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ABSTRACT

Clausewitz states that “The defensive form of warfare is intrinsically stronger
than the offense” and to defeat ‘the stronger form of warfare’ “an army’s best weapon is
superior numbers.” Given these two facts, how do special operations forces defeat
numerically superior forces fighting in the defense? William H. McRaven’s book, Spec
Ops, lays out a theory of special operations and six principles that are “applicable across
the spectrum of special operations” (McRaven, 1995, p. 3). McRaven’s thesis postulates
that numerically inferior forces can obtain Relative Superiority for short duration through
the use of the six principles of special operations. McRaven’s thesis is focused on the
direct component of special operations. The theory, arguably, does not cover the full
range of special operations; specifically it fails to address the indirect component of
special operations, Unconventional Warfare. Given that the defense is the superior form
of warfare and numbers count, the question emerges, how can a sponsored insurgent
organization or resistance movement defeat the state, which begins with an opening
advantage of vastly superior numbers and already in the defense posture? The answer
may be found on the flip side of McRaven’s Theory of Relative Superiority, or more
accurately, the Indirect Theory of Relative Superiority. Indirect Relative Superiority is
achieved when a counter state gains and maintains a decisive advantage over a state in an
armed political struggle. We hypothesize that numerically inferior forces can obtain
Relative Superiority over time through the use of six principles of Indirect Offensive

Operations: Security, Networking, Purpose, Indoctrination, Influence, and Agility
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A

l. REVISITING MCRAVEN’S THEORY OF SPECIAL
OPERATIONS

INTRODUCTION

William H. McRaven’s book Spec Ops: Case Studies in Special Operations

Warfare: Theory and Practice has been translated into over a dozen languages and is highly

influential in the special operations community. In his book, McRaven describes a theory of

Special Operations based on a concept he refers to as Relative Superiority and the six

principles related to it (McRaven 1995). In order to develop his theory of special

operations, McRaven limits the scope of special operations to his own pared down

definition. The JP 3-05 definition of special operations at the time of his book’s publishing

was:

Operations conducted by specially organized, trained and equipped military
and paramilitary forces to achieve military, political, economic, or
psychological objectives by unconventional means in hostile, denied or
politically sensitive areas. These operations are conducted during peacetime
competition, conflict, and war, independent or in coordination with operations
of conventional, non special operations forces. Politico-military
considerations frequently shape special operations, requiring clandestine,
covert, or low visibility techniques and oversight at the national level. Special
operations differ from conventional operations in the degree of physical or
political risk, operational techniques, modes of employment, independence
from friendly support, and dependence on detailed operational intelligence
and indigenous assets. (JP 3-05, 1992)!

1 The most current joint definition of special operations is:

Operations conducted in hostile, denied, or politically sensitive environments to
achieve military, diplomatic, informational, and/or economic objectives employing
military capabilities for which there is no broad conventional force requirement.
These operations often require covert, clandestine, or low visibility capabilities.
Special operations are applicable across the range of military operations. They can
be conducted independently or in conjunction with operations of conventional forces
or other government agencies and may include operations through, with, or by
indigenous or surrogate forces. Special operations differ from conventional
operations in degree of physical and political risk, operational techniques, mode of
employment, independence from friendly support, and dependence on detailed
operational intelligence and indigenous assets. (JP 3-05, 1992)

1



For McRaven, “a special operation is conducted by forces specially trained,
equipped, and supported for a specific target whose destruction, elimination, or rescue (in
the case of hostages), is a political or military imperative” (McRaven, 1995, p. 2). While his
more narrow definition of special operations is not as unwieldy as either JP 3-05 definition,
it excludes an important component of special operations, Unconventional Warfare.
Unconventional Warfare is defined as“(o)perations conducted by, with, or through irregular
forces in support of a resistance movement, an insurgency, or conventional military
operations” (FM 3 05.201, 2007). According to FM 3-05.130 “(a)ll UW operations are
special operations.” Unconventional warfare is indeed a special operation because one, it is
outside the scope of standard military operations (Spulak, 2007) and two, the complex
nature of the mission requires unusual, specialized training (JP 3-05, 1992). While
McRaven concedes that the eight combat operations that he analyzed “are more closely
aligned to what Joint Pub 3-05 defines as a direct-action mission” (McRaven, 1995, p. 3), he
believes that his theory of special operations is applicable across the full spectrum of the (JP
3-05) definition of special operations (McRaven, 1995, p. 4). Despite McRaven’s claim,
however, we argue that his theory is unsuitable for Unconventional Warfare special

operations and, therefore, does not apply across all special operations.

B. MCRAVEN’S THEORY AND PRINCIPLES

McRaven begins his study with two observations from Clausewitz: “The defensive
form of warfare is intrinsically stronger than the offense” and “to defeat ‘the stronger form
of warfare’ an army’s best weapon is superior numbers” (McRaven, 1995, p. 3). Given
these two principles, McRaven poses the question, how do special operations forces defeat
numerically superior forces in the execution of their mission? McRaven’s answer is the
Theory of Special Operations, which posits that numerically inferior forces can obtain
relative superiority for short durations through the use of the six principles of special
operations: Simplicity, Security, Repetition, Surprise, Speed and Purpose.

According to McRaven, the key to a successful special operation is establishing
relative superiority early in the operation. Relative superiority is “a condition that exists

when an attacking force, generally smaller, gains a decisive advantage over a larger or well



defended enemy” (McRaven, 1995, p. 4). The longer the operation continues, the more
likely the frictions of war (the will of the enemy, chance, and uncertainty) will affect the
operation. McRaven analyzes operations beginning with the Point of Vulnerability (PV),
when the force reaches the enemy’s first line of defense, through mission completion. In his
eight case studies, the case with the longest time span from the PV to mission completion
runs just under 30 hours. In his remaining seven cases, the average time span was slightly

less than seven hours.

The six principles that allow special operations forces to obtain relative superiority
are Simplicity, Security, Repetition, Surprise, Speed, and Purpose. For McRaven, simplicity
is achieved by limiting the number of objectives, establishing good intelligence and
employing innovation, all with a goal of reducing the operation to the most essential
elements and by eliminating as many complicating factors as possible. Security is primarily
the concealment of the timing and means of insertion, thus reducing the enemy’s
responsiveness at the time of the attack. Repetition is applied during the preparation phase
by the use of standard mission profiles to reduce the reaction times of the operators.
Surprise is intended to catch the enemy off guard at the moment of execution. Speed is
focused on getting the attacking force to the objective as fast as possible to prevent the
enemy’s reaction from becoming an overriding factor. The last stated principle is Purpose,
which essentially means that it is necessary for the attacking force to understand and then
execute the prime objective of the mission, regardless of emerging obstacles or
opportunities. McRaven also has a seventh unstated principle: Unilateralism. In order to
maintain Simplicity and Security, outside force participation from friendly forces and allies

alike should be avoided?.

C. INTRODUCTION TO THE THEORY OF UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE

It is our contention that William H. McRaven’s Theory of Relative Superiority and
the related principles laid out in the book Spec Ops: Case Studies in Special Operations
Warfare: Theory and Practice are insufficient to describe the full array of special

operations missions. Although useful for commando raids, the theory and principles are

2 From a conversation with Dr. Gordon H. McCormick.
3



inapplicable and, in some cases, antithetical for Unconventional Warfare. McRaven’s
longest case study lasted less than 30 hours; a UW campaign typically lasts for years. The
operations McRaven describes were focused on specific military targets; UW is a political
form of warfare. Each of McRaven’s operations was unilateral; UW is necessarily
conducted by, with and through other forces or individuals that can operate undetected in

the target area.

We propose a theory of Unconventional Warfare to complement, but not supplant,
McRaven’s Theory of Special Operations. We will refer to Unconventional Warfare in its
traditional construction of “working by, with, or through irregular surrogates in a
clandestine and/or covert manner against opposing actors” (FM3-05-130, 2008), and not in
the sense of employing unconventional tactics. Although we will use U.S. military terms

and jargon, this is not strictly a theory of American Unconventional Warfare.

In this thesis we propose a theory of Unconventional Warfare that includes a UW
specific theory of relative superiority and six principles. Relative superiority for
Unconventional Warfare is a condition that exists between the state and the sponsored
insurgents.3 Normally a state starts with objective superiority4, but determining whether the
state or the insurgents have relative superiority is a function of intelligence, resources, and
political opportunity structures (POS). The principles by which insurgents achieve relative
superiority against the state are Security, Networking, Purpose, Indoctrination, Influence,

and Agility.

3 UW can be in support of resistance movements or insurgents. The legal and political differences
between the two are irrelevant and for the purposes of this thesis we simply call them insurgents.

4 From Gordon H. McCormick’s Seminar on Guerilla Warfare class at the Naval Postgraduate School.
4



Il. THE THEORY OF UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE

A. RELATIVE SUPERIORITY

William H. McRaven in his book, SPEC OPS, explored, established, and defined the
concept of relative superiority; “a condition exists when an attacking force, generally
smaller, gains a decisive advantage over a larger or well-defended enemy” (McRaven, 1996,
p. 4). This narrow tactical construct worked well to graphically depict how a numerically
inferior Special Operations Force could successfully launch an attack and succeed against a
much larger unit in the defense. Relative superiority is also a critical concept within the
theory of UW. The application and definition of the term, however, is quite different from
McRaven’s concept. This theory of UW postulates that Relative Superiority is a condition
whereby two parties measure the relative strength of three key components; intelligence,
resources, and political opportunity structures. These three conditions are necessary in order
to conduct any successful insurgency or counter insurgency. If any one of the components

IS missing, operations will be at best, ineffective—at worse, counterproductive.

Intelligence is information that is analyzed in context to the environment, situation,
and resources. It provides the information needed to coordinate forces and determine what
resources are required or opportunities are applicable. Without intelligence, any military
action is, by definition, a proverbial “shot in the dark.” Generally speaking, accurate
intelligence is the hardest component to acquire, much less maintain. At the beginning of
the contest, the intelligence advantage generally falls on the side of the insurgent;
governments are often ignorant of insurgents’ intentions, plans, and capabilities until late in

the game.

Resources are those assets utilized to accomplish the mission. The assets can take
the form of money, personnel, weapons, or any other tangible material goods or services. In
theory, an organization with good intelligence and the requisite political opportunity, but
having no resources, would fail in accomplishing its mission, or worse compromise the most

valuable resource—intelligence. Generally speaking, even the most anemic government



has objective superiority in material support, personnel, and monies in stark contrast to a
fledgling insurgent organization. However, with all other things being equal, resources are

the easiest to component to acquire.

Doug McAdam, McCarthy, & Zald (2008) define political opportunity structures
(POS) as those “political constraints and opportunities unique to the national context in
which they are embedded” (p. 3). In simpler language, these opportunities represent
political “room to maneuver.” This political space is determined by how much consensus
versus constraint or coercion the state needs in order to effectively govern and control the
populace. Rules that are observed by consensus are effectively driven by internal standards
and norms the population voluntarily submits too. For example, most people in the U.S.,
when driving their cars on isolated roads, in the middle of the night, will come to a complete
stop at a four-way intersection with stop signs, even though there are no police visible—
they stop because it is the “right” thing to do. Coercive rules on the other hand, are those
rules forced on the population by law enforcement mechanisms. Case in point, those same
drivers in the U.S. will reduce their speed solely by the threat of a punitive fine from the
local police force. The goal for any rational governing body is to strive for compliance of
consensus driven rules. In the long term, consensus is cheaper to enforce, and consensus
reinforces a solid, stable, homogenous nation with shared values, thereby increasing the
state’s POS. Coercive rules tend to be costly to implement and maintain. Coercive
enforcement inherently causes friction with the populace and creates a POS opportunity for
the insurgents (McCormick, 2007).
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Figure 1 demonstrates the relationship between POS, consensus and coercive rules
with two hypothetical countries. Theoretically, “country A” (such as Irag, circa 2004-2006)
could exist in an atmosphere where the social contract is so badly broken that amateur
insurgents would find resonance and traction, thus providing the insurgency with a large
POS. On the other hand, there could exist a nation (such as Norway or Sweden) where the
population concedes such a high level of “consent to governance” that real armed opposition
could not exist. Even if country B were populated with insurgent experts with unlimited
resources, there would be virtually no POS. Technically there exists a third category,
neutral efforts; these are categories of constraints that are imposed by outside organizations,
such as religious affiliations. This category can be utilized by either party, the insurgent or
the state.



Intelligence, resources, and political opportunity structures represent the necessary
components to determine which side has the superior position when compared to the other;
hence, the term relative superiority. Therefore, the theory of UW hypothesizes that relative
superiority is gained when one side’s components outweigh the others in the following

equation;
2 — 12
16 * Ry * POS(i) = I°(g) * R(g) * POS(g)°

This equation assumes ordinal numerical values, weighted products with whole
integers. The equation is multiplied, as opposed to summed, to reflect that all components
are necessary. This suggests that a single missing element would reduce the entire equation
to a zero value. The intelligence (I) and resource (R) values are independent of each other
(non-zero sum) to reflect reality. For instance, it is possible that both the government and
the insurgent might have “perfect intelligence” on each other, reflecting a score of five, with
zero being the lowest. The intelligence value is squared as a direct result of the tactical,
operational, and strategic importance it has over all other components and the exponentially
more difficult effort intelligence takes to acquire. The POS value is the only zero-sum
figure as it relates to the other side of the equation, five being the highest value and zero

being the lowest possible score (Fox, 2008).67

5 This mathematical expression was originally developed by CW3 Bruce E. DeFeyter. However, the math
and boundaries of the equation were significantly reworked with the help and mentorship of Dr. Gordon H.
McCormick, Dr. William Fox, and Dr. Doowan Lee, Professors in the Defense Analysis Program at the Naval
Postgraduate School in Monterey, CA

6 Values for intelligence reflects the following: a score of “5” reflects the ability to forecast detailed
tactical, operational, and strategic information on movements, plans, and intentions of leaders and the broader
organization, probably a theoretical score except in extreme cases. A score of “4” represents intelligence
access to group’s operational and strategic intentions and general tactical objective. A score of “3” represents
intelligence access to an organization’s strategic goals and only general operational concerns and movements.
A score of “2” represents informational access to general strategic plans and intentions and limited operational
aims. A score of “1” represents knowledge of the opposition. A score of “0” represents no knowledge of an
organization or an POS at all—this score is usually only very temporary and is primarily a theoretical figure.

7 Values for resources reflects the following: a score of “5” reflects the ability to deploy and sustain
continuous ground, air, and naval forces (when necessary) to influence and carry out specific actions. A score
of “4” represents the ability to deploy those same forces but there are some limits to the ability to carry out
specific actions. A score of “3” represents the ability to deploy forces with limits to the ability to sustain
themselves and consequently, sever reductions in the ability to carry out orders. A score of “2” depicts the
ability to deploy into a region with no capability to sustain those forces. A score of “1” depicts an organization
that has the ability to deploy in limited, narrow fashion into a specific area to carry out finite actions. A score
of “0” is mostly a theoretical figure, but represents an organization with no resources or ability to carry out any
goals or aims.
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The equation is used in a straightforward manner. For instance, in the early stages of
an insurgency, the insurgent forces will have the upper hand in intelligence, because in all
probability, the government is possibly not even aware of their existence. In this case the
insurgent forces would get a score of four (five being the highest and zero the lowest). The
government on the other hand, only vaguely aware of unrest much less an insurgency,
would get a score of one. The resource advantage being in the government’s favor would
give them a score of four and the insurgents, significantly smaller, would get a score of one.
In this example, political opportunity is assigned a value of one to the insurgents; to reflect a

fairly stable, consensus controlled population. Therefore, the equation would look like this;
45 * 1o * 1o = g * 4 * 4
16¢) = 16(q)
I=G=0

In this case neither side possesses “relative superiority.” The goal for each side is to
establish dominance: the insurgents by growing in resources and expanding their political
opportunities or the government by eroding the information advantage, reducing the

insurgent resources, and / or closing the insurgent political opportunities.

If the insurgents were to establish a hold on the population and thereby increase their
resources even negligibility over the government, keeping POS stable, the equation would

look considerably different;
A6 * 20 * Loy = 129 * 4@ * 4
32i) = 16(g)

I1>G=2



The insurgents, in this hypothetical case, would have relative superiority over the
government forces. However, suppose the government was to simply erode the intelligence

quotient by a single degree, the equation would look notably different;
B * 20 * Lo = 2°g * 4@ * 4o
18) = 48g)
I<G =267

As depicted in the example above, relative superiority would be with the
government. The state would maintain that advantage until the insurgent forces could
negate the intelligence loss or expand on their resources and / or political opportunities.
Quantifying relative superiority has at least two advantages: first, it highlights the strategies
that alter the equation, and second, it provides metrics that help determine the effectiveness
of each side’s campaign over time. What’s more, these metrics can be graphically

illustrated.

For instance, let us assume a hypothetical case where the insurgency and the state
start out in neutral positions (such as the first example). Over the course of 18 months, the
insurgency maintains the intelligence advantage and insurgent forces expand both their
resources marginally and, more so, their political opportunities. Mathematically their
relative superiority could be expressed in the following equations below:

Insurgency formed: 4% * 1) * 1) = 1%g) * 4 * 4@ // 1:G 164 =16 // 1 =G =0
Six months: 42(i) * 1(i) * Z(i) = 12(9) * 4(9) * 3(g) I1:G 32(i) = 12(g) N1>G=26
One year: 42(i) * 2(i) * 2(i) = 12(g) * 4(g) * 3(9) I1:G 64(i) = 12(9) /I1>G=53

Eighteen months: 42(i) * 2(i) * 3(5) = 12(g) *4g* 2(9) /.G 96(i) = 8(9) 1>G=12
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As depicted on the previous page, it is clear the insurgency has developed a “relative
superiority” over the state. Taking the example another eighteen months for illustrative
purposes, let us assume the state continues to weaken and the insurgency only expands in

political opportunities and forfeits further resource gains. The equation would look like this:
Three years: 42(i) * 2(i) * 4(5) = 12(g) * 4(9) * 1(9) /.G 128(i) = 4(9) 11>G=32

Graphically depicting relative superiority against time the entire conflict would look
like this:
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Figure 2. Relative Superiority over Time

At this point in the conflict, the insurgency, although possessing fewer resources and
personnel, completely dominates the state by exploiting the insurgents’ intelligence

advantage and expanding the political opportunities. In other words, at least
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mathematically, the insurgents can contradict and overcome two of Clausewitz’s warfare
principles—that defense is the superior form of warfare and that, in order to defeat the
stronger form of warfare, the best weapon is superior numbers—thus, proving the theory of
Unconventional Warfare. Putting the math aside for a moment, the insurgents can
accomplish and achieve relative superiority through the six principles of UW illustrated
below in the UW model.

B. THE UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE MODEL

Environments Principles Phases
Overt Agility Execution
Covert Indoctrinate Influence Preparation

Figure 3. Unconventional Warfare Model

The UW model (Figure 3) is built along three phases—planning, preparation, and
execution—that mirror the corresponding operating environments, clandestine, covert, and
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overt. The model is comprised of six principles that build on each other, that are not
mutually exclusive, and that extend across all operating environments. Each of the
principles interlocks and, when necessary, connects with the others. The UW model is built
on a stable base, rather than a delicately balanced inverted pyramid such as McRaven’s
Special Operations Model, in order to survive repeated setbacks in spite of a lack of money,
weapons, and manpower. The UW model works for insurgencies that are started from the
“bottom up” or “top down,” and in rural or urban environments. This model allows for an
insurgent organization, or UW cell, to conduct offensive, indirect warfare while remaining
hidden from the state’s security apparatus. The following paragraphs will detail each
principle by phase.

1. Planning Phase

The planning phase is comprised of the three core UW principles: security,
networking, and purpose. This phase lays the foundation for all other phases and is very
passive with little opportunity for any activity to be observed by outsiders. If this phase is
executed correctly, in a clandestine manner, state security forces likely will be completely
unaware that an insurgent organization, much less a UW cell, exists. The goal for the
insurgents during this phase is to build what Doug McAdams, McCarthy, & Zald, (2008)
describe as mobilizing structures. Mobilizing structures are “...those collective vehicles,
informal as well as formal, through with people mobilize and engage in collective action”
(p. 3). These collective vehicles, otherwise known as networks, need to be built securely

and towards a common purpose.

Security is simply defined in the Joint Publication 1-02 as “1. Measures taken by a
military unit, activity, or installation to protect itself against all acts designed to, or which
may, impair its effectiveness. 2. A condition that results from the establishment and
maintenance of protective measures that ensure a state of inviolability from hostile acts or
influences” (JP1-02, 2008, p. 489). Security for an insurgency, much less UW, is the
foundation upon which all actions must be built. It is often established at the sake of
efficiency, especially in the beginning stages, in order to protect core members, plans, and

limited resources from discovery and retaliation. In essence, security represents the single
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greatest defense the insurgents possess. This principle allows the insurgency to avoid costly
targeting by state security forces. The problem faced by the insurgents and/or the sponsors
conducting UW is that, as time progresses, the organization will have to expose itself to the
local population and state security forces in order to conduct operations. This often means
that security will need to be built upon layers, and certain elements of the organization will
have to be kept intentionally uninformed. Security measures must be frequently examined
and altered according to changes in people, operations, technology, and geographic

boundaries.

Networking, the second greatest resource of an insurgency, is done by capitalizing
on formal, informal, and family ties. These ties will need to be built over time and more
importantly through trust. Often insurgent warfare requires individuals to commit what the
state would term criminal acts—thus, it will be this time-tested trust which will keep the
insurgents free. Furthermore, these networks are crucial to establishing, developing, and
maintaining the intelligence advantage insurgent organizations need to survive. Networking

is essential to the growth of the insurgency, both in a passive and active manner.

Both models, UW and Special Operations, use purpose as a principle. McRaven
however, defined purpose for his theory as a set of discrete objectives that could be clearly
defined in time and space such as “rescue the POWSs, destroy the dry dock, sink the
battleship, etc” (McRaven, 1996, p. 21). These clearly defined tactical objectives are not
compatible with the political and strategic nature of an insurgency. In the UW model, a
successful revolution requires a strategic purpose of unrelenting and unbending will towards
a political objective, the overthrow of the state. Once these three principles are established,
security, networking, and purpose, the insurgency then can move forward from a period of

planning to the preparation phase.

2. Preparation Phase

The preparation phase is comprised of two UW principles: indoctrination and
influence—the battle of ideas. This phase originates with the core cadre group, which U.S.
doctrine refers to as the Underground, and extends outward to what will become the

Auxiliary and the Mass Base and, more importantly, the center of gravity—the general
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population. This phase is generally conducted in a covert manner, concealing the true
identities of the people that conduct any visible acts. The insurgents or UW cell must
maintain all activity below normal levels of violence and disruption or risk alerting state
security forces to the presence of an insurgent organization. The goal for the insurgents
during this phase is to lay the foundation for victory in the battle of ideas and perception.
The insurgency will accomplish this goal by isolating the state from the population through
use of what David Snow, Rochford, Worden, & Benford (1986) call the “master frame.”
This master frame both unifies the insurgency and isolates the government through the use

of indoctrination and influence.

Indoctrination is an inward focused activity and is generally defined as “to imbue
with a specific partisan or biased belief or point of view” (Dictionary.com). The word is
used synonymously with terms like brainwashing and propagandizing, and, realistically,
there is some truth to the notion.. “Physically and psychologically they [the Underground]
must be capable of operating under the great strain that will be imposed by their clandestine
and often illegal operations” (Momboisse, 1970, pp. 48-49). Indoctrination is the key to
survival and success. Routinely, military and police units use indoctrination as a means of
inculcating core beliefs and principles to their members in order to handle complex and
confusing situations where orders can not possible cover every contingency. Insurgencies
also must adapt the same principle of indoctrination in order to survive without

communications in an ambiguous, illegal, and dangerous environment.

Influence is an outward looking mechanism and is defined as “the capacity or power
of persons or things to be a compelling force on or produce effects on the actions, behavior,
opinions, etc., of others” (Dictionary.com). In the case of an insurgency, revolutionary
forces can use imagined power (to make up for a lack of real power) via psychological
operations to manipulate the center of gravity and the state into action, inaction, or
acquiescence. While it is important to be able to influence what is occurring on the ground,
it is equally vital to be able to manage those effects and expectations. Without effective
management, the influence an insurgency has struggled so hard to acquire can be used

against it.
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3. Execution Phase

The execution phase has only one UW principle: agility. This phase builds on the
groundwork from all the other phases. This phase is generally conducted in an overt
manner directly attacking the state from concealed positions and identities at a time and
place of the insurgents’ choosing. The insurgents or UW cell will need to utilize all
previous principles to appear larger, stronger, and omnipresent. The goal for the insurgents
during this phase is what McAdam et al (2008) describe as cognitive liberation. Cognitive
liberation creates in “...people a need to feel both aggrieved about some aspect of their lives
and optimistic that, acting collectively, they can redress the problem” (p. 5). The solution to
their collective problem is the overthrow of the state and the establishment of the counter-
state. The insurgents will accomplish this goal by standing on the solid base built in the
previous two phases and through the use of agile operations, the last principle of an

insurgency.

Agility is often synonymous with flexibility, but in conjunction with the other
insurgency principles, agility is more than that. Agility is more proactive than reactive.
Agility in a UW context is about strength, balance, coordination, and speed, in addition to
being operationally limber. Agility gives the insurgency the perceived ability to be in
multiple places at once, sidestepping government security forces, and shaping the events in

locations as the situation requires.

C. CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY

Lastly, we will analyze our Theory of Unconventional Warfare against three cases
studies: one involving an insurgent victory, one a loss and one a draw. The case studies
were selected because the results are indisputable to the larger community: the U.S.
sponsored overthrow of the Soviet Union’s government of Afghanistan in 1989, Cuba’s
attempt through Che Guevara in the ill-fated “foco” revolution in Bolivia of 1967, and

Iran’s ongoing sponsorship of Hezbollah interfering in the affairs of Lebanon.
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I11.  UNITED STATES” WIN: MUJAHEDIN IN AFGHANISTAN

A. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. participation in a loose conglomeration of states fighting an
Unconventional Warfare campaign against the Soviets in Afghanistan has been called
“perhaps the most satisfying experience the Americans ever had with guerrilla warfare”
(Joes, 2000, p. 279). Working from Pakistan with a few hundred CIA employees on the
ground, the U.S. supported mujahedin (Arabic for struggler) succeeded in driving the
Soviets out of Afghanistan in ten years. The Soviets invaded a devoutly Islamic country
imbued with warrior tribal values that detested Communism, thus providing the insurgency
readymade mobilizing structures, a master frame, and cognitive liberation. Even as a
successful example of Unconventional Warfare, Afghanistan is a cautionary tale for
Unconventional Warfare planners. The Afghan mujahedin received external support from a
“motley crew” of state actors. In addition to the United States, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,
China, and Iran played important roles in supporting the resistance. Each country brought
its own agenda and acted in its own interests. The U.S. role in supporting the mujahedin
was dominated by the Pakistani I1SI, which worked at cross-purposes to the United States

long term goals for Afghanistan.

B. BACKGROUND.

Afghanistan is a land-locked country that sits astride the junction of Central Asia,
South Asia and the Middle East, although it is frequently omitted from all three geographic
groupings (Roberts, 2003, p. viii). Afghanistan, whose borders were demarcated at the end
of the 19™ Century, borders Pakistan, Iran, China and the former Soviet Republics of
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. In the summer, Afghanistan is hot and dry, and
the weather is harsh; it is a land of harsh conditions and rugged beauty. Water is scarce and
the land is mostly barren, resembling a moonscape (Ewans, 2002, p. 2). About two thirds of
the country is above 5000 feet, and some of the mountains are among the highest in the
world. The dominant terrain feature is the Hindu Kush mountain range, nicknamed ‘the

killer of Indians,” part of which separates Southern and Central Asia.
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There are about a dozen passes across the mountains and only one is below 10,000
feet. Despite the extreme conditions, the mountain passes supported migration and conquest
through the centuries. The ancient Afghan city of Balkh sat astride one of these passes and
was part of the fabled ‘Silk Route’ between China and the Mediterranean (Ewans, 2002, pp.
1-2).

Afghanistan is one of the most invaded countries in history; it has been invaded by
Persians, Scythians, Macedonians, Huns, Mongols, Arabs, Turks and Moguls. Although all
were able to invade Afghanistan, none were able to permanently subjugate the inhabitants
(Roberts, 2003, p. 12). The waves of invasion and migration in Afghanistan left a diverse
range of ethnic groups; there are approximately 20 main ethnic groups and over 50 in all.
Although there are two primary languages, Dari and Pashtu, Afghanistan has over 30
languages present (Ewans, 2002, p. 3). The largest four ethnic groups are Pashtun, Tajik,
Hazara and Uzbek. Due in part to the rugged conditions in which they live, the Afghan
people are tenacious, resilient, self-reliant, and extremely independent. Historically, most
Afghan authority rested not in a central government, but at the tribe and village level.
“Afghanistan is a segmented society- perhaps atomized would be a more appropriate
description- where loyalties are strongest at the lowest common denominator” (Cogan,
1993, p. 75). While the lack of central authority made Afghanistan easy to invade, its
vigorous decentralized resistance made it impossible to subdue (Roberts, 2003, pp. xii-xiii).

In the nineteenth century, Afghanistan became the fulcrum of the “Great Game”
between the Russian and British Empires. Britain invaded Afghanistan on two different
occasions in the mid-1800s with similar, disastrous results. The second Afghan war ended
with 16,500 soldiers and civilians retreating from Kabul to Jalalabad; only one survivor
safely made the entire journey (Bearden, 2001). The incident inspired Rudyard Kipling’s

immortal lines about the role of the Afghan women on the battlefield:

When you're wounded and left on Afghanistan’s plains
And the women come out to cut up what remains
Jest roll to your rifle an' blow out your brains
An' go to your Gawd like a soldier
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Although Islam is Afghanistan’s strongest unifying feature,® “Pashtun customs,
some of which contradict the tenets of Islam, have tended to define Afghan society”
(Roberts, 2003, p. xiii). Pashtun Afghans live by a tribal code known as Pashtunwali that
governs dispute resolution among individuals’ families and tribes. The Pashtunwali code is
at least partially responsible for Afghanistan’s reputation as a land of “sadistic brigands
who, along with their scheming wives and knife wielding children, delight in plundering
hapless travelers when not abusing one another” (Roberts, 2003, p. xiv). Pashtunwali
demands appropriate badal (Pashtun for revenge) for any violation of personal or familial
nang (Pashtun for honor). Under Pashtunwali women and children are excluded from
becoming the targets of badal, but adult male relatives are not. Pashtunwali also has a
kinder, less reported, side. Melmastia requires hospitality to visitors and guests, even if they
are strangers. Nanwatai extends hospitality to include asylum for fugitives (Roberts, 2003,

p. Xiv).

Although never conquered, Afghanistan did cede its authority to conduct foreign
relations to the British until 1921 when Afghanistan gained its formal independence. In the
treaty of independence the Durand line, which divided the Pashtun people between
Afghanistan and what is now Pakistan, was officially declared a “frontier” (Roberts, 2003,
p. 41). By calling the Durand Line a frontier the treaty allowed Britain and later Pakistan to
treat the line as an international border, an idea never accepted by Afghanistan. In the early
1920s Afghanistan’s government, led by King Amanullah, used its new foreign policy
freedom to begin an “on again, off again” relationship with the Soviet Union. In 1921 the
two countries signed a treaty of friendship that promised to provide Afghanistan with an
annual subsidy and support to its armed forces. When the Soviets failed to live up to most
of the agreement King Abdullah supported resistance groups inside the Soviet border until
the two countries signed treaty of neutrality and non-aggression in 1926. After the 1926
agreement relations improved between the two countries, and the Soviets helped to

construct highways and light industry in Afghanistan (Roberts, 2003, p. 43).

8 99% of Afghans are Muslims. CIA Factbook.
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The Soviet assisted work projects were part of King Amanullah’s controversial push
to modernize the country. Amanullah, trying to emulate the reforms of Turkey’s founder
President Ataturk, instituted reforms on the legal system, established schools for girls,
introduced secular curricula into the school system, created identity cards, and began
enforcing conscription (Ewans, 2002, pp. 94-95). The Afghan people violently rejected the
reforms and associated the changes with the king’s Soviet ties (Roberts, 2003, p. 44).
Several tribes rose up in rebellion against the king and by January of 1929, King Amanullah
was forced to abdicate the throne and flee. After the overthrow of King Amanullah there
was a backlash against the Soviets that included a ban on all Communist and Communist
affiliated parties, as well as the persecution of known Communist sympathizers (Roberts,
2003, p. 185). Despite the animosity and distrust of the Soviets, Kabul reaffirmed its treaty
of neutrality and non-aggression with Moscow in 1931. During World War Il Afghanistan
officially stayed neutral, but privately favored the Allies. After the war, Afghanistan’s
Prime Minister, Mohammed Daoud Khan, tried repeatedly to get American assistance to
modernize its military without success. In 1956, after giving up on the United States, Daud
negotiated two deals with the Soviets that would profoundly alter the history of Afghanistan.
The first deal was a $32.5 million loan for military aid that provided Afghanistan Soviet
tanks, planes and helicopters; a move that set Afghanistan on a course of military
dependence on Moscow (Ewans, 2002, p. 112). The second provided $100 million worth of
economic assistance, including two modern airports and a road north to the Soviet Union- a
road whose specifications conveniently matched the tonnage requirements of the heaviest
Soviet tanks (Roberts, 2003, pp. 206-207). Daud thought that the risks of the Soviet
agreements entailed were outweighed by the benefits, and he believed he could successfully
control Soviet influence in Afghanistan. He was wrong. Despite historical Afghan
animosity to the Communist Soviets and despite careful maneuvering by Daud to minimize
Soviet influence, the overwhelming scope of Soviet involvement in Afghani development

opened the doors to decades of Soviet manipulation.

In 1961, following several years of political wrangling led by Daud and border
incidents in the disputed Pashtun frontier area, Pakistan instituted an economic blockade on
Afghanistan. The Pakistani blockade was devastating to Afghanistan, and in March of
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1963, Afghanistan’s monarch, King Zahir Shah, requested and received Daud’s resignation.
The following year the king approved a constitution modeled after Western democracies
that included separation of powers, secret ballot elections, the right to trial and freedom of
the press. The constitution also banned political parties and effectively prohibited Daud
from returning to public office. The new government system, devoid of political parties,
was ineffective and, when coupled with decreasing aid from the Soviet Union, led to a

stagnant economy (Roberts, 2003, pp. 210-211).

In 1965, two of Afghanistan’s leading radicals, Nur Mohammed Taraki and Babrak
Karmal, secretly founded the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA). Two
years later the party split into two camps, one based around Taraki called Khalg and one
based around Karmal called Parcham (Ewans, 2002, pp. 123-134). The PDPA rank and file
was filled with Afghanistan’s intellectual elite: military officers, civil servants, teachers,
students, and recent graduates (Roberts, 2003, p. 210). The Afghan military, one of the few
means of upward social mobility in Afghanistan, had many officers and soldiers that
supported radical leftist groups as a result of their contacts with Soviet instructors and
communist ideology training mandated by Soviet advisors (Roberts, 2003, p. 212). On July
17 1973, Daud overthrew the king in a nearly bloodless coup with the support of a small
number of officers and soldiers. After initially appointing eight PDPA members to his
cabinet and increasing Afghanistan’s dependence on the Soviets, Daud backtracked,
removing the PDPA members from his cabinet and distancing himself from the U.S.S.R. In
just a few short years, Daud had alienated both the right-wing Islamists groups and the

PDPA communist factions.

On 27 April 1978, Soviet-trained officers led an armored assault on Kabul, killing
Daud and seizing control of the government. The military officers quickly relinquished
power to the PDPA, which installed Taraki as president (Ewans, 2002, pp. 135-137). Taraki
and the Khalq faction quickly turned on the Parcham group of the PDPA and consolidated
Taraki’s power base. Taraki soon began to implement sweeping reforms, including land
reform, cancelation of debt, mandatory education for women, and prohibition of arranged

marriages. In addition, Taraki changed the flag from its Islamic black-green-red colors to a
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Soviet inspired all red color and then proceeded to paint most of Kabul red (Roberts, 2003,
p. 214). The reforms, and the reaction of the Afghan people, echoed King Amanullah’s
changes in the 1920s. Taraki’s reforms insulted Islam and Afghani tribal values, offended
national pride, and instituted harsh repression, resulting in an immediate nationwide
resistance. The Afghan people began to view the policies from Kabul as “repulsively anti-
Islamic” (Joes, 2000, p. 281). In March 1979, the resentment boiled over in Herat with a
massive popular uprising that left fifty Soviet advisors and their families, as well as several
hundred PDPA officials, soldiers, and sympathizers, dead. Russian corpses were mounted
on pikes and prominently displayed, lining the city streets of Herat. The Kabul
government’s response, including merciless bombing by Soviet pilots, left up to 20,000
Afghans dead (Coll, 2004, p. 40). The following month there was an Afghan army mutiny
and murder of Soviet advisors in Jalalabad, resulting in the retaliation massacre of several
hundred Afghan men and boys (Coll, 2004, p. 45). The insurgency, supported by the
wholesale mutiny of some Afghan army units, quickly spread across the country. In an
effort to deflect the blame Prime Minister Taraki tried to assassinate President Amin and
make him a scapegoat. Forewarned, Amin got the upper hand and killed Taraki instead.
Amin assumed control in September 1979 of a country embroiled in civil unrest and on the

edge of economic collapse.

The Soviet Union had many resources tied up into a country that was descending
into chaos: between 1955 and 1979 the Soviet Union had invested $2.5 billion in
Afghanistan. Even before Taraki’s coup, Moscow had over one thousand civilian and
military advisors on the ground in Afghanistan (Prados, 2002, p. 466). Unwilling to let a
communist regime on its border fail, and concerned that Amin might have ties to the CIA,
the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan on 24 December 1979 (Coll, 2004, pp. 46-50).
Soviet advisors already in the country succeeded in duping Afghan soldiers to store
ammunition and vehicle batteries for “winterizing,” while Soviet paratroopers secured key
terrain around Kabul and motorized units secured the other Afghan urban areas (Ewans,
2002, p. 147). On 27" of December, several hundred Soviet KGB paramilitaries dressed in
Afghan army uniforms assaulted the palace, killing Amin (Coll, 2004, p. 50). Karmal, from
the Amin’s rival Parcham group of the PDPA, was placed in power by the Soviets and
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assisted by “advisors” in the ministries in Kabul. Despite Karmal’s attempts to placate the
Afghan religious leaders and appease the public, the resistance grew and increased in stature
(Ewans, 2002, p. 153). “The localism, individualism and readiness to defend one’s honor so
characteristic of the Afghan people made them excellent prospects for guerrilla war....”
(Joes, 2000, p. 285). Support for the resistance came quickly with Sunni mujahedin groups
organizing themselves in Pakistan to coordinate outside assistance, while Shia groups drew

their support directly from Iran.

The initial American support to the mujahedin was provided before the Soviet
invasion in a July 1979 presidential finding authorizing $500,000 of non-lethal support for
propaganda, psychological operations, radio equipment, medical supplies, and cash to the
Afghan rebels. Of foremost concern to the Carter administration, even before the Soviet
invasion, was to not provide a level of mujahedin support that could lead to World War il
(Coll, 2004, pp. 43-46). While the invasion was still unfolding, U.S. National Security
Advisor Brezinski outlined a plan to counter the Soviet invasion that would stand for the
next decade. Brezinski recommended 1) providing secret lethal aid, money and technical
advice to the resistance 2) encouraging Pakistan to help the resistance, even at the expense
of the administration’s non-proliferation policy 3) encouraging the Chinese to help the
rebels and 4) working in concert with Islamic countries in a covert action to help the rebels.
Brezinski went on to say, that the United States’ ultimate goal should be the withdrawal of
troops from Afghanistan, and, failing that, to make the Soviet involvement as costly as
possible (Coll, 2004, p. 51). Within days of the invasion, President Carter signed a new
presidential finding authorizing expanded support for the mujahedin, now including lethal
aid. The first weapons authorized by the new presidential finding arrived in Pakistan just 14

days after the Soviet invasion (Cogan, 1993, p. 74).

Covert American support for the mujahedin was complicated by several factors. The
CIA agents working in Afghanistan prior to the invasion had been focused on recruiting
Soviet, not Afghan, contacts (Coll, 2004, p. 48). Additionally, Khomeini’s revolution made
operating out of Iran impossible. Geography and geopolitics dictated that American support

to Afghan mujahedin come primarily from Pakistan, which presented its own problems.

23



Before the Soviet invasion, President Carter targeted Pakistani President Zia in a high
profile human-rights campaign and had cut Pakistan off from all U.S. aid and military
cooperation (Crile, 2003, p. 15). The U.S. was forced to placate Zia by agreeing to send all
weapons, supplies and equipment to the mujahedin through the Pakistani Inter-Services
Intelligence (ISI) and forgoing direct contact with the mujahedin commanders. Zia, the son
of an Islamic cleric, was a fundamentalist trying to turn Pakistan into an Islamic state. Zia
actively encouraged military officers, including those in the ISI, to become Islamic
fundamentalists as well (Winchell, 2003, pp. 377-378). Pakistan’s goals under Zia were 1)
an Afghanistan controlled by Pashtun-centered, fundamentalist party malleable to Pakistani
manipulation 2) to focus Afghan energies on internal issues 3) and secure Pakistan’s border
(Schroen, 2005, p. 45). The ISI’s ability to control the American support for mujahedin
groups and its favoritism of fundamentalist groups foreclosed the more moderate political
direction that the United States would have preferred (Prados, 2002, p. 468). The ISI’s role
as a middleman in the delivery of weapons also allowed it to tax the weapons and equipment
as it was being transferred. Despite the considerable drawbacks of the CIA operating
through the Pakistani 1SI, there would have been little chance of success against the Soviets
without Pakistan (Weinbaum, 1991, p. 71).

The ISI’s preference for supporting fundamentalist groups was echoed by the
mujahedin’s other main sponsor, Saudi Arabia, which agreed to match the United States
dollar for dollar for the mujahedin resistance. China, wanting to prevent its encirclement by
the Soviet Union and concerned about its crucial ally Pakistan, also participated in the
operation (Hilali, 2001, pp. 323, 328). China provided weapons, training and allowed the
overflight of U.S. airplanes supporting the resistance (Hilali, 2001, p. 339). The British
played a minor but important role in supporting training and operations, particularly with
Massoud. Ironically, the Israelis may have helped the mujahedin holy warriors as well
(Coll, 2004, pp. 75,81).

Ahmed Shah Massoud, a Tajik and the most formidable leader and best tactician in
the mujahedin resistance, began his war against the Soviet-backed government in the

Panjshir Valley in 1978 with thirty supporters and seventeen rifles (Coll, 2004, p. 114). By
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the time of the Soviet invasion, Massoud had a formidable guerrilla force capable of raiding
Soviet and Afghan convoys on the nearby Salang highway, the primary overland route
between Afghanistan and the Soviet Union. With very little outside support, Massoud
became such a threat that the Soviets targeted him with six large-scale assaults in the
Panjshir valley between 1980-1982. The Soviets inability to stop Massoud quickly made
him a national hero, earning him the nickname “Lion of the Panjshir.” By 1983 the Soviets
devastating scorched earth policy and partially effective blockade of the valley convinced
Massoud to broker a peace deal. Massoud agreed to allow an Afghan army base at the
Southern end of the valley in return for no attacks on the Panjshir Valley (Coll, 2004, pp.
118-119). While tactically sound, Massoud’s deal was a blow to the morale of the Afghan
resistance and its supporters. Massoud used the next year to stockpile food and weapons,
build new alliances with other mujahedin commanders outside the valley, and attack his
rival Hekmatyar. Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, a Pashtun, was a rabidly anti-Western Islamist
mujahedin leader that was ruthless and highly effective; naturally the ISI and Saudi
Intelligence services favored him (Coll, 2004, p. 119). Operating in the Pashtun frontier
area on both sides of the border, Hekmatyar gladly accepted millions of dollars worth of
indirect American support despite any personal misgivings he might have had. After
determining that Hekmatyar’s fundamentalist forces were the most effective and organized
in Afghanistan, the CIA rationalized its I1SI controlled heavy support of Hekmatyar. Besides
the CIA’s strong inclination to defer to the 1SI, Massoud had quit fighting and was not seen

as reliable.

By the spring of 1984 Massoud’s peace with the Soviets broke down and the Soviets
planed another major offensive into the Panjshir. Massoud’s sources reported to him the
Soviets’ plan to subject the valley to a week’s worth of aerial assaults and then sow the
bomb-tilled soil with landmines, making the valley uninhabitable for years to come.
Massoud ordered the evacuation of the valley, and when the Soviet ground forces entered
the valley they found it in ruins and almost completely disserted. Massoud carefully
returned with small bands of fighters to shoot down at the helicopters in the valley from
ridgelines, ambush the enemy, and create diversions (Coll, 2004, p. 122). While the Soviets
failed again to destroy Massoud, they did introduce more effective tactics that year. 1984
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saw a huge increase in the number of helicopter based air assault operations using Soviet
special forces called Spetznatz. “The importance of attack and transport helicopters in
combating the insurgency cannot be overstated” (Westermann, 1997, p. 40). Using transport
helicopters for air assault operations, the Spetznatz would swoop in and aggressively pursue
the mujahedin on foot up ragged cliffs. The Spetznatz had close air support from the
heavily armed Mi-24D Hind attack helicopter, essentially a “flying tank.” The helicopter
was devastatingly effective and its belly was sufficiently armored to protect it from almost
all of the mujahedin’s anti-aircraft weapons. Tactically, the fight was shifting in favor of
the Soviets. Even Massoud was reeling, admitting that the Soviets were fighting much
better than before (Coll, 2004, p. 122). The Soviets were also aided by the widening feud
between Massoud and Hekmatyar, which undermined the overall effectiveness of the

resistance.

By 1985 the mujahedin had improved their techniques for combating the Soviets air
assault techniques, particularly in the Panjshir valley, where Massoud successfully
withstood another major Soviet led offensive. Massoud struck back that same year by
overrunning a five hundred-man fort in Pechgur, where he captured most of the troops and
many weapons (Joes, 2000, p. 303). As the war progressed the Soviets came to understand
the critical nature of intelligence and expanded the Afghan intelligence ministry to 30,000
employees and 100,000 informants by 1985. While the Soviets never had intelligence equal
to the mujahedin, government informants periodically provided actionable intelligence for
deadly air assault operations. The Soviets also employed signal intercept technology and
thousands of soldiers in a vain attempt to seal the border with Pakistan (Coll, 2004, p.133).
In 1986 Pakistan and Saudi Arabia helped the mujahedin operating in the frontier area
withstand the deadly Spetznatz assaults by developing infrastructure such as caves and new
roads (Coll, 2004, p. 156). Arab investment, some of which was directly coordinated by
Osama Bin Laden, was very important for developing supply lines between Pakistan and
Afghanistan (Coll, 2004, p. 157). Despite Soviet willingness to conduct limited attacks
across the border into Pakistan, the CIA was confident by mid 1985 that the Soviets were
unwilling to launch a large scale invasion of Pakistan. With the diminished Soviet threat
against Pakistan the U.S. was now willing to introduce American weapon systems and forgo
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the pretence of deniability. In early 1986 the Americans introduced the single most decisive
weapon system in the war, the Stinger missile. Easily portable in the most difficult terrain,
simple to operate, the Stinger’s—fire and forget—heat seeking missile devastated Soviet
and Afghan aircraft. On 26 September 1986, the Stinger missile made its first tactical
appearance, successfully destroying three aircraft in a single attack (Coll, 2004, p. 149);
“The military dynamic had shifted” (Kuperman, 1999, p. 235). By November of 1986,
Secretary General Gorbachev announced to the Soviet leadership that the strategic goal of
the Soviet Union was to get out of Afghanistan in 1-2 years (Coll, 2004, p. 158). Although
the Soviets continued their brutal campaign for another year and a half, they were looking
for a way out. On April 14, 1988 the Geneva Accords were signed by Afghanistan,
Pakistan, the U.S.S.R., and the U.S. establishing the terms of the Soviet withdrawal. On 15
February 1989 the last Soviet soldier walked across the bridge and left Afghanistan (Coll,
2004, pp. 176, 185).

After the signing of the Geneva Accords infighting within the resistance increased
dramatically, with Hekmatyar systematically eliminating smaller rivals. The long-standing
feud between Massoud and Hekmatyar became a raging civil war that distracted the
resistance from coalescing into a united front (Coll, 2004, p. 206). Deteriorating relations
between the United States and Pakistan was also starting to affect the support for the Afghan
resistance. After the CIA reported to the American Congress that Pakistan was on the cusp
of producing a nuclear weapon, U.S. law prohibited any military and economic assistance to
Pakistan, further worsening the relations between the two countries. In early 1991 the CIA
was successful; however, in recovering some of Iraq’s Soviet made tanks in the aftermath of
the Gulf War and funneled them through Pakistan to the mujahedin. The resistance, under
the supervision of the ISI, was able to seize Khost with the new armor (Coll, 2004, pp. 226-
227). In late 1991 Moscow and Washington signed an agreement of so-called negative
symmetry to stop supporting both sides of the conflict, leaving Kabul and the mujahedin to
their own devices (Cogan, 1993, p. 77). At the beginning of 1992 the government of
Afghanistan and the mujahedin were at an uneasy standstill until a major defection turned
the tide. In February of 1992 General Dostrum, an Uzbek fighting for Kabul with a sizeable
militia, suddenly withdrew his support of the communist regime and aligned with Massoud
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(Coll, 2004, p. 234). The defection of Dostrum, who had his own armor, artillery and
aircraft, effectively ended the Communist government’s chances of survival. Massoud and
Hekmatyar led competing efforts to secure Kabul, with Massoud narrowly edging out
Hekmatyar. Massoud and Hekmatyar’s rivalry outlasted the communist control of the
country and helped drive the state into a civil war. The Afghan civil war raged on until

1996, when the ISI supported Taliban seized control of the government.

C. THE PRINCIPLES OF UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE
1. Security

The rebellion in Afghanistan was a rural insurgency which gave it inherent
advantages in security. Unless the mujahedin were massing for an attack, the fighters were
dispersed into the countryside and sometimes in caves. Without standardized uniforms and
little if any record keeping, identifying who was an insurgent and who was not was a nearly
impossible task for the Soviet and Afghan armed forces. Unable to find cooperative sources
in the local population, the Soviet and Afghan intelligence agencies routinely detained and
tortured civilians. The intelligence services eventually penetrated mujahedin groups by
planting agents in the refugee camps in Pakistan (Coll, 2004, p. 133). Even when the Soviet
and Afghan intelligence services successfully penetrated resistance groups with an agent,
the fragmented nature of the groups severely limited the amount of information that the
agent could discover (Joes, 2000, p. 287). Mujahedin commanders counteracted the threat
of informants by using forces from outside the local area and concealing their operations

from the civilians in the target area until after their attack (Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 44).

The Soviets were at an extreme disadvantage in destroying the mujahedin: the
Afghan resistance never had anything approaching centralized leadership; it was more
characterized by disunity, with old disputes continuing on despite the war (Dick, 2002, p. 2).
In essence, the Afghan mujahedin were never organized enough to require the development
of the cellular structure commonly found in insurgencies. The disunity of the resistance
movement, while making cooperation difficult, assisted significantly in the maintenance of

security.
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2. Networking

Fortunately for the resistance “(a) staggeringly large percentage of the army felt
more allegiance to the rebel leaders ... than they did to their own leaders.” (Coll, 2000, p
117) In the immediate aftermath of the Soviet invasion, there was a massive wave of
defections to the mujahedin, including Afghan intellectuals, civil servants, and athletes
(Coll, 2000, p. 58). Some of the mujahedin commanders, such as Massoud, wisely directly
well placed defectors to remain where they were—inside Soviet controlled units; the new
recruits were more valuable as informants spread across the Afghan society. The Soviets
believed, with good reason that even the highest-ranking officers in the Afghan army were
collaborating with the resistance. The mujahedin maintained contacts with the Afghan army
and agents near assembly areas to provide timely information on the location and
disposition of both Afghan and Soviet military units (Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 41). Some
mujahedin operations were supported by collaborators in the Afghan army that led the
resistance through their base defenses to kill or capture soldiers in the collaborator’s unit
(Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 77). Some resistance sympathizers killed their communist officers
during mujahedin attacks (Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 120). The infiltration of the Afghan army
was so complete that the Soviets eventually took away the remaining tanks and heavy
weapons from the Afghan army (Joes, 2000, p. 293). Despite providing Afghan army
soldiers higher salaries than was available in comparable civilian jobs, the Soviets could not
maintain a reliable Afghan army. Even militias sponsored by the Communist government

were secretly supporting the mujahedin (Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 81).

3. Purpose

The mujahedin in Afghanistan had a huge advantage in purpose: the master frame
was already made. Before the Soviets invaded in 1979, the entire country was in an uproar
over the drastic changes that Taraki and his communist government were imposing. The
changes were so unpopular and viewed as so un-Islamic that almost the entire country was
unified by purpose to rebel against the government, even if the rebellion was badly fractured
and disorganized. The mujahedin were able to tap into the “elemental power of outraged
religion” (Joes, 2000, p. 285). The Soviets and the Afghan Communists made no effort to
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win the hearts and minds of the countryside. Reverse engineering Mao, the strategy of the
Soviets was to drain the sea of people that the insurgents swam in. Soviet and Afghan
forces destroyed villages, crops, and irrigation systems and mined fields and pastures (Dick,
2002, p. 6). With insufficient forces to secure the entire country and often operating “blind”
without adequate intelligence, the Soviets tried to pound Afghanistan into submission (Dick,
2002, p. 8). The tactics of the Soviets did little to deter the stoical and courageous
mujahedin that had been raised in a culture flush with violence and tribal honor. The deeply
held Islamic beliefs and ingrained code of the Pashtunwali demanded the unrelenting and
unbending will to drive the Communists out of Afghanistan. However, at the operational
level the mujahedin commanders were not completely and unequivocally focused on the
overthrow of the Communist regime; the mujahedin commanders were often distracted by
and sometimes consumed with competing with each other. This was the biggest weakness
of the mujahedin resistance and collectively its biggest deviation from the theory of
Unconventional Warfare.

4, Indoctrination

The Afghan people’s indoctrination began long before Taraki instituted a communist
government or the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The vast majority of Afghanistan’s
population lived outside of urban areas in harsh, relatively primitive conditions that imbued
a rugged individualism. Afghanistan’s tribal values demanded revenge for any violation of
honor and the Afghan’s Islamic faith required that they fight to protect the faithful from
invaders. Afghanistan was not immune from the new, more radical interpretations of Islam
emanating primarily from Egypt in the 1960s. While attending the Kabul Polytechnic
Institute, a young Ahmed Shah Massoud joined the Muslim Youth Organization where his
faith became more conspiratorial and militant. Massoud advocated waging war on the
increasingly prominent Communists in Afghanistan before they controlled the government
(Coll, 2004, p. 110).

After the Soviets invasion, displaced Afghanis began to pour across the border into
Pakistani refugee camps. The refugee camps provided the resistance “a place to shelter their

families, resupply, treat their wounded, train, sell war booty to support their families, rest
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and exchange tactical information and intelligence” (Jalali & Grau, 1995, p. 339). The
Pakistani safe havens also provided a receptive audience to the numerous fundamentalist
Islamic madrassas (Arabic for school) that were built along the border. The indoctrination
in the madrassas not only supported the continuing will to fight the Soviets, it also led

directly into the development of the Taliban.

5. Influence

With near uniform rejection of Communism, even by people working within the
Communist Afghan government, the mujahedin had to do little to influence the population
to fight Communism. Sustaining the Afghani will to fight, however, required a campaign of
actions. Attacks in the capital provided clear evidence that the government did not have
complete control over the country. In April of 1980 the resistance bombed the Radio
Afghanistan building, knocking out radio and television broadcasting for a time (Jalali &
Grau, 1995, p. 368). The mujahedin created a myth of invincibility by closing the Gardez to
Khost road, forcing the government to resupply the Khost garrison by air. Despite repeated
attempts to open the road, the longest the Soviets and the Afghan army were able to keep the
route open, was 12 days (Jalali & Grau, 1995, pp. 165-173). Another symbol of mujahedin
invincibility was the massive supply base and training center four kilometers from Pakistan
called Zhawar. Zhawar was a vast permanent mujahedin base that included a hotel, mosque,
small arms depots, repair shops, a garage, a medical center, a radio center and a kitchen, all
concealed in at least 11 tunnels dug into the Sodyaki Gar Mountain. Despite a massive
attack by the Afghan army in September of 1985, the mujahedin held their base (Jalali &
Grau, 1995, pp. 315