan (Tanner, 
2002).  Further, Al Qaeda cooperated with Pakistan in forming and supporting 
other groups, including Markaz Dawa-wal-Irshad (later to evolve into Lashkar-e 
Tayyaba) (Siddique, 2008).  While the foreign assistance may not have had a 
decisive effect on force ratios, it is likely to have decisively influenced perceptions, 
creating a general expectation that the Soviets would lose.  The overall effect was 
that the Soviet-DRA force lacked sufficient capacity to secure infrastructure and 
destroy the Mujahideen.  The Soviets attempted to compensate for their lack of 
manpower by using large scale force, and clearing the population from rural areas 
(Fremont-Barnes, 2012, E-Pub Loc. 632–857; Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 8).  Most of 
the population maintained their support to the Mujahideen despite the attempted 
coercion, as had been the case in Vietnam.  This, again, seems to reinforce Gurr’s 
theory that relative deprivation is the driving force of resistance, while suggesting 
that intervention forces adopt a cautious approach to Rational Choice Theory. 

- Interdict Mujahideen supplies along the Afghan–Pakistan border.  This event 
was compromised by the lack of Soviet-DRA capacity described above.  
Additionally, the active involvement of Pakistan, and the US and allies operating 
from Pakistan, further impeded this effort. 

- Rebuild the DRA Army.  The Soviet forces (the 40th Army and the advisor group) 
worked to rebuild the DRA Army at the same time as employing it.  However, the 
on-going requirement to employ the DRA Army compromised this effort. 
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- Withdraw the Soviet Conventional Forces.  While the 40th Army completed this 
task, they did not do so as a result of the achievement of the above efforts.  Rather,  
the low likelihood of success led to a loss of commitment, and re-assignment of 
effort to national priorities. 

Approaches to Armed Groups 

The Soviets’ desired strategic outcomes required the maintenance of the PDPA regime.  Soviet 
strategic level decision makers assessed that the intransigent attitude of the Mujahideen 
towards this regime required that a more moderate version be installed, and that the Mujahideen 
be destroyed or neutralised to the extent that the regime was able to survive without Soviet 
conventional force presence.  This did not preclude truces with Mujahideen groups, which was 
a potential approach to neutralisation.  However, it did constrain the Soviets to basing national 
leadership on the Parcham faction of the PDPA, rather than, for example, a moderate 
Mujahideen group such as Jamiat-e-Islami, or a non-communist democratic model.  The 40th 
Army and the advisors were bound to this national policy, and therefore obliged to forego the 
opportunities for empowering an alternative regime.  As a result of this requirement, and central 
to their campaign plan, the Soviets provided direct aid to the DRA forces.  While this was 
arguably an extension of their previous decades of assistance, this assistance had in some ways 
undermined the capability of Afghan security forces after the Saur Rebellion, when the DRA 
regime marginalised, imprisoned or exiled US-trained Afghans, such as General Karimi.  As 
Karimi had received US and UK training, including special forces and counterinsurgency 
training, he may have been invaluable to the regime in combating the Mujahideen (Afghan 
Bios website, accessed 23 Jun 2019). 

Where on the Success Scale? 

The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan is assessed as very low on the success scale.  At the 
time the 40th Army Limited Detachment handed over to the Soviet advisor program, 
Mujahideen groups controlled much of the country outside Kabul, so that the regime was not 
viable in the long term.  While the DRA outlasted the USSR (and retained post-Soviet Russian 
advisors), it suffered repeated setbacks during the civil war that followed the 40th Army’s 
withdrawal (Braithwaite, 2011, Williams, 2013).  The intervention (and subsequent advisor 
missions) had not succeeded in ceasing Mujahideen operations (either through defeating them, 
or co-opting or coercing them into negotiation), enabling the DRA Army to suppress them, or 
addressing the relative deprivation that provoked them.  The Mujahideen, led by Jamiat-e 
Islami, established the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan a few years after the Soviet departure, 
then were overthrown by the Taliban, who were overthrown by the US-led response to their 
refusal to hand over Osama Bin Laden following the 2001 attacks on the World Trade Centre. 

Given that Afghanistan had been stable from 1920 to the 1970s, and in a state of conflict 
from 1979 to the present, one may infer that the USSR’s intervention had an extremely negative 
effect on Afghanistan’s stability.  Given that the US and its allies supported a successful 
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Mujahideen takeover of Afghanistan (Tanner, 2002); and the USSR’s Cold War adversaries, 
the US and its NATO allies, remain deployed in Afghanistan at time of writing, with a 
significant influence over its government; one may infer that the intervention failed to achieve 
its objectives regarding the US and the Central Asian republics/states. 

Links Between Approaches to Armed Groups and Campaign Success 

The intervention started with significant disadvantages.  Therefore, it is possible that even a 
campaign based on effective practices might not have succeeded.  However, the campaign 
started with operational successes—including the removal of the abusive regime, which had 
the potential to reduce the level of relative deprivation and start to create Positive Peace.  The 
initial success was followed by ten years of operational stasis or, setbacks incurred through the 
actions of the intervention force, despite their tactical successes.  The USSR targeted the 
Mujahideen.  It supported the PDPA Parcham regime (including their unpopular conscription 
policy), which most of the population appear not to have distinguished from the Khalq regime.  
This approach seems to have directly compromised the USSR’s achievement of a stable pro-
Soviet Afghanistan, and other objectives.  (Cox, 1991; Dudik, 2009; Matthews, 2011; 
Braithwaite, 2011). 

Possibly because of the low force-to-population ratio, the Soviet force relied on heavy 
use of firepower to achieve their tactical successes.  This led to popular resentment, which 
potentially transferred some relative deprivation from the PDPA to them, and encouraged 
Mujahideen recruiting (Tepperman, 2010; Feifer, 2009).  Additionally, the PDPA appear to 
have assessed that their regime depended on the USSR presence for survival and may have 
deliberately have not achieved the progress required for the state to maintain security without 
the Soviet presence (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 272–284).  This raised the possibility of 
intervention force entanglement.  Further, the expenditure required to support ongoing 
conventional military action against the Mujahideen, and apparent lack of progress, were 
inconsistent with Soviet domestic expectations arising from détente with the West (Grau, 1996, 
E-pub Loc 130), potentially undermining Soviet resolve.  These factors may have imposed 
additional limits on their investment, exacerbating the Soviet problem of insufficient combat 
power.  This lack of success bolstered the credibility, and subsequently the capability, of the 
Mujahideen (Fremont-Barnes, 2012, E-Pub, Loc. 530; Feifer, 2009, p. 252). 

Alternative Explanations for the Degree of Success 

The Soviet intervention force never reached the size of the International Security Assistance 
Force in the 21st Century, which took several years of direct action to recapture most of 
Afghanistan from the Taliban and other insurgent movements (a fraction the strength of the 
Mujahideen) by the end of 2012 (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 77, 201; Cordesman, 2012, p. 6).  
Therefore, one may infer that the USSR’s intervention force had little chance of stabilising 
Afghanistan through direct action.  This made them entirely dependent on the DRA Army, 
which never reached the size of the current Afghan National Army which was unable to retain 
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ISAF’s gains after assuming the lead in 2015 (Gurcan, 2016; Felbab-Brown, 2017).  The PDPA 
had promised to “empty mosques within a year” (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 42).  Aligning with an 
overtly atheist regime was likely to engender resentment (leading to relative deprivation) 
everywhere except PDPA heartlands (typically urban elite areas) (Braithwaite, 2011, p. 17; 
Feifer, 2009, pp. 21–25).  This, again, may have predisposed the USSR towards conflict with 
Mujahideen groups.  It is also likely to have raised the negotiation threshold, and the raised the 
requisite force ratio beyond the benchmark of 20 security personnel per 1000 population, which 
was itself much higher than the combined 40th Army Limited Detachment and DRA Army, 
Police and KhAD could achieve.  The small Soviet intervention force may, equally, have been 
incapable of assisting any Mujahideen group to win primacy over the others, or over the DRA. 

Therefore, one may infer that the USSR’s underinvestment in their intervention force 
denied them options to either support the state against the Mujahideen or coerce the 
Mujahideen into negotiating peace with an acceptable regime.  If the intervention force had 
lacked the strength to assist any chosen group to victory—DRA or Mujahideen—then any 
accommodation they made with one group would still not have enabled them to stabilise 
Afghanistan.  The intervention force suffered further from its unsuitability for stability or 
counterinsurgency operations, lacking the flexibility provided by decentralised command and 
control, and apparently lacking counterinsurgency doctrine, with its de facto doctrine of 
common practices in counterinsurgency (Johnson, 1990) reliant on coercion and rational 
choice theory, and likely to exacerbate relative deprivation. 

Other themes arising: 

The Soviet President, Leonid Brezhnev, was a personal friend of Taraki.  When Amin had 
Taraki killed, Brezhnev was personally outraged, commenting that Taraki and Amin had led 
the revolution together (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 62–70).  This may have hastened his decision 
to intervene, replacing Amin’s Khalq regime with Babrak’s Parcham regime.  While the USSR 
removed the PDPA Khalq regime that had generated the relative deprivation, the Parcham 
regime they installed was still part of the PDPA, whom the Mujahideen and potentially the 
wider population regarded as the enemy.  This may have predisposed the Mujahideen, 
including Jamiat and other northern groups, towards resisting the Soviets along with the PDPA. 

The USSR had conducted successful advisor activities since the 1920s and had achieved 
significant influence in Afghanistan.  This degree of influence led to Soviet themes in 
modernisation (e.g., communism, gender equality and secularism) that may have contributed 
to a Soviet perspective of Positive Peace or perhaps Justpeace.  However, they were not of 
direct importance to the USSR’s influence over Afghanistan but raised resentment among the 
populace.  When the Khalq regime took over, their overreaction to resistance engendered 
relative deprivation, inducing armed resistance by the Mujahideen. 

Had the Soviets slowed down the rate at which their supporters introduced Russian or 
European culture and values to Afghanistan, they may not have induced the formation of 
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Mujahideen groups, or the republican or communist revolutions.  This reflects the external 
perspective of the Soviets, whose vision of “progress” was actually a source of relative 
deprivation for many of the Afghan population.  This suggests a requirement for a cultural 
filter to rational choice theory.  To westerners, as perhaps to the Soviets, the “rational choice” 
for Afghans would have been the modernisation and increased living standards offered by the 
the Parcham regime.  This form of socialism had been attractive to Uzbeks, such as Dostum 
(Williams, 2013, pp. 90–92).  However, to other elements of the population, it was a source of 
deprivation. 

Overall Assessment 

The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan was failing at the time external factors caused the USSR 
to cease their advisor mission, and its conventional phase had ended unsuccessfully.  While 
they replaced the Khalq regime with a Parcham regime, this regime was not viable in the long 
term at the time they ceased the direct intervention, and was continuing to fail at the time the 
collapse of the USSR ended the advisor mission.  The DRA Army never reached a stage at 
which it was capable of controlling the Mujahideen without Soviet assistance.  Despite the 
USSR’s significant strengths, a number of factors, some avoidable, contributed to the Soviets’ 
lack of success. 

The USSR did not generate a large enough force—unilaterally or with Afghan forces—
to maintain control over the country.  The Mujahideen, viewed as a whole, outnumbered the 
combined security forces, were highly motivated, and had significant popular support.  This 
appears to have directly affected the USSR’s chances of success as the security forces spent 
much of their time struggling to survive. 

It appears that the USSR had an opportunity to arrive at agreements with certain insurgent 
groups, including the one (Jamiat-e Islami) that eventually supplanted the DRA (Braithwaite, 
2011; Feifer, 2009; Tanner, 2002).  Reducing the number of threat forces through co-opting 
some of them into a new governance model could have reduced the upward pressure on force 
ratio and potentially lowered the insurgent resolve to fight.  Therefore, while not certain due to 
the limit on force size, it is possible that the USSR may have increased its chances of achieving 
stability through such agreements, and that making counterinsurgency a central aspect of its 
campaign was counterproductive. 

Case Three: The United States- and Second United Nations-Led Interventions in Somalia 

Situation Prompting the Intervention∫ 

After the end of colonial rule in 1960, British Somaliland and Italian Somaliland merged into 
the Somali Democratic Republic (now the Federal Republic of Somalia).  Major General Siad 
Barre seized power in a military coup in 1969.  Barre’s regime was generally regarded as 
abusive, prompting the formation of several clan-based insurgent groups, including the Somali 
Salvation Democratic Front, the Somali Nationalist Movement, and the United Somali 
Congress.  These groups cooperated enough to overthrow the Barre regime in 1991, after which 
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Somalia's security and stability degraded as the militias competed for power.  Ongoing conflict 
led to famine and humanitarian crisis, as well a break-down of the functions of government as 
multiple armed groups vied for control over food, infrastructure and services (Yates, 2003).  
This competition for control raised the likelihood of a humanitarian crisis.  Somalia therefore 
displayed none of the elements of stability. 

United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 751 directed that the UN support 
the delivery of food aid by deploying the UN Operation in Somalia—UNOSOM, later referred 
to as UNOSOM I.  UNOSOM I was unable to implement UNSCR 751 because of “lawlessness, 
insecurity and violence prevented the delivery of food aid” (UN, 1996, pp. 19–20).  Designed 
to assist aid delivery and monitor a cease-fire between militias, UNOSOM I lacked the combat 
power to control the activities of armed militias who made no effort to apply the cease-fire, 
disrupted the distribution of aid and acted directly against the intervention force (UNSCR 794, 
1992).  Aid organisations further empowered insurgenents by contracting them as “technical” 
(actually security) staff to mitigate the risk of providing aid where no other security was 
available, due to the failure of UNOSOM I (Baxter, 2013, E-Pub Loc. 361). 

Following UN casualties, UNSCR 794 (UN, 1992) directed the distribution of food under 
Operation RESTORE HOPE.  It deployed the Unified Task Force (UNITAF) under US 
leadership, to hand over to UNOSOM II when the latter deployed.  UNITAF was required to 
provide security to UN forces already in Somalia, as well as UNOSOM II while it established; 
and to support stability to secure the distribution of food aid under Chapter VII of the UN 
Charter. (Baumann, 2003; Yates, 2003).  At this time (1992), the population of Somalia was 
about 7,500,000 (Worldometers.info, 2019). 

When UNOSOM II, including some US forces, assumed the lead, the US deployed a 
special operations task force (“Task Force Ranger”) to enable the capture of key militants, 
notably Mohammad Farah Aidid, leader of the United Somali Congress Habr Gidr, and his key 
subordinates (Bowden, 1999, pp. 26–27, 71–75; Baxter, 2013, E-Pub Loc. 987).  While acting 
in support of UNOSOM II, Task Force Ranger had a separate US command chain.  The 
combined intent of UNOSOM II and Task Force Ranger was to enable lasting stability and 
support the distribution of food aid without it becoming a commodity for militia groups. 

SWOT Analysis: US/UN-Led Intervention in Somalia 

Figure 10 summarises the SWOT analysis of the US/UN-led intervention in Somalia, with 
detail in the following paragraphs. 
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Figure 10: SWOT Analysis of the US/UN-Led Intervention in Somalia 

Strengths 

The US had UN support and a coalition of countries prepared to contribute forces (Baxter, 
2013; Baumann, 2013).  It had extremely high conventional military capability; and was 
arguably the most capable military power on earth.  The end of the Cold War or “End of 
History” (Fukuyama, 1992) had given the US more flexibility in the deployment of forces, and 
allowed it to invest in an all-volunteer force, which was both more capable than, and lacked 
the political limitations imposed by, the conscript force deployed to Vietnam.  The US had 
demonstrated its strategic and operational agility (at least in conventional operations and 
surgical special forces operations) in the liberation of Kuwait from Iraq.  The Kuwait success 
may also have lowered domestic US aversion to discretionary military operations.  The US had 
the combat power to defeat any of the threat forces independently, as long as it had the strategic 
resolve to use the requisite degree of force and sustain casualties doing so.  The UNITAF and 
UNOSOM II forces varied between 25,000 and 35,000.  This created force ratios of between 3 
and 5 security personnel per 1000 population (higher than achieved by the USSR and DRA, 
combined, in Afghanistan).  While this is below the recommended benchmark of 20, it is 
possible that the force multipliers of a technologically advanced force, combined with the facts 
that the intervention forces were not initially tasked to directly target militias and that the 
distribution of food aid was popular with the local population, could have mitigated the 
requirement for that ratio. 

UNOSOM II had the inherent strength that comes of international resolve, and 
international credibility, underpinning a UN operation.  Additionally, it had US support as a 
significant strength, although this needed to be judiciously applied if it was to realise its 
potential as an advantage. 

Strengths Weaknesses
• The interventions had the advantage of being UN-endorsed or –led.
• There was strong international support for and contribution to the coalition.
• The US in particular, and some of its allies, had high levels of military capability. 

The US had recently demonstrated extremely high capability in the liberation of 
Kuwait. It had the combat power to defeat any threat forces independently.

• The end of the Cold War had reduced the proportion of US forces required in 
Europe.

• While the UNITAF and UNOSOM II force-to-population ratios were well below 
the current US doctrinal benchmark of 20 security forces per 1000 population, 
they enjoyed combat multipliers in technology.

• The US was a liberal democracy embarking on a discretionary intervention, and 
therefore potentially lacked resilience to negative perceptions arising from, for 
instance, tactical setbacks.

• The UNITAF and UNOSOM II, as diverse coalitions, suffered weaknesses such as 
divergent national strategic guidance (e.g., Italy insisting on maintaining its own 
bilateral relationship with Somalia), disrupted command and control, and 
difficulty in large scale tasking, as described by Smith (2005).

• The transition to UNOSOM II increased the troop density, but reduce the 
capability level of units.

• The UNOSOM II “QRF” task precipitated direct conflict with militias, increasing 
the level of violence.

• The US and some allies suffered from flawed intelligence on Somali culture and 
history, so did not predict the resolve of and popular support for the militias 
once direct conflict had started.

• Strategic pressure to “normalize” by creating and handing over to a police force 
led to the intervention forces ceding control over security, and led to less 
capable forces having to take over an already imperfect security situation.

Opportunities Threats
• The initial absence of a counterinsurgency task gave UNITAF broad options to 

achieve stability without entering direct conflict with militias.
• Somalia was a coastal country, close to major US forces and combatant 

commands. This simplified force projection and logistics.

• The principal threat came from several militias which were disrupting aid 
efforts.

• The militias were not a cohesive group, complicating negotiations in the even 
that the intervention forces sought to avoid direct counterinsurgency 
operations.

• The subsequent counterinsurgency task required the direct targeting of the 
USC, and resultant increase in violence.

• Neighbouring countries were profiting from the intervention, so had no 
incentive to prevent armed groups from basing out of their territory.

• All contenders for political control were participating in criminal activity, 
limiting options for a negotiated solution.
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Weaknesses 

Notwithstanding the strengths outlined above, the US was a liberal democracy embarking on a 
discretionary intervention, and therefore potentially lacked resilience.  Armed intervention—
particularly involving aggressive military action—was unpopular in western liberal 
democracies (Baxter, 2013, E-Pub Loc. 396).  The popular mission and capable forces 
mitigated but did not terminate the risk that a minor but well-publicised tactical setback would 
undermine its national resolve. 

While the US was the lead nation in UNITAF, and influential in UNOSOM II, the US 
was operating in a UN coalition environment, with the obstacles to unified effort that Smith 
(2005, pp. 301–303) described as being common in coalitions.  An example of multinational 
weaknesses can be seen in the Italian contingent, citing their colonial past, applying national 
caveats to maintain their own “special relationship” with Somali leaders (Baumann, 2003, p. 
192).  When UNOSOM II commenced, the US became reliant on forces of much lower 
capability and was operating with a mission parallel to that of the UN forces, as well as being 
required to provide them with a quick reaction force (QRF).  The QRF task precipitated direct 
conflict with militias (Bowden, 1999, pp. 113, 147; Baxter, 2013, E-Pub Loc 900, 958–977, 
1007), which risked an increase to the level of violence, and decrease to the militia leaders’ 
willingness to negotiate. 

The US and at least some allies suffered from flawed intelligence product, particularly 
with respect to understanding of Somali culture and history, and the resolve of the militias once 
engaged in armed conflict (Baumann, 2003, p. 209). 

Opportunities 

The initial absence of a counterinsurgency task gave the US and its allies a broad range of 
options to achieve stability without entering into conflict with militias.  An approach which 
minimised the tendency to conflict could have mitigated the below-benchmark force ratio and 
lowered the negotiation threshold.  However, this was only a limited opportunity.  Avoiding 
conflict with the militias in circumstances when the US lacked the power to control them could 
have increased the risk of unchecked militia action leading tactical setbacks, and subsequently 
to negative messaging and loss of coalition resolve or integrity. 

The theatre was in Africa, on the Indian Ocean, and close to Europe, US Europe 
Command, Africa Command and Central Command forces; and comparatively accessible to 
Pacific Command naval forces (including marines).  This gave the UN and US practically 
unlimited logistic support and forces to draw on, provided the mandate permitted it, and the 
force on the ground could absorb and employ the support. 

Threats 

The US and UN initially had no counterinsurgency task.  This gave them the option of 
negotiating with militias to pursue their desired outcomes (aid distributed securely), without 
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attempting to destroy or neutralise them.  However, the militias were not a cohesive group, 
complicating any such negotiations (see below re Armed Groups).  Further, the US and UN 
may have found some of these forces were too egregious to tolerate.  Additionally, their 
subsequent targeting of Aidid and his United Somali Congress (USC) and Somali National 
Alliance (SNA) forces required them to regard the USC and associated militias as threats.  The 
militias were not tactical matches for the US forces in symmetrical battles but posed significant 
threats to some of the other UN contingents.  Additionally, they later demonstrated effective 
employment of fire and manoeuvre in cities that the US had difficulty dealing with in incidents 
such as the “Battle of the Mogadishu” described by Bowden (1999) in Blackhawk Down. 

Neighbouring countries were making a profit by providing infrastructure to aid missions 
and other activities in Somalia (Mahmood, 2001, p. 41).  This disincentivised actions that might 
have reduced the level of instability (and requirement for aid missions) in Somalia, such as 
improving the security of their borders.  While these nations may have been trying to retain aid 
organisations rather than the intervention forces in Somalia, this influence still raised the risk 
of intervention force entanglement, with associated undermining to the intervening powers’ 
resolve.  Additionally, the fact that all the contenders for political power were engaged in 
criminal activity created the potential to embed corrupt or criminal conduct in any emerging 
state.  This increased the chances of further structural violence, and relative deprivation, 
thereby reducing the chances of achieving Positive Peace.  While some of the intervention 
forces’ strengths and opportunities may have been mitigating factors for the low security force 
to population ratio, the threats are likely to have increased the required force ratio. 

Pressure to create a civilian police force and hand over to it as part of “normalisation” 
may have led to external pressure to hand over military tasks to poorly armed and trained local 
police, making them easy targets for militias, and encouraging militias to engage in armed 
attacks. 

Start State: US/UN-Led Intervention in Somalia 

The US and UN campaign started in a strategically neutral position.  The end of the Cold War 
had reduced the concurrent force commitments the US faced.  However, the considerable forces 
they had generated for the Cold War were mostly still mobilised, and had recently been 
developed by their experience in the liberation of Kuwait in 1991.  Additionally, the US 
operation was UN-endorsed, and had strong international participation.  The UN operation had 
the benefits of US support, and a wide selection of available forces.  Both forces enjoyed a 
comparatively simple logistic requirement once they had established initial points of entry and 
distribution systems. 

There was no strategic requirement to support a particular regime, allowing a range of 
options to set the conditions for safe aid distribution and initiate effective governance.  
However, the conduct of some militias made it likely that the intervention force would have to 
directly target them, and this was later directed by UNSCR 837.  Additionally, the disparate 
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nature of the militia groups, their level of capability, and the potential for them to impact on 
the mission made them significant threats, placing upward pressure on the requisite force ratio.  
The missions were multinational, with the discretionary nature of the operation compromising 
the resolve of troop contributing nations, reducing the overall resilience of the intervention 
forces—particularly UNOSOM II.  The regional environment carried some disadvantages, as 
neighbouring countries were profiting from their support to aid organisations, so had little 
incentive to take measures that would reduce the requirement for these organisations to operate 
in Somalia.  This aggravated the risk of the missions progressing slowly, with further damage 
to intervention force resolve. 

Campaign Objectives 

While specific lists of objectives varied between missions and mandates, the desired end-state 
of the series of mission, inferred from Mahmood (2001), Baumann (2003), and Yates (2003), 
comprised the following outcomes: 

- Provide open and free passage of relief supplies. 

- Provide security for convoys and relief organisations operations. 

- Assist UN/NGOs in providing humanitarian relief under UN auspices. 

- Relieve the famine and civil strife in Somalia. 

- Continue mine-clearing efforts. 

- Maintain peace between disparate factions. 

- Prevent and respond to outbreaks of fighting 

- Disarm persons not entitled to be carrying weapons 

- Restore peace in Mogadishu. 

Armed Groups in the Theatre 

As stated above, the US and allies had to contend with multiple armed groups in Somalia 
(Yates, 2003). 

- Former Barre forces.  Major General Siad Barre had been ejected in a coup in 
1991.  He and loyal forces attempted to regain power, but he was forced into exile 
later that year.  Some forces loyal to him, including former “Victory Pioneer” 
neighbourhood secret police units, remained active in Somalia after his exile. 

- Somali Salvation Democratic Front.  This militia formed in opposition to the 
Barre regime. 

- Somali National Movement.  This militia was formed in the UK by exiles opposed 
to the Barre regime, in response to his targeting of their ethnic group. 
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- Somali National Alliance.  A union of the Somali Patriotic Movement and the 
United Somali Congress Habr Gidr. 

- Somali Patriotic Movement.  Originally a pro-Barre group, the Somali Patriotic 
Movement joined the United Somali Congress Habr Gidr to form the Somali 
National Alliance. 

- United Somali Congress Abgal.  This faction of the anti-Barre United Somali 
Congress that followed Mohammad Abgal Farrah rather than Mohammad Aidid. 

- United Somali Congress Habr Gidr.  This faction of the United Somali Congress 
that followed Aidid, and joined the Somali Patriotic Movement to form the Somali 
National Alliance. 

Campaign Design 

UNITAF.  The US-led UNITAF mission had the following tasks, in preparation for the 
UNOSOM II mission. 

- Support to a massive infusion of food aid.  The original intent of the mission was 
to secure the distribution of food aid that UNOSOM I had not achieved.  All of 
these tasks assumed the achievement of security which, under UNSCR 837, 
involved direct action against the USC and SNA militias commanded by Aidid. 

- Aggressive expansion of supplementary feeding.  This outcome was linked to 
the previous one. 

- Provision of basic health services and mass measles immunisation.  This was 
an extension of the previous tasks, in which medical aid was delivered under the 
intended UNITAF security cover. 

- Urgent provision of clean water, sanitation and hygiene.  This task 
complemented the previous ones. 

- Provision of shelter materials, blankets and clothes.  This task complemented 
the previous ones. 

- Simultaneous delivery of seeds, tools, animal vaccines and food rations.  This 
task expanded the original direct aid efforts, with agricultural aid designed to 
improve the self-sufficiency of Somalia. 

- Prevention of further refugee outflows and promotion of returnee programs.  
This task contributed to the intended return to normalcy after the intervention 
achieved security. 

- Institution building and rehabilitation of civil society.  This task was an 
extension of the previous one, in which the mission developed stability in Somalia. 
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UNOSOM II.  The UN-led UNOSOM II mission (including US forces and supported by other 
US forces) had the following tasks: 

- Assume operational control from UNITAF.  An enabling step, this saw 
UNOSOM II assume security lead. 

- Deploy and assume operational control across Somalia.  Following the 
transition of security lead, UNOSOM II was intended to improve security, with UN 
forces assuming tactical responsibility from US forces. 

- Overcome isolated lawlessness, armed looters, and small scale inter-factional 
fighting, seen as the principal threat to security.  Imposing security would set 
conditions for the development efforts required to enable longer term stability. 

- Create a neutral Somali police force.  This would be an initial step in the state 
asserting a monopoly on the use of force, removing the justification for competing 
regimes to use force in “self defence.” 

- Scale down military activity and turn greater authority over to civil officials.  
This task was intended to achieve normalcy, with primacy of civilian authorities in 
exercising the state’s monopoly of force. 

- Redeploy or reduce UNOSOM II forces.  This task assumed that the previous 
stability efforts would succeed, and that Somali civilian authorities would be able 
to maintain stability after the draw-down of UNOSOM II forces. 

- Transition maintenance of order to Somalis.  Host nation forces assuming 
security lead would progress Somalia towards stability. 

Campaign Execution 

The US executed UNITAF and the transition to UN lead under UNOSOM II largely in 
alignment with the sequence described above.  However, the progression through UNOSOM, 
UNITAF and UNOSOM II command and control models disrupted continuity.  The interest of 
the militias in controlling the population by controlling the access to aid brought them into 
conflict with the intervention force (Baumann, 2003, p. 66, 70–74; Harper, 2012).  This conflict 
was inevitable, given the nature of the mission.  However, some discretionary aspects of the 
mission, with respect to direct targeting of militias, may unnecessarily have increased the level 
of conflict.  The tasks in the campaign design presumed the establishment of security.  For 
reasons outlined below, the intervention forces did not achieve this.  The aid- and institution-
based outcomes were most likely well considered, but the forces were not able to implement 
them because the protracted security contest led to escalating violence.  The following factors 
compromised the establishment of security: 

- After UNSCR 837, the humanitarian mission took on a counterinsurgency line of 
effort, which increased direct combat with militias (particularly Aidid's Somali 
National Alliance), thereby raising the level of violence, the negotiation threshold, 
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and the number of troops required.  While the US had access to additional forces, 
the limitations of the mandate, the parallel US/UN command chains, the and the 
fact that the militias escalated faster than the US and UN, complicated the degree 
to which the US and UN could use the force at its disposal. 

- The militias had support zones in large cities, such as Mogadishu, where the high 
civilian population and complex terrain reduced the advantages the security forces 
drew from technology and firepower (Baumann, 2003, pp. 177–191).  This was 
demonstrated famously in the use of “low-tech” weapons to disrupt Task Force 
Ranger operations, and shoot down helicopters as described by Bowden (1999, pp. 
pp. 110–111) in the book, Blackhawk Down.  This made the control of Mogadishu 
a key contest to establishing security, although it did not directly support the 
provision of aid.  It merely would have enabled the intervention forces to provide 
security for the provision of aid if they had won it.  While essential, this non-
alignment of resources and outcomes constituted an increased risk.  The 
intervention forces may have been able to reduce this risk if they had been able to 
avoid directly targeting militias.  The focus on urban terrain increasing the number 
of troops required, the risk of intervention force casualties, and the appetite for less 
risky solutions. 

- Overlapping UNITAF/UNOSOM II strength varied between 24,000 and 37,000—
about 3 to 5 security personnel per 1000 population, which was below the 
recommended baseline of 20. The nature of the mission initially offered mitigations 
to the security force to population ratio (lack of conflict, likely popular mission of 
humanitarian aid).  However, after the forces commenced action against the 
militias, the militias’ capability and local advantages are likely to have been 
significant aggravating factors. 

- The US sought to circumvent the unfavourable force ratio by targeting key militia 
leaders with a "light footprint" approach of Tier 1 (“Delta Force” unconventional 
warfare operators) and Tier 2 (“Ranger” troops trained in special assault tasks) 
special forces in "Task Force Ranger."  This “light footprint” targeting approach 
was later advocated by members of the Obama administration as counter-terrorism 
plus—an alternative to counterinsurgency (presumably meaning population-
centric counterinsurgency) (Woodward, 2010).  However, in this case, it was used 
as an adjunct to more troop-intensive UNOSOM II operations to secure aid 
distribution.  They continued this approach until attempts to capture one of Aidid’s 
lieutenants culminated in the "Battle of Mogadishu" incurring 18 US combat deaths 
(Bowden, 1999) and the capture of a US Army pilot by Aidid’s forces.  Adverse 
domestic response to the Battle of Mogadishu led to the loss of US resolve, and 
subsequent US withdrawal from Somalia (Bowden, 1999, Epilogue; Baxter, 2013, 
Ch. 6).  This highlighted the intervention force’s lack of resilience.  The level of 
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violence in Somalia increased following this withdrawal.  Other troop contributing 
nations followed the US example.  The possession of a US prisoner (the pilot 
captured in the Battle of Mogadishu), and the other events of 1993 shifted the 
narrative in Aidid’s favour, aiding him in later reconciliation talks.  (Yates & 
Baumann, 2003, 307–310) 

- The US subsequently urged the UN to reduce emphasis on capturing Aidid.  While 
this may have been a valid argument, it lacked credibility after the unsuccessful US 
attempts to capture Aidid and his senior leaders (Yates, 2003, pp. 251–253).  
UNOSOM II ended in 1995 with the withdrawal of UN troops, leaving Aidid and 
other warlords in control.  Aidid remained an influential leader in Somalia until 
killed in action in 1996, when he was succeeded by his son, Hussein Mohammad 
Farah, a former US Marine who had served in the liberation of Kuwait and 
UNITAF.  Farah was domestically (but not internationally) recognised as the 
President of Somalia (Baxter, 2013, E-Pub Loc. 1905). 

Approaches to Armed Groups 

The approaches to the various armed groups varied over the course of the campaign.  Foreign 
powers had originally supported Barre, unwittingly facilitating his abuses and contributing to 
the relative deprivation that had culminated in the coup against him.  Increasing notice of 
Barre’s abuses made the US initially sympathetic to Aidid as an opponent of Barre (Yates, 
2003, pp. 66–67).  However, Aideed’s obstruction of aid distribution caused the US-led 
UNITAF to change their view. 

The US and UN were initially permitted to use force only to deter or defend against 
militia action.  However, UNSCR 837 directed action against Aidid (UN, 1992), creating direct 
conflict between the intervention forces and Somali National Alliance.  The UN’s intent was 
to reduce lawlessness and establish the Rule of Law in Mogadishu.  However, direct action 
against militias led to an increase in violence although, apparently not reducing the militias’ 
willingness to negotiate.  Potentially, Aidid felt that he had been successful enough in the 
conflict with intervention forces to have the upper hand in negotiations.  Aidid offered the 
intervening powers avenues to reduce tension, but they declined, believing that negotiating 
would encourage Aidid to inflict further US and UN casualties to increase his leverage.  They 
sought instead to initiate criminal proceedings against him and other Somali National Alliance 
leaders.  This led to the intensification of hostilities widely seen as a success for Aided and 
failure for the US, with the subsequent breakdown of the UNOSOM II mission. 

Success Criteria 

Based on the UNOSOM II objectives (UN, 1992) and other authorities (Bowden, 1999; 
Baumann and Yates, 2003; Mahmood, 2011; Yates, 2006; Harper, 2012; and Baxter, 2013), 
the success criteria were: 
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- Reduction of conflict and civil strife in Somalia:  This involved neutralisation of 
Aidid’s power, peace restored in Mogadishu, peace between disparate factions. 
Persons not entitled to be carrying weapons disarmed.  This peace would have 
allowed economic and political stability, and over time reduced the dependence on 
aid. 

- Famine relieved in Somalia. Relief supplies able to move securely, and accessible 
to the population across Somalia. 

- Mine-clearing efforts progressing. 

Degree of Success 

Based on these criteria the degree of success appears low. 

- Aidid emerged as the most powerful actor in Somalia, controlling much of the 
country.  Somalia remained unstable for years afterwards (Yates, 2003). 

- UNOSOM II ended indecisively after the US and other troop contributing nations 
lost strategic will.  The UN took no action against militia leaders who ignored 
disarmament agreements.  Somalia remained unstable, and a safe haven both for 
Islamist terrorism and piracy for over twenty years afterwards (Mills, Pham & 
Kilcullen, 2013; British Broadcasting Corporation, 2018; African Union Mission in 
Somalia, 2019). 

Links Between Approaches to Groups and Degree of Success 

It appears that the intervention forces’ targeting of Aidid and the Somali National Alliance 
raised the level of conflict.  The intervention forces could not apply the combat power required 
to maintain control, either due to dysfunctional coalition command and control, or insufficient 
combat power to both control militias and protect the population over the area required.  Their 
lack of dominance allowed the militias to engage in conflict.  For instance, they lacked the 
capability to enforce the edicts forbidding the carriage of weapons (Mahmood, 2001, pp. 38–
40), making disarmament a source of conflict, rather than a foregone conclusion.  Therefore, 
the intervention forces’ actions against the militias escalated the level of conflict, rather than 
reducing it, so the security mission degenerated in to combat.  The escalation of violence in 
Mogadishu, in particular, appears to have led to the withdrawal of US forces, and the ultimate 
failure of UNOSOM II. 

- UNOSOM II had a broader mission but fewer resources and a smaller force than 
UNITAF, which was already small when viewed against the recommended force 
ratio.  By targeting Aidid, the US and UN made it likely that Aidid would respond 
in kind, raising the level of violence without increasing the militias’ willingness to 
negotiate, decreasing their control over the population, or addressing the relative 
deprivation.  Aidid and the SNA directly engaged US and UN troops, raising the 
level of violence, inflicting casualties on the intervention force, causing the UN to 
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reduce its security patrolling, and capturing a number of UN soldiers as well as a 
US soldier.  One captured Pakistani soldier died in captivity (Baumann, 2003, p. 
Ch. 5). 

- The targeting of the SNA under UNSCR 837 led UNOSOM II to become 
increasingly focussed on tactical battles—particularly battles to control 
Mogadishu—which UNOSOM II was not resourced to win.  These actions against 
high profile militants provoked resentment in the civilian population to which 
UNOSOM II was there to provide humanitarian relief, leading to a “counter-
intervention.”  Aversion to casualties reduced US/UN patrolling, with operations 
increasingly dependent on the availability of the Quick Reaction Force (QRF) to 
support units attacked by militias.  As its operations became dependent on the 
availability of the QRF, UNOSOM II could not maintain and deploy a large enough 
QRF to support the span of operations it wished to conduct.  (Bowden, 1999, p. 147; 
Baumann, 2003, pp. 226, 233, 258–9, 263) 

- The US/UN focus on combat allowed Aidid to maintain the appearance of a 
peacemaker, while UNOSOM II appeared aggressive and focused on fighting.  The 
tone of the operation shifted from humanitarian to warfighting.  There was a 
perception that Aidid and UNOSOM II were in a contest for dominance, which 
Aidid was winning.  This exacerbated the counter-intervention by Somali militias, 
which was able to target the intervening powers’ low resilience in the face of 
casualties. (Mahmood, 2001, pp. 41–44; Baumann, 2003, Ch. 5)  By contrast, the 
later African Unions Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) has been less aggressive, and 
sustained more casualties, but the greater resilience of the intervening powers has 
allowed them to persist, and achieve gradual improvements in stability (Mills et al, 
2013). 

- Mogidishu became identified as a "centre of gravity" because of UNOSOM II's 
focus on the outcome of fighting there, leading to a perception that the humanitarian 
mission had been reduced to a “turf war” for Mogadishu or a “man hunt” for Aidid 
(Baumann, 2003, pp. 178, 181). 

- When the US declared its neutrality to reduce assertions that they were biased 
against the SNA, this caused Abgal clan (whom they had previously supported) to 
feel it had been abandoned (Yates, 2003, p. 257).  This is likely to have aggravated 
popular antipathy towards the intervention forces and broadened the counter-
intervention. 

- Rising tensions interfered with the ability of NGOs to deliver aid—the basis of the 
mission.  The response was increased reliance on US air power.  This led to 
increasing international community criticism of UNOSOM II (Baumann, 2003, pp. 
239, 248). 
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Alternative Explanations for the degree of success 

While it appears that directly targeting militias in Somalia contributed to the failure of the 
operation by escalating the level of conflict, a number of other factors (some linked to 
weaknesses identified in the start state) may have compounded the problems. 

- As identified in the SWOT analysis, there was a risk that the diversity of coalition 
forces would prevent unity of effort and reduce resilience.  It appears that the risk 
was realised.  The fusion of US Army and Marine Corps forces in UNITAF may 
have added to confusion over national command and control. During the UNOSOM 
II period, Task Force Ranger was under separate command and control status to the 
UN forces. It is possible that the "national voluntary" status of forces in UN 
operations was insufficient for such complex and risky special operations (Yates, 
2003, p. 242), highlighting the potential lack of resilience of forces conducting 
discretionary stability interventions.  Two nations insisted that their forces only be 
used under direct command of the UNOSOM deputy commander.  It is possible that 
some coalition partners had made their own deals with clans.  The US behaved in a 
similar manner with their abrupt unilateral withdrawal. 

- The requirement to constrain operations to the span that could be supported by the 
QRF reflects an aversion to casualties in a discretionary operation—suggesting low 
resilience.  This is borne out by the US withdrawal following the “Battle of 
Mogadishu.”  By contrast, the later African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) 
has persisted in spite of much higher casualties, achieving an improvement in 
security, at least in local perceptions (Mills, Pham & Kilcullen, 2013, pp. 14–16). 

- Significant elements (Mahmood, 2001, p. 37, claimed “90%”) of the UNITAF HQ 
were located in Aidid-controlled areas.  Locally engaged employees worked for 
Aidid, making the operation a source of income for him, while the intervention force 
was dependent on him for basic life support.  This led to relative stability until the 
force commenced action against Aidid.  Prior to this, Aidid did not target UNITAF 
HQ, but the latter risked intervention force entanglement—either in the SNA 
preventing campaign progress to continue their profits, or in their being able to 
apply influence on UNITAF actions. 

- UNOSOM II suffered insufficient intelligence capability, leading to problems 
including insufficient background knowledge of clan dynamics in Somalia 
(Baumann, 2003, pp. 60, 85–86, 209). 

- Neighbouring countries were profiting from war in Somalia—e.g., all NGOs and 
humanitarian agencies were headquartered in Kenya (Mahmood, 2001, p. 41).  
Therefore, these bordering countries may have had little incentive to take action that 
was likely to foster stability and the departure of government and non-government 
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humanitarian agencies.  This would have contributed to the risk of intervention 
force entanglement, with associated risk to the forces’ resilience. 

- Mahmood (2001, p. 49) attributed the failure of UNOSOM II in part to weak a UN 
diplomacy based on appeasement.  He asserted that UNOSOM II may have been 
able to make good on their policies if donor countries had been more patient and 
warlords were excluded from reconciliation dialogue.  He assessed that the only 
reasonable chance to stabilise Somalia was to execute provisions of Ch VII, as 
aggressors were using negotiation time to build their capabilities. 

Case Four: The Economic Community of West African States and United Nations 
Interventions in Sierra Leone 

Situation Prompting the Interventions 

There have been several interventions in Sierra Leone.  Case Four entails interventions by the 
Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), and the UN.  The subsequent 
British interventions are covered as Case Five.  Because of the iterative nature of the 
interventions, there is some overlap between the Situation and SWOT Analysis; and the 
Campaign Execution sections. 

The 1990s saw a series of kleptocratic national governments in Sierra Leone and 
neighbouring states.  The Sierra Leone government privatised natural resources to their own 
advantage, at the expense of the wider population.  This caused widespread dissatisfaction, and 
likely relative deprivation, in Sierra Leone, prompting the development of involvement of a 
number of militias, including an insurgent group called the Revolutionary United Front (RUF).  
The RUF, hoping to emulate the success of Charles Taylor’s National Patriotic Front of Liberia 
(NPFL), enlisted NPFL assistance in attempting to overthrow the Sierra Leone Government.  
The NPFL, with RUF assistance, invaded Sierra Leone in 1991.  In addition to supporting the 
RUF, this invasion allowed Taylor to retaliate against the Sierra Leone Government for 
supporting ECOWAS in impeding his control over the diamond trade.  (Ucko, 2016) 

ECOWAS had provided assistance to Sierra Leone since 1990 when it intervened in the 
Liberian Civil War, which had spilled into Sierra Leone.  This assistance included the 
deployment of the ECOWAS Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), on the borders of Sierra Leone.  
Despite being named a “monitoring” group, ECOMOG was organised more as a combat force, 
and engaged in direct action against the RUF and NPFL.  The Sierra Leone Government also 
engaged the mercenary company Executive Outcomes, which used its marked tactical 
superiority over other forces in Sierra Leone to restore security in the capital, Freetown, and 
enable the 1996 Abidjan Peace Accord.  This Accord directed a number of actions on both 
sides, including the departure of Executive Outcomes and other foreign troops.  While the 
Sierra Leone Government made good on these conditions, the RUF broke theirs.  When the 
Executive Outcomes force departed, civil war recommenced, and the ECOWAS states 
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deployed ECOMOG into Sierra Leone in support of the Sierra Leone Government. (Ucko, 
2016) 

Conditions for the population of Sierra Leone continued to deteriorate.  In addition to 
violence and crime from the RUF, the population suffered rising prices, rising unemployment, 
and declining income.  There were internal tensions between the Sierra Leone Army, Sierra 
Leone Government and anti-RUF militias called Kamajors (traditional hunters from the Mende 
tribe from the south of the country).  In May 1997, a group of dissident members of the Sierra 
Leone Army calling themselves the “Armed Forces Revolutionary Council” (AFRC) 
overthrew the incumbent President Kabbah, formed an alliance with the RUF, and directed 
ECOMOG to leave Sierra Leone.  This led to a continual decline in physical security, economic 
development and access to the services.  (Woods & Reese, 2008) 

ECOMOG withdrew, secured the border, and did not initially attempt to oppose the coup.  
When AFRC leader Major Koroma reneged on a peace plan the AFRC had negotiated with the 
RUF, the exiled Sierra Leone Government, and ECOWAS, security declined further.  
ECOWAS initially attempted to control the AFRC and RUF via economic sanctions, but 
subsequently decided on armed intervention to restore the exiled Kabbah government.  (Woods 
& Reese, 2008) 

Following indifferently effective operations by ECOMOG, and continued fighting, the 
parties signed a peace agreement at Lome in July 1999.  This required them to cease-fire, 
submit to UN observation of the cease-fire by the UN Observer Mission in Sierra Leone 
(UNOMSIL), and regularise the RUF as a political party rather than an insurgency.  In October 
1999, the UN, determining that the situation in Sierra Leone was still a threat to regional peace 
and security, issued UNSCR 1270.  This authorised the creation of the United Nations 
Assistance Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL).  It ordered UNAMSIL to support the 
provisions of the peace agreement, and assist in Disarmament, Demobilisation and 
Reintegration (DDR) of all forces in Sierra Leone.  In February 2000, it was clear that 
UNAMSIL could not carry out its mandate.  UNSCR 1289 increased UNAMSIL’s size to 
11,100and broadened its mandate (UN, 2000). 

When considering the intervention plan, one must consider the ratio of security forces to 
population size (noting the US doctrinal benchmark of 20 security force members per 1000 
population).  The population of Sierra Leone was 4,275,000 in 1995, and 4,564,000 in 2000. 
One may infer that the population in 1998, at the time of the intervention, was about 4,500,000 
(Worldometers.info, 2019). 

SWOT Analysis: ECOWAS/UN-Led Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Figure 11  summarises the SWOT analysis of the ECOWAS/UN-led intervention in Sierra 
Leone, with detail in the following paragraphs. 
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Figure 11: SWOT Analysis of the ECOWAS/UN-Led Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Strengths 

ECOMOG included forces that had operated in Sierra Leone previously.  They had the 
credibility that came of being a representative of ECOWAS, a local organisation, rather than 
an external power that might be seen as neo-colonialist. 

UNMOSIL and UNAMSIL had the legitimacy that came of being UN forces, and were 
not subject to being ejected as a result of Sierra Leone internal politics and power shifts. 

Weaknesses 

ECOMOG lacked cohesion; effective command and control; and combat, logistic and air power 
(Williams, 2001, pp. 14–19; Ucko, 2016, pp. 4–5).  While a significant proportion of the troops 
were from one country (Nigeria), ECOMOG is likely to have suffered the problems that Smith 
described, in which the multiple national command chains in a coalition disrupt unity of effort 
(2005, pp. 301–303).  

UNAMSIL’s Nigerian troops had already been deployed as part of ECOMOG.  Because 
ECOMOG had operated directly against the RUF, they were unlikely to be seen as impartial.  
In particular, they may have been compromised in anti-RUF violence following the recapture 
of Freetown, and had already proved to be only modestly effective against the RUF. (Williams, 
2001, pp. 14–19; Ucko, 2016, pp. 4–5)  Their presence may have reduced the legitimacy of the 
mission. 

Strengths Weaknesses
• ECOMOG had forces experienced in Sierra Leone, and it gained legitimacy by 

representing ECOWAS, a regional multinational body.

• UNMOSIL and UNAMSIL had legitimacy as UN missions.

• ECOMOG lacked cohesion; effective command and control; and combat, 

logistic and air power. As a multinational body, it was likely to have suffered 

disunity of effort through having multiple national command chains.

• When Nigerian troops were reallocated from ECOMOG to UNAMSIL, they took 

with them a reputation for having taken sides in the internal conflict, and

participated in atrocities and corruption.

• Force to population ratios were well below 20 security forces per 1000 

population, the US doctrinal benchmark.

Opportunities Threats
• Sierra Leone is a comparatively small country, bordering other ECOWAS 

countries. This simplified force projections and logistics.

• The RUF had limited popular support, having alienated much of the population.

• The principal threat group was the RUF. It had comparable military capability 

with ECOMOG and appeared to be more capable than UNAMSIL.

• Some apparently non-aligned groups, such as the West Side Boys and Kamajors
had the potential to become threats, as proved the case with the West Side 

Boys.

• There was antipathy between the Kamajors and the Sierra Leone Army. This 

antipathy caused a section of the Army to align with the RUF, creating the 

Armed Forces Revolutionary Council.
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The ECOMOG force of 13,000 achieved a force ratio of about 3 security force members 
per 1000 Sierra Leone population (unless one counts the Sierra Leone Army and large force of 
Kamajors militia as security forces), well below the recommended force ratio of 20:1000.  
Additionally, ECOMOG was dependent on host nation government support—which had 
previously caused it to be ejected by the AFRC.  UNAMSIL relied on ECOMOG for security.  
Their force of 11,100 was tasked under UNSCR 1289 with a wider range of security tasks than 
previously assigned to the larger ECOMOG force—hence was required to achieve more with 
a less favourable ratio of security forces to population.  It absorbed many ECOMOG units 
rather than bringing in fresh troops or troops from first world militaries and was likely to be 
stretched in accomplishing the tasks expected of it.  (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 14–16, 39–42) 

Opportunities 

Sierra Leone is a comparatively small country and is surrounded by other ECOWAS countries.  
This simplified logistic requirements for ECOMOG and the UN force.  Additionally, the small 
size of the country and the RUF and other armed groups made it easier for multinational 
organisation such as ECOWAS and the UN to mass forces to achieve an effective force ratio.  
The RUF had limited popular support in Sierra Leone having alienated much of the population 
through their conduct.  This gave ECOMOG an opportunity to isolate the RUF from the 
population if they adopted a population-centric COIN approach (presuming they had enough 
force to protect the population, or otherwise ensure the functions of government).  It may also 
have aided the UN force in limiting unlawful actions by the RUF. 

Threats 

The RUF was the principal threat force faced by ECOMOG.  It was nearly as militarily capable, 
unit for unit, as ECOMOG, and had more forces.  When the AFRC formed and allied with the 
RUF, their combined forces were closer still to ECOMOG’s capability, and may have exceeded 
it.  The combined RUF/AFRC force appears to have been more capable than UNAMSIL 
(Robertson, 2007, E-Pub Loc. 402–465; Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 40–48), until the UK 
reinforced UNAMSIL (covered in the next case). 

Some apparently non-aligned or pro-Government irregular forces in the theatre, such as 
the West Side Boys and the Komajors, appear to have had the potential to become threats, to 
ECOMOG and UNAMSIL.  As described in the next case, this potential was demonstrated 
when the West Side Boys detained a patrol of UK advisors who had not expected such a 
response (Connaughton, 2001, pp. 110–113; Roberson, 2007, E-Pub Loc. 302).  ECOMOG 
and UNAMSIL planners could have considered sections of the Sierra Leone Army to be 
another threat force.  Many of its members were hostile towards the apparently pro-
Government Kamajors, and a large section broke away to form the AFRC, carry out a coup, 
and align with the RUF (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 40–41).  While those members might be 
considered no longer part of the Sierra Leone Army, their conduct suggests that other sections 
of the Army had the potential to change sides, further affecting force ratios. 



100 

Start State: ECOWAS and UN Intervention in Sierra Leone 

ECOWAS and the UN each started their interventions in positions of slight disadvantage.  
ECOMOG had the benefit of experience of operations in Sierra Leone.  They had the credibility 
that comes of being a representative of ECOWAS, a local organisation of effective African 
states, rather than an external power that might be seen as neo-colonialist.  UNAMSIL had 
inherent UN credibility. 

However, ECOMOG lacked cohesion, effective command and control, and combat, 
logistic, and air power.  Further, they were only slightly more militarily capable than the RUF 
and had a smaller force.  With about 3 security personnel per 1000 Sierra Leone population, 
they were below the doctrinal benchmark of 20:1000 for stability operations.  UNAMSIL 
comprised already deployed Nigerian troops transferred from the ECOMOG contingent 
(Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 57).  The involvement of these troops made it unlikely that 
UNAMSIL would be seen as impartial, undermining legitimacy.  The troops may have been 
seen to be compromised by involvement in anti-RUF violence following the recapture of 
Freetown and had already proved to be ineffective against the RUF. 

ECOMOG was dependent on host nation government support, which the AFRC 
withdrew following the coup.  UNAMSIL relied on ECOMOG for security, despite having 
assumed operational control of some of the troops already deployed with ECOMOG.  Even 
after UNSCR 1289 increased UNAMSIL's size and broadened its mandate, they lacked the 
capability to dominate the RUF.  With a maximum of about five security personnel (ECOMOG, 
UNAMSIL and Sierra Leone Army—SLA) per 1000 population, they were below the doctrinal 
benchmark of 20 security personnel in stabilisation operations, and did not appear to have any 
technological or proficiency-based advantages that could serve as “combat multipliers.” 

Campaign Objectives 

ECOWAS: 

According to Woods & Reese (2008), the ECOWAS objectives, to be achieved by ECOMOG, 
were: 

- Maintain/restore the Kabbah government to power in Sierra Leone. 

- Restore stability in Sierra Leone. 

UNAMSIL: 

After UNSCR 1270: 

- Cooperate with the Sierra Leone Government and other parties to implement the 
Lome Peace Accord. 

- Support the cease fire. 

- Assist the Sierra Leone Government in implementing DDR. 
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- Support the development of confidence building measures. 

- Facilitate the delivery of humanitarian assistance. 

- Support the conduct of elections. 

After UNSCR 1289: 

- Provide security at key locations and government buildings, in particular, Freetown, 
important intersections and major airports, including Lungi. 

- Facilitate the flow of people, goods and humanitarian assistance. 

- Secure DDR reporting/collection points. 

- Coordinate with and assist Sierra Leone law enforcement authorities in discharge 
of their responsibilities. 

- Guard weapons collected through DDR. 

Armed Groups in Theatre 

The following armed groups were active in the theatre at the times of the ECOMOG and 
UNAMSIL deployments.  The alignment of some of these groups was uncertain, and may have 
changed as events unfolded. 

- Revolutionary United Front (RUF).  Former Sierra Leone Army corporal Foday 
Sankoh raised this insurgent group in 1990.  (Sankoh had been dismissed and 
imprisoned for mutiny in 1971.)  The RUF was initially popular with Sierra 
Leonians who resented the elite of Freetown due to uneven wealth distribution.  
However, it lost popularity due to its conduct, which engendered more relative 
deprivation than it addressed.  The RUF made extensive use of child soldiers.  
(Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 3) 

- Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC, also known as the “Former 
Sierra Leone Army” or ex-SLA).  This rebel group was raised by Sierra Leone 
Army Major Johnny Koroma in 1997 in response to perceptions of ethnic 
discrimination, and a bias in the Kabbah regime favouring the Kamajors militia at 
the expense of the Sierra Leone Army (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 40). 

- Kamajors Militia (or Civil Defence Forces).  The Kabbah regime raised this force 
to replace the Executive Outcomes mercenaries who left under the Abidjan 
Agreement.  While not deployable throughout the country, their peak strength of 
20,000 made them a significant force, to the extent to which they could be relied 
on.  It was alleged at the Kamajors committed several atrocities and human rights 
violations. (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 17) 

- West Side Boys (WSB, originally “West Side Niggers,” also “West Side 
Junglers”).  This group apparently formed from former members of the SLA and 
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AFRC, reinforced by abducted child soldiers.  They were heavily influenced by 
American “gangsta rap,” which inspired their original name.  Their strength peaked 
at about 600 but was generally lower.  However, they used their access to conflict 
diamonds and the training of their former Army/AFRC members, to obtain and 
employ heavy weapons. (Utas, 2008; Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 64) 

- Sierra Leone Army (SLA).  This force emerged on Sierra Leone’s independence, 
from the Royal West African Frontier Force, modelled on the British Army.  
Initially effective in fighting the RUF, it was compromised by its involvement in 
coups against the government in 1992 and 1997.  In 2000, its strength was nominally 
about 9,000, but it is uncertain how many actually served, and of these, how many 
sided with the AFRC, how many with the Sierra Leone Government, and how many 
deserted.  At the time of the ECOMOG and UNAMSIL interventions, they had 
become an unreliable force. (Woods & Reese, 2008) 

Campaign Design Overview 

ECOWAS:  The ECOWAS campaign design comprised the following steps (Ucko, 2016): 

- Insert forces by air north of Freetown. 

- Capture Freetown. 

- Clear RUF and other anti-Kabbah forces from the hinterland. 

UNAMSIL:  Based on its mandate under UNSCRs 1270 and 1289, UNAMSIL’s campaign 
design comprised the following steps: 

- Cooperate with Sierra Leone Government and other Lome parties to 
implement the Lome Peace Accord.  This step met the requirement to satisfy the 
extant agreement. 

- Assist the Sierra Leone Government in implementing DDR.  This step was 
intended to reduce the overall propensity to violence in the theatre. 

- Establish a presence at key locations throughout the territory of Sierra Leone, 
including at disarmament/reception centres and demobilisation centres.  Such 
a presence was intended to maintain stability once achieved. 

- Ensure security and freedom of movement of UN personnel.  This was a basic 
requirement of the UN mission.  Logically, one might expect it to be listed higher 
in the plan, as the previously listed steps appear to rely on it. 

- Monitor adherence to the cease fire in accordance with the cease-fire 
agreement.  While listed separately, this step was an extension of the 
implementation of the Lome Peace Accord. 
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- Encourage parties to create confidence building mechanisms and support their 
functioning.  This step was an enabling extension to the Lome Peace Accord, 
intended to foster on-going stability. 

- Facilitate delivery of humanitarian assistance.  The extended conflict had led to 
many sections of the population not being able to access basic services or food, 
except through continuing armed conflict. 

- Support the operations of UN civilian officials, including the special 
representative of the Secretary General and staff, human rights officers, and 
civil affairs officers.  This task appeared to be an extension of the security and 
freedom of movement of UN personnel, assuming initial security was achieved. 

- Provide support, as requested, to elections.  This was another “normalising” task, 
with democratically elected government seen as a key milestone in establishing 
stability. 

- Force structure.  The force comprised six infantry battalions.   The Nigerian 
element was already deployed as part of ECOWAS, and never came under control 
of the UN commander. 

Campaign Execution 

ECOMOG:  The ECOMOG campaign unfolded as follows (Ucko, 2016): 

- Insert forces by air north of Freetown.  Forces inserted north of Freetown as 
intended but were delayed by RUF ambushes and resistance. 

- Capture Freetown.  As ECOMOG occupied Freetown, the RUF and AFRC 
withdrew and reconstituted in the hinterland. 

- Clear RUF and other anti-Kabbah forces from the hinterland.  ECOMOG 
captured satellite cities around Freetown but could not break out of the urban areas 
to gain control of the hinterland.  They were hindered by poor infrastructure, and 
their own lack of independent mobility (Woods & Reese, 2008).  Armed groups in 
Freetown conducted reprisals against the RUF and its collaborators.  It has been 
alleged that these groups included ECOMOG, and that the reprisals included extra-
judicial killings.  This led to reduced confidence in ECOMOG, and the deployment 
of UNOMSIL observers (for which ECOMOG was expected to provide security).  
RUF/AFRC and rogue SLA members launched “Operation NO LIVING THING” 
in January 1999, recapturing Freetown and commencing a massacre of civilians.  
ECOMOG evacuated Kabbah to their insertion point at Lungi Airport, north of 
Freetown, where he requested additional assistance.  ECOMOG then recaptured 
Freetown but did not move into the hinterland.  Nigeria, whose troops had done 
most of the fighting, advised that it did not wish to continue its commitment to 
ECOMOG.  The ensuing stalemate ended in the Lome Peace Agreement. 
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Lome Peace Agreement.  Under the terms of the Agreement, Kabbah accepted a unity 
government including the RUF.  Sankoh was pardoned for treason, granted the status of vice 
president, and given control of diamond sales, as well as a number of cabinet positions.  In 
return, the RUF was required to enter DDR.  ECOMOG forces were to remain in place until 
the UN replaced them with UNAMSIL.  This agreement was unpopular with the Sierra Leone 
population, because of the benefits it offered the RUF, who had retained little popular support. 

UNAMSIL:  The UNAMSIL was hampered by its inability to dominate the militias, so did not 
follow the campaign design until after the UK intervention.  Most of its campaign design steps 
depended on the successful imposition of security.  UNAMSIL did not achieve security prior 
to the UK intervention, and their campaign until that point unfolded as follows (Woods & 
Reese, 2008; Ucko, 2016): 

- The force attempted to execute the actions in UNSCR 1270 and enforce the Lome 
Peace Agreement.  The mandate permitted them only to use lethal force in self-
defence rather than mission achievement, notwithstanding that the RUF were likely 
to oppose these actions.  This ceded initiative to the RUF. 

- UNAMSIL purported to be a neutral force.  However, it contained a large Nigerian 
contingent, which had been transferred directly from ECOMOG.  ECOMOG’s had 
recently been in direct hostilities with the RUF and AFRC, and there were 
allegations that they had been involved in reprisals against civilians who had 
collaborated with those groups. Therefore this “neutral” status was not widely 
accepted, compromising its legitimacy.  Many UNAMSIL soldiers spoke different 
languages to each other, compromising the force’s command and control, in an 
extreme example of the problems Smith (2005, pp. 301–303) cites with respect to 
unity of effort in coalition operations.  The combination of low legitimacy, poor 
internal organisation, and lack of dominant force compromised UNAMSIL’s ability 
to coerce armed groups to submit to DDR. 

- Withdrawal of ECOMOG and the absence of competent state forces created a 
security vacuum.  UNAMSIL suffered compromised legitimacy, lacked dominance 
and lacked a mandate to use force proactively for mission achievement.  This led to 
a stalemate between UNAMSIL and the RUF/AFRC. 

- Following UNSCR 1289, UNAMSIL received additional force and a slightly 
broader mandate to use it, but the commander maintained his position of neutrality. 

- UNAMSIL’s passivity emboldened the RUF, who took direct action to disrupt 
UNAMSIL deployments, and captured weapons and armoured vehicles from them. 

- Nigeria withdrew its forces, leaving UNAMSIL under-strength, and even less able 
to execute its mission. 
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- UNAMSIL's failure to contain the situation led to the UN Secretary General 
requesting that the UK provide assistance to UNAMSIL.  (The UK interventions 
will be examined as a separate case.) 

Approaches to Armed Groups 

ECOMOG: 

- RUF and AFRC:  ECOMOG set out to drive the RUF and AFRC out of Sierra 
Leone and destroy all of their remaining elements.  After the RUF and AFRC 
resisted, then withdrew, ECOMOG did not exploit their success in the cities or 
attempt to destroy them in detail (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 44).  However, 
ECOMOG had taken the side of the Sierra Leone Government, targeting the RUF 
and AFRC.  One may infer that ECOMOG’s commanders were not confident in 
their ability to achieve any further stabilising action through using force against the 
RUF and AFRC, and therefore elected to consolidate their initial gains, leading to 
stalemate.  Perhaps due to the limited area controlled by Kabbah, and the immediate 
and tactical level of the conflict, ECOMOG did not embark on any national 
development programs to address structural violence / relative deprivation. 

- Kamajors:  This research has found limited reference to ECOMOG’s approach to 
the Kamajors.  Given that the AFRC formed in part due to perceived Kabbah regime 
favouritism towards the Kamajors (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 40), and ECOMOG 
engaged in action against the AFRC, one may infer that the Kamajors were 
generally aligned towards the ECOMOG intervention. 

- Sierra Leone Army:  ECOMOG, by supporting the Kabbah regime, effectively 
took the side of those Sierra Leone Army elements that remained loyal to Kabbah. 

- West Side Boys:  This research has found limited reference to the approach of 
ECOMOG to the West Side Boys.  However, as part of the groups was later seen as 
a pro-Kabbah militia, in which they protected key assets (Utas, 2008, p. 503), it is 
likely that ECOMOG’s approach to the West Side Boys fell in the range between 
neutral and collaborative. 

UNAMSIL: 

- RUF and AFRC:  UNAMSIL was tasked to execute a number of actions that the 
RUF and AFRC could be predicted to oppose, although it was initially restricted to 
using force in defence of civilians and UN staff under imminent threat.  It contained 
a large Nigerian contingent, whose members had recently been fighting the RUF 
and AFRC as members of ECOMOG.  While it therefore might not have been 
directly targeting the RUF and AFRC, its tasks and membership were likely to bring 
it into direct conflict with them.  After UNSCR 1289, UNAMSIL’s tasks of securing 
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government assets and enforcing peace would have been very likely to bring it into 
sustained conflict with the RUF and AFRC, had the commander executed them. 

- Sierra Leone Army:  While the RUF and AFRC may have considered UNAMSIL 
to be targeting them, they were also tasked to enforce DDR on the Sierra Leone 
Army.  Because they were under government control, they submitted to the DDR 
process.  Therefore, UNAMSIL’s approach to the Sierra Leone Army could be 
assessed as being in the range between neutral and collaborative. 

Success Criteria 

Based on the ECOMOG objectives, UNSCRs 1270 and 1289, and the elements of stability, one 
may infer that success for the combined ECOMOG and UNAMSIL interventions was defined 
by the following criteria: 

- Kabbah Government restored to power.  This was the case at the time the UN 
requested assistance from the UK. 

- Sierra Leone stable (absence of violent upheavals).  This was not the case.  The 
Kabbah government and their UNAMSIL supporters was effectively besieged in 
the capital. The insurgent commander—who had previously trafficked in conflict 
diamonds to fund operations—was appointed as Vice President and given 
additional cabinet duties that placed him in control of Sierra Leone’s natural 
resources.  Effectively, the President controlled the capital with his Army (which 
was also undergoing DDR), supported by UNAMSIL.  The Vice President, who 
had been dismissed from the SLA for mutiny, led a nine-year insurgency against 
the government, and been pardoned for treason under the Lome Peace Accord, 
controlled the hinterland and the diamond trade, with his militias. 

Where on the Success Scale? 

The combination of ECOMOG and UNAMSIL operations in Sierra Leone appears to have 
achieved low to medium success.  The activities of the intervention forces appear to have 
lowered the level of conflict.  However, the President and Vice President were effectively in 
armed confrontation with each other at the city limits.  This could not allow any expectation of 
peace, let alone physical security for the population, economic development, or access to 
services.  There was widespread dissatisfaction in the general population, due to resentment 
against RUF members (who retained little popular support) elevated to power. 

Links between approaches to groups and degree of success 

Due to the RUF’s apparent criminal (or “commercialist”) motivations (Roberson, 2007, Ch 1), 
it appears that their defeat was essential to achieving stability.  Therefore, the original approach 
of ECOMOG, supporting the Kabbah regime against the RUF, appears to have been valid.  
However, ECOMOG was not powerful enough to defeat the RUF.  Similarly, UNAMSIL could 
not dominate the RUF and AFRC sufficiently to enforce the Lome Peace Accord. 
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By targeting the RUF and AFRC but not defeating them, ECOMOG induced a counter-
intervention which led to a stalemate.  This is similar to the problems encountered by AMISOM 
in Somalia (Moe, 2018, pp. 325–328), and may reflect a similar approach of ostensibly 
providing security and enabling local forces to defeat the insurgency; but actually being 
reduced to protracted direct combat due to lacking the resources to dominate the insurgency.  
ECOWAS had to grant these groups significant concessions in the Lome Peace Accord, to the 
detriment of stability.  Because UNAMSIL took command of a number of ECOMOG’s 
Nigerian units that had been in direct combat with the RUF and AFRC, it suffered a perception 
of bias.  It lacked the combat power to dominate the RUF and AFRC.  These factors are likely 
to have reduced the inclination of the RUF and AFRC to comply with the Lome Accord after 
UNAMSIL’s deployment.  Even if UNAMSIL had been convincingly neutral, it is not certain 
that the RUF and AFRC would have complied with the Lome Accord, because their potential 
gains from continuing conflict outweighed their potential losses.  Therefore, one cannot 
conclude that the intervening powers could have achieved stability more quickly by not 
targeting the RUF, unless they deployed with more dominant forces, capable of defeating the 
RUF without exceeding the resolve of their troop contributing nations.  Given the low resilience 
of multinational forces on discretionary operations (Smith, 2005, pp. 292–297), this would 
have required the deployment of much more effective forces to minimise the risk to resolve. 

Alternative explanations for degree of success 

Intervention Force Capability. The most apparent cause of the stalemate, and unsustainable 
security balance, is the inability of ECOMOG and UNAMSIL to dominate the RUF and AFRC, 
either through destruction or coercion.  It is likely that an attempt to do the former would have 
increased the level of conflict, with increases to casualties and other costs, while they lacked 
the force for the latter.  Even with its limited resourcing, ECOMOG cost US$1M per day, and 
ECOWAS could not sustain the contribution (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 50).  Already operating 
beyond their sustainable limits, ECOWAS could not devote enough effort to develop and train 
new security forces to allow the Sierra Leone Government to maintain stability after its 
departure.  Therefore, the ECOWAS intervention appears to have suffered from a 
foreshortened outlook.  Even if it won the security battle (a precondition to any stability 
operation, according to the doctrine described in the literature review); the ECOWAS plan did 
not incorporate any phase that would prepare Sierra Leone for them to leave. 

UNAMSIL also lacked military capability, so that they were not a credible peace 
enforcement agency.  They could not conduct DDR because they could not coerce people to 
surrender weapons.  Nor could they either assert control of the country or assist the Sierra 
Leone Army to assert control.  With UNAMSIL troops alone, not counting the less reliable 
Sierra Leone Army, Kamajors and West Side Boys, the force ratio was between 3 and 4 security 
personnel per 1000 population, raising questions over their ability to provide security across 
the country, had they been able to capture more territory.  Additionally, the intervention forces 
appear to have been peer competitors with the insurgency.  This would have increased the 
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motivation of the insurgency to engage them in combat.  This, in turn, would have raised the 
risk of casualties and materiel losses in any concerted attempt by the intervention forces to 
defeat the insurgency, or even to coerce them into complying with the Lome accord.  This does 
not take into account the possibility of the Kamajors or other armed groups changing sides.  
Had UNAMSIL been required to exert control over the 20,000 Kamajors, or the small but well-
equipped West Side Boys, it is even more unlikely that they would have succeeded.  Rather, 
the operation would have bogged down in protracted combat.  The resultant casualties and 
other costs are likely to have quickly exceeded the resolve of the troop contributing nations, 
risking their withdrawal from the mission (as demonstrated by Nigeria). 

In summary, ECOMOG’s limited capability restricted the area over which it attempted 
to impose security.  UNAMSIL, being slightly smaller and containing some former ECOMOG 
elements, was unable to achieve any more (prior to receiving UK support, as covered in the 
next case).  This stalemate led to ongoing violence, which provoked further instability and 
relative deprivation. 

Other Themes Arising 

There are allegations that some UNAMSIL officials were complicit with RUF members in the 
trafficking of conflict diamonds (Ucko, 2016, p. 18).  If the allegations are true, this activity 
not only further damaged UNAMSIL’s legitimacy, but undermined long term stability by 
increasing risks of state capture and intervention force entanglement.  Many criminal actors 
(either in the RUF or the Kabbah regime) would have been enabled to do acts that would 
prolong intervention force presence so as to increase their profits.  Additionally, the 
compromised legitimacy could have exacerbated relative deprivation, leading to further 
violence.  The resultant increase in the level of conflict would disrupt security transition and 
the exit of the intervention force. 

Case Five: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Situation Prompting the Intervention 

As with the ECOWAS and UN interventions in Sierra Leone, the UK intervention proceeded 
iteratively, with the outcomes of one iteration prompting or influencing the next.  For this 
reason, there is some overlap between the material in the Situation, and that in later sections 
such as Campaign Execution. 

As outlined above, interventions by ECOWAS and UN had been unsuccessful, with the 
UN intervention ending in stalemate as the RUF controlled the hinterland, and the Kabbah 
regime, supported by UNAMSIL, controlled the capital, Freetown (Woods & Reese, 2008).  
The UN requested that the UK “save UNAMSIL” from collapse (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 
60–61).  The UK, as a permanent UN Security Council Member and a former colonial power 
in Sierra Leone wanted to avert a UN failure, to protect the safety of UK citizens, and to ensure 
the on-going stability of its former colony (Woods & Reese, 2008).  The UK sent a small but 
highly capable force, constituting a substantial increase to UNAMSIL’s effectiveness.  After 
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the UK’s initial tactical level successes, they left a smaller advisor force in place.  This led to 
tactical set backs, including the capture of a number of British troops by the West Side Boys.  
The UK’s recovery of these prisoners prompted the next iteration of their intervention, 
examined in more detail in this case study. 

SWOT Analysis: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Figure 12 summarises the SWOT analysis of the UK-led intervention in Sierra Leone, with 
detail in the following paragraphs. 

 

Figure 12: SWOT Analysis of the UK Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Strengths 

The UK mission to support UNAMSIL was unilateral, avoiding the problems of coalition 
coordination that had affected ECOWAS and UNAMSIL, similar to those described by Smith 
(2005, pp. 301–303).  While unilateral, the UK intervention derived legitimacy from its support 
to UN and host nation forces. 

The British Army was one of the most effective in the world, particularly in the nature 
of conflict in Sierra Leone.  It was institutionally experienced in both low level jungle 
operations, and in counterinsurgency, albeit in colonial rather than intervention settings (Allen, 
1990; Boot, 2013, Ch 48).  When disposed for combat, comparatively small British forces 
could dominate the RUF or any other threat organisation in Sierra Leone at the tactical level, 
as was later demonstrated (Williams, 2001; Woods & Reese, 2008); and were confident in their 
ability to do so. 

The UK assessed that it could meet objectives with relatively small elements of high 
readiness forces (Woods & Reese, 2008).  Subsequent events show that the UK may have 
shown the same misguided confidence displayed in other cases and drawn down its forces 
prematurely, after initial tactical successes.  However, the UK had the resolve to keep 

Strengths Weaknesses
• Unilateral mission avoided the problems of coalition coordination that affected 

ECOMOG and UNAMSIL.
• Mission derived legitimacy from support to UN in response to a UN request.
• British Army highly effective—particularly at stability operations. Relatively 

small independent British forces could dominate the RUF and any other threat 
organization in the theatre. Decentralised control enabled the UK force to pick 
its battles.

• UK had resolve to keep launching new iterations of the mission.
• Effective strategic support, particularly in its government’s influence over 

international procedures—e.g., targeting RUF finances through international 
action on conflict diamonds.

• UK was assisting UNAMSIL—a hitherto unsuccessful force that had defined the 
overall operational approach . This limited the UK’s options to create a political 
regime conducive to stability.

• UK supporting forces that had been accused of criminal activity and atrocities.
• UK did not start the operation envisaging the full scope to which it expanded.

Opportunities Threats
• Theatre was a small Atlantic coast nation with a significant port. This made 

logistics easy for the UK, as an advanced Atlantic Ocean naval power.
• While the UNAMSIL force had been ineffective on its own, it provided 11000 

troops for supporting tasks once the UK assumed the initiative. UNAMSIL had 
the potential to become more effective with UK support.

• Some non-aligned or pro Government armed groups, though unpredictable, 
were willing to fight the RUF.

• The RUF was extremely unpopular and lacked resilience, having transformed 
from an ideologically-driven insurgency to a criminal enterprise.

• The RUF lacked the capability to compete with the UK force.

• The principal threat force, being the RUF, had held ECOMOG and UNAMSIL at a 
stalemate in positional warfare.

• The ambiguous alignment of armed groups such as the Kamajors and the West 
Side Boys, created the risk that they might become threats.
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deploying new forces as new situations arose, and to respond to setbacks with decisive action 
enabled by first-world military capabilities.  These advanced capabilities included highly 
skilled infantry capable of operating in small groups under non-commissioned officers or junior 
officers; and the battlefield mobility to manoeuvre these groups.  The enhanced mobility 
allowed the UK force to pick its battles to maximise the chances of tactical success and 
minimise the exposure to risk.  It is likely that these characteristics had not been seen in Sierra 
Leone since the departure of the private security company, Executive Outcomes. 

The UK force had effective strategic support, particularly in its government’s influence 
over international procedures.  For instance, the UK was able to target RUF finances through 
international sanctions on conflict diamonds in a non-monetary form of counter-threat finance. 

Weaknesses 

The UK was assisting UNAMSIL.  Therefore, it was required to “fall in,” at least partially, on 
the UNAMSIL approach.  For instance, it was required to support the Kabbah regime, which 
had provoked the original insurgency.  This limited the UK’s options to create the political 
regime most conducive to stability.  Additionally, the UK force was falling in to support an 
existing intervention force that had been accused of criminal activity, and pro-regime forces 
such as the Kamajors that had been accused of atrocities.  Its intervention unfolded in an 
iterative manner, so that strategic direction was uncertain until the operational commander 
fomented it through his decisions. 

Opportunities 

Sierra Leone was a small Atlantic coast country with comparatively small and incapable threat 
forces and a significant port. This made logistics easy for an advanced Atlantic Ocean naval 
power, such as the UK.  While the in-place UNAMSIL force had been ineffective on its own, 
it was still an 11,000-strong force that established a force ratio and security footprint on which 
the UK force could base operations, concentrating on the points of best opportunity.  
Additionally, UNAMSIL had the potential to become more effective with UK support.  Other 
armed groups, including the West Side Boys and Kamajors, were willing to fight the RUF and 
AFRC, although this opportunity came with the inherent threat that some of these forces may 
be unreliable, or factions of them adopt differing sides. 

The RUF was extremely unpopular, and lacked resilience, having transformed from an 
ideologically-driven insurgency to a criminal enterprise.  While able to compete in direct 
combat with ECOMOG and UNAMSIL, the RUF and AFRC lacked the capability to compete 
with the UK force.  The very small force from Executive Outcomes had been able to quickly 
secure Freetown using manoeuvre and well-integrated fire support.  It is likely that most RUF 
leaders lacked the experience to know their level of disadvantage against the UK forces.  
Further, RUF conduct towards Guinea attracted further allies to Sierra Leone stabilisation, and 
complicated RUF logistics, and limited cross-border support from Liberia (Roberson, 2007, E-
Pub. Loc. 313). 
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Threats 

As outlined under Opportunities, the theatre contained multiple armed groups of ambiguous 
status, including some, such as the Kamajors and West Side Boys, on which UNAMSIL and 
the Sierra Leone Government had relied for support.  These groups were unpredictable, 
creating uncertainty in dealing with them, as was borne out by the incident in which a group of 
West Side Boys took a number of UK and Sierra Leone troops prisoner. 

Start State: UK Intervention in Sierra Leone 

The UK campaign started in a position of strategic strength.  While the UK was supporting a 
UN operation, it was not part of that operation, so did not suffer the fragmented command and 
divergent national policies that sometimes affect multilateral operations (Smith, 2005, pp. 301–
303).  As Sierra Leone was a former British colony, there was support for the operation in the 
UK.  The RUF, as the principal threat force, lacked both combat power and the popular support 
that allows some insurgencies to mitigate lack of combat power.  As they were motivated by 
profit (a “commercialist insurgency”), their resilience, and therefore their threshold for being 
coerced and co-opted (particularly if they had attractive lawful options) was low (Roberson, 
2007, E-Pub. Loc 302).  It is possible that the unpopularity of the RUF would have mitigated 
any disadvantage arising from resentment against the Kabbah regime, the Kamajors, or the ex-
ECOMOG component of UNAMSIL. 

The theatre was on the coast of the Atlantic Ocean, in which the UK is a major naval 
power, and they had amphibious and airborne response forces available.  These forces were 
among the most capable in the world, and beyond the experience of the insurgents.  The UK 
was therefore able to deploy a force strong enough to dominate any threat force—potentially 
to the extent of being able to avoid direct combat—in the theatre without attracting negative 
public response or diverting resources from other requirements. 

Campaign Objectives 

The sources varied on the time scale they focussed on, and the objectives of each iteration in 
the sequence of interventions.  Collectively across all iterations, the UK objectives included: 

- Protect (rescue and/or evacuate) British citizens (Williams, 2001; Woods & Reese, 
2008). 

- Rescue Sierra Leone Army hostages (Connaughton, 2001). 

- Rescue UN hostages (Woods & Reese, 2008). 

- Assist UNAMSIL (Williams, 2001). 

- Support stability through Security Sector Reform (Varisco, 2014). 

- Prevent gross violations of human rights by the RUF (Williams, 2001). 
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- (After the UK tactical commander considered potential pathways to stability and 
UK force extraction) Establish a constitutional government on a base of popular 
legitimacy and the rule of law (Williams, 2001; Woods & Reese, 2008). 

Armed Forces in Theatre 

Revolutionary United Front (RUF).  This insurgent group was raised by former Sierra Leone 
Army corporal Foday Sankoh in 1990.  (Sankoh had been dismissed and imprisoned for mutiny 
in 1971.)  Initially popular with Sierra Leonians who resented the elite of Freetown due to 
uneven wealth distribution, it lost popularity due to its conduct.  The RUF made extensive use 
of child soldiers. (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 3, 19–21) 

Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC, also known as the “Former Sierra Leone 
Army or ex-SLA”).  This insurgent group was raised by Sierra Leone Army Major Johnny 
Paul Koroma in 1997 in response to perceptions of ethnic discrimination, and a bias in the 
Kabbah regime favouring the Kamajors militia at the expense of the Sierra Leone Army. 

Kamajors Militia (or Civil Defence Forces).  The Kabbah regime raised this militia to replace 
the Executive Outcomes mercenaries who left under the Abidjan Agreement.  While not 
deployable throughout the country, their peak strength of 20,000 made them a significant force, 
to the extent that they could be relied on.  It was alleged at the Kamajors are responsible for 
several atrocities and human rights violations.  (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 17–18) 

West Side Boys (WSB).  This militia apparently developed from groups that broke away from 
the SLA and then AFRC; and grew by abducting child soldiers.  It was heavily influenced by 
American “gangsta rap.” The militia’s strength peaked at about 600 but was usually lower.  
They used their access to conflict diamonds and the training of their former AFRC members, 
to access and employ heavy weapons.  (Utas, 2008; Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 64–65) 

Sierra Leone Army (SLA).  This force emerged, on Sierra Leone’s independence, from the 
Royal West African Frontier Force, and was modelled on the British Army.  Initially effective 
in fighting the RUF, it was compromised by its involvement in coups against the government 
in 1992 and 1997.  In 2000, its strength was nominally about 9,000, but it is uncertain how 
many of this number actually served, and of these, how many sided with the AFRC, how many 
with the Sierra Leone Government, and how many deserted. (Woods & Reese, 2008) 

Campaign Design: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

As outlined above, the various UK operations were not part of an overarching campaign plan.  
UK forces were assigned a series of tactical tasks, which they executed successfully, until the 
UK tactical commander assessed that the requirement for further tasks would continue unless 
the UK intervened to change the overall situation.  This assessment prompted the final UK 
operation with enabled the imposition of stability. 
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- First tactical action: 

o Evacuate entitled persons to Senegal (Roberson, 2007; Ucko, 2016) 

o Deter the RUF advance (Ucko, 2016) 

o Strengthen the resolve of UNAMSIL and Sierra Leone Army (Ucko, 2016) 

- Second tactical action:  Reconstitute the Sierra Leone Army (Roberson), 
including providing operational advice (Op SILKMAN) (Connaughton, 2001). 

- Third tactical action: 

o Free hostages from the West Side Boys in Op BARRAS (Ucko, 2016; 
Connaughton, 2001) 

o The UK plan incorporated other armed groups clearing ground so that 
UNAMSIL and Sierra Leone Army could hold (Ucko, 2016).  (This is 
opposite to the more frequent COIN practice in which regular forces, 
including intervention and state forces, clear or capture ground, then hand 
over to pro-government militia forces to hold it.) 

The UK military commander assigned assessed that the situation required a broader 
effort, and sought and was assigned the following tasks: 

o Compel the militias to participate in DDR (Roberson, 2007). 

o Protect UK citizens remaining (Roberson, 2007). 

o Isolate insurgents in Sierra Leone through sanctions against Liberia 
(Roberson, 2007). 

o Establish a constitutional government on a base of popular legitimacy and 
the rule of law (Williams, 2001). 

Campaign Execution: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

First Tactical Action:  UK forces were initially successful at the evacuations, which can be 
seen as the first iteration of UK intervention.  (Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 60–61) 

Second Tactical Action:  The UK then drew down, leaving an advisor force to reconstitute the 
Sierra Leone Army.  This included a 5000-member security force—initially directly 
commanding the Sierra Leone Army (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 61; Ucko, 2016, pp. 9–11).  
The advisor mission can be seen as the second iteration. 

Third Tactical Action: 

- The West Side Boys, who had been regarded as pro-government, disrupted the 
UK’s intended course by taking a number of UK advisors as prisoners.  This 
prompted the UK to redeploy combat forces in the third iteration.  These forces 
undertook two notable engagements with militia forces. They recovered the 
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prisoners from the West Side Boys, and they defended Lungi Airport from an RUF 
advance.  In both of these encounters, small UK forces dramatically outfought the 
militias, inflicting heavy casualties with apparent ease, and capturing the attention 
of militia commanders.  This discouraged militias, including the RUF, from further 
action against UK forces, enabling the imposition of security with minimal effort.  
(Woods & Reese, pp. 64–70) 

- The UK then assessed the requirement for continued UK intervention to facilitate 
UNAMSIL’s success.  These actions (including the actions against the RUF and 
WSB mentioned above) can be seen as the third iteration.  The UK conducted 
several efforts to facilitate UNAMSIL’s mission, including providing them with 
key staff.  By enabling UNAMSIL to continue with its tasks, and providing 
supplementary forces, the UK slightly increased the force ratio, closer to four 
security personnel per 1000 population (not counting the Sierra Leone Army or 
Kamajors).  The UK’s advanced capabilities, and the reluctance of the militias to 
engage UK forces, offered some mitigation to being below the desired figure of 20.  
(Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 70–72) 

- The UK drew on its contribution of a Chief of Staff and observers to UNAMSIL to 
influence UNAMSIL’s actions and make them easier to support.  The UK successes 
gave UNAMSIL the impetus to pursue its own tactical successes (Woods & Reese, 
2008, pp. 72–74).  The widespread international community support for the UK 
achieved may have increased the resolve of both forces (Woods & Reese, 2008).  It 
is possible that intervening powers need the capability and resolve to employ 
sufficient force to win their battles, while avoiding or minimising escalation of 
violence.  If so, then an intervention force that deploys without the ability to 
dominate militias may be incurring risk. This risk may be mitigated by designing 
the campaign to reduce the resolve of militias to engage in combat.  For instance, 
the intervention force could provide alternative courses to insurgents (such as re-
integration, legitimate avenues to power, etc); allow militias the option NOT to be 
seen as insurgents; or replace toxic regimes to alleviate relative deprivation. 

- The UK took the approach of coercing militias to comply with the required 
outcomes of UNSCR 1289 but, after the actions at Lungi Airport and the West Side 
Boys’ camp, did not aggressively target them.  This, combined with the RUF’s 
“commercialised” approach, reduced the incentive for the RUF to resist UNAMSIL, 
or attack security forces.  Some commentators have questioned the UK’s imposition 
of DDR on the Sierra Leone Army before it had achieved DDR of the militias.   This 
compromised the ability of the Sierra Leone Army to deal with the RUF, making 
stability more dependent on militias and UNAMSIL, and requiring prolonged UK 
presence. (Ucko, 2016)  However, the decision may have been designed to mitigate 
risk of adverse Sierra Leone Army action (such as realignment to the AFCR), to 
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demonstrate the impartiality of the intervention force, or to set an example for other 
forces that were required to undergo DDR. 

Approaches to Groups: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

RUF and WSB: 

- The UK force set out to neutralise the RUF and WSB, killing no more than 
necessary to achieve each mission, while operating in sufficient force to deter 
further aggression (Roberson, 2007, E-Pub Loc. 974; Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 
60–77).  The UK recovered hostages from the WSB, killing any WSB that opposed 
the rescue.  This deterred the WSB from further aggression, neutralising them in 
Sierra Leone.  (Connaughton, 2001; Ucko, 2016, pp. 12–16) 

- In response to attacks, the UK engaged the RUF in their safe havens, potentially 
deterring further attacks (Roberson, 2007, E-Pub Loc. 305). 

- At the strategic level, the UK interrupted RUF finance through sanctions against 
conflict diamond trade as a form of counter-threat finance (Roberson, 2007, E-Pub 
Loc. 313; Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 19). 

- The UK set out to make entering DDR a gateway to any groups seeking to  
influence the functions of government (Roberson, 2007, E-Pub Loc. 1057; Ucko, 
2016, pp. 19–24).  While they were open to negotiation from the outset, they 
considered the RUF to be too malign an organisation to “power share,” as described 
in the Lome Peace Accord, except by constitutionally valid means, as an unarmed 
party rather than an armed force.  They insisted on the RUF’s complete DDR prior 
to participation in the running of government. (Ucko, 2016, pp. 19–24) 

- The UK used sufficient force in responding to attacks to deter further attacks 
(Roberson, 2007). 

- At the same time, the UK maintained communication with RUF, providing for 
negotiation (Ucko, 2016, p. 72). 

Sierra Leone Army/Government: 

- As a default, the UK enabled the Sierra Leone Government to conduct 
counterinsurgency against the RUF, although the latter focussed on holding rather 
than clearing ground.  UK forces only engaged when attacked. (Roberson, 2007) 

- The UK enforced international standards of governance on Sierra Leone 
(Roberson, 2007).  UK funding to the Sierra Leone Government was conditional 
on that Government meeting reform targets (Ucko, 2016). 

- The UK supported other armed groups, including dissident groups (e.g., 
Kamajors), if they supported the Government against the RUF.  In some cases, they 
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used the pro-Government militias as a clearing force rather than a holding force, 
while using the Government forces to hold (Varisco, 2014; Ucko, 2016). 

Success Criteria: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Based on the objectives as assessed above, and information from the sources, one may infer 
that the UK intervention had the following success criteria: 

- Security of UK, Commonwealth and EU nations citizens in Sierra Leone 
(Roberson, 2007). 

- Hostages released (Connaughton, 2001). 

- Stability in Sierra Leone (Roberson, 2007). 

- Sierra Leone Army and Police more effective (Varisco, 2014). 

- UK retained credibility in Africa (Varisco, 2014). 

Where on the Success Scale: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Based on the above criteria, the UK intervention appears to have been highly successful: 

- The RUF entered peace negotiations shortly after the UK rescued hostages from 
the WSB (Connaughten, 2001; Woods & Reese, 2008, pp. 71–74). 

- The Kabbah regime lifted the state of emergency in late 2002 (Varisco, 2014, p. 
16). 

- 72,000 ex combatants entered DDR (Varisco, 2014, p. 16).  Some commentators 
have criticised the UK for starting the DDR process on the Sierra Leone Army 
(who complied), when the RUF was still evading it.  This potentially altered the 
force ratio to the disadvantage of the Sierra Leone Government (Ucko, 2016, p. 7), 
and extended the requirement for UK forces.  However, as any plan, and its 
execution, will be imperfect, and require risk acceptance.  The UK appears to have 
successfully managed the risk imposed by this policy. 

- The UK developed close bilateral ties with Sierra Leone (Varisco, 2014). 

- Public morale of the Sierra Leone population improved (Connaughten, 2002). 

Links Between Approaches to Groups and Degree of Success: United Kingdom 
Intervention in Sierra Leone 

There appear to be significant links between the UK’s approach to the militias, and the high 
degree of success. 

- The speed of the UK’s actions and the dominance of their combat forces supported 
the coercion of the militias, and probably increased their willingness to negotiate. 

- The UK limited action against the militias to whatever was required to coerce them 
to act lawfully and enter the DDR process.  Additionally, they encouraged 
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negotiation by continuing to entertain the possibility that the RUF could influence 
the future of Sierra Leone, but only if they underwent DDR. 

- The UK mobilised other armed groups against the RUF—these groups cleared 
areas of RUF influence so that the SLA could hold them (Ucko, 2016).  This is the 
opposite of the model often seen in which state forces and foreign troops are 
expected to clear, while the local forces then hold.  This may have increased the 
public acceptability of both the combat operations, and the foreign forces and state, 
being seen as agents of stability rather than violence.  Additionally, confronted with 
the option of fighting other militias or entering DDR under UK protection, the RUF 
and other militants may have found DDR more attractive. 

- UK forces were able to turn their tactical victories into operational success, due to 
the effect they had on the narrative as seen by the militias, Sierra Leone population, 
UNAMSIL and international community. 

This approach appears to be consistent with the UK principles of counterinsurgency which 
applied at the time (Roberson, 2007, Ch 1.): 

1. Political primacy and political aim 

2. Coordinated government machinery 

3. Intelligence and information 

4. Neutralise the insurgent 

5. Separate the insurgent from his support 

6. Conduct longer term post insurgency planning 

These principles reflect approaches displayed by other nations, such as the US.  However, it is 
notable that in a “counterinsurgency” approach, the UK placed “neutralising the insurgent” 
fourth out of six.  This approach may offer insurgents (or other militias) time to consider lawful 
options, potentially reducing their resolve to fight and facilitating conflict termination.  The 
application of the word “neutralise” is significant.  In this case, the UK appears to have ensured 
neutralisation by deploying a dominant force.  If the intervening force deploys a dominant force 
that militias are not willing to fight, and the intervening force offers negotiation or compliance 
as alternatives to fighting, insurgents and other militias may be very willing to negotiate or side 
with the state.  The Sierra Leone experience may be reflected in later (2009) UK doctrine, 
which advised categorisation of insurgents as reconcilable or irreconcilable (p. 5-3).  The more 
recent UK doctrine on Stabilisation (2016) advocates that an intervention force “Protect 
political actors, the political system, and the population;” “Promote, consolidate and strengthen 
political processes;” and “Prepare for longer-term recovery.”  Had this doctrine existed at the 
time of the Sierra Leone intervention, their approach, as outlined above, would have been 
consistent with it. 
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Alternative Explanations for Degree of Success 

The UK started the operation from a position of strategic advantage, as detailed in the SWOT 
analysis.  In particular, the threat forces could not match UK forces in direct combat, even 
when significantly outnumbering them.  Being commercially motivated, the threat forces had 
much lower resolve than one might encounter in ideology-driven militias.  Additionally, they 
had limited popular support.  Therefore, a similar approach in less advantageous conditions 
may not be so effective.  For instance, applying this approach in a large inland state with a large 
pro-insurgency population, such as Afghanistan, and a more ideologically extreme insurgency 
such as the Mujahideen, may not be as immediately successful. 

In addition to the vulnerabilities the RUF suffered at the outset of the operation, they 
exacerbated this situation by attacking diamond fields in Guinea. This gave the UK the 
opportunity to support the Guinean army in counterattacking. (Roberson, 2007) 

As the operation transpired, following the UK's advantageous start, the UK never had to 
engage in the level of combat that attracts negative domestic responses. Additionally, embarked 
on a single-nation effort, the UK did not have to divert effort to Coalition alignment. 

The UK took a comprehensive approach including counterinsurgency, warfighting, 
peacekeeping and peace building (Roberson, 2007)—peacekeeping and peace building directly 
contributing to stability.  While most “counterinsurgency” operations will entail all of these 
functions, the UK in Sierra Leone are distinguished by limiting their counterinsurgency effort 
in favour of peacekeeping and peace building. 

Other Themes Arising: United Kingdom Intervention in Sierra Leone 

Regardless of the scale of this example, it appears to be a significant advantage to be able to 
overwhelm the insurgents, either with numbers or with capability.  This suggests that adequate 
resourcing is a contributor to success. 

While the UK initially underestimated the duration of their required involvement, they 
accepted the requirement to make a long-term commitment at a level required to force the RUF 
and other militias to undergo DDR and pursue constitutional avenues to influence, and to 
enable the Sierra Leone Army to defeat any attempt at resurgence.  Reminiscent of US over-
rating of ARVN units, the UK may have initially overestimated progress in advising.  Shortly 
after the first tactical action appeared to have stabilised the theatre, the UK withdrew most 
combat forces and left an advisor team (Woods & Reese, 2008, p. 64).  They may also have 
overestimated the degree to which they had aligned militias towards the government, 
considering the subsequent capture of the 11 Royal Irish Regiment advisors (Woods & Reese, 
2008, p. 64).  However, their resilient recovery from this setback appears to have supported 
their longer-term success. 
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Case Six: The Australian-Led Interventions in East Timor / Timor Leste (International 
Force East Timor, and the International Stabilisation Force) 

Situation Prompting the Intervention 

As with the Somalia and Sierra Leone cases, this study will examine two Australian 
interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste2 as iterations of the same effort.  Therefore, some 
events mentioned in the Situation will overlap with events described in later sections such as 
Campaign Execution. 

The situation in East Timor in 1999 originated in 1974, when the Portuguese Revolution 
led to the effective abandonment of East Timor.  The East Timorese Revolutionary Force 
(Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste—FRETILIN) won a brief civil war and unilaterally 
declared independence in December 1975.  Indonesian troops invaded the same month.  This 
led to Indonesian annexation of the territory as a purported Indonesian Province in 1976.  The 
Defence Force of East Timor (Forcas Defesa Timor Lorosae—FALINTIL) being the military 
arm of FRETILIN, committed to ongoing resistance.  The UN never recognised Indonesian 
sovereignty (McDougall, 2007; Fowler, 2016).  The Indonesian occupation was generally seen 
as negative for East Timorese people.  Life expectancy, at 54 years, was ten years lower than 
the rest of Indonesia, 32% of households lived in poverty, and the infant mortality rate was 
among the highest in the world (Rees et al, 2014, p.30).  The population of East Timor in 1995 
was about 960,000 (Worldometers.info, 2019).  It is likely that the population in 1999 was 
slightly higher, although this is difficult to estimate due to the events of that year.  Australia 
had objected to the Indonesian occupation of East Timor in 1974, but acquiesced, because it 
assessed that on-going occupation would be the most conducive to regional stability.  Australia 
continued diplomatic measures to pursue improvements in human rights in East Timor, 
increasing these measures after the first “Dili Massacre” of December 1991. 

Increased Indonesian dependence on foreign aid, and a more liberal approach to 
government, led Indonesian President Habibie to consider a degree of autonomy for East Timor 
in the late 1990s.  The FALINTIL were continuing armed action against Indonesian troops 
(Indonesian National Military—Tentara Nasional Indonesia—TNI) and pro-integration 
militias of Timorese people supporting Indonesia’s retention of East Timor.  The Australian 
Prime Minister wrote to Habibie proposing that the latter consider self-determination for East 
Timor.  Habibie offered East Timor citizens the opportunity to accept or reject autonomy under 
Indonesian sovereignty, and independence if they rejected autonomy.  The UN deployed the 
UN Mission in East Timor (UNAMET) to oversee the consultation, while Indonesia was 
responsible for security (McDougall, 2007, p. 868, 873; Fowler, 2016, E-Pub Loc. 542).  The 
majority of East Timorese voters opted for independence.  Pro-integration militias, and some 
TNI troops, commenced violent attacks against pro-independence groups which, like the 1991 

 
2 This dissertation uses the name East Timor to refer to the former Portuguese territory and claimed province of 
Indonesia; and Timor-Leste to refer to the independent Democratic Republic of Timor-Leste recognised in 2002. 
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violence, were dubbed the “Dili Massacre.”  Rees et al (2014, p. 32) have asserted that the 
violence lowered GDP by 33%.  Noting that most of the population were subsistence farmers, 
Rees et al assessed that about half the nation’s livestock were lost.  Indonesia appeared to have 
lost control of the security situation.  Following a decade of domestic protests in Australia 
against military cooperation with Indonesia, there was strong public support in Australia for 
the intervention.  (McDougall, 2007, pp. 870–876; Fowler, 2016, E-Pub Loc. 484–573) 

UNSC Resolution 1264 (UN, 1999) sanctioned the International Force East Timor 
(INTERFET) in September 1999, tasking it to impose security and hand over to a UN force 
when one could deploy.  When INTERFET achieved its objectives, it handed over to the United 
Nations Transitional Authority East Timor (UNTAET), which handed over to a UN office as 
the new nation of Timor-Leste appeared to stabilise.  However, in 2006, Australia, New 
Zealand and Malaysia responded to an increase in violence with which the remaining UN 
organisation was unable to deal.  Their response centred on the deployment of the International 
Stabilisation Force (ISF).  The INTERFET and ISF deployments are examined below as 
iterations of Australian-led intervention. 

SWOT Analysis: Australian-Led Interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste 

Figure 13 summarises the SWOT analysis of the Australian-led interventions in East Timor / 
Timor-Leste, with detail in the following paragraphs. 

 

Figure 13 SWOT Analysis of the Australian-Led Interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste 
  

Strengths Weaknesses
• Strong public support internationally, domestically and in the theatre.
• UN-endorsed mission.
• Australia and Coalition partners had capable military forces.
• Coalition makeup, including ASEAN, enhanced regional legitimacy.
• Security force to population ratio below the US doctrinal benchmark, but 

higher than any other case except US in Vietnam.
• Redeployment as ISF involved capable troops that were experienced in the 

Theatre and had strong local support.

• Discretionary deployment with most troops from liberal democracies made 
Coalition resolve vulnerable to casualties and tactical setbacks.

• Australia, as the lead nation, had let its logistic capability degrade during the 
1980s and 1990s.

• The second intervention occurred in 2006 when Australia and New Zealand 
also had troops deployed in Iraq, Solomon Islands and Afghanistan.

Opportunities Threats
• East Timor was close to Darwin, offsetting Australia’s logistic weakness.
• Australian military engagement with Indonesia facilitated communications 

between Australian and Indonesian senior officers.
• East Timorese support for INTERFET was very high because of disenchantment 

with Indonesian occupation.
• The FALANTIL cooperated with requests not to engage pro-Integration militias, 

TNI or POLRI.

• The TNI was one of the most significant in the region, and could have brought 
superior numbers to bear against INTERFET. INTERFET would have won a 
confrontation, but suffered casualties in doing so, with possible detriment to 
domestic support and population alignment.

• The TNI had trained and resourced the pro-integration militias, may still have 
been in the field with them, but did not directly control them. Therefore 
negotiations with senior TNI officers did not guarantee no clashes with militias. 
Action against several loosely coordinated militias would have increased the 
threat to INTERFET and the East Timorese population.



121 

Strengths 

Australia and its allies enjoyed a number of strengths in the intervention.  They had strong 
public support (including years of anti-Indonesia protests from pro Timor Independence 
groups) and a coalition of countries prepared to contribute.  Australian lobby groups had been 
urging the Australian government to intervene (diplomatically or directly) in East Timor since 
the 1991 Dili Massacre. 

Australia was able to draw on a number of capable militaries in assembling INTERFET: 

- Australia’s own combat forces were highly capable, although it had allowed 
logistic capability to decline (White, in Blaxland E-Pub Loc. 863). 

- New Zealand forces maintained a high level of professionalism.  They were well 
adapted to operating in coalition with Australia and had recently led the Peace 
Monitoring Group in Bougainville including an Australian contingent.  By the 2006 
intervention, they had also participated alongside Australia in the Regional 
Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands.  (Barbara, 2008, p. 131) 

- The US provided niche capabilities and logistic support.  It also held a Marine 
Expeditionary Unit (landing a ground and air force of about 2,100 troops, including 
armoured vehicles, battlefield helicopters and close air support jets) in reserve. 

Australia also drew on Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) participation, 
providing regional legitimacy (Blaxland, 2015, Ch 21), as well as contingents experienced in 
counterinsurgency and other internal security operations in similar environments.  While it was 
not a UN operation, INTERFET had UN endorsement (UNSCR 1264).  Troop contributing 
nations provided a force of over 12,600, giving them a ratio of 13 security personnel per 1000 
population (Nautilus Institute website).  This is lower than the doctrinal benchmark of 20, but 
the highest of any case in this study except the US-led intervention in Vietnam.  The gap would 
have been further mitigated by the low overall threat, strong public support, and strong appetite 
for a peaceful solution. 

By the time Australia led the formation and deployment of the ISF, it, as well as its New 
Zealand and Malaysian allies, had gained experience in Timor-Leste.  Further, Australia and 
New Zealand had gained experience in Solomon Islands, Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Weaknesses 

While in an advantageous position overall, Australia suffered some weaknesses.  As a 
discretionary coalition operation with most of the troops from liberal democracies, INTERFET 
was vulnerable to a rapid loss of public support in the event of casualties or any other negative 
narrative (Smith, 2005, pp. 292–297).  Australia, as the lead nation with the largest troop 
contribution, had let its logistic ability degrade, which would cause problems projecting the 
force into East Timor (White in Blaxland, 2015, E-Pub Loc. 863), and could have disrupted its 
lead nation responsibility to set up logistic systems for other troop contributing nations. 



122 

The second intervention, in 2006, occurred when Australia and New Zealand also had 
troops deployed in Iraq, Solomon Islands (the third emergency reinforcement of the military 
task force having recently taken place) and Afghanistan. 

Opportunities 

The situation provided Australia with a number of opportunities.  East Timor was close to 
Darwin, a major Australian port and military staging area.  It was a small province, mostly 
accessible from the coast. 

Australia had conducted military engagement with Indonesia for years beforehand.  
Therefore, senior officers had an effective professional relationship with Indonesian 
counterparts (Cosgrove, Ch 7 in Blaxland, 2015; Evans, Ch 8 in Blaxland, 2015).  This largely, 
if not entirely, averted confrontations between the INTERFET and the state forces of Indonesia. 

East Timorese support for INTERFET was very high due to disenchantment with 
Indonesian occupation (Dos Reis et al, Ch 11 in Blaxland, 2015).  The FALANTIL cooperated 
with requests that they largely remain in camps rather than operating alongside INTERFET, to 
avoid inflaming tensions with the Indonesian military or pro-integration militias. 

Threats 

Despite its advantages, Australia and its allies faced several threats.  While they had drawn on 
their soft power capital to avoid direct conflict with Indonesia, they had to plan against the risk 
that such conflict would eventuate.  The Indonesian military was one of the most significant in 
the region, and Indonesia could have brought superior numbers to bear against INTERFET.  It 
is likely that INTERFET would have won a tactical battle through superior integration and 
application of combat power.  However, the associated escalation of conflict could have led to 
loss of contributing nation resolve, and the strategic failure of the intervention.  Cross-border 
activities by the military of an adjoining state—the PAVN in Vietnam; the Pakistan Army and 
Inter-Services Intelligence in Afghanistan; or the NPFL in Sierra Leone—have generally had 
significant impacts on the viability of the state suffering instability, and the outcome of a 
stability intervention (Byman et al, 2001, pp. 83–100). 

Pro-integration militias had been trained and resourced, and may still have been directed, 
by the TNI; but were not directly controlled, so negotiations with Indonesia did not guarantee 
that these militias would avoid conflict.  Action against a number of loosely coordinated 
militias would have increased the threat to INTERFET, and to the East Timorese population. 

Start State: Australian-Led Intervention in East Timor / Timor-Leste 

Australia and its INTERFET allies started the campaign from a strongly advantageous position.  
The force comprised effective military contingents; as well as contingents from Western 
countries and ASEAN countries experienced in internal security operations.  It had strong 
regional support, and strong domestic support in East Timor and in troop contributing nations.  
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It was conducting the operation in a small country with coastal infrastructure, close to Darwin, 
a major Australian port. 

While Australia had allowed some of its military capabilities to atrophy by 1999, its 
forces were effective at dismounted combat at the low tactical level, which were the critical 
capability and level in the theatre.  The other INTERFET nations were mostly proficient at the 
style of operation required.  A US joint task force was in the theatre, and there was potential 
for the US to provide combat forces in the event of an emergency.  While Australia encouraged 
the FALINTIL to remain in its cantonments to avoid polarising public sentiment and escalating 
the conflict, it is very likely that the FALINTIL would have used force to support the 
intervention if necessary.  By the time the ISF deployed, its member nations had gained 
experience in Timor-Leste, as well as other theatres.  Australia had had time to redress its 
lagging logistic capability, and to learn the business of being lead nation. 

Australia had engaged with Indonesia throughout the 1990s, despite adverse domestic 
sentiment towards this. Some senior officers were personally known to each other. This enabled 
communication and possibly negotiation, potentially reducing the necessary force ratio. 

Nonetheless, the intervention force faced challenges.  As a coalition of liberal 
democracies on a discretionary operation, INTERFET was not inherently resilient, its resolve 
being vulnerable to casualties and adverse messaging.  By the time of the ISF deployment in 
2006, Australia and New Zealand were also committed to Solomon Islands, Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

Campaign Objectives 

UNSCR 1264: 

- Restore peace and security in East Timor. 

- Protect and support UNAMET in carrying out its task. 

- Within force capabilities, facilitate humanitarian assistance operations. 

International Stabilisation Force:  Assist the Government of Timor-Leste in redressing the 
breakdown in security and governance in Timor-Leste (inferred from the International Security 
Sector Advisory Team website). 

Armed Groups 

- Indonesian Armed Forces (Tentara Nasional Indonesia—TNI).  A modern force 
in an ASEAN nation, the TNI was one of the largest military forces in the region.  
It had invaded East Timor after the departure of the Portuguese colonial power and 
conclusion of the East Timorese Civil War.  The TNI, and particularly their special 
forces (Komando Pasukan Khusus—KOPASSUS), had been active in suppressing 
the FALANTIL, and fostering the activities of pro-integration militias.  The TNI 
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had perpetrated the 1991 Dili or Santa Cruz Massacre (Australian Broadcasting 
Corporation, 12 December 2006). 

- Indonesian Police (Kepolisian Negara Republik Indonesia—POLRI).  While 
POLRI was an arm of the Indonesian government, many of its members in East 
Timor were Timorese.  The UN Transitional Authority, East Timor (UNTAET) 
later recruited Timorese former POLRI members to form the Timor-Leste Police. 

- Pro-integration militias.  These militias (including d’Aitarak Besi, Merah Putih, 
Laksaur, and Mahidi) comprised Timorese people supportive of the East Timor’s 
inclusion in Indonesia.  Members of these militias were involved in the anti-
independence violence in September 1999 and were accused (and in some cases 
convicted) of atrocities against civilians.  This violence was key to prompting the 
deployment of INTERFET. 

- Anti-Integration Militias (Forças Armadas da Libertação Nacional de Timor-
Leste—FALINTIL).  Originally the military arm of the Revolutionary Front for 
an Independent East Timor (Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, 
abbreviated as FRETILIN), the FALINTIL had resisted the Indonesian occupation 
since its outset, having previously resisted Portuguese colonial rule. 

- (Post 2002) Timor-Leste Defence Force (Forcas Defesa Timor Lorosae—
FDTL, also FALINTIL Forcas Defesa Timor Lorosae—FFDTL).  This force 
was formed largely from former FALINTIL members who went through DDR.  
Many FFDTL members had fought PNTL members when they were, respectively, 
in the FALINTIL and POLRI. 

- (Post 2002) Timor-Leste Police (Polísia Nasionál Timór Lorosa'e PNTL).  As 
outlined above, UNTAET formed this organisation from former POLRI members.  
Many Timorese considered them to have collaborated with the Indonesian 
occupation. 

Campaign Design 

Australia commenced the operation by negotiating the safe arrival and quartering of 
INTERFET in East Timor with the TNI.  INTERFET Commander, then-Major General Peter 
Cosgrove, was personally acquainted with the TNI Chief of the Martial Law Authority in East 
Timor.  This relationship facilitated negotiations (Gordon & Campbell, 2016, p. 45).  Based on 
common themes among the sources consulted (McDougall, 2007; Blaxland, 2015; Fowler, 
2016), Australia and its allies designed the campaign based on the following steps: 

- Control, comprising the following actions: 

o Secure a point of entry into East Timor and lodge the force to take control of 
Dili. 

o Rapidly deploy as many combat forces as could be facilitated. 
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o Establish a secure environment, first in Dili, then throughout East Timor. 

- Consolidation: Extend INTERFET’s influence across East Timor. 

- Transition: Hand over responsibility for providing security in East Timor to a UN 
peacekeeping force. 

- Redeployment: Following a successful handover to the UN peacekeeping force, 
INTERFET elements would either transition to that force, or depart. 

Campaign Execution 

- Control: The lodgement in Dili took place as planned, and the force rapidly 
established stability in the areas it occupied.  Pro-integration militia activity from 
West Timor continued after INTERFET’s arrival, prompting INTERFET action to 
secure the border ahead of schedule.  This forced pro-integration militias to remain 
in West Timor, reducing militia threat and facilitating the establishment of security 
(Cosgrove, Ch 7 in Blaxland, 2015; Evans, Ch 8 in Blaxland, 2015; Gordon & 
Campbell, 2016).  The US 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) remained poised 
in visible reserve (Gordon & Campbell, 2016).  Their presence may have deterred 
TNI retaliation or support to pro-integration militias, both in terms of their 
significant combat power, and the prospect of initiating international armed 
conflict with the US. 

- Consolidation: 

o The interoperability of AUS, NZ and UK forces was notable in execution, 
potentially mitigating the problems Smith (2005, pp. 292–297 and 301–303) 
described as being inherent to coalition operations.  Australian staff engaged 
closely with senior TNI counterparts to avert international conflict and keep 
focus on militia actions and population protection. (Cosgrove, Ch. 7 in 
Blaxland, 2015).  Exchange of fire between Australian troops, militia and 
Indonesian police at Mota'ain led to intense negotiation, and agreement of 
conventions to avoid outbreak of hostilities between national forces.  A TNI 
officer assisted in defusing the incident (Cosgrove, Ch 7 in Blaxland, 2015; 
Evans, Ch. 8 in Blaxland, 2015).  Some authors have criticised 
INTERFET’s measured approach, with Dos Reis (Ch. 11 in Blaxland, 2015) 
citing criticism of INTERFET’s cautious approach to militias, based on 
assertions that cautious action had allowed violence to continue in areas not 
yet occupied by INTERFET. 

o INTERFET saw 12,600 troops deployed.  This provided a ratio of about 13 
intervention force members per 1000 population.  Compared to most other 
cases, this was close to the recommended benchmark of 20 per 1000 
population.  The comparatively low threat, and ease of access to most areas 
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could be seen to facilitate operations or mitigate the overall risk, enabling 
success with a lower ratio.  INTERFET took measures to deter or minimise 
TNI and militia resistance from the outset by demonstrating a capable armed 
force, with potential for reinforcement by high-end US capabilities.  This is 
likely to have minimised TNI and militia casualties and, in turn, increased 
the willingness to negotiate.  Finally, the fact that the fighting had continued 
for the previous 25 years may have increased the appetite for a peaceful 
solution. 

Transition and Redeployment:  The operation achieved end-state according to schedule, and 
handed a secure theatre to the UN Transitional Authority East Timor (UNTAET), which was 
to establish stability.  INTERFET handed some combat forces present at transition directly to 
UNTAET, but Australia gradually reduced its commitment to the UN force, particularly after 
2005 (Gordon & Campbell, 2016, pp. 55–57).  UNTAET itself started with 10,790 troops, and 
downsized to 5,000 after 2002 (UN Website, UNTAET Fact Sheet). 

The International Stabilisation Force 

The political construct of the new state of Timor-Leste led to certain elements of the new 
FFDTL and the PNTL feeling alienated.  Elements of both forces mutinied in 2006, and 
violence between the military and police breaking out (Gordon & Campbell, 2016, pp. 55–57).  
UN peace-keeping forces had withdrawn the previous year, leaving the UN Office in Timor-
Leste, UNOTIL.  Timor-Leste requested an Australian-led International Stabilisation Force 
(ISF).  An Australian-led force (also incorporating Malaysian and New Zealand troops) of 
about 2,000 deployed, and re-established stability.  One may infer from this that the UN had 
withdrawn its force prematurely.  Increased Australian interest later led to an analysis by 
Gordon and Campbell (2016, pp. 57–58) asserting the following: 

- There had been no formal plan for development. 

- No-one had foreseen the 2006 crisis. 

- Australian forces had down-sized too soon after hand-over to UNTAET.  One may 
infer that the authors meant that the other troops in UNTAET were not of the same 
standard, and that UNTAET could not maintain stability without a large number of 
Australian (or other highly capable) troops.  If this assessment was correct, it 
indicates that not only the number, but the capability of security forces is key to 
maintaining stability. 

There was dissatisfaction in some Timorese circles, with respect to Australian forces 
acting cautiously against militias.  This perception increased when the ISF failed to capture 
renegade Army officer Alfredo Reinado (Dos Reis et al, Ch. 11 in Blaxland, 2015), although 
Australian special forces eventually killed Reinado (Niner, 2008, pp. 4–5; Dos Reis et al, Ch. 
11 in Blaxland, 2015). 
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On restoration of stability, Australia and New Zealand left a smaller force, retaining the 
name International Stabilisation Force (ISF), which augmented the new UN Integrated Mission 
In East Timor (UNMIT).  In response to the 2006 outbreak, the UN issued UNSCR 1704, 
creating the UN Integrated Mission In East Timor—UNMIT) and was responsive to UN 
operational planning, while remaining under independent command.  As will be covered in 
Chapter 5, this model was similar to that applied by the UK in Sierra Leone.  A small 
independent force of capable military units with coherent command and control (in this case, 
the ISF) enabled success by a larger force (in this case UNMIT) which represented 
multinational perspectives.  However, it could also be compared to the model the US applied 
in Somalia with Task Force Ranger, which did not adequately mitigate the risks to unity of 
effort imposed by separate chains of command. 

Approaches to Groups 

Pro-Integration Militias 

- INTERFET endeavoured to deter pro-integration militias from attacking civilians 
or its own forces.  It used lethal force when required, and demonstrated dominant 
lethal capability, but refrained from applying its full capabilities.  Some 
commentators reported a perception that INTERFET moved too slowly against pro-
integration militias.  They alleged that this created a law and order vacuum after 
INTERFET's arrival (Dos Reis et al, Ch. 11 in Blaxland, 2015), leading to the 
alleged escape of numerous pro-integration militia members into West Timor, 
including suspects in serious crimes. 

- This situation may have led to prolonged instability as pro-integration militants 
continued to infiltrate from West Timor.  The prolonged instability may, in turn, 
have contributed to relative deprivation (if not actual structural violence) after 
independence, due to perceptions that may perpetrators of atrocities had gone 
unpunished.  Other authorities have asserted that FALINTIL veterans who did not 
enter the FFDTL after demobilisation received insufficient government support, 
leading many of them to become involved in security incidents (Dos Reis et al, Ch. 
11 in Blaxland, 2015). 

TNI and POLRI:  INTERFET strove to maintain cooperative neutrality, including 
engagement and confidence-building, with TNI and POLRI (Cosgrove, Ch. 7 in Blaxland, 
2015; Thompson, Ch. 10 in Blaxland, 2015), although it used lethal force against them when 
required.  It took action to prevent escalation of conflict through convincing the FALANTIL 
not to take action against the TNI and POLRI after the intervention.  UNTAET later used East 
Timorese former POLRI members as the basis for the National Police of Timor-Leste (PNTL).  
Logically, one may conclude that this policy made best use of policing skills to meet a national 
need, prevented the gravitation of “demobilised” police to criminal or insurgent activity, and 
provided a unifying function.  However, one may also conclude that it risked violent 
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competition between the state security forces (PNTL and FDTL) and note in hindsight that this 
risk came to fruition. 

FALINTIL 

- INTERFET cooperated directly with the FALINTIL, in order to minimise 
FALINTIL actions against the TNI, pro Indonesian collaborators, and pro-
integration militias. This mitigated the risk of further outbreaks of violence.  
UNTAET later selected FRETILIN/FALINTIL leaders as candidates for national 
leadership, and they subsequently won conventional elections.  UNTAET also used 
the FALINTIL as basis for the FDTL—generally known as the FALINTIL FDTL 
(FFDTL), in recognition of its FALINTIL roots. 

- As stated above, some East Timorese have voiced disenchantment at the way 
FALINTIL veterans were treated.  Some have asserted that the cautious approach 
to establishing security left Timorese civilians exposed to Indonesian abuses 
unnecessarily after INTERFET's arrival—particularly into Oecussi, which suffered 
a number of pro-integration militia massacres.  Potentially, if the FALINTIL had 
been allowed to fight alongside INTERFET, the combined force would have been 
able to achieve security faster.  However, such a policy may have increased the risk 
of TNI retaliation and exacerbated the division between pro- and anti- integration 
factions, with the likelihood of extended violence. 

FFDTL and PNTL Mutineers:  The ISF supported the government of Timor-Leste in 
restoring order, dealing with mutineers under Timor-Leste law, and leading direct action 
including lethal force against their most violent elements, such as that against Major Reinado. 

Success Criteria: Australian-Led Interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste 

Because the Australian-led interventions comprised phases in a UN-led strategy, but were 
designed to support Australian national interests, they should be considered separately at the 
operational and strategic levels. 

- Operational: 

o (1999) East Timor secure, and security lead handed to UN for stabilisation 
and transition to self-government. 

o (2006–7) stability restored in Timor-Leste, and security lead handed back to 
Timor-Leste Government. 

- Strategic: East Timor/Timor-Leste stable—displaying low likelihood of violent 
political upheaval threatening national governance, economic growth and human 
security in the foreseeable future, and well-disposed towards Australia, New 
Zealand and Malaysia.  This outcome was ultimately in the control of the UN, but 
Australia’s strategic interest in stability in its near region was best served by 
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carrying out the operational actions assigned to it in such a way as to best facilitate 
the UN’s success. 

Where on the Success Scale? 

Operational:  Australia’s levels of success for INTERFET and the ISF are assessed as high.  
Both forces (INTERFET in a much larger and more dire emergency with more significant 
threat forces and political risks) achieved the following: 

- Quickly established security, then handed security lead to other authorities 
(INTERFET to UN, then ISF to Timor-Leste). 

- Addressed humanitarian needs. 

- Enabled necessary political actions. 

Strategic:  Australia’s strategic success is assessed as moderate-to-high, in terms of overall 
benefit to Australia.  Australia and its allies restored stability to a conflict zone close to 
Australia.  However, Australia’s dependence on a UN force to manage the transition led to the 
significant upheaval in 2006.  This required the redeployment of Australian and New Zealand 
forces in demand in other theatres.  Timor-Leste’s disposition to Australia has been 
compromised by contentious negotiations over economic exclusion zone boundaries 
(Rothwell, 2018), possibly highlighting that neighbouring states are likely to remain 
competitive, and the beneficiaries of intervention may take steps to avoid a sense of 
dependency or indebtedness. 

Links Between Approaches to Groups and Degree of Success: Australian-Led 
Interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste 

Australia and its allies deployed robust combat power and seized key terrain in both the 
INTERFET and (at a smaller scale) ISF missions.  They displayed a preparedness, in extreme 
circumstances, to use this combat power but a preference to restrain it.  Based on the limited 
action against INTERFET and the ISF by the TNI, militias and rogue Timor-Leste forces, this 
approach appears to have deterred potential threats.  The approach included negotiation and 
engagement with the TNI; avoidance, where possible of lethal force against militants; and the 
avoidance of using the FALINTIL in direct action against pro-integration militias.  These 
measures appear to have limited the violence between the TNI, the militias, the populace and 
INTERFET.  Cosgrove (Ch. 7 in Blaxland, 2015) noted little friction between TNI and 
populace as the former exited Dili in 1999.  Australia drew on ongoing engagement with the 
TNI, including a domestically contentious relationship between Australian Special Forces and 
KOPASSUS, to keep avenues of communication open (Cosgrove, Ch 7 in Blaxland, 2015; 
Blaxland, 2015).  The FALANTIL followed the intervention force plan, and did not precipitate 
confrontations, or engage in triumphalism—remaining in cantons as required. INTERFET, 
TNI and FALANTIL forces exercised forbearance. (Cosgrove, Ch. 7 in Blaxland, 2015; 
Thompson, 2015). 
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This approach to demonstrating both capability and restraint may have increased the 
threat forces’ willingness to negotiate and allowed INTERFET and the ISF to achieve their 
missions with lower-than-recommended force ratios.  (The ISF’s force ratio was much lower 
than that of INTERFET, but it must be seen as part of the overall security apparatus of Timor-
Leste, dealing with a more finite problem.) 

The qualification to INTERFET’s strategic success is the later requirement to deploy the 
ISF.  While outside INTERFET’s control, the apparent failure of UNTAET and subsequent 
UN bodies to establish conditions that would maintain stability prior to drawing down reflects 
issues relevant to the research.  Continued independent action of historically opposed groups 
(former East Timorese POLRI in the PNTL, former FALINTIL in the FFDTL, and western 
and eastern FALINTIL groups), combined with the falling force ratio and subsequent 
withdrawal of UNTAET, led to a fresh outbreak of violence.  UNTAET potentially assessed 
that it had redressed structural violence prior to drawing down.  However, some sections of the 
population still perceived relative deprivation.  This observation suggests that a population 
may perceive relative deprivation when they are not experiencing structural violence. 

This case also demonstrates risks in the employment of former adversaries in separate 
state security forces when pursuing stability.  However, one must consider whether alternatives 
were available at the time, and whether they would have led to better outcomes.  One potential 
solution, viewed in hindsight, would have been to distribute former POLRI and FALINTIL 
members more evenly between the FFDT-L and PNTL, in order to erode historical factions 
over time.  This is likely to have required continued higher intervention force ratios, to avert 
violent disputes that could have followed the fusion of former opposing combatants. 

Alternative Explanations for Degree of Success: Australian-Led Interventions in East 
Timor / Timor-Leste 

As indicated by the SWOT Analysis, Australia and its allies started in a strategically 
advantageous position.  Therefore, regardless of how well they approached or executed the 
operation, they were probably less likely to fail than, for example, the US and allies in Vietnam 
or the USSR’s intervention in Afghanistan.  In other words, they started from such a strong 
position that they would have had to do a lot wrong to fail.  However, the overall level of 
success, and the absence of major setbacks, indicates that their approach was sound, and simply 
assisted by their strategic advantages. 

The island had been through an extremely long period of conflict.  Many belligerents 
were tired of fighting and wanted peace (Cosgrove, Ch 7 in Blaxland, 2015).  This relates to 
Luttwak’s assertion (1999) that allowing conflicts to take their course may minimise violence 
in the long term.  However, as Diamond (2012) asserted, protracted instability causes casualties 
that quickly exceed those caused by high-end conflict between military forces.  Therefore, 
regardless of the advantages it might afford to intervention forces, it seems unacceptable to “let 
them fight it out.” 
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Other Themes Arising: Australian-Led Interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste 

The handover of a situation between multiple forces may create opportunities for violent 
upheavals, notwithstanding that each force believes it has succeeded by reaching the handover 
point.  For instance, UNITAF achieved its mission and handed over to UNOSOM II, which did 
not achieve stability in Somalia.  Similarly, in East Timor, INTERFET achieved its mission 
and handed over to UNTAET.  The UN, having apparently achieved its mission, drew down to 
UNOTIL.  However, the security gains had only been temporary, so the situation in Timor-
Leste had not truly been stable.  The case is also similar to that of Sierra Leone, in which several 
intervention forces (including the early UK iterations) achieved varying degrees of success in 
their finite missions, without actually stabilising Sierra Leone. 

As with Somalia and Sierra Leone, the East Timor case demonstrates the formation of a 
small independent force from advanced militaries to augment UN forces.  The comparison 
between these three cases (including the fact that the highly capable force seemed central to 
failure in Somalia and success in Sierra Leone and Timor-Leste) will be examined further in 
Chapter 5. 

Case Seven: The Australian-Led Intervention in Solomon Islands 

Situation Leading to Intervention 

In the 1990s, ongoing “ethnic tensions” in Solomon Islands, exacerbated by Government 
corruption, destabilised the country.  The conflict eventually posed potential security threats 
(real or perceived) to neighbouring Pacific countries, including Australia.  The large islands of 
Guadalcanal and Malaita have ethnically distinct populations.  Many of the population of 
Guadalcanal (“Guales”) were dissatisfied with Malaitan dominance over the national 
government and illegitimate Malaitan tenure over land on Guadalcanal.  The Guales’ 
dissatisfaction, combined with perceptions by both groups that the Solomon Islands 
Government was disadvantaging their group, led to armed conflict through the 1990s (Barbara 
2008).  Security deteriorated to the extent that Guale and Malaitan militias controlled most of 
both islands, and the government could not exercise governance outside Honiara and some 
provincial centres.  However, kleptocratic politicians and foreign companies continued to 
exploit natural resources unsustainably, sometimes with the support of local militias 
(Wainwright, 2003).  Despite various international attempts at peaceful resolution, the tensions 
continued until 2003.  At this time, the population of Solomon Islands was about 447,000 
(Worldometers.info, 2019). 

Significant portions of the Royal Solomon Islands Police (RSIP), the only armed state 
security force, had sided with the Malaitan militias, and therefore could not be relied upon for 
impartial law enforcement (Wainwright, 2003).  Conversely, the RSIP could not operate in 
Guale controlled areas.  By 2003, Australia had refused several Solomon Islands Government 
requests for security assistance, although it facilitated a peace process with activities such as 
the Townsville Peace Agreement and the International Peace Monitoring Team in 2000 (Bergin 
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and Claxton, 2015).  However, these peace initiatives proved ineffective.  Most foreign 
investors ceased operations in Solomon Islands, at the cost of 4,000–5,000 jobs, and GDP 
halved over the course of six years (Rees et al, 2014). 

After the 2001 Al Qaeda attack on New York and Washington, and the 2002 Bali 
Bombing, Australian analysts assessed that this instability would cause Solomon Islands to 
“fail” as a state, and possibly collapse, causing security risks to neighbouring countries.  A 
paper by Elsina Wainwright (2003) described transnational risks to Australia, through Solomon 
Islands providing a breeding ground for terrorists and transnational criminals—particularly (p. 
13) describing it as “a petri dish in which transnational and non-state security threats can 
develop and breed.”  Shortly after the publication of this paper, Australia committed to armed 
intervention.  Australia engaged with fellow members of the Pacific Islands Forum and 
brokered a multilateral agreement to form the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands 
(RAMSI) (Fraenkel, 2004; RAMSI, 2013; Fraenkel, 2014). 

SWOT Analysis: Australian-Led Intervention in Solomon Islands 

Figure 14 summarises the SWOT analysis of the Australian-led intervention in Solomon 
Islands, with detail in the following paragraphs. 

 

Figure 14: SWOT Analysis of the Australian-Led Interventions in Solomon Islands 
  

Strengths Weaknesses
• Coalition members had strong local and domestic support.
• RAMSI gained legitimacy from being a Pacific Islands Forum solution.

• Australian, New Zealand and Pacific Islands diplomats who led RAMSI were 
experienced in South Pacific international relations, and crisis management.

• Australian and New Zealand military and police forces, supported by Pacific 
Islands contingents, were capable of overwhelming any militias forces at the 
tactical level. The initial force was sufficient to deter any resistance to RAMSI 

or attacks on the Government.

• Australia and New Zealand had military forces in Iraq, Timor-Leste, and 
Afghanistan for most of the life of RAMSI. Tonga also had military forces in 

Afghanistan, while Australia had a large police deployment to Papua New 
Guinea, with smaller deployments in other locations, for most of the life of 
RAMSI.

• The decision to gain Solomon Islands Government assent to the mission, to 
avoid waiting for a UNSCR, made RAMSI dependent on annual approvals from 

the Government it had come to reform.
• Police and military forces were initially not very interoperable.

Opportunities Threats
• The militias had limited military capability and, while capable of inflicting 

casualties, were never able to pose a physical threat to the mission.

• RAMSI fulfilled many of the functions for which the militias had formed—
essentially, government reform and local protection.

• The rational and limited ethos prompting the militias’ formation made them 
open to negotiation.

• Solomon Islands was small enough for a modest force to project and sustain 

itself throughout the country.
• Solomon Islands was close to the participating nations.

• RAMSI faced multiple armed groups whose actions were unpredictable, and 
not coordinated with each other.

• While incapable of physically threatening the mission, the militias were capable 
of inflicting casualties, undermining Coalition resolve. This risk would have 
been particularly high if troops had had to operate against the Guadalcanal 
Liberation Front in the “Weathercoast” area of Guadalcanal.

• The Bougainville Revolutionary Army, and some organized crime groups, were 

also active in the theatre, and their actions were unpredictable.
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Strengths 

Australia and its allies in RAMSI enjoyed a number of strengths.  They had strong public 
support, and the legitimacy that came of constituting a Pacific Islands Forum solution to a 
Pacific regional problem (Fraenkel, 2004; Hameiri, 2009). 

The Australian, New Zealand and other Pacific Islands Forum diplomats available to lead 
RAMSI were experienced in South Pacific international relations, and crisis management.  For 
instance, the first Special Coordinator, Nick Warner, had served as High Commissioner to 
Papua New Guinea, and later served as a senior intelligence official in Australia (Office of 
National Intelligence website).  The police contingent (the Participating Police Forces) were 
able to draw on modern police services from Australia and New Zealand, and culturally attuned 
police services from other Pacific Islands Forum nations.  The military component was centred 
on Australian and New Zealand forces with sufficient combat capability to overwhelm any 
militant organisation at the tactical level (Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014, pp. 32–35; 
Bergin and Claxton, 2015, pp. 164–167). 

The combined military force included 1800 members, fielding an infantry-based land 
force, fixed and rotary wing aviation, a logistics ship and five “minor surface units” (patrol 
boats, mine hunters or heavy landing craft, all capable of patrolling throughout Solomon 
Islands).  Subsequent events suggest that this was sufficient to deter any direct resistance to 
RAMSI or continuing attacks of the Government, by the Guale insurgency, the Malaitan 
militias, rogue police, or other armed groups.  While RAMSI supported the Solomon Islands 
Government it had some flexibility to offer an impartial approach to all groups, provided they 
followed constitutional means to influence state affairs.  Further, RAMSI continued to 
prosecute members of the Government for corruption and other crimes.  This may have reduced 
the degree of relative deprivation felt by Guales, potentially increasing their willingness to 
comply or negotiate, lending legitimacy to the force.  Additionally, the Australian and New 
Zealand police contingents included tactical units which were capable of direct action against 
the armed groups in most circumstances—particularly when able to call on military support. 
(Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014, pp. 32–35; Bergin & Claxton, 2015, pp. 164–167) 

Weaknesses 

While deployments to Afghanistan, Timor-Leste and Iraq were discretionary commitments for 
Australia, New Zealand and (eventually) Tonga, their requirement for resources would 
compete with that of RAMSI as the operations continued over the subsequent ten years. 

The Pacific Islands Forum nations decided to deploy a regional response with Solomon 
Islands assent, in order to avoid waiting for a UNSCR.  This made them reliant on the Solomon 
Islands Government to pass and extend the Facilitation of International Assistance Act.  This 
reliance made RAMSI vulnerable to Solomon Islands politicians (and actors who influenced 
them) with vested interests in manipulating, perpetuating or ending the intervention and 
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subsequent RAMSI activities in Solomon Islands (Barbara, 2008).  This potentially left RAMSI 
open to security force entanglement. 

While the military forces in the Combined Task Force were very interoperable, the joint 
police–military security force structure was novel.  The police and military components did not 
establish clear processes for interoperability prior to deployment (Hutcheson, 2006).  This 
created the risk of coalition alignment problems comparable to those Smith (2005, pp. 301–
303) described arising between national contingents in which individual organisational 
considerations will disrupt unity of effort. 

Opportunities 

The militias had limited military capability, and were easily dominated by the modest RAMSI 
military and police forces (Bergin & Claxton, 2015, pp. 32–37).  While still capable of 
inflicting casualties on the more capable troops of RAMSI, they were not in a position to pose 
a serious threat to the mission.  Additionally, the militias had been motivated by a desire to 
protect their communities and, in the case of the Guadalcanal Liberation Front, to respond to 
government corruption.  The ethos driving the militias was based on material competition for 
resources, rather than an ideological obligation to resist or die in the attempt.  This potentially 
made them more amenable to state their case to an impartial arbiter such as RAMSI and engage 
in rational negotiation. 

Solomon Islands is small enough for a relatively modest force to project itself to most 
parts of the country, given sufficient transport, and for the participating nations to assist with 
achievable development programs.  It is also close to the participating nations.  Further, the 
participating nations are close enough together to enable the national military and police 
contingents to train together in Australia prior to deployment.  This proximity simplified force 
preparation and logistics, and potentially mitigated the risks of conflicting priorities and efforts. 

Threats 

RAMSI faced multiple armed groups (described below), whose actions at the time of 
intervention were unpredictable.  While they were incapable of defeating the RAMSI security 
forces militarily, or resisting them for long in unconventional conflict, they were capable of 
inflicting casualties.  This risk would have been particularly high if RAMSI troops had to 
operate in direct combat against the Guadalcanal Liberation Front in the undeveloped Weather 
Coast region.  Casualties may have weakened coalition resolve, and national appetites to 
continue the mission.  Additionally, inflicting casualties on these groups may have damaged 
the benign flavour of the intervention, also weakening support in Solomon Islands and RAMSI 
contributing nations.  The RAMSI mission may also have been impeded by the Malaitan and 
Guale groups continuing conflict with each other or taking action against each other’s civilian 
populations. 

The involvement of Bougainvillean groups, including the Bougainville Revolutionary 
Army and some transnational crime groups, was not clear at the outset of the operation.  As 



135 

these groups comprised citizens of (and former insurgents against) Papua New Guinea—a 
nation with police and military contingents in RAMSI.  (RAMSI, 2013; Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi 
& Okole, 2014; Bergin & Claxton, 2015)  Action against them would potentially impact on 
RAMSI’s cohesiveness. 

Start State: Australian-Led Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands 

The RAMSI campaign started in a position of moderate strategic advantage.  There was strong 
host-nation support as many of the Solomon Islands populace saw RAMSI as a solution to 
ongoing instability and loss of essential services.  In addition to 300 police, Australia and its 
allies devoted an infantry battalion group, plus air and naval assets, totalling about 2100 
security forces (RAMSI, 2013).  This was within the limit of investment Australia and New 
Zealand could manage concurrently with Australia's and New Zealand's commitments in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, Timor-Leste, and maritime security (including border protection for Australia).  
This size force provided a ratio of about 4.5 security personnel per 1000 population, well below 
the doctrinal recommendation for 20.  However, the militias had limited capability and rational 
motivations (providing security and redressing corruption and land disputes), and the 
intervention force had strong local support, mitigating the force ratio requirement.  It was likely 
that militias would be willing to state their cases and negotiate, particularly if RAMSI retained 
is reputation for impartiality and legitimacy, and acted quickly to redress relative deprivation.  
This could be seen to mitigate the force ratio requirement. 

Notwithstanding this mitigation, the potential non-surrender of militias presented an on-
going threat, particularly in the case of the Guadalcanal Liberation Front in the isolated 
Weathercoast region.  Reliance on the annual re-passage of the Facilitation of International 
Assistance Act required the intervening states to influence the Solomon Island Government on 
an annual basis and left them vulnerable to security force entanglement. 

Campaign Objectives: Australian-Led Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands 

Based on the sources consulted (Barbara, 2008; Evans, 2014; Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 
2014; Bergen & Claxton, 2015), the campaign objectives included: 

- Neutralise the risks to Australia and other Pacific Islands Forum nations of a weak 
state or “ungoverned space,” in the South West Pacific. 

- Restore basic services (including providing human security and the Rule of Law) 
to the Solomon Islands population. 

- Develop Solomon Islands provision of the Rule of Law, functions of government, 
and economic management; to enable lasting stability. 

Armed Groups 

Guadalcanal Revolutionary Army (GRA) / Isitabu Freedom Movement (IFM).  The GRA 
formed to oppose increasing Malaitan control over Guadalcanal Province.  Some Malaitan men 
were asserting ownership of land on Guadalcanal through marriage (land succession being 
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matrilineal on Guadalcanal and patrilineal on Malaita); and Malaitans dominated the Solomon 
Islands Government and Royal Solomon Islands Police.  Andrew Te’e originally commanded 
the group.  The GRA and its offshoots suffered a disadvantage with respect to their Malaitan 
adversaries, in that they had little representation in the national Government and Police, which 
restricted their access to advanced firearms.  They solved this by reverting to traditional 
weapons, and by buying weapons from the Bougainville Revolutionary Army (Muggah & 
Alpers, 2003, p. 6).  The IFM was a faction of the GRA.  They became party to the Townsville 
Peace Agreement in 2001, remaining under the leadership of Andrew Te’e. (Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2003).  While continuing to advocate and agitate for Guale rights, 
they at least nominally abandoned violent means after the Townsville Peace Agreement. 

Guadalcanal Liberation Front (GLF).  The GLF arose from more extreme members of the 
GRA.  They refused to participate in or follow the tenets of the Townsville Peace Agreement.  
Former Royal PNG Constabulary armourer and raskol gang member, Harold Keke, led the 
group.  Keke developed the GLF into a personality cult centring on him.  The GLF’s extreme 
behaviour is demonstrated by Keke’s prayer meetings, similar to Zulu “witch hunts,” to identify 
traitors.  This led to the GLF creating mass graves in the Weather Coast region.  When a Fiji-
based religious order, the Melanesian Brothers, sent seven members to convince Keke to 
participate in the peace process, he had them killed with some being tortured first.  (Forsyth, 
2007). 

Malaitan Eagle Force (MEF). The MEF comprised ethnic Malaitans residing in Malaita and 
on Guadalcanal (either in Honiara, or in the surrounding Guadalcanal Province).  They formed 
the militia with the aim of protecting their community from Guale violence designed to eject 
them from Guadalcanal.  They were commanded at the political level by Moses Su’u, and 
operationally by Jimmy Lusibaea (known more widely at the time by the nom de guerre, Jimmy 
Rasta).  Due to high Malaitan membership of the Royal Solomon Islands Police, and assisted 
by a break in to the Police armoury at Rove Barracks in Honiara, they gained access to modern 
firearms (Koorey, 2015, p. 49).  MEF members also joined forces with Royal Solomon Islands 
Police to form the “Joint Operations Group.”  This group are alleged to have conducted attacks, 
including alleged atrocities against civilians, on suspected GLF strongholds, and on pro-GLF 
villages (Amnesty International, 2004, p. 24; Allen, Dinnen, Evans & Monson, 2013). 

Royal Solomon Islands Police (RSIP).  The RSIP, while a police force, were the only armed 
force of Solomon Islands.  They formed during the period of British dominion, and had a British 
commissioner on contract in 2003.  They had a tactical arm, the Special Tasks and Rescue 
(STAR) Division and maritime arm that had been trained and equipped by Australia.  Both of 
these arms were alleged to have participated in Joint Operations Group atrocities against Guale 
civilians on the Weather Coast.  The STAR Division were issued military rifles.  A number of 
these rifles were among the weapons stolen from the police armoury. 

Bougainville Revolutionary Army (BRA).  This group had formed to pursue independence 
for Bougainville, Buka and a number of smaller islands around Bougainville from Papua New 
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Guinea, in which they constituted North Solomons Province.  Ethnically similar to people from 
the Western Province of Solomon Islands, the Bougainvillean rebels often sought refuge from 
Papua New Guinea security forces in Solomon Islands (Muggah, 2003, p. 6).  After 
autonomous rule in Bougainville, the BRA continued to exist, with many members turning to 
crime, including transnational crime across the Solomon Islands border (Muggah, 2003). 

Campaign Design: Australian-Led Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands 

The RAMSI campaign comprised the following steps (Fraenkel, 2004; Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi 
& Okole, 2014; Bergin & Claxton, 2015): 

- Re-establish security with the deployment of the security force capable of 
dominating force.  RAMSI military forces from Australia and New Zealand were 
to insert by air and sea, and established control of Honiara and the surrounding 
territory. 

- Deter other militias from on-going action. 

- Conduct nation-wide disarmament, providing on-going security for building 
state institutions: 

- Rebuilding state institutions. 

o Law and Justice: Re-establish Rule of Law 

o Economic Governance: Restore integrity government finances, stabilising 
government finances and establishing a budget 

o Machinery of Government: state building and capacity development 

- Structure.  RAMSI was structured in three components, including about 2100 
security forces. 

o Civilian component.  Under an Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade officer appointed as Special Coordinator, the civilian component 
comprised diplomats and technical experts in justice, governance and 
development. 

o The Participating Police Forces (PPF).  Numbering about 300, the PPF 
comprised police officers from most of the participating nations, under an 
Australian commander.  Their role was to be the front line of re-establishing 
law and order, and then re-build the Royal Solomon Islands Police. 

o Combined Task Force (CTF) 635.  The military component comprised about 
1800 members from Australia (the bulk of the force), New Zealand, Fiji, 
Papua New Guinea and Tonga.  It took its name from the Australian Joint 
Task Force number that provided the framework on which the multinational 
force was formed (“joint” indicating navy, army and air force; and 
“combined” indicating multinational).  The largest element, the CTF was 
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deliberately held in reserve after it conducted the initial landings and 
established facilities, except when their deployment was necessary for 
logistic or security support.  (Watson, 2005; Bergin & Claxton, 2015) 

- Law and policy framework. 

o The RAMSI Multilateral Agreement set the structure for the mission, agreed 
by participating nations.  It established Australia as the lead nation, providing 
the Special Coordinator (civilian whole of government multinational leader), 
Commander of the PPF, and Commander of the CTF; and providing the 
framework for support arrangements such as logistics, finance and medical.  
The Agreement assigned other senior positions to other participating nations, 
with “Deputy” positions typically assigned to New Zealand and other senior 
supporting positions assigned to other participating nations. 

o The Solomon Islands Facilitation of International Assistance Act (2003) (the 
FAI Act) empowered and indemnified the RAMSI security forces (PPF and 
CTF) under Solomon Islands law, circumventing the requirement for a 
UNSCR.  This framework allowed a rapid deployment, and the ability to 
restore the Rule of Law under the terms of the law concerned.  However, it 
required the Solomon Islands Government to renew the FAI Act annually to 
provide the security forces the powers they needed to execute the mission 
(essentially, the same powers as an RSIP member). 

Campaign Execution 

- Re-establish security with the deployment of the security force capable of 
dominating force.  The CTF conducted the landings and establishment of bases as 
planned, and began establishing PPF posts co-located with 16 RSIP stations across 
the country.  The PPF, in addition to developing these posts, began collecting 
weapons under a government-declared amnesty, during which people in possession 
of firearms could surrender them, prior to the imposition of a moratorium on 
firearms one month into the mission.  The PPF and CTF commenced the collection 
and destruction of surrendered weapons across the country. 

- Negotiate the surrender of Harold Keke and cease-fire by Guadalcanal 
Liberation Front.  There was concern prior to the operation that GLF Commander 
Harold Keke would adopt extreme measures to gain an advantage in negotiations, 
such as using human shields (Ward (Ed.), 2003, p. 2); or that the CTF might need 
to engage in protracted conflict in wilderness south of the main mountain range on 
Guadalcanal in order to defeat the GLF.  This made it desirable to arrange a cease-
fire.  Senior RAMSI members made contact with Keke, and offered him the 
following terms for cease-fire: 

o Keke and certain other members of the GLF were to surrender. 
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o The GLF were to cease operations. 

o RAMSI would guarantee the safety of the Guale people from Malaitan 
reprisals. 

Keke agreed to these terms, effectively ending GLF action against the state and 
ethnic Malaitans, and reducing the degree of threat.  RAMSI took action against 
the GLF only in the form criminal prosecutions for specific offences (Bergin & 
Claxton, 2015, pp. 165–167, 169–171).  These measures reduced the risk of 
counter-intervention and associated violence, and allowed RAMSI to progress to 
disarmament. 

- Rebuilding state institutions. 

o The PPF, sometimes with CTF support, commenced a series of targeted 
arrests of key participants in the recent hostilities or “Former Tension 
Militants.”  The PPF also commenced the re-training of the RSIP.  The 
Solomon Islands Government, on RAMSI prompting, imposed the firearms 
moratorium.  The PPF, with CTF support, commenced a program of 
engagement patrols to demonstrate the presence of a professional security 
force to the population, and continue to collect weapons.  The commander of 
the PPF was double-tasked as a Deputy Commissioner of the RSIP.  
However, on the Commissioner taking extended leave, the PPF commander 
took on duty as Acting Commissioner.  While many of the RSIP were stood 
down, and the involvement of the RSIP in law enforcement was initially 
limited, the PPF commenced partnered patrols with selected RSIP members 
in the initial months of the operation.  They gradually increased the 
involvement of the RSIP over the course of the mission, although not at the 
speed initially envisaged.  One impediment was the reluctance of many of 
the population to see the RSIP re-armed, and their preference for the RAMSI 
PPF as a law enforcement force (Watson, 2005; Bergin & Claxton, 2015). 

o As the PPF prepared to shift their focus from enforcing the moratorium to 
prosecuting “Tension offences,” it started conducting targeted operations 
against key Former Tension Militants.  The targets included militia leaders 
of Guale and Malaitan groups (GLF leader Harold Keke and lieutenant 
Ronny Cawa being already in custody).  Early in this stage, RAMSI arrested 
a number of MEF leaders, including overall commander Moses Su’u and 
field commander Jimmy Lusibaea.  By late 2005, possibly due to the removal 
of the central MEF leaders, there were multiple Malaitan groups, comprising 
former MEF members, politically active (though not taking overt action).  
Su’u and Lusibaea, though likely to be still influential from inside prison, 
were not the points at which negotiation could immediately influence the 
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actions of emerging Malaitan groups, such as the Malaitan Masina Forum 
(MMF) (Kabutaulaka, 2006).  This links to Smith’s assertion (2005, pp. 329–
331) that targeting militia leaders does not guarantee defeating the militias, 
and suggests that it may complicate negotiations.  Former corrupt RSIP 
officer, Member of Parliament, MEF member, coup conspirator and Police 
Minister Charles Dausabea was later identified as the leader of the MMF.  
Dausabea’s service as Police Minister is distinguished by his having spent 
his entire ministerial tenure awaiting trial for his role in the 2006 Honiara 
Riots.  Although the charges were eventually withdrawn, it is alleged that this 
was due to Dausabea’s influence on key officials (The Age Newspaper, 26 
April 2006; Sydney Morning Herald, 24 April 2006; Australian Broadcasting 
Corporation, 22 May 2006).  MEF Commander Jimmy Lusibaea himself 
filled a number of cabinet appointments.  The ability of former militia 
members to continue to be active in government may be seen to indicate that 
prosecuting militant leaders is ineffective in coercing militias.  Alternatively, 
it may be seen to indicate the effectiveness of legal coercion in causing 
militants to follow constitutional means to pursue power or influence. 

o Through this approach, RAMSI achieved a low level of violence, which 
prevented loss of public support throughout most of the mission—RAMSI 
generally enjoyed higher confidence than the Solomon Islands Government 
throughout the mission.  There were no violent upheavals, and no militant 
action against the PPF or CTF during the presence of the initial large CTF.  
In accordance with the original plan, the CTF began to down-size after three 
months, shrinking to less than 200 (with no sea or air transport) in six months, 
and less than 100 in two years.  The PPF, as the designated lead, kept a 
strength of between 200 and 300 (RAMSI, 2013), taking on the responsibility 
for providing sea and air transport to all components of the mission. 

- Deter On-Going Militia Action.  Two security incidents prompted emergent 
reinforcements of Australian and New Zealand troops.  The first was the ambush of 
a PPF vehicle in Honiara, causing the death of an Australian Federal Police 
Protective Service Officer.  The second was the widespread rioting in Honiara 
following the unpopular election of Snyder Rini as Prime Minister in 2006 
(Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014).  After the second reinforcement, the CTF 
strength remained at about 200, and the CTF implemented a public order capability, 
so as to be able to support PPF and RSIP pubic order tasks if necessary.  (Fraenkel, 
Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014, p. 33) 

 As the deterrent effect of the large CTF declined, a number of issues came to light: 

o Former militants were still at large, and some had prospered, opting for 
criminal rather than lawful means of pursuing influence and profit.  They had 
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not been noticed because the presence of the dominant security force had 
suppressed overt militant activity (Bergin & Claxton, 2015, p. 162). 

o Many of the elected members of the government that had originally imposed 
the structural violence that had engendered relative deprivation were still 
active in politics and business.  While some could garner sufficient popular 
support to get elected, they lacked enduring widespread support, and their 
activity engendered further relative deprivation.  As stated above, the 
election of Rini as Prime Minister induced the 2006 Honiara Riots.  While it 
has been alleged that other Former Tension Militants had manipulated 
popular sentiment to provoke the riots, they still required a level of public 
dissatisfaction to inflame. 

o The absence of militia action, and the absence of further public disorder of 
the scale of the 2006 riots, raised new potential sources of conflict not 
anticipated prior to the draw-down.  Immigration was changing the 
demography of Honiara, with the ethnic Chinese population increasing or 
being perceived to increase.  Foreign investment (particularly by “Chinese” 
business from Taiwan) with a perceived lack of economic benefit to Solomon 
Islanders.  While the RSIP were brought back into the lead for law 
enforcement, they were not given weapons for many years.  This left them 
unsuitable to conduct operations to protect the state or population from armed 
militias, and limited their capability to deal with large-scale public disorder. 

o A number of states (including Taiwan as a state-like actor, recognised by 
Solomon Islands, at that time, in preference to the Peoples Republic of China) 
were interested in Solomon Islands economic potential, but did not 
participate in the intervention.  These states, potentially with business 
interests in RAMSI remaining, may have been in a position to manipulate the 
security situation to extend RAMSI's presence.  This raises the possibility of 
intervention force entanglement by the criminal groups, the Solomon Islands 
Government, or other interested nations. (Barbara, 2008, pp. 399–401; 
Atkinson, 2009, pp. 51–58) 

While there were further low-level outbreaks of disorder, there were no more incidents 
comparable to the 2006 Honiara riots.  The CTF departed in 2013, and the mission formally 
closed in 2017. 

Approaches to Groups 

Solomon Islands Government (including the RSIP): Australia had refused a number of 
Solomon Islands Government requests to intervene, prior to agreeing in 2003.  Australia 
refused to intervene unless the Solomon Islands Government agreed to economic reform.  
RAMSI allowed elected incumbents to remain, pending subsequent elections.  RAMSI 
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prosecuted certain corrupt offenders, and initiated a lengthy capacity development program 
with the RSIP, and civilian arms of the Solomon Islands Government. 

Guadalcanal Liberation Front:  RAMSI guaranteed the security of Guale people in return 
for a cease-fire and the surrender of Harold Keke.  The meeting took place near Keke’s village 
on the Weathercoast with a deliberately impressive military force including ships, helicopters 
and infantry troops on display.  This display signalled (or perhaps exaggerated) the strength of 
the force the GLF would have to fight if they did not agree to the cease-fire. 

All militias:  RAMSI would use sufficient force to prevent militias from interfering in 
government reforms and infrastructure development.  As with the UK in Sierra Leone, the only 
avenue to achieving influence, or taking advantage of the benefits of RAMSI, was to pursue 
lawful pathways.  RAMSI set about prosecuting former tension militants based on specific 
offences, to be proved to a criminal standard.  The subsequent trials became known as the 
“Tension Trials.” 

Success Criteria 

Based on the original objectives, one may infer the following success criteria: 

- Solomon Islands is stable, and not creating security risks for Australia or other 
Pacific Islands Forum nations. 

- Solomon Islands can provide for the human security needs of its citizens. 

- Solomon Islands can meet these conditions independently, rather than requiring 
RAMSI to govern it by proxy. 

Where on the Success Scale? Australian Led Intervention in Solomon Islands 

The success of RAMSI is assessed as moderate to high for the following reasons:  

- RAMSI quickly restored the security of Solomon Islands, with only limited 
regressions following troop draw-downs. 

- Solomon Islands has developed into a stable environment.  This stability allows the 
collection of revenue, and delivery of the functions of government.  Solomon 
Islands has not undergone violent upheavals since the end of the RAMSI mission. 

- Businesses are able to invest (and there is now multinational competition to invest 
in Solomon Islands) (Australian Broadcasting Corporation, 3 June 2019). 

- Solomon Islands has resumed economic growth (although this currently depends on 
unsustainable logging) (Barbara, 2008; Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014). 

- Notwithstanding the short-term gains, there has been a feeling that root causes of 
conflict have not been addressed, with 50–60% of the population in 2014 predicting 
a return to the tensions.  A return to unchecked criminality is perhaps more likely 
than a return to armed conflict (Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & Okole, 2014).  However, 
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the current focus by several nations including the People’s Republic of China in 
engaging South West Pacific nations may maintain investment and development 
efforts in Solomon Islands.  Essentially, the strategic situation of Solomon Islands 
has changed (Australian Broadcasting Corporation, 3 June 2019).  Its future is likely 
to be influenced more by international competition than by internal dissent. 

Links Between Approaches to Groups and Degree of Success: Australian-Led 
Intervention in Solomon Islands 

The rapid cessation of violence, and milestones such as the GLF cease-fire, suggest that 
RAMSI initially deployed with sufficient force to deter militia action and encourage 
negotiation, but acted with sufficient restraint to avoid provoking violent resistance or 
alienating the population. 

It is possible that RAMSI left too many militants and corrupt actors in positions of power 
for the country to remain stable after security forces downsized, with the force ratio falling to 
less than 1 security force member per 1000 population.  The 2006 Honiara riots may have been 
a reflection of the population's sense of relative deprivation, rather than a resurgence of militia 
action.  In this case, it appears that the rioters were motivated by fear of a return to structural 
violence rather than its presence.  This would suggest that RAMSI had not achieved Positive 
Peace, and its combination of diplomatic, police and military forces was no longer sufficient 
to deter violence or reassure the population that RAMSI was still able to control the 
government.  There are theories that former militant factions and Solomon Islands politicians 
were involved in inciting the rioting for political reasons.  In addition to manoeuvring for access 
to Taiwanese funds (Barbara, 2008, pp. 56–61), such reasons could include  undermining 
rivals, and/or extending RAMSI's presence in order to profit. 

Alternatively, one may argue that RAMSI’s leaving militants at liberty contributed to 
reconciliation and unification.  As outlined above, successful convictions did not necessarily 
prevent militant leaders from holding elected office.  Some, such as Jimmy Lusibaea achieved 
cabinet appointments (Solomon Star, 17 August 2017).  However, it may be seen as a 
demonstration of the Rule of Law in Solomon Islands that Lusibaea was prosecuted and 
imprisoned in accordance with the law, and regained power in accordance with the law. 

RAMSI’s approach can be summarised as the restrained use of dominant force.  It was 
met with an immediate reduction in violence, and no counter-intervention.  While most MEF 
and GLF members attempted to evade RAMSI action to arrest and prosecute them, few of them 
appeared to treat RAMSI as an opposing force.  This reduced the level of threat to the security 
forces, and potentially eased some of the ethnic tension underpinning the conflict.  It provides 
a good demonstration of the use of force to coerce an armed group rather than attempt to destroy 
them.  This success was assisted by the strategic advantages RAMSI enjoyed at start state, 
including the dominance of the security forces, and the largely rational militia motivations.  
RAMSI’s effect on the long-term stability of Solomon Islands is worthy of continued study. 
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Alternative Explanations for Degree of Success: Australian-Led Regional Assistance 
Mission to Solomon Islands 

As indicated by the SWOT analysis, Australia started the intervention in a position of moderate 
advantage, potentially reducing the consequence of risks accepted, or flaws in the approach.  
Pacific countries have historically placed high value on Solomon Islands’ ports and natural 
resources, providing potential for rapid economic growth to reward stability, and an incentive 
for lawful behaviour if corruption can be eradicated or contained (Fraenkel, Madraiwiwi & 
Okole, 2014). 

The timely achievement of the GLF cease-fire most likely facilitated negotiation, and the 
largely peaceful tone of the intervention thereafter.  However, the upheavals following troop 
reductions may suggest that the presence of a dominant force was a key factor in the rapid 
achievement of security.  RAMSI’s judicious but visible use of its dominant force (similar to 
the UK force in Sierra Leone and the ISF in Timor-Leste) may be an added factor in its success. 
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CHAPTER 5 — DISCUSSION 

Targeting Insurgencies or Other Armed Groups 

In each case, an external intervention force entered a theatre containing multiple armed groups, 
and attempted to impose security.  In each case, the intervening powers intended to build 
sufficient governance capability in the affected country that most of the intervention forces 
could withdraw.  In each case, one or more of the armed groups was acting against the 
objectives of the intervention force.  In most cases, one or more of the armed groups was acting 
as an insurgency, attempting to undermine a government which the intervention force was 
attempting to preserve.  In Somalia, and in East Timor in 1999, there was no functioning state, 
and the intervention forces intended to establish the functions of government and hand control 
of them to the local population.  Due to the differing circumstances of each intervention, each 
intervention force targeted the armed groups in a slightly different way. 

The US and its allies in Vietnam intervened to support the incumbent regime, the 
Republic of Vietnam (RVN), against an insurgency, the National Liberation Front (NLF).  The 
RVN regime appeared to be unsustainable and there was, apparently, no national strategic 
expectation (at least in the US) that the intervention would succeed at the campaign level 
(McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 3016, 3057, 3581, 3654, 3721).  While campaign commanders 
made some attempts to change the RVN regime’s behaviour and support development in the 
country, their campaign focused on targeting the insurgency and preventing their international 
support from reaching them.  This may be because their national strategic guidance focused on 
imposing attrition on the NLF, and on deterring the DRV from intervening. 

The campaign and tactical commanders interpreted early tactical successes as an 
indication of likely strategic success.  The campaign largely neutralised the NLF, effectively 
destroying it, but still failed to leave the country stable as conflict escalated following the DRV 
invasion—the conventional invasion by a neighbouring state perhaps being the most extreme 
form of counter-intervention.  However, the transition of the campaign from non-international 
to international armed conflict, with the intervention of the DRV, demonstrates that destroying 
an insurgency does not necessarily achieve stability. 

The fact that the US national strategic level did not expect the campaign to succeed and 
therefore under-resourced it (accepting that the military advice was politically nuanced, and 
therefore potentially ambiguous) provides a partial explanation for the campaign’s failure 
(McMaster, 1997, Epilogue).  This reflects a theme of under-resourcing common to the 
unsuccessful cases.  The combined intervention force and ARVN achieved the highest force 
ratio of security forces to population of any of the cases studied, well above the recommended 
benchmark in stability operations doctrine.  However, they were still under-resourced to cope 
with the PAVN, as fore-warned by the Army Chief of Staff in 1961 who advised President 
Kennedy “we cannot win a convention war in Southeast Asia” (Ricks, 2012, p. 210).  One 
could argue that, with the onset of international armed conflict, the campaign ceased to be a 
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stability intervention.  However, the event does demonstrate that an intervention force must be 
sufficiently resourced to cope with all of the armed forces it needs to fight as a result of 
targeting the armed groups immediately threating stability. 

The USSR entered the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan (DRA) to replace the abusive 
People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) Khalq Faction regime with what they hoped 
would be a more acceptable regime under the PDPA Parcham Faction.  They intended that this 
would address issues (which we could now interpret as direct and structural violence, and 
relative deprivation) that had prompted the Mujahideen insurgency.  Once this was achieved, 
they intended to revert to their advisor program while remaining the most influential power in 
Afghan foreign policy.  Like the US-led force in Vietnam, they started with tactical successes.  
They changed the regime in the first two days of the operation, inserting a “moderate” (viewed 
comparatively with the histories of Russia, and Central Asia) Parcham regime. 

From an economic rationalist’s perspective, the Parcham regime would have been ideal 
to redress the relative deprivation as it delivered the benefits of the Soviet aid program that 
contributed to Afghanistan’s unprecedented fifty years of stability.  However, the relative 
deprivation had not originated with lack of access to services—the Soviet program was 
delivering these very well—or with the direct and structural violence perpetrated by the Khalq 
regime in initiatives such as agrarian reform.  It was based on the concerns of a traditional 
society confronted with rapid modernisation (Feifer, 2009, Ch. 1).  The Khalq faction’s non-
traditional values had inflamed religious and cultural resistance (Braithwaite, 2011, pp. 43–
46), and aggravated the situation through excessive force.  Insurgent movements and the wider 
population associated communism generally with the abuses of the Khalq regime and saw little 
distinction between it and the Parcham regime or (with exceptions such as Ahmad Shah 
“Massoud”) the Soviet regime.  The insurgency continued to grow after the Soviet intervention, 
the growth including mass defection from the DRA Army and Police. 

As in the Vietnam case, the Soviet intervention force was under-resourced, possibly 
because their strategic decision-makers underestimated the resolve of the insurgency.  In 
compensating for manpower with firepower, the Soviets escalated rather than suppressed the 
level of violence, and fuelled defections to the Mujahideen.  The USSR opted not to pursue a 
truce (or maintain their cease-fire) with Jamiat-e Islami—one of the original Mujahideen 
groups.  Jamiat’s potential for government is relevant to considering this decision.  Jamiat was 
later able to form government as the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.  It sustained government 
until its failure to control rogue former Mujahideen in southern Afghanistan renewed relative 
deprivation in response to direct and structural violence.  This prompted the formation of the 
Taliban Militia who eventually deposed the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (Fergusson, 
2010).  Following the Taliban’s accession to power as the Islami Emirate, Jamiat was a 
prominent component in the Northern Alliance which held northern Afghanistan against 
Taliban control, and eventually joined forces with the US and its allies to depose the Taliban.  
Jamiat remains prominent in Afghanistan’s National Unity Government.  One may therefore 
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infer that the USSR (assuming they did not foresee the collapse of their own regime) neglected 
a considerable opportunity to pursue stability, by fighting rather than allying with Jamiat. 

Supporting a Jamiat regime, and potentially keeping Abdul Rashid “Dostum” on their 
side; the USSR could have had supportive forces across the north of Afghanistan.  This could 
have simplified their logistic problems and enabled them to devote their resources to enabling 
Jamiat to control the Pashtun Mujahideen in the South and West.  This would not have 
guaranteed success, as the Pashtun Mujahideen were unlikely to accept ongoing Soviet 
presence and were likely to have used such presence to raise political support for resistance 
against a Tajik/Uzbek-dominated regime.  However, an alliance or truce could have increased 
the chances of success by containing the conflict to the south, reducing the overall level of 
violence, mitigating the low security force to population ratio, and installing a regime less 
offensive to the southern Mujahideen.  Like the US in Vietnam, the USSR appears not to have 
foreseen, or not to have adequately prepared for, the reactions of other powers to their targeting 
the insurgency.  Their actions provided the US and its allies with an opportunity to undermine 
Soviet interests, which they did.  As with the Vietnam case, the direct targeting of the 
insurgency in Afghanistan led to the escalation of conflict, and involvement of international 
adversaries, both of which highlighted the under-resourcing of the operation. 

The US and UN in Somalia intervened to arrest a humanitarian crisis, with the 
intervention force tasked to facilitate and secure the distribution of aid.  Several militias that 
were attempting to control aid distribution for reasons potentially including profit and/or 
political power.  It seems logical that the intervening powers would need to be capable of 
dominating these militias.  After UNSCR 837, the mandate directed action against the United 
Somali Congress (USC).  This brought the US and UN into direct conflict with the USC.  The 
US, acting separately to the UN chain of command, attempted to shape USC actions by directly 
targeting their leaders.  The US had attempted this approach in Vietnam, with the “Phoenix 
Program,” in which US special forces found and assassinated NLF leaders or “Viet Cong 
Infrastructure” (Karnow, 1984, p. 617 in Boot, 2013, p. 310).  This approach had appeared 
beneficial in the operationally successful (but strategically unsuccessful) operations against the 
NLF and PLAF.  However, in Somalia, the approach appears to have escalated the conflict so 
that the US could not mitigate the risk of casualties to their desired level, with the forces they 
were willing to apply.  This imposed the short-term setback of insecurity, and the medium-term 
setback of the withdrawal of US forces, leading to the failure of UNOSOM II.  Smith (2005, 
pp. 329–331) suggested that this approach would be ineffective against militias with 
“rhizomatic” command systems, in which apparently hierarchical command systems (in which 
leaders can be targeted) operate “above ground,” while the true “horizontal” control system 
operates “underground.”  In this case, the targeting would perpetuate violence without enabling 
security, undermining longer-term stability. 

A possible alternative approach would have been to use the US forces concerned, 
arguably among the most capable in the theatre, to strengthen the QRF, to better enable the 
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operations of forces supporting aid distribution.  This approach could have applied the powers 
afforded by UNSCR 837 to use dominant force against militias attempting to disrupt food aid, 
while leaving them at peace if they complied with the desired standards of behaviour.  In this 
way, the military power of the intervention force could be used to deter conflict, rather than to 
precipitate it.  Potentially, displaying dominant force without applying it could have increased 
the militias’ willingness to comply or negotiate, while reducing direct and structural violence 
through successfully distributing aid while minimising casualties to militia members and 
civilians.  This could have been successful if the intervention force was able to tie the militias’ 
future relevance to their effectiveness in desired (to be later viewed as “legitimate”) behaviours, 
rather than in resisting the intervention force.  Therefore, the Somalia case appears consistent 
with Vietnam and Afghanistan in that direct targeting of militias led to an increase in the level 
of violence, and degradation of stability.  Like the Afghanistan case, it appears that the 
intervention force had alternatives to targeting the militias but elected not to pursue them. 

The Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) tried to create stability in 
Sierra Leone by supporting the incumbent government against the Revolutionary United Front 
(RUF).  The intervention force, the ECOWAS Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), lacked the 
strength to mitigate the risk of casualties, or to deter the RUF and other militias from armed 
action, so could not secure territory outside the fringes of Freetown.  Their objective, had they 
succeeded, may not have enabled stability, because government engendered enough relative 
deprivation among its own forces to provoke the coup by the Armed Forces Revolutionary 
Council (AFRC).  Once in power, the AFRC joined forces with the RUF, which rendered the 
ECOMOG objective irrelevant. 

The UN attempted to enforce the Lome agreement between the RUF and Kabbah regime, 
but they were unable to apply sufficient force in the UN Assistance Mission in Sierra Leone 
(UNAMSIL) to coerce the RUF to meet their obligations.  The case of ECOWAS and the UN 
in Sierra Leone does not provide much insight in the strategic outcome of targeting militias, 
because neither organisation could produce a force capable of effectively doing so, so their 
campaigns never played out beyond the first unsuccessful step.  However, it is consistent with 
the Afghanistan and Somalia cases in demonstrating that an intervention force opting for direct 
combat with militias needs to be strong enough to defeat them in direct combat.  Further, 
UNAMSIL’s inclusion of former ECOMOG forces compromised its standing as a neutral 
intervention force, due to the number of groups that had regarded ECOMOG as an enemy force.  
This is an example of the increased risk to mission achievement that arises from high levels of 
conflict in an intervention. 

The UK’s support to UNAMSIL demonstrates the effect of judiciously using force.  The 
UK’s initial limited contributions led to stalemate in the theatre and setbacks to the force 
(military advisors detained by the West Side Boys, who had been considered anti-RUF and 
thus potentially friendly).  However, in their response to this situation, the UK demonstrated 
their capability through the limited application of dominant force.  It is difficult to determine 
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from the sources whether this started as a deliberate effort at strategic messaging, or just the 
fortuitous outcome of highly capable UK forces recovering prisoners and defending Lungi 
Airfield.  However, once the effect was achieved, the UK commander noted his opportunity to 
increase the scope of his mission, so as to achieve stability by offering the militias “no option” 
but to undergo DDR and pursue constitutional means to achieve influence (Roberson, 2007, E-
Pub Loc. 302).  In this case, targeting insurgents sufficiently to reduce their hope of success, 
and then withholding force while leaving them legitimate options, appears to have achieved 
security, and maintained it for long enough to achieve stabilisation.  In considering this case, 
we must note the UK’s strategic advantage at start-state, including the likelihood that the 
militias concerned, as “commercialist” insurgencies hoping to become a corrupt regime, were 
more easily coerced than others driven by deeply felt ideology. 

Australia and its International Force East Timor (INTERFET) allies, in providing 
security to the implementation of East Timor’s independence, were inherently supporting an 
insurgency, being FRETILIN and its FALANTIL arm.  INTERFET therefore risked conflict 
with pro-integration militias and Indonesian state forces.  However, it limited its application of 
force to the degree necessary to provide security to the population and did not pursue any 
agenda to destroy the other militias.  It also successfully encouraged restraint on the part of the 
FALINTIL.  It appears that this approach facilitated the short-term stabilisation of East Timor, 
preparing the ground for the UN Transitional Force (UNTAET) to pursue longer term 
stabilisation.  Viewing FRETILIN as an insurgency, INTERFET clearly did not apply a 
counterinsurgency effort.  Viewing FRETILIN as the state-in-waiting, one can assert that 
INTERFET targeted the pro-integration militias as an insurgency.  With the second highest 
force ratio of the cases studied, INTERFET applied the restricted use of dominant force to the 
pro-integration militias.  It appears that this approach was effective at deterring rather than 
precipitating further violence. 

While there was a violent upheaval in 2006, this was attributable to former FALINTIL 
and POLRI members, rather than pro-integration militias.  One could raise an argument that 
the forces causing this period of instability, including mutinying FFDTL and PNTL members, 
were a fresh insurgency.  Regardless, Australia, New Zealand and Malaysia responded 
effectively, again with dominant force, leading to the fast restoration of security, allowing 
stability to follow. 

In considering the case of East Timor / Timor-Leste, one must note the highly 
advantageous start state enjoyed by Australia and its allies; the high likelihood of non-violent 
success by FRETILIN in 1999–2000, and the low likelihood of success by any of the pro-
integration militias and 2006 armed groups.  One may infer that these factors combined to 
lower relative deprivation for FRETILIN leaders seeking political change, and to raise the 
willingness to negotiate for pro-integration militias facing dominant force.  Therefore, this 
intervention was likely to succeed even if the intervention force’s approach had incurred and 
mismanaged some risk.  However, both interventions appeared very effective at the operational 
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level.  One may conclude that the UN incurred risk through the rapid down-size of UNTAET, 
and that this eventually necessitated the deployment of the ISF.  However, most other aspects 
of the interventions in East Timor / Timor-Leste are positive, and appear to demonstrate the 
benefits of deploying a powerful force, but limiting its application of violence, in achieving 
conflict termination. 

In Solomon Islands, Australia and its RAMSI allies used coercion supported by dominant 
force on the Guadalcanal Liberation Front (GLF) as an insurgency, the Malaitan Eagle Force 
(MEF) as a rogue loyalist militia, and the RSIP and other Solomon Islands institutions as 
corrupt government actors.  Its approach to the GLF differed from its approach to other groups, 
in that its pursuit of the “cease-fire” appeared to give the GLF standing as a military force.  
This may have been more due to the GLF’s strategically advantageous position on the 
Weathercoast than to their combat capability.  While RAMSI applied a lower force ratio than 
INTERFET, it still applied restricted use of dominant force.  RAMSI used the Participating 
Police Forces (PPF) as the primary security arm; reserving the military for deterrence; 
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; force protection; and logistics.  This enabled 
RAMSI to confine its use of force within the remit of the Solomon Islands criminal justice 
system, avoiding escalation into military combat.  However, RAMSI’s demonstration of 
military force to coerce the GLF cease fire exemplifies the restricted use of dominant force.  
RAMSI presented the GLF with a significant threat and gave it a legitimate exit from the 
situation, by offering to meet many of the goals of their insurgency. 

RAMSI also limited its targeting of militia leaders to avenues available through the 
criminal justice system.  This has led to some suggestions that leaving militias leaders at liberty, 
or releasing them after short prison sentences (as in the case of Jimmy Lusibaea), has enabled 
them to resume corrupt practices (Barbara, 2008, pp. 399–401), potentially undermining 
stability.  However, at the time of writing Solomon Islands remains stable, six years after the 
withdrawal of the CTF, and a year after the closure of the mission (Bergin & Claxton, 2015).  
Its stability in the future is likely to be heavily influenced by the increasing interest among 
wealthy powers to invest, and influence political decisions, in Oceania, rather than solely by 
the legacy of the ethnic tensions.  In other words, the stabilising effect of RAMSI appears to 
have outlasted the political situation creating instability in Solomon Islands. 

There appears to be a consistent theme among these cases, in that the more directly force 
is used against insurgencies and other militias, the higher the level of conflict followed the 
intervention, potentially in the form of a counter-intervention.  While an intervention force may 
be capable of winning all the tactical battles that result, this may aggravate the perception of 
relative deprivation, and impede conflict termination if these victories involve protracted 
violence.  This will delay or prevent the achievement of stability, extending the requirement 
for the intervention force, and potentially prompting insurgencies and other militias to lie 
dormant rather than reintegrating—planting the seeds for future violent upheavals. 
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Additionally, raising the level of violence appears to undermine the intervening powers’ 
resolve by reducing domestic support for the intervention.  Any action or factor that delays 
conflict termination increases the risk that the intervening powers will lose resolve prior to 
achieving stability.  Therefore, while the direct use of force against insurgencies may be 
necessary, it unlikely, of itself, to be an effective stability mechanism.  Further, it appears to 
constitute a risk to the intervention’s objectives.  The intervention force must mitigate this risk 
by avoiding or neutralising such actions or factors. 

No choice but to target insurgencies or other militias? 

As stated above, the cases suggest that directly targeting militias appears to increase the 
likelihood of counter-intervention, precipitating or escalating violence, and reducing 
intervention force resolve, as the insurgencies and other militias find themselves in an 
existential battle.  Minimising force against militias, and giving them options to survive and 
redress their sense of relative deprivation, appears to facilitate security and stabilisation.  
However, several cases demonstrate that this is not the key to every stability problem, as the 
insurgency’s conduct or ideology may render this unfeasible, unacceptable or unsuitable. 

US analysts assessed that the Republic of Vietnam (RVN) regime was in an untenable 
position.  However, achieving stability in the RVN was not a priority for US national strategic 
leaders.  The strategic objective was to demonstrate US commitment to opposing communist 
revolutions.  The NLF had its origins in the communist Viet Minh and had been subjected to 
US-sponsored action for some time.  Therefore, compromise with the NLF would not have 
been a suitable solution.  Additionally, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) appears to 
have been much more firmly resolved to support the NLF than the US was to support the RVN, 
making it probable that the NLF would expect the DRV to outlast the US and its allies.  
Therefore, convincing the NLF to adopt a non-communist agenda to gain legitimate access to 
power was most likely unfeasible.  This demonstrates that adopting a neutral approach to 
militias is not always feasible. 

In Afghanistan, the USSR intervened to prevent a communist revolution from failing, 
and to restore stability to what had been a stable buffer state.  Like the PLAF, the Mujahideen 
were not easily dominated.  It is likely that the Mujahideen, motivated by devotion to Islam 
and Central Asian culture—including the cultural proclivity to solve problems by armed 
conflict—were far more difficult to coerce than the RUF or GLF.  The 75,000–80,000 troops 
of the 40th Army Limited Detachment were insufficient to continue to win tactical battles with 
the Mujahideen, particularly after foreign powers began supporting them.  Had the USSR 
authorised an on-going cease-fire with Jamiat-e Islami, it could probably have reduced the 
level of conflict, and the area over which that conflict extended.  Its problem was its 
commitment to the PDPA.  The USSR would have had to create a new regime (communist or 
socialist enough to maintain reputation domestically and in Cold War messaging) that Jamiat-
e Islami would support.  Ideally, such a regime would have united moderate Mujahideen and 
pro-communist forces to create a regime able to draw on a domestic force strong enough to 
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achieve stability in the long term, and not rely on the Soviet conventional force presence for its 
existence. 

On the basis of these cases, one may conclude that minimising action against armed 
groups is desirable when practicable, but it may not be practicable.  The indirect approach of 
using dominant force to deter militia action while coercing all parties to pursue lawful ends 
lawfully would rely heavily on being able to present the armed groups with dominant force.  
Conversely, if the intervention force has no choice but to target particular armed groups, they 
will need sufficient force to win any battle they are likely to fight.  Sending an insufficiently 
capable force risks encouraging militias and other armed groups to resist, notwithstanding the 
intervention force not directly targeting them.  This would lead to an escalation of the conflict.  
However, the level of investment required to send a force capable of protecting a large 
population and dominating a large militia or multiple militias may not be a suitable, feasible or 
acceptable solution for intervening nations.  Targeting the leadership of an armed group may 
be effective in some cases, while reducing the required investment, but risks escalation if the 
militias have sufficient resolve not to be intimidated, and may lead to groups dividing or 
evolving, complicating later attempts at negotiation. 

Addressing Structural Violence and Relative Deprivation 

Each of the cases involved situations where structural violence and perceptions of relative 
deprivation had given rise to insurgencies against abusive regimes.  With the exception of 
Somalia and East Timor, intervening powers had attempted to suppress these insurgencies, 
notwithstanding recognising the direct and structural violence engendering relative 
deprivation.  In Somalia, the intervening power targeted the militias that arose from the 
insurgency and attempted to support aid distribution (potentially redressing some of the 
original sources of relative deprivation).  In East Timor, the intervening power focused on the 
sources of relative deprivation while co-opting the insurgency to cease operations. 

The US in Vietnam appears to have largely ignored the sources of relative deprivation, 
potentially because their national strategic level assessed that the regime could not be salvaged, 
and only wanted to be seen to oppose a communist insurgency (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 
3016, 3057, 3581, 3654, 3721).  Notwithstanding the near destruction of the PLAF, the US was 
unable to stop grass-roots support for the NLF and PAVN.  While the post-1975 Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam most likely used authoritarian means to establish security and control; it 
appears to have been a stable regime.  Therefore, the DRV, as the alternative government 
supported by the insurgency, may have been more capable of redressing relative deprivation 
that the pre-intervention regime. 

The USSR assessed that the Khalq PDPA regime was inciting resentment (which Gurr 
(1970) would describe as relative deprivation), to the extent that it was discrediting 
communism (Tanner, 2002, Ch 10; Braithwaite, 2011, Ch. 1; Williams, 2013, Ch. 10; Barfield, 
2010, pp. 169–170).  It therefore started its intervention by replacing the Khalq regime with 
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the Parcham regime, in the hope that the latter would be more legitimate and effective.  
However, this plan overlooked the likelihood that many of the population, including the 
Mujahideen, viewed the PDPA as a single representation of communism, and so anticipated 
that Parchamis would govern in the same abusive way that the Khalqis had.  The Soviet 40th 
Army and DRA Army then reinforced this view through authoritarian conduct, and 
indiscriminate use of force, during the 1980s.  The USSR may have increased their chances of 
success through aligning with a non-communist regime that was sympathetic to their strategic 
aims.  Jamiat-e Islami may have proved to be such a group.  However, the post-PDPA Jamiat 
regime was unable to project the functions of government throughout Afghanistan.  Their 
inability to impose the Rule of Law outside the cities, where Mujahideen leaders had become 
warlords preying on local populations, prompted the continuance or formation of local self-
protection militias.  One of these groups was the Taliban militia, which deposed Jamiat with 
massive popular support (Fergusson, 2010); despite Abdul Rashid “Dostum’s” Uzbek militia 
supporting Jamiat (Williams, 2013).  Therefore, for the Soviets to have succeeded in stabilising 
Afghanistan under a Jamiat regime (in the event that the USSR had not broken up or that the 
Russian Republic could continue the operation), they would have needed to continue to commit 
force to assist Jamiat in providing human security. 

In East Timor and Solomon Islands, the interventions redressed relative deprivation, 
which appeared to support the quick restoration of security, and subsequent establishment of 
stability.  The key source of relative deprivation in East Timor, being the direct violence and 
structural violence under Indonesian occupation, had been identified and negated by the 
consultation.  INTERFET deployed to protect the population from direct violence and impose 
order until UNTAET was able to deploy to implement the outcome of the consultation by 
establishing a Timor-Leste as a state and develop stability.  In Solomon Islands, RAMSI 
redressed some direct violence immediately by imposing security in Honiara and North 
Guadalcanal.  By guaranteeing security to the Guale population in return for the GLF cease-
fire, RAMSI redressed some of the relative deprivation that motivated the Guadalcanal 
Liberation Front (GLF) and other Guale militias.  This extended a degree of security beyond 
the immediate reach of RAMSI’s security forces.  The Timor and Solomon Islands cases (in 
the same year, 2006), featured breakdowns in stability following intervention force reductions.  
In the new state of Timor-Leste, unresolved issues among the insurgency that benefitted from 
the intervention led to a further outbreak of violence.  Unlike the East Timor / Timor-Leste 
intervention, the Solomon Islands intervention introduce a new regime, but strove to modify 
the behaviour of the same regime (less some of those prosecuted for corruption or “Tension 
crimes”).  While some authors have asserted that former militants had contributed to fomenting 
the Honiara Riots in 2006, the large number involved suggests that the population still felt 
relative deprivation over the quality of governance.  The regime’s concerning conduct included 
continuing allegations of corruption, (particularly with respect to foreign investment, and 
control of the fisheries and forestry industries), and the election of an allegedly corrupt Prime 
Minister.  These cases demonstrate that intervening powers need to invest in the post-security 
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stages of stabilisation, including the rigorous removal of destabilising factors, such as 
corruption and transnational crime.  Under Peacebuilding theory (Galtung, 1996), this would 
be part of establishing Positive Peace.  Such efforts will often require ongoing security by the 
intervening powers.  One may infer that redressing relative deprivation would require the 
resolve to maintain force deployments after the apparent cessation of conflict. 

UNITAF and UNOSOM II deployed with humanitarian rather than political ends.  While 
Somalia had suffered abuses under the Barre regime, the militias had deposed this regime, and 
the intervention forces were not attempting to restore it—simply to support the distribution of 
aid.  Therefore, one might conclude that the intervention forces were predisposed to address 
relative deprivation.  However, the removal of the Barre regime simply provided space for 
other abusers to try to strengthen their positions, and the equitable distribution of aid interfered 
with the ends of militias profiting from control over aid.  This suggests that redressing the 
causes of relative deprivation does not guarantee the end of relative deprivation, or 
automatically enable a return to stability.  The intervention forces may have had a greater 
chance of establishing stability if they had been able to impose sufficient security to cease 
direct violence and rebuild state institutions enough to cease structural violence.  As the case 
demonstrated, establishing security would have required a larger deployment. 

The case of Sierra Leone demonstrates the effectiveness of deploying a capable security 
force while minimising the actual application of violence, and taking deliberate measures to 
address relative deprivation and other destabilising factors such as transnational crime.  The 
UK approach redressed direct and structural violence at two levels.  First, it reduced rather than 
escalated direct violence, through deterring militia violence, avoiding unnecessary combat, and 
offering the militias legitimate avenues to seek legitimate goals.  Second, it secured the 
population while re-building state institutions, redressing structural violence and relative 
deprivation.  It may not provide a template for success in every intervention, because the small 
scale of the theatre, and the clear dominance of UK forces over the RUF and other militias 
distinguish it from more complex problems.  For instance, it is likely that UK forces in 
Afghanistan executed many more significant actions against the Taliban without achieving the 
stabilising effects observed in Sierra Leone.  However, Sierra Leone may provide a “scale 
model” for an approach to more complex problems, noting that the costs and level of 
commitment must increase as the population and area to be secured increase, and the capability 
and resolve of the militias to be neutralised increases. 

From studying these cases, one may infer that redressing the causes of relative 
deprivation and establishing Positive Peace are not the only factors in removing the incentive 
for violence, and achieving conflict termination, but they are significant factors.  This is 
reflected in the development and law and justice efforts recommended in counterinsurgency 
doctrine.  Gurr (1970) asserted that relative deprivation could induce violence in aggrieved 
populations, noting (p. 9) that “mild deprivation will induce few to violence, moderate 
deprivation will push more across the threshold and. . .intense deprivation is likely to galvanise 
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large segments of the . . .[population]. . .into action.”  If this is correct, one might conclude that 
there is a threshold of relative deprivation (perhaps lower than that which induced violent 
behaviour), at which an insurgency or other armed group will seek peaceful means of redress.  
Roberson (2007) noted that the UK, in its doctrine at the time, placed political outcomes at the 
top of its list of counterinsurgency principles.   Rees et al (2014) presented an argument that 
protracted instability has a significant human cost in terms of lost development opportunity, 
reduction in standard of living and worsening of key indicators such as life expectancy and 
infant mortality.  US doctrine (Department of Defense, 2016) notes the important of stability 
in defeating insurgencies.  However, military doctrine generally shows less consideration of 
achieving conflict termination, or seeking compromise with insurgencies in order to do so 
(Department of Defense, 2016; Gilchrist, 2019). 

The case studies suggest that direct violence can worsen perceptions of relative 
deprivation and structural violence, notwithstanding that direct violence might arise from 
militias’ responses to these perceptions.  Intervention planners should include measures to 
break this cycle with the earliest possible imposition of security.  Following this, they could 
consider a line of effort based on applying downward influencing factors on relative 
deprivation, and mitigating upward influencing factors, in order to bring it below the threshold 
at which it provokes violence. 

With respect to the application of rational choice theory, both the Vietnam and 
Afghanistan cases demonstrate that what appears rational to intervention planners may not be 
the choice made by the population of the affected state.  While US planners believed that the 
rational choice for the DRV would be to avoid retaliation by not attempting to counter the US 
intervention, the DRV were willing to accept very high losses for a unified Vietnam.  Similarly, 
the Soviet advisors and intervention planners believed that the Afghan rural population’s 
rational choice would be to accept the benefits of socialism (particularly once the Khalq regime 
was replaced), and to avoid retaliation by not supporting the Mujahideen.  In fact, enough of 
the Afghan population were un-prepared to accept any form of communist regime, and were 
prepared to accept Soviet retaliation to preserve their traditional culture.  Figure 15 portrays 
the conflicting pressures on relative deprivation, which intervention planners would seek to 
manipulate in order to enable a return to stability.  Every upward pointing arrow could be seen 
as a source of risk, while the downward pointing arrows are mitigations. 
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Figure 15: Factors affecting relative deprivation 

Figure 15 reflects the initial imposition of security (either through deploying a suitably 
powerful force, or other means) as a step in creating a workable environment for efforts which 
allow downward manipulation of the level of relative deprivation, while potentially 
commencing a Peacebuilding effort.  This example of the model shows an increase in relative 
deprivation as the foreign presence increases militias’ resolve to fight and some of the populace 
aligning to them, followed the downward pressures in the plan redressing it.  Ideally, the 
transition to affected nation lead would be defined by the moment at which the foreign security 
effort can be reduced without relative deprivation against the government or other group rising 
above the threshold of violence.  The transition point will be influenced by the ability of the 
indigenous security forces can provide security as a function of government, sufficiently to 
maintain the Rule of Law and neutralise armed opposition to the government.  Additionally, 
post-transition efforts to work towards conflict termination and Positive Peace may increase 
the chances of lasting stability, and these efforts may also require security from the intervening 
powers.  Practically, the cost of maintaining the security effort may undermine intervening 
nations’ resolve.  This may lead intervening powers to accept the risk of regression to violence 
by transitioning early.  Campaign commanders and staff could mitigate that risk by ensuring 
that decision makers are fully aware of it. 
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Paying to win 

US Joint Publication 3-07 (Department of Defense, 2016) recommended a force ratio of 20 
security personnel for every 1000 population as a baseline.  The document asserted that an 
intervention force may succeed with a lower ratio under favourable circumstances or may need 
a higher ratio in unfavourable circumstances.  No intervening power among the cases studied 
achieved this figure, except the US and its allies in Vietnam.  In this case, the US faced highly 
unfavourable circumstances in the strength of the PLAF and the risk (which was realised) of 
counter-intervention by the PAVN.  One may infer that US military commanders were correct 
in seeking the deployment of more forces.  While the US presented the PLAF with dominant 
force, it was not sufficiently dominant to cause the PLAF to stop fighting—potentially due to 
flaws in the graduated pressure approach directed by the US strategic level (McMaster, 1997, 
Ricks, 2012).  Thus, fighting continued for years until the US and RVN destroyed the PLAF, 
only to face invasion by the PAVN. 

During this period, the DRV had maintained its resolve while the US had not.  While 
some US decision makers may have believed they presented the DRV with enough force to 
deter their on-going support to the NLF/PAVN, neither the DRV regime, nor the PAVN, was 
sufficiently dominated to be deterred.  Deterrence has been said to require capability, 
credibility and communication (Anderson, 2016).  If one views deterrence as an attack on the 
adversary’s resolve to fight, one may extend the concept to include other forms of conflict 
termination—such as discretionary decisions by adversaries not to fight even if they have 
sufficient capability, if given sufficient cause.  Deterrence can be viewed as a form of coercion, 
with coercion requiring similar qualities.  In the case of Vietnam, one may conclude that the 
US and allies lacked the capability to dominate the DRV and NLF.  The US may also have 
lacked credibility, in that the DRV and NLF were aware that US resolve was vulnerable, and 
that they were under domestic pressure to end the operation.  This fact told the NLF and DRV 
that they only had to keep fighting until the US forces left.  It also told the general population 
that, one day, they would not have the US there to protect them from the communists, so should 
side with the communists early. 

The USSR could not assert control over Afghanistan with the 75,000–85,000 troops of 
the 40th Army (Limited Detachment), and the varying number of unreliable DRA security 
forces.  Like the US in Vietnam, they lacked the capability, credibility and communication to 
coerce conflict termination in the manner they attempted.  They may have succeeded with 
limited capability if they had improved their credibility or communication—perhaps by 
avoiding atrocities against civilians; or providing a cause to stop fighting—potentially by 
engaging Jamiat in a new regime, mitigating its requirement for troops. 

UNITAF and UNOSOM II could not assert control over the population of Somalia with 
the force ratios they achieved, particularly after the direct targeting of the USC caused the 
conflict to gravitate into built-up areas, increasing intervention force reliance on force 
protection requirements such as the QRF.  The fact that UNITAF and UNOSOM II had well 
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below the doctrinal force ratio suggests that conflict termination failed through lack of 
capability.  As the aid mission transformed into direct combat to control Mogadishu, and Task 
Force Ranger’s actions inflamed public resentment until the unsuccessful raid leading to the 
“Blackhawk Down” incident prompted their withdrawal, it is likely that the US and UNOSOM 
II lost credibility as well.  The UK (in supporting the larger UNAMSIL); INTERFET and 
RAMSI managed to terminate conflict by deploying highly capable forces against relatively 
incapable insurgent forces and other militias.  The offering of viable alternatives to militias 
provided a cause to stop fighting, and enabled communication.  In the case of Solomon Islands, 
communication appears to have been very effective with the GLF, RAMSI’s leaders having 
negotiated with Harold Keke prior to his arrest.  RAMSI’s communication may have been less 
effective with the MEF, whose leaders they arrested without such deliberate negotiation.  This 
may have complicated later negotiation with Malaitan groups that formed afterwards. 

Connable & Libicki (2010, p. xii) found that insurgencies take ten years, on average, to 
reach their decisive moment.  They also found (p. xiii) that, “inconsistent or impartial support 
to either side generally presages defeat.”  This means that external intervening powers must be 
prepared to continue interventions for several years—potentially more than ten, so they can get 
past the average time to reach the tipping point, and take measures to mitigate the risk of 
inciting further resistance.  Rees et al (2014) asserted that it takes a fragile state thirty years to 
move achieve stability.  While it is unlikely that intervening powers would be prepared to keep 
conventional forces in theatre for thirty years, it is likely that the affected state will require 
some assistance for this long.  This makes any suggestion that an external force could achieve 
stability in two or three years appear still less realistic. 

The downsizing of forces—even in low-threat cases such as East Timor and Solomon 
Islands—seems to risk a resurgence in direct violence—potentially because the dominant force 
initially suppresses violence without removing the sources of violence—i.e., leaving structural 
violence in place.  Once an intervention force has suppressed direct violence, conditions are set 
to redress structural and cultural violence.  Intervening powers should not treat the absence of 
direct violence as a trigger to downsize or remove the intervention force.  Down-sizing or 
handing over to a less capable security force (such as a newly raised or reformed indigenous 
force), risks an increase in the militias’ resolve to fight, and the resumption of violence.  Such 
a resumption could impede or halt the longer-term work required to redress relative 
deprivation, and either destroy or disarm, demobilise and reintegrate violent groups. 

This suggests that an intervening power should leave forces and advanced technical 
assets (such as aerial surveillance platforms) in location or within easy redeployment range, 
even if they appear not to be occupied, until Positive Peace is achieved, then transition to a 
development-led assistance model to pursue longer-term stability.  In the case of small 
operations in small theatres, such as Sierra Leone, East Timor or Solomon Islands, countries 
can do this sustainably with manageable components of their military power.  This was not the 
case for the US in Vietnam or USSR in Afghanistan.  Both nations elected to limit their level 
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of investment below the levels their military leaders assessed as necessary for the nature of 
interventions directed due to concurrent demands. 

Large troop deployments impose significant opportunity costs in alternative 
employments for standing military forces.  The US and USSR could not afford the force size 
recommended by their military leaders even with the levels of conscription they had imposed.  
Conscription has financial costs, and costs in national resolve—particularly in liberal 
democracies where the longevity of a government is measured in three-to-four-year electoral 
terms.  Without conscription, large deployments to discretionary operations become even less 
sustainable.  UNITAF involved division-level deployments of US forces in Somalia, and 
UNOSOM II was similar in scale, but neither had quite enough capability to be dominant, given 
the level of conflict they faced.  As outlined above, some nations with advanced militaries have 
force multipliers that might enable a force to reduce the number of people they deploy and 
reduce risk or casualties, while applying the same combat power.  These include high-
technology weapons; armoured vehicles; air and naval power; and permanently stationed 
uninhabited aerial vehicles and satellites over the theatre to conduct surveillance and 
reconnaissance.  However, these force multipliers increase the financial cost (and potentially 
impose opportunity costs on other theatres).  The same is true of risk mitigation factors, such 
as advanced surgical facilities and high technology measures to disable improvised explosive 
devices.  Additionally, advanced weapons systems may not enable communication with the 
population, and may increase resolve to fight; and thus may not enable conflict termination. 

Reducing material costs increases the risk of casualties, which impacts on intervention 
force resolve, particularly if the intervening nations lack resilience.  Intervention force setbacks 
may lead to loss of credibility and thus impede conflict termination as armed groups gain 
confidence.  In every case except the USSR in Afghanistan, intervening nations sent 
insufficient forces, or down-sized forces as soon as possible, and then found themselves 
increasing the force in response to security setbacks.  (In Afghanistan, the USSR adhered to its 
restriction on the size of the 40th Army Limited Detachment and increased its level of direct 
violence as the Mujahideen increased theirs.)  While these responses were successful in Sierra 
Leone, Timor-Leste and Solomon Islands, they still reflected setbacks in conflict termination, 
which delayed the achievement of stability.  Intervening powers may be reluctant to commit a 
large proportion of national power to a discretionary operation.  Nations deciding to intervene 
when their national welfare is not at risk would naturally prefer to avoid the expense and 
negative public sentiment associated with a large troop deployment.  However, any nation 
embarking on an intervention should consider the link between deploying a dominant force and 
the likelihood of success; and the subsequent consequences of failure on their national interest.  
A plan involving the protracted presence of conventional intervention forces must mitigate the 
risk that the presence of “foreign troops” will strengthen the insurgent narrative.  An impartial 
approach offering lawful alternatives to militias may achieve this. 
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Disproportionate effectiveness of modern military forces has led to the concept of a 
“force multiplier.”  The term has often been applied to capabilities that increase lethality, such 
as night vision equipment, armoured vehicles, or air support.  However, the use of increasingly 
lethal systems without troops on the ground to message the intervention force’s control may 
lead to an increase in direct violence.  Rational Choice Theory (Mason, 1996) suggested that 
non-elites would be more subject to coercion than political motivation through relative 
deprivation.  However, the Vietnam and Afghanistan cases suggest that non-elites are less 
susceptible to security force coercion than to militia coercion.  This reinforces the advisability 
of minimising the level of violence, and discredits the Soviet de facto doctrine, as described by 
Johnson (1990), which advocated the use of force.  Intervention force violence towards the 
population is likely to increase relative deprivation and militias’ resolve to fight.  For instance, 
Soviet use of air power and artillery in Afghanistan led to increasing resistance to the DRA and 
the intervention force attempting to preserve it, rather than mitigating the effects of their low 
force ratio.  This could be interpreted as having the capability required for conflict termination, 
but not the credibility, communication, or cause (which is perhaps worth adding to the list, to 
reflect positive motivation to comply).  The US use of airmobile special forces raids in Somalia 
had similar results.  It was directly related to the loss of US resolve, withdrawal of US forces, 
and subsequent draw-down of UNOSOM II.  This suggests that intended force multipliers will 
need to enhance more than just lethality, potentially delivering advantages in situational 
awareness, force protection, or the coordination of “non-kinetic effects” designed to influence 
the perceptions and actions of militias and the wider population. 

The cases of the UK in Sierra Leone and RAMSI in Solomon Islands suggest that once 
a force achieves dominance, it should be reserved in directly attacking armed groups to 
facilitate communication.  While this section is mostly aimed at being willing to pay in 
“treasure,” a developing world solution has demonstrated that one might succeed by paying in 
“blood.”  Mills et al (2013) have asserted that, since the collapse of UNOSOM II, AMISOM 
have achieved some success with a technically more modest approach, simply by persisting in 
its intervention, rather than downsizing every two years.  The cost in AMISOM’s case has been 
in casualties, rather than resources and capital.  Without conventional force multipliers, they 
have succeeded through persistence, potentially reducing the level of violence through a 
narrative of impartiality and cultural understanding (Mills et al, pp. 14–16. 

One way of applying “dominant force” to a large opposing armed group is to target its 
leaders, as exemplified by the Obama adminstration’s approach of counter-terrorism-plus 
(Woodward, 2010).  It can be done as a stand-alone operation (as in the case of counter-
terrorism plus), as part of a larger operation (as in the US “Pheonix Program” in Vietnam), or 
as an independent national contribution to a larger operation (as in Somalia).  Karnow (1984, 
p. 617 in Boot, 2013, p. 310) suggested that this was effective against the NLF in Vietnam.  
However, this approach appears only to have precipitated conflict in Somalia (Bergen, 1999); 
working against the interests of forces it was nominally there to support (the strategic aim being 
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restoration of stability and human security, rather than the preservation of any particular 
regime).  Additionally, Smith (2005, 329–331) argued that this approach is not effective against 
non-traditional threat organisations.  Under Peacebuilding theory, targeting insurgent leaders 
appears likely to increase the level of direct violence without (in itself) addressing structural or 
cultural violence, and aggravate rather than mitigate the risk of population resentment against 
“foreign troops.”  It thus seems to do nothing to address relative deprivation and to incur risks 
to achieving conflict termination.  It may also complicate negotiations if the intervening powers 
lose track of who is left in command of the organisation they are targeting, or if it splits into 
multiple organisations.  While it is plausible that simply applying attrition to militia leaders 
could disable militias, planners and decision makers should ensure they can see a clear path to 
stability when embarking on such an approach. 

Let Them Fight it Out? 

Edward Luttwak (1999), proposed that powers considering intervention “give war a chance,” 
allowing conflict to continue until a decision is reached.  His logic was that an intervention 
suppresses conflict without resolving its sources—possibly because it masks them with 
externally imposed security and order.  It does not address structural or cultural violence, or 
relative deprivation.  Therefore, when an intervention force inevitably withdraws, conflict 
breaks out again.  Potentially, delaying conflict termination, allowing combatants to exhaust 
themselves and resolve certain issues, could play a part in a stability mechanism.  In East Timor 
and Solomon Islands, intervention forces gained an advantage from combatants being 
exhausted from conflict, and amenable to external authorities imposing intervening in conflict.  
Conversely, both of these theatres saw direct violence recommence after security forces drew 
down, because of unresolved sources of conflict. 

Other cases did not display an advantage to security forces from war-weary militants.  In 
1940, the Viet Minh commenced their resistance against French occupation of the territories 
later amalgamated as Vietnam, with the insurgency becoming active in 1946.  Their PLAF 
successors were still attacking the RVN government and their US-led supporters in 1968, when 
the PAVN took the lead, eventually winning in 1975.  Afghanistan had been comparatively 
peaceful prior to the PDPA taking power in the 1978 Saur Revolution.  It became steadily more 
violent despite the USSR’s intervention and regime change as described in Case Two.  After 
Soviet conventional forces withdrew, the Mujahideen continued to attack the DRA regime until 
winning power and a Jamiat-e Islami-led regime proclaimed the Islamic Republic of 
Afghanistan in 1992.  This regime could not impose stability across Afghanistan, prompting 
the formation of the Taliban Militia, which captured Kabul in 1996 and proclaimed the Islamic 
Emirate of Afghanistan.  With assistance from Al Qaeda, the Taliban regime won territory in 
northern Afghanistan from the former Mujahideen and DRA forces of the “Northern Alliance.”  
However, the Taliban’s hosting of Al Qaeda led to their invasion by many western powers, and 
the restoration of the Islamic Republic in 2002.  Despite over 20 years having elapsed since the 
Soviet intervention, the Taliban resisted the new regime, and thousands of Afghans (including 
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many veterans of previous conflicts) joined the new Afghan National Army and Police—some 
returning from lucrative lifestyles in safe countries3.  Former Northern Alliance leaders Abdul 
Rashid “Dostum,” Mohammed Moaqiq and Mohammad Atta Noor have reunited in the 
“Coalition to Save Afghanistan,” despite all of them holding office under the Islamic Republic 
at the time.  Additionally, new pro- and anti-government militias (including Islamic State in 
the Khorasan Province) have formed.  At time of writing, the Taliban are continuing attacks 
against the Islamic Republic regime, despite being in negotiation with the US (Al Jazeera, 02 
September, 2019; 24 May 2020).  Forty years after the series of conflicts began, Afghans appear 
to be prepared to continue hostilities. 

Further, some apparently conventional wars have ended with indeterminate conditions, 
as demonstrated by the frequent changes in possession of Alsace and Lorraine between France 
and Germany.  While World War One did not end in a full military decision, it ended when the 
parties preferred an armistice to a final military outcome.  Its unresolved questions were 
answered by World War Two, which transitioned to the “Cold War” confrontation between 
NATO and the Soviet Bloc.  (Some might argue that sequence of European conflicts was 
reflected in the Third Afghan War, French Indochinese War, Vietnam War, Soviet Afghan 
War, and post-2001 US-led intervention.)  These examples suggest that a history of protracted 
conflict does not necessarily make factions more amenable to external peace-making, and that 
conflict is just as likely to spread as to “burn itself out” if given the chance.  Therefore, while 
protracted conflict may advantage an intervention force by reducing the parties’ inclination to 
fight, this is not a guaranteed outcome, and it carries clear costs in human suffering and 
destruction of the functions of government.  Therefore delaying conflict termination does not 
contribute to a reliable stability mechanism. 

The Contest of Resolve 

As stated above, stability interventions can be costly in resources and political capital.  This 
plays on one of the key vulnerabilities of liberal democracies conducting interventions—
resilience.  This study uses the term resolve to express commitment to continue to commit 
resources (people, money and scarce assets) to a task at any particular moment.  The study uses 
the term resilience to express ability preserve resolve.  Thus, a resilient intervening power is 
able to maintain resolve in its troop contributing nations.  If an intervening power lacks 
resilience, national resolve may be high when the operation commences, but relatively minor 
setbacks will reduce this resolve. 

Von Clausewitz (1831) described war as a contest of will.  In the case of stability 
interventions, militias often have a considerable advantage over external intervening powers in 
this respect, in that victory is more critical to the militias.  With more to win or lose, they may 
naturally have greater resilience, and base their approach on continuing the fight for longer 

 
3 The author served as an advisor to an Afghan officer who had become a millionaire (in US$ terms) through 
business successes in other Central Asian countries after the fall of the DRA, and returned to Afghanistan only 
after 2001. His Army salary was negligible compared to his private business income. 
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than the intervening powers are willing to send forces.  The US had hoped to minimise its 
commitment to Vietnam as soon as possible.  The deployment of conventional troops was 
politically unpalatable, so that President Johnson sought to play down the actual level of 
commitment, and resisted many requests for increases (McMaster, 1997, E-Pub Loc. 2826, 
4189, 5009).  The US government was subject to considerable negative media coverage and 
public pressure over this commitment, which increased as conscription made the issue personal 
for people whose opposition had previously only been theoretical (Bowden, 2017, p. 591).  The 
key question quickly became when the US would be able to withdraw forces, rather than when 
it would enable an RVN victory.  The DRV and senior levels of the NLF would have been 
aware of this domestic pressure and its impact on US resolve, and so would have realised they 
only had to keep fighting to outlast the US.  In Afghanistan, the Mujahideen were driven by a 
sense of existential threat, and in most cases by deep religious convictions, while the USSR 
deployed a small percentage of its national power as an “economy of effort” option to pursue 
a political effect that it had been unsure about pursuing. 

In Somalia, it only took the 18 casualties of the “Battle of Mogadishu,” and imagery of 
the body of a US soldier being dragged through the streets, to trigger a US withdrawal.  This 
reflects the increasing impact of media coverage on national resolve—particularly the resolve 
of liberal democracies, which have lower resilience against negative public opinion.  That said, 
public opinion can be unpredictable.  The UK could have faced problems with public opinion 
after the West Side Boys captured British advisors.  However, this incident appeared to 
galvanise the UK’s resolve.  It was within the UK’s capability to immediately redress this 
situation, and the incident triggered increased UK commitment of a nature that assisted in 
deterring further militia action, enabling conflict termination. 

The different outcomes of the setbacks in Vietnam and Sierra Leone illustrates some of 
the factors affecting intervention force resolve.  The US had deployed conscript forces in a 
large-scale operation that lacked clear strategic direction (and was therefore difficult to develop 
national support for).  The unpopularity of conscription; the unpopularity of the Vietnam War; 
the difficulty the public experienced in relating to a campaign involving multiple large 
engagements and protracted security patrolling; the lack of strategic messaging; and 
(particularly after 1968) the involvement of the PAVN, undermined US resilience.  When the 
US started to suffer high casualties to conscript forces, and related public outcry, they rapidly 
lost resolve.  The UK deployed regular forces to a small operation in a former colony at the 
request of the UN Secretary General.  The UK’s pride in its military forces; the knowledge that 
the UN Secretary General had specifically asked for assistance; and the evocative nature and 
relatable narratives of the successful operations may have strengthened the UK’s resilience to 
setbacks.  For instance, Operation BARRAS (the recovery of the British prisoners from the 
West Side Boys) was dramatised by Damien Lewis in the book Operation Certain Death 
(2005) as “the single most daring special forces operation since World War Two” (publisher’s 
precis).  The small scale of the operation—and the very small scale of the setback and response 
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by a small number of special forces successfully rescuing a smaller number of prisoners—may 
have enabled the public to relate to the events more easily than the US public did to the multiple 
simultaneous or overlapping events of massive scale in the Vietnam War.  A situation to which 
the public can easily relate may make it easier for intervening powers to control the narrative 
and preserve government and public resolve. 

Where intervention forces have attempted to raise new indigenous security forces, the 
narrative has often been threatened by the pressure for advisors to overrate the indigenous 
forces they are advising, misrepresenting progress, as described in the Vietnam case.  While 
advisors and their commanders would probably have been motivated to “overreport” in order 
to achieve a positive narrative, this apparently led to the removal of advisors, or the “lifting” 
of advice to higher levels of command.  e.g., instead of having advisors at company level, 
where they can directly influence combat, they may be lifted to brigade level, leaving 
companies without advisors, because exaggerated reporting indicates that the indigenous forces 
are now capable at company and battalion levels (Poole, 2012, Section III).  In a discretionary 
operation, signs of progress will lead to pressure to reduce commitment—particularly if the 
stability mechanism involves indigenous forces taking the lead in achieving security prior to 
conflict termination.  Intervention forces could mitigate this risk by making it clear to advisors 
that there is no “bonus” associated with overrating, and by keeping the intervention force in 
security lead until the level of security has markedly improved, if not until conflict termination.  
A potential guideline would be to keep indigenous security forces in supporting roles until it is 
unlikely that they will have to fight existential campaigns against other forces.  Intervention 
forces would base transition on the adversary’s capability rather than the supported security 
forces, removing an incentive to overrate. 

Another risk to control of the narrative is association between intervening powers and 
abusive or incompetent regimes, or malign actors profiting from the intervention, potentially 
leading to intervention force entanglement.  This issue is key to the research question, as it 
relates to the decision to support an incumbent government against an insurgency, often after 
accepting that some of the incumbent government’s actions had been unacceptable.  The 
adverse public sentiment regarding Vietnam may have been largely driven by US and allies’ 
domestic concerns.  However, the poor credibility of the RVN regimes, and the apparent poor 
performance of the ARVN, left the US little material to create a positive narrative. 

In the Afghanistan case, the conduct of the PDPA and the DRA Army did not match the 
USSR’s expectation that they would be able to transition to an effective regime and withdraw 
their forces.  In the USSR, public confidence did not feature heavily in the loss of government 
resolve, and the Politburo made rational decisions to withdraw the 40th Army and transition to 
an advisor-led mission.  However, the case does demonstrate the effect of an intervening power 
losing confidence in a supported regime as a result of the regime not demonstrating increasing 
independence, or possibly demonstrating learned helplessness. 
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The Somalia case demonstrates a different situation, in which militias with commercial 
interests potentially manipulated security force actions, while the Sierra Leone case features 
allegations that UNAMSIL members were involved the RUF in the trade of conflict diamonds.  
The Solomon Islands case demonstrates different aspects of intervention force entanglement.  
While the RAMSI nations judiciously made aid conditional on procedural improvements, they 
entered the operation dependent on the Solomon Islands Government to extend the FIA Act 
every year.  Additionally, it has been alleged that malign actors profiting from the intervention 
precipitated the 2006 Honiara Riots to extend it.  This created the potential for malign actors 
in the Solomon Islands Government to exercise undue influence over RAMSI. 

One way of mitigating the risks of damage to the narrative by abusive regimes and 
intervention force entanglement is to minimise the responsibility and trust accorded to the 
indigenous government or forces until they have achieved significant redevelopment.  This 
would be consistent with the suggestion, above, to fully develop indigenous forces before 
employing them.  Both measures may require intervening powers to be prepared to maintain 
large military forces while building indigenous institutions.  Another potential way to avoid 
intervention force entanglement is to avoid empowering malign actors (including criminals 
profiting from the intervention), by doing business with them.  Such “business” links may 
include criminal complicity, such as alleged against UNAMSIL members; reliance for security 
effects, such as the ECOMOG and UNAMSIL engagement with the Kamajors; or contracting 
of apparently legitimate businesses controlled by malign actors, as alleged against UNITAF.  
While the circumstances of each intervention will differ, intervening powers should plan 
against entanglement by illegitimate or malign actors and should avoid prematurely 
empowering weak governments. 

The early successes of INTERFET and RAMSI, with rapid imposition of security, led to 
strong public support in East Timor and Solomon Islands (Blaxland, 2015; Whelan, 2010, p. 
633).  These successes, combined with the extremely low casualties and pre-existing Australian 
opinion on TNI conduct in East Timor (Fernandez, 2008, pp. 93–97), are likely to have had a 
similar effect among the domestic populations of the troop contributing nations.  Therefore, 
events in those theatres are unlikely to have created public pressure to reduce commitments.  
However, amid the demands of multiple concurrent operations, and the comparative lack of 
activity for the forces in Solomon Islands and Timor-Leste, Australia and other nations reduced 
force sizes.  In each case, the reduction was followed by an increase in security incidents, 
culminating in the upheavals of 2006.  This demonstrates the importance of preserving 
commitment to stability interventions and controlling the narrative to minimise contrary 
pressures.  As discussed in the literature review, current stability doctrine recognises this 
requirement in recommending a force ratio of security forces to population.  However, these 
cases demonstrate that intervening states need to control their domestic narratives and consider 
their level of investment to other military commitments in order to assess their resilience.   
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Figure 16 depicts the interplay of factors affecting intervention force resolve.  A high 
degree of confidence and control in the intervening powers’ governments, domestic support, 
and perception of national interest will bolster resolve.  Setbacks such as coalition dissent, 
casualties, or negative media reporting arising from poor messaging, or civilian casualties, will 
undermine resolve. 

 

 
Figure 16: Factors affecting Intervention Force Resolve 

The preceding discussion has advocated using capable (“dominant” if possible) forces to 
reduce rather than exacerbate the level of conflict.  The discussion also identified the 
deployment of insufficiently capable force, or the premature reduction of force or capability, 
as causes of: increasing violence, increased adversary resolve, and reduced stability; requiring 
increases in forces, and potentially leading to loss of resolve and operational failure.  This 
discussion has encouraged minimising combat against insurgencies or other armed groups; or 
other attempts to destroy them.  This suggests that the restrained use of dominant force 
(described in previous sections as a means of conflict termination) may also maintain 
intervention force resolve. 

Ultimately, the intervention force must make its resolve outlast that of the armed groups 
contesting the intervention.  Figure 17 depicts the interplay of factors affecting armed groups’ 
resolve to fight. 
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Figure 17: Factors affecting Armed Groups’ Resolve to Fight 

This example of the model reflects the expectation of a counter-intervention by either internal 
actors (such as a strengthened insurgency, like the Armed Force Revolutionary Council arising 
from the Revolutionary United Front and dissident Sierra Leone Army members), or external 
actors (such as the US and UK supporting the Mujahideen against the Soviet intervention).  
following the arrival of an intervention force (potentially uniting opposing groups in a counter-
intervention); but subside as intervention force’s dominance becomes clear.  If the intervention 
force can establish and maintain dominance, it can provide the security guarantee required in 
the models examined in Chapter 2, including the modified approach shown in Figure 5, 
reproduced below. 

 

 
Figure 5: Modified model of security force actions in stabilisation. 
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Indirect Use of Dominant Force 

While the indirect approach, as described by Liddell Hart, referred to avoiding the adversary’s 
fighting power, an intervention force could adopt an indirect approach that involves minimising 
the use of its own fighting power.  Potential “indirect” uses of dominant force include co-option 
or coercion.  Clissold (2001, p. 8) defined coercion as forcing an actor to adopt certain courses 
of action, and defined co-option as enticing an actor to adopt such courses of action.  However, 
the approaches open to an intervention force would fall along a continuum, with force 
predominant at the “coercion” end, and incentive predominant at the “co-option” end.  Military 
planners often use the term compel to describe an approach more forceful than coercion 
(Hazleton, 2011).  However, Clissold’s use of the terms co-opt and coerce, published in the 
context of stability operations, covers the full range of force and enticement combinations short 
of destruction.  Therefore, this study will use these terms to cover that range.  Coercion and co-
option may be seen as elements of conflict termination, and therefore to require capability, 
credibility, cause and communication. 

Such approaches might allow an intervention force to achieve its outcomes with less 
resources, particularly if it does not escalate the level of violence through directly siding against 
any capable armed group.  Each of these approaches involves the use of less violence than the 
intervention force is capable of, with the desired effect being to avoid escalation.  Each may 
include some incentive for compliance, potentially to be maximised via negotiation. 

These approaches are in the interests of the intervention force (and potentially the 
supported regime and an opposing groups) because they offer means of terminating conflict 
without having to destroy or defeat any group.  The potential opportunities that such an 
approach offers all groups may provide sufficient cause to cease violence, as there is no longer 
an existential threat, and each group may manoeuvre to see what benefits it can negotiate.  The 
US destroyed the insurgency in Vietnam at a high cost and did not achieve stability.  Planners 
may try to target militias’ motivation to fight through applying downward influencing factors 
while mitigating upward influencing factors.  Figure 17 depicts this approach. 

If the intervention force does not display dominance, it lacks credibility, and the militias’ 
resolve to fight is likely to increase.  Alternatively, if the intervention force’s dominance makes 
resistance unattractive, militias’ political leadership and the wider population may see benefits 
in the lawful pursuit of their goals.  This requires that the intervention force offers lawful 
alternatives, providing cause to cease violent pursuit of goals.  Lawful political and economic 
opportunities may provide strong cause for militias to comply with the intervention’s aims—
particularly if applied in concert with other measures to deliver the functions of government.  
These measures could include imposition of the Rule of Law, and improvements in law and 
justice, as applied in RAMSI.  If the dominant force securing transformation is at least partly 
comprised of civilian or military police, this may allow it to cast the intervention as assistance 
in law enforcement, rather than invasion and occupation, reducing the risk of counter-
intervention.  RAMSI deliberately applied such an approach, having civilian police as the 
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primary security arm, while holding the military in reserve providing credibility while not 
provoking counter-intervention. 

There may be a compliance goal with no requirement for negotiation (e.g., coercing the 
pro-integration militias to cease violent actions in East Timor), or force may be used to drive 
the armed groups to negotiate to develop options.  e.g., the Soviet 40th Army could have 
continued negotiations with Jamiat-e Islami to determine options to coerce or co-opt northern 
Mujahideen, given than they lacked the force to defeat them.  Alternatively, the intervention 
force may seek a combination of direct compliance and negotiation.  For instance, the UK 
offered the RUF no option to achieve influence other than going through DDR (compliance) 
and pursuing constitutional means to power (negotiation).  Similarly, RAMSI required that the 
GLF cease-fire and key leaders surrender (compliance), in order that the wider Guale 
population receive security, and pursue increased influence as RAMSI rebuilt the functions of 
government (negotiation).  The common factor is that the armed groups were forced to stop 
fighting prior to being given the opportunity to negotiate options. 

This approach may preclude the tactic of targeting militia leaders (either lethally or non-
lethally), as applied in Vietnam, Somalia and Solomon Islands.  If the targeting succeeds, the 
intervention force may find the group difficult to identify whom to engage, compromising 
communication.  New unknown leaders may arise, or the group may break up under more 
junior leaders, as observed in Malaitan groups in Solomon Islands (Kabutaulaka, 2006).  More 
radical groups may gain influence, as the Islamic State groups did after the killing of Osama 
Bin Laden disrupted Al Qaeda’s influence.  Alternatively, the conduct of targeting may inflame 
anti-intervention force sentiment, and provoke a counter-intervention, as happened in Somalia. 

Creating a Stable State 

It is clear from the cases studied that intervention forces should be able to win any fight that 
arises with any armed group during an intervention, and the subsequent discussion has 
examined approaches to reducing the scale of that fight and enabling conflict termination.  If 
intervention forces fail to anticipate a level of conflict, as was the case in Vietnam, Afghanistan, 
Somalia and Sierra Leone, the intervention force will find itself under-resourced, and will fail 
to achieve conflict termination.  It will necessarily focus its efforts on its own survival, or the 
day to day survival of the regime, rather than the establishment of stability.  The cases also 
indicate that, while an intervention force may be able to win its fights and impose security, this 
is no guarantee of leaving a stable state.  The achievement of security simply sets the conditions 
to establish, improve and deliver the functions of government to an extent that negates the 
relative deprivation that had underpinned armed groups’ resolve to fight.  If the intervention 
force leaves while structural violence and relative deprivation still fuel an insurgency, or armed 
rival factions in the government, then it is very likely that violence will resume.  This happened 
in Timor-Leste and Solomon Islands once the “security blanket” of a dominant intervention 
force was lifted.  Commentators have suggested that intervening powers identify an “exit 
strategy” (Shanker, 2008; Boike, 2014).  However, this concept may be more useful to news 
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media trying to trap officials into incorrectly predicting the future than to strategic or campaign 
planners.  The requirement, outlined above, for the intervention force to maintain its resolve to 
fight suggests that focusing on an “exit strategy” would be unproductive, and that departure 
should be dependent on success.  As the success criteria will be based on stability, the 
intervention should be maintained until stability is achieved. 

Therefore, the intervening powers must identify or orchestrate a political situation that 
enables the recovering state to deliver the functions of government with a low likelihood of 
violent upheavals—at least Positive Peace in Galtung’s Peacebuilding parlance.  Given that 
Rees et al (2014) have asserted that a fragile state could take thirty years to become sustainably 
stable (potentially benchmarked by Justpeace), a whole of government intervention is likely to 
include a transition to a development-led model.  Such a solution would have to redress the 
regime behaviours or other circumstances that led to relative deprivation as soon as possible 
to reduce the chance of resurgence after the security forces withdraw, but planners and decision 
makers should consider the possibility that it will take ten years to reach the tipping point after 
which the insurgency recedes (Connable & Libicki, 2010, p. xii). 

If an insurgency formed in response to a regime’s misconduct, then it is a potential 
change agent available to the intervening powers in orchestrating a solution.  Former insurgents 
have become government members in Timor-Leste and Solomon Islands, although the case 
studies suggest that unconstitutional political activity undermined stability in both countries.  
This raises the question of how to incorporate the various factions into a post-conflict 
government without rekindling the conflict.  As described above, the case of the UK in Sierra 
Leone demonstrates a mix of coercion and co-option in using force to make the SLA and 
militias undergo DDR, and then offering lawful avenues to political power.  This requires that 
the intervention force be able to to coerce the competing elements of the emerging regime, 
including state actors that attempt to flout the rules that apply to the other groups, and.  This 
form of coercion may involve power other than military force, including political influence, 
economic control (as in the case of the UK’s economic targeting of the RUF through attacking 
the conflict diamond trade), and control of the narrative. 

In a typical intervention, the intervening powers will attempt to reconstruct the state to 
deliver the functions of government as soon as is practicable once they believe they have won 
the contest of resolve.  The case studies suggest that the intervening powers should maintain 
their dominance through retaining dominant forces in theatre.  Additionally, the intervention 
force should remain alert to emerging sources of relative deprivation as the new regime 
develops.  Such sources include corruption and organised crime, which featured in the 
Vietnam, Somalia, Sierra Leone and Solomon Islands cases.  The links between corruption, 
security force entanglement and loss of resolve has been discussed above.  However, these 
problems are also components of structural violence.  Even if security forces simply tolerate 
organised criminals (which they may wish to do to avoid conflict, or to engage private security 
assets), they risk new militias forming in defence or opposition to this, with the potential to 
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evolve into insurgencies, as occurred with the Taliban (Fergusson, 2010).  Corruption, in 
addition to enabling organised crime, is corrosive to reformed security forces, because it 
undermines merit-based promotion.  This discourages effort among the security forces, as 
nepotism and participation in criminal activity supplant performance of duty as avenues to 
advancement.  Criminal actors who can entangle intervention forces may do the same, more 
easily, to corrupt regimes, creating a lasting situation of “state capture” (Lezhnev, 2016).  If, 
as examined in the Somalia and Sierra Leone cases, the intervention force empowers local 
criminals, it may sow the seeds of further structural violence and/or relative deprivation, either 
during the intervention or after it transitions.  This is particularly likely if the criminals are 
linked to insurgencies or other armed groups. 

Once the intervening powers decide to integrate multiple belligerents into the emerging 
state, there may be several approaches available.  One option is to create a power-sharing 
government in which each faction is guaranteed a certain amount of control, regardless of 
electoral outcomes.  None of this study’s cases featured the intervention force imposing this 
solution, although the Lome Peace Agreement appeared to ratify this form of power sharing in 
Sierra Leone.  The approach appears to hold inherent risks.  The belligerent groups in some 
conflicts, such as Jamiat-e Islami and the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan (DRA), or the 
post-DRA Mujahideen groups, may be difficult to reconcile.  In such cases, a power sharing 
arrangement holds the potential for dysfunctional government and future conflict.  The 
guarantee of influence removes incentive to act in the public interest in order to win contested 
elections.  Further, such an approach appears not to provide a mechanism to ensure the 
demobilisation of personal armed forces, which may evolve into criminal gangs. 

The UK solution in Sierra Leone demonstrates a different approach.  The British force 
set out to leave the RUF and other armed groups no option to exercise political influence except 
to undergo DDR and pursue constitutional means (i.e., seeking votes in an election, or joining 
government service).  Such an approach may coerce the belligerents to progress beyond the 
conflict, symbolically leaving their hostilities behind, and therefore support reconciliation.  
This approach requires the intervening powers to retain a dominant force at least long enough 
to maintain the coercion through to the development of Positive Peace. 

In terms of the JP 3–07 stages of a stability intervention, a successful stability 
intervention force needs to win a contest of resolve through the restrained use of dominant 
force, achieving conflict termination during the Initial Response; restore governance and 
construct a regime that is free of destabilising factors during Transformation; and maintain 
security while the new regime establishes itself during Fostering Sustainability.  However, 
many interventions have not followed this sequence, because the force has not won the contest 
of resolve, and never progressed beyond the Initial Response stage.  Some forces may have 
attempted the later stages without conflict termination, or the necessary security for their own 
development efforts, but have generally been unsuccessful.  A force is more likely to succeed 
if it is capable and credible enough to dominate likely threat forces, communicates well enough 
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to discourage conflict rather than inciting it, and offers good cause to cease hostilities in the 
form of access to the functions of government.  The case studies suggest that the dominant 
intervention force is maintained after reduction of violence to continue to suppress direct 
violence, while other elements of the mission target structural and cultural violence.  The 
intervention forces in Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Somalia attempted to do this, but were 
unsuccessful because they failed to impose the security required to implement their 
stabilisation programs, and because the governments of Vietnam and Afghanistan did not 
display enough reform to alleviate relative deprivation.  This suggests that a capable security 
force be maintained through the Transformation and Fostering Stability stages outlined above, 
and that indigenous government not be given free reign until it is trusted not to engage in 
corrupt practices.  These observations form the basis of recommendations in the Chapter 6. 

Opportunities to enhance this research 

In recent years, there has been increasing study of the performance of the African Union 
Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) (Mills, Pham & Kilcullen, 2013; Ononogbu & Nwangwu, 
2018; Moe, 2018).  Ononogbu and Nwangwu (2018) asserted that AMISOM had had negative 
effects, but also that it improved security; while Mills, Pham & Kilcullen stated (pp. 14–16) 
that AMISOM was slowly making progress.  Examining this case in the manner of the cases in 
this study would enhance the research through adding another non-first world case.  Similarly, 
the US is currently negotiating with the Afghan Taliban militia to end the conflict in 
Afghanistan.  Further research on these interventions, noting that campaign design details of 
the second may not be available open-source for some time, would add to the outcomes of this 
study. 

This research has had a central theme of minimising violence by giving insurgencies and 
other militias opportunities to pursue their ends by legitimate means, including the 
opportunities to contest government under constitutional systems.  Such an approach would 
depend on former irregular combatants being able to deliver the functions of government 
according to the standards they sought when embarking on their insurgency.  This research 
would therefore be complemented by research on the performance of insurgent combatants in 
government.  Such research could, similarly to this study, be performed through Comparative 
Historical Analysis on the performance of former insurgent combatants as national leaders.  
Potential cases as heads of state include Paul Kagame in Rwanda; Robert Mugabe in 
Zimbabwe; Mao Zedong in the People’s Republic of China; Jim Jong Il in the Democratic 
Republic of North Korea; Burhanuddin Rabbani, Mohammad Omar, and Hamid Karzai in 
Afghanistan; Taur Matan Ruak and Xanana Gusmao in Timor-Leste; and the Founding Fathers 
of the United States.  Access to government does not necessarily mean a combatant commander 
would be head of state.  Therefore, research should also examine the performance of 
combatants who perform in subordinate government positions.  The degree of international 
influence the leaders were subject to after accession would be a key variable in this study, as 
the results may inform the planning of post-transition engagement in intervention operations. 
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CHAPTER 6 — CONCLUSIONS 

Protracted instability has historically had significant impacts on human security, with 
continued low-level conflict inflicting higher overall casualties than isolated instances of high 
level conflict over similar periods.  As nation states became the predominant form of 
government, scholarly writing focused on state-on-state conventional conflict, although 
Clausewitz’s “contest of wills” has been common to all forms of conflict.  The great power 
stand-off of the Cold War saw increased scholarly study in insurgency and counterinsurgency 
as the protagonists for the primacy of their political systems via proxy wars, or wars of colonial 
succession.  As some emerging states proved less able to govern, or as the US and the USSR 
used them as proxies, they suffered from instability including insurgency, factional violence, 
and organised crime.  As other powers intervened in these situations, they applied the 
counterinsurgency theory that arose from colonial peacekeeping, or existential 
counterinsurgencies by strong (although possibly unjust) states.  External interventions have 
often been unsuccessful when applying these techniques.  Insurgencies and other militias, while 
seldom as capable as the intervening forces, have prevailed against the odds.  At the same time, 
supported regimes have often resisted imperatives to reform, even as they faced existential 
threats.  There has been much discussion on whether counterinsurgency theory is effective. 

However, there has been comparatively little examination of external interventions in the 
context of being external—and therefore having different pressures from national governments 
suppressing rebellions.  Unlike colonial powers or new states, intervening powers have the 
option to modify or change regimes if they can generate the force to do so.  At the same time, 
intervening powers have been inconsistent in maintaining their resolve.  Their interventions 
have been accompanied by domestic and international debate about the expense, legitimacy 
and wisdom of getting involved in conflict.  These interventions have frequently been 
characterised by intense deployment phases, rapid initial success.  However, the initial 
successed have often transitioned into extended periods of stalemate in theatre and intense 
criticism in troop contributing nations and world media, followed by a loss of resolve, and 
premature departure.  In some cases, such as Afghanistan, there have been multiple armed 
groups, each with their own political support base, each constituting a potential government, 
and each performing the functions of government in the territories they controlled.  In other 
cases, such as Somalia there was no visible government, with armed gangs exercising power 
in a feudal system. 

This study sought to determine the effectiveness of various approaches to armed groups 
in achieving stability—particularly the degree to which the intervening powers used force 
against them, including basing operations on destroying them, or counterinsurgency.  In the 
cases featuring direct engagement of militias, the militias fought back, raising the level of 
violence (in some cases, beyond the capacity of the intervention forces), potentially increasing 
insurgents’ resolve to fight, and reducing the state forces’ resolve to fight.  This was sometimes 
exacerbated by counter-interventions by other forces.  Dominant intervention forces, 
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minimisation of direct action against militias, and offering of incentives for compliance were 
all linked to reduced levels of violence by militias, and more successful interventions.  
Additionally, insurgencies generally form because a regime’s failure to deliver the functions 
of government has engendered relative deprivation in the population.  The insurgents may 
therefore be key agents of reform if they can be convinced to cease hostilities.  However, this 
approach would require the intervention force to be sufficiently dominant to maintain security 
while other arms of the intervention are establishing national institutions and building a regime 
that will deliver the functions of government.  The case studies raise the following 
recommendations for intervening powers: 

- Prioritise winning over ideology.  Yarger (2006, pp. 1–5) asserted that inconsistency 
between objectives, concepts and resources constitutes a risk to campaign effectiveness.  
Therefore, intervening powers should ensure that the forces they deploy, and all of their 
actions, are aligned to achieving their objectives, rather than doing “what they do.”  The 
US intervened in Vietnam to be seen to uphold the Truman Doctrine, even though there 
was no clear path to winning.  The USSR had a clear plan, based on regime change, to 
achieve their desired end-state in Afghanistan.  However, in planning to replace one 
communist regime with another, the USSR underestimated the antipathy of the Afghan 
population towards communism, stemming from the PDPA Khalq faction’s abusive 
actions.  When their intervention encountered setbacks, they rejected opportunities to 
achieve stability by installing a non-communist regime even though they did not believe 
that Afghanistan was economically prepared for socialism.  The USSR’s ideology 
required that they support a communist revolution.  They even classed the Mujahideen, 
who were rebelling, as “counter-revolutionary forces.” Focussing on their desired end-
state may have led them to more practical courses that did not undermine their support 
among the Afghan population.  “Winning” in an intervention is defined by stability.  
When relative deprivation or structural violence is considered as a destabilising factor, 
the desired end-state of an intervention would be defined by Positive Peace rather than 
the destruction of militias. 

- Consider alternative methods.  As part of minimising the use of force, external powers 
seeking to enable stability should consider alternatives to direct intervention.  Two 
examples arising from the cases are advisor missions and targeting-based approaches 
such as counter-terrorism plus.  It was unlikely that the US could have saved the RVN 
regime through continuing the pre-1965 advisor program, but they could have 
demonstrated their support without the losses of people, materiel, money and 
international reputation that they sustained through direct intervention.  The USSR’s 
largely successful pre-1979 advisor mission could have provided the necessary 
grounding to assist the DRA in restoring stability via the DRA Army if they had pursued 
a less abrupt approach to regime change.  In either case, reducing the level of conflict 
may have opened opportunities to develop a new regime, and mitigate the political 
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pressure to withdraw from the theatre.  The cost of this approach would have been the 
extension of instability, with the associated cost in human security.  However, this cost 
may have been less than the cost of the years of more intense conflict following the 
deployment of understrength intervention forces without achieving stability.  While 
advisor missions offer an economy of force option with reduced domestic risk, they are 
indecisive, and may take years for outcomes to become apparent—requiring multiple 
elected governments to stay with the same plan.  Alternatively, external powers could 
consider direct action through targeting.  Such approaches may reduce threats to external 
powers emerging from the unstable state.  However, the nature of these operations may 
exacerbate instability and violence, and may attract criticism within intervening nations 
(Bowden, 1999, 304–312, 331–346; Scahill, 2013), so these nations may lose resolve 
before these measures take effect. 

- Avoid embarking on stability interventions unless they can commit to protracted 
deployments of dominant forces and transition to enduring aid programs.  While 
this study advocates minimising counterinsurgency efforts in a stability intervention, it 
acknowledges that counterinsurgency efforts may be necessary, and recommends the 
deployment of overwhelming force to minimise actual combat, secure development 
efforts, and support co-option or coercion of combatants. 

o It is noteworthy that it takes, on average, ten years to defeat an insurgency 
(Connable & Libicki, 2010, p. xii), and that a fragile state may take thirty 
years to become fully stable (Rees et al, 2014, p. 29).  Each case 
demonstrates adverse effects of either deployment of insufficient force, or 
premature reduction in force.  For an intervention to work, the intervening 
powers need to be prepared to outlast any militias or criminal groups 
pursuing their ends through unconstitutional means, and conceal any 
“ticking clock” they may have as a limit to their intervention force 
deployment.  As outlined above, it is likely that states will experience 
domestic pressure to make an intervention as short as possible, and to 
minimise investment in it. 

o The negative effects—both for intervening powers and the people in the 
affected nation—of under-resourced, “stop-start,” or prematurely ceased 
interventions may outweigh those of not intervening at all, as suggested by 
Luttwak (1999).  It has been suggested that unsuccessful campaigns may 
still be strategically beneficial.  McMaster (1997) has suggested that US 
President Johnson was prepared to accept campaign failure in Vietnam to 
pursue strategic advantage.  However, the US campaign in Vietnam ended 
with establishment of a new communist state, and Soviet naval forces 
operating from ports such as Cam Ranh Bay.  The Soviet intervention in 
Afghanistan led, indirectly, to Afghanistan being controlled by NATO.  It 



176 

is difficult to infer strategic success from either example.  If external powers 
cannot commit to protracted deployments, they should consider other means 
of pursuing national or international interests, such as advisor missions or 
counter-terrorism plus.  However, while such means limit the cost and risk 
of casualties, they are likely to require still more protracted effort, and may 
not redress the negative effects on human security of protracted instability.  
It is possible that options such as counter-terrorism plus exacerbate 
instability (Bowden, 1999, 331–346; Baumann, 2003, Ch. 5; Scahill, 2013). 

- Apply indirect approaches to minimise the size of the fight.  As an extension of the 
contest of resolve, intervention forces should approach the armed groups in the theatre in 
such a way as to give them cause to stop fighting.  If the intervention force can avoid 
presenting armed groups with an existential challenge, these groups may be more 
inclined to cooperate.  Such an approach may also reduce resentment against “foreign 
troops.”  In Vietnam, Afghanistan and Somalia, the direct targeting of insurgencies 
exacerbated the level of conflict beyond the capabilities of the intervention force to 
contain; impeded conflict termination; and contributed to campaign failure.  An effective 
indirect approach would co-opt or coerce all groups into pursuing their aims through 
lawful means, offering cause to cease fighting; rather than attempting to destroy 
insurgencies.  Embarking in direct tactical-level action against insurgencies may 
perpetuate or reignite direct violence, increasing the scale of intervention force resources 
required, and exposing the intervention force to casualties, with the risk of subsequent 
loss of resolve.  Therefore, the intervention force should avoid direct tactical action if 
possible.  The force requires high capability and credibility, and strong communication 
skills, to deter direct violence and to maintain security.  Under this security arrangement, 
other aspects of the mission can redress structural violence to alleviate relative 
deprivation and give militias the requisiste cause not to fight. 

- Sequence the campaign to achieve conflict termination through a contest of resolve, 
followed by positive peace through development.  First, the intervention force must 
win the contest of resolve to fight, through co-opting, or coercing armed groups to cease 
hostilities and criminal behaviour; or while being prepared to destroy those that will not 
cease.  As outlined above, the intervention force may reduce militias’ resolve to fight 
through co-option (providing incentives for compliance—the “carrot”), rather than just 
coercion (the “stick”).  To re-phrase this, the intervention should try to approach the 
armed groups in theatre so as to give itself the smallest possible fight.  In terms of the JP 
3–07 stages of a stability intervention (Department of Defense, 2016), the intervention 
force would need to win the contest of resolve during the initial response—ideally by 
lowering the militias’ resolve to fight; and maintain its lead through transformation and 
fostering sustainability.  In other words, the intervention force must maintain its 
dominance while applying its stability mechanism—potentially by restructuring, 
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restoring or building the functions of government to a standard that negates structural 
violence and will not engender relative deprivation in the foreseeable future.  This 
requires that the intervention force avoid building risk into the post-transition 
government by allowing it to participate in or tolerate criminal behaviour for short term 
gains such as security.  This mitigation of risk may limit the incentives offered to the 
armed groups for compliance.   Similarly, intervening powers should, if possible, avoid 
being beholden to entities in the theatre who may prove to be long-term stability risks by 
recreating structural violence, or rekindling a sense of relative deprivation. 

- Deploy sufficient force to deter conflict, and to win any predictable fight.  Ideally, 
the intervention force will be so dominant, making such effective use of its capability, 
credibility and communication, that other armed groups will choose not to fight.  In other 
words, the intervention force, while hoping for the smallest possible fight, should be 
prepared for the biggest possible fight. 

o In the event that militias or rogue government forces resist the intervention, 
the intervention force must be strong enough to make steady security gains, 
rather than descend into a battle for survival.  The recommendation in US 
stability doctrine of 20 security force personnel per 1000 population appears 
to be a reasonable benchmark.  However, it would be very resource-
intensive in a large affected nation.  The actual requirement is heavily 
influenced by other factors, such as the size of the country, the effectiveness 
and motivation of the armed groups, and force multipliers that are not 
confined to lethality, such as popular support. 

o The intervening powers will be subject to domestic and international 
pressures against applying a large force.  Military interventions almost 
always lead to negative media coverage, and the larger the force the more 
negative the coverage is likely to be.  The deployment of a large, well-
resourced force may incur significant expenses, or compete with other 
theatres, or existential requirements, for priority.  However, intervening 
powers will probably have a low tolerance for intervention force casualties, 
civilian casualties, or the prospect of entanglement.  Therefore, they should 
deploy intervention forces with sufficient strength and resources to 
dominate the opposition, coerce compliance, and develop the emerging 
regime to deliver effective governance.  This will require that they mitigate 
the risk that the intervention force presence will fuel insurgent narratives.  It 
is possible that they may achieve this through restricting their use of direct 
violence, offering lawful alternatives for belligerents to redress relative 
deprivation, and avoiding entanglement by corrupt regime members of 
criminal opportunists. 
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- Afford armed groups opportunities and incentives to proceed by lawful means.  The 
desired end-state of a stability intervention is a stable state.  This requires conflict 
termination, but does not necessarily require the destruction of militias—simply their 
evolution to law-abiding groups or individuals.  Former militants may contribute to a 
stable state in the long term.  This is the approach the UK took in Sierra Leone, offering 
cause to comply in the form of a “carrot” of political inclusion to co-opt compliance, in 
addition to a “stick” of British combat forces.  This allowed the UK to achieve security 
with less conflict than would have been required to destroy the RUF and other militias.  
Unlike the absence of direct violence, incentivising participation in the emerging regime 
may enable the establishment of Positive Peace.  However, the presence of former 
belligerents in government entails risks, as demonstrated by the East Timor / Timor-Leste 
case.  The initial achievement of security is likely to lead to pressure to reduce the size 
and capability of the force.  Intervening powers should resist this pressure, and maintain 
a dominant intervention force to maintain the recovering state’s cohesion, while 
mentoring the emerging regime in delivering the functions of government. 

- Be prepared to retain a dominant force in theatre until the new state is competent 
and trustworthy to lead.  Connable and Libicki (2010, p. xii) found that insurgencies 
tended to reach a “tipping point” in about ten years, after which the unsuccessful ones 
fade away.  An intervention force may need to support the emerging regime past this 
tipping point, prior to transitioning security lead to them.  It is possible that the African 
Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) has achieved more in stabilising Somalia than the 
far more effective forces studied in the Somalia case (Mills et al, 2013).  Rees et al (2014) 
asserted that fragile states can take thirty years to achieve full stability.  Drawing down 
the force before anti-regime forces begin to recede, or while groups are still experiencing 
structural violence may lead to a resurgence of direct violence.  This may prompt a 
significant increase in militias’ resolve to fight, and increase in violence, requiring the 
redeployment of intervention forces.  While a redeployed force may quickly re-establish 
security, the increased conflict may increase structural violence and/or extend the time 
required to redress it.  Intervening powers may also need to retain force in order to limit 
the amount of trust they need to place in the emerging regime, particularly if it has 
displayed corruption, vulnerability to state capture, or other criminal influences.  Being 
prepared to maintain a large force may also remove pressure on advisors to over-rate 
indigenous forces.  If the mission involves raising, fielding, training or advising 
indigenous forces, the advisors should rate them accurately.  Overrating them may lead 
to premature transition of security lead, and premature draw-down or withdrawal of the 
intervention force’s combat capability.  It is likely that the intervening powers will have 
some limit on the time they are willing to remain.  However, if they obviously have a 
“ticking clock” of resolve, anti-regime forces will exploit this—either by trying to 
accelerate it, or by waiting it out while preparing for an intense campaign against the 
emerging state after the intervention force has drawn down. 
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Figure 18: Recommendations of this study mapped against the modified model of security force 
actions in stabilisation. 

Figure 18 shows these recommendations in relation to one another, and the conduct of a 
campaign along the lines of the modified model produced above as Figure 5.  Most of the 
recommendations apply to the initial planning and deployment, while Prioritise winning over 
ideology, Sequence the campaign to win the contest of resolve, and Afford armed groups 
opportunities And incentives to proceed lawfully apply throughout.  Retain a dominant force, 
as an extension of Deploy sufficient force becomes critical as the theatre appears to be stable, 
and intervening powers may experience domestic and international pressure to reduce forces. 

Stability interventions are too complex for an eight-point “checklist” to guarantee their 
success.  However, these recommendations may mitigate risks that have been key to the failure 
of previous interventions, and so may potentially affect future interventions.  As asserted in the 
literature review, risk at the campaign level is likely to reduce the overall effectiveness of a 
campaign.  Therefore, failing to treat or terminate risks in future campaigns may lead to these 
campaigns failing, and is likely to increase the cost in human security even if the campaigns 
are eventually successful.  Smith (2005, Ch 7) asserted conflict will be increasingly “non-state,” 
as coalitions fight militias.  If he was correct, the contest of resolve will continue to be between 
militias with nothing to lose and everything to gain, and external powers whose resolve will be 
tested by adverse media reporting in the lead up to an election.  As discussed in the previous 
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chapter, research on the performance of other non-western interventions, such as AMISOM in 
Somalia, would expand on the understanding gained from Case Four, ECOMOG/UNAMSIL 
intervention in Sierra Leone.  Additionally, research on the performance of insurgent or militia 
combatants in government would enhance these conclusions, by informing assessments of the 
likelihood that militia leaders pursuing lawful means to politicl influence will contribute to 
long term stability.  Applying these recommendations in such a contest may enable conflict 
termination and the establishment of Positive Peace, and avoid the human cost of protracted 
instability. 
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