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ix

REMINISCING  about his experiences during World War II, Gen. Douglas 
MacArthur observed, “Power is one thing; the problem of how to administer 
it is another.” His insight remains true today. Over a decade of war in Iraq and 
Afghanistan revealed, starkly, that the problem of how to consolidate combat 
gains into desired political outcomes has cost America lives and, arguably, 
victory in war.

Eight years into the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, Secretary of Defense 
Leon Panetta admitted that there did not appear to be a sustained vision of 
how to address the political problems of reconstruction. Tellingly, he still saw 
the problem as essentially distinct from war proper: “The U.S. military was in 
Iraq to fi ght a war. They were not USAID. That’s not their role.” And several 
years later, recounting his experiences about the US intervention in Libya, 
President Barack Obama regretfully spoke of the “lesson I had to learn that 
still has ramifi cations to this day.” While he affi rmed that the intervention 
was “the right thing to do,” he acknowledged that he had “underestimated the 
need to come in full force” and that there had to be a “much more aggressive 
effort to rebuild societies that didn’t have any civic traditions.” He explained 
that that was “a lesson that I now apply every time I ask the question, ‘Should 
we intervene, militarily?’ Do we have an answer [for] the day after?”

These examples indicate the diffi culty US leaders have had in learning 
even from the most recent experiences. Despite substantial work on topics 
such as stability operations and postwar reconstruction and important analy-
ses by the Offi ce of the Special Inspector General for Iraq and Afghanistan, 
no assessment makes the argument that reconstruction is a central part of 

preface
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war, rather than an optional phase that follows war. Continuing to ignore the 
need to consolidate military gains has serious ramifi cations that harm US 
interests and international security.

The challenge of governance operations—those political and military 
activities undertaken by military forces to establish and institutionalize a 
desired political order during and following the combat phase of war—were 
not new for the United States. This book examines fi fteen cases that illumi-
nate the US Army’s central role in the reestablishment of political order during 
and following combat operations. Indeed, the army’s conduct of tasks related 
to the political and economic reconstruction of states has been central to all 
armed confl icts in which it has fought—from large- scale conventional wars to 
so- called irregular or counterinsurgency wars. Through a study of the United 
States’ major wars, this inquiry examines the extent to which military and 
political leaders anticipated at the onset of each confl ict the need to recon-
struct order, identifi es activities common to governance operations, and high-
lights the recurring operational challenges faced by army forces as they sought 
to reestablish order. The book uses cases—the Mexican- American War, the 
Spanish- American War, the Civil War, the Rhineland after World War I, the 
military governance operations of World War II, the Dominican Republic, 
Operation Just Cause, and then Iraq and Afghanistan—to show that the 
army has consistently faced similar governance challenges. Despite this his-
tory, there has been a persistent reluctance, rooted in American history and 
in civil- military relations, to prepare and train adequately for the political 
dimension of war. The book explains the roots of that reluctance and identi-
fi es obstacles to learning from historical experience that continue to impede 
preparation for armed confl ict. This book places the political dimension of 
war squarely within the nature of war.

The political dimension of war has been considered in the literature on 
irregular warfare and counterinsurgency (COIN). There is a tendency in 
ongoing debates to view certain features of COIN as unique, as opposed to 
so- called traditional war. A look at American military engagements more 
broadly, however, suggests that politics—and its manifestation of competing 
groups seeking to gain power—will remain an important operational chal-
lenge in any US intervention. The book emphasizes that the need to manage 
“politics on the ground” in order to establish basic political order during and 
following combat operations permeates all wars, whether conventional, irreg-
ular, or COIN. That requirement is understudied in general army histories.
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The book will not only counter the conventional wisdom that recent US 
military experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan were aberrations; it will also 
demonstrate that governance operations are and will remain an integral part 
of the American way of war. The book is not an argument for more military 
interventions or for so- called nation building. It is about what wars have 
always entailed and will continue to entail. The American military experi-
ence supports the idea that decisions to deploy American troops should be 
accompanied by operational plans to achieve the desired political end state 
too. Moreover, it identifi es gaps in civilian thinking about the political dimen-
sion of war. American political leaders have consistently failed to consider the 
need to consolidate military gains politically. The book identifi es and explains 
a syndrome rooted in mutually reinforcing civilian and military conceptions 
of war.

The book’s analysis and conclusion are central to ongoing debates (often 
intense and bitter) about Iraq and Afghanistan and place these recent wars in 
the context of the American military experience. Regardless of readers’ opin-
ions concerning those confl icts, they will learn that the army faced gover-
nance challenges in the past and will continue to face them in the future. 
This conclusion will help military leaders plan better for interventions and 
help civilian policymakers understand what they are committing American 
soldiers to do, when US leaders make the decision to send them to war.
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You don’t dictate end states from the air. You can’t control 
territory. You can’t infl uence people. You can’t maintain 
lines of control after you’ve established them. That will 

take a ground force.
—Chief of Staff of the Air Force Gen. Mark A. Welsh III, 

responding to comments about the US response to the Islamic 
State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS), January 15, 2015

Perhaps the most diffi cult problem posed by contemporary 
warfare, all in all, is the diffi culty of achieving a stable, 

secure ending to it.
—James Turner Johnson, Morality and Contemporary Warfare

SUCCESS IN WAR  ultimately depends on the consolidation of political 
order, which requires control over territory and the hard work of building 
local governmental institutions. In recent years, the challenge of rebuilding 
political order in Iraq and Afghanistan dominated national security debates. 
The failure to consolidate military gains extended both wars, and as costs in 
blood and treasure mounted, Americans engaged in fundamental and ongo-
ing arguments over the structure and purpose of the American military. Since 
the emergence of the United States as a global power with global interests, 
military and civilian leaders have grappled with the problem of how to link 
effectively the destruction and violence that is war to the reconstitution of 
new forms of order. Even though US ground forces have engaged in activities 
necessary for political consolidation during and following wars for most of the 
country’s 250- year history, the lessons from these experiences remain elusive.

INTRODUCTION
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Despite the recurring operational challenges associated with shaping the 
political landscape during and following combat operations, US military and 
political leaders have consistently failed to devote appropriate attention and 
resources to organizing for the political requirements of military interven-
tions. For a variety of political, historical, and cultural reasons, the challenge 
of assessing whether and how US political objectives could be achieved and 
the development of an operational capability to make those outcomes more 
likely has eluded the United States. The problem is not just a military one but 
one rooted in deep- seated civilian ambivalence as well. Because in the United 
States it is civilian leaders who ultimately drive policy and strategy in wartime, 
one might expect lessons from those earlier experiences to have shaped US 
approaches to recent wars. Both our military and civilian leaders, however, 
consistently overlooked the lessons of past experiences.

Rather than confronting the complexity of how to reconstitute political 
order following war, the American experience in the post- 9/11 period has led to 
a strong desire to avoid the deployment of ground forces altogether, regardless 
of the consequences for international order or US interests. Yet the messy 
interplay of what Thucydides called the “fear, honor, and interests” that com-
bust into war is likely to remain outside the control of leaders who desire to 
avoid armed confl ict. In the disordered world of the twenty- fi rst century, civil-
ian leaders will face decisions about whether to use military force to advance 
US foreign policy goals or to protect American vital interests. These momen-
tous decisions involving the use of force and the risk to those who fi ght will 
require an understanding that war is more than military action and that mili-
tary efforts must be combined with diplomacy, communications, and economic 
initiatives to achieve sustainable political outcomes. To wage war effectively, 
civilian and military leaders must operate as successfully on political battle-
grounds as they do on the physical. As the diffi culties encountered in Iraq and 
Afghanistan revealed, integrating efforts across those battlegrounds is essential 
to success in war.

America’s recent experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan were not aberra-
tional. American civilian and military leaders, as they had in the past, vastly 
underestimated the complexity and criticality of the political dimensions of 
armed confl ict. Indeed, the need to work with local and national actors to 
restore stability and basic order was consistent with America’s experience in 
virtually all previous confl icts. The political turmoil that followed the collapse 
of the Taliban and Saddam Hussein regimes and the associated need to con-
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solidate political order were present in the so- called small wars of the 1930s as 
well as the world wars.

The purpose of this book is to demonstrate that in all of its signifi cant 
military interventions in the past, the US Army has faced the need to shape 
the political outcome of a war. Army personnel under the theater command-
er’s operational control supervised and implemented political and economic 
reconstruction tasks in virtually all of the army’s major contingencies. Army 
personnel who remained in theater overseeing the political transitions were 
essential to the consolidation of combat gains and victory. With the cases 
described in this book, I hope to offer a better understanding of the recurring 
challenges associated with war and, perhaps, bring us closer to what Carl von 
Clausewitz sought to impress upon his readers: the need to understand the 
whole of war, whereby “every war must be conceived of as a single whole, and 
that with his fi rst move the general must already have a clear idea of the goal 
on which all lines are to converge.”1 That “goal” has always been a political 
outcome that determines who rules what territory, with what type of institu-
tions. A fuller appreciation of the true character of the American way of war 
as actually experienced can, in turn, help to inform policymakers of the 
requirements of war. And ideally, lead to better decisions.

This book is composed of fi ve chapters. Following this introduction, the 
fi rst chapter introduces the concept of governance operations. It focuses on 
the idea that throughout American history, the critical operational link 
shaping the transition from a militarily defeated regime to one more compat-
ible with US interests has been the US Army. The army was, and remains, 
the only US policy instrument capable of decisively acquiring, holding, and 
stabilizing territory and deploying enough of a presence throughout a coun-
try or territory to provide a foundation for the reestablishment of political 
order. This chapter summarizes the consistent tensions that have shaped the 
conduct of governance- related tasks. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 present a historical 
overview of the recurring debates and challenges relating to the reconstitu-
tion of political order that the American army consistently faced—challenges 
that military and civilian leaders consistently underestimated. Chapter 2 
describes the army’s early experiences with governance operations in Mexico, 
California, New Mexico, the American South, Cuba, Puerto Rico, the Phil-
ippines, and the Rhineland in Germany following World War I. These cases 
cover the period in American history characterized by the growth of America 
into a world power. Despite the absence of formal guidance on how to conduct 
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governance tasks during this period, military personnel repeatedly showed 
themselves capable of adapting to the challenges posed by the need to estab-
lish or reconstitute political order. Chapter 3 focuses on the cases of World 
War II: Korea, Japan, Italy, and Germany. This period saw the creation of a 
more institutionalized structure for governance operations, such as a school 
of military government in Charlottesville, Virginia. Although this period 
left a legacy of governance- related doctrine and some institutional changes 
(such as a civil affairs reserve structure), the military governance tasks of 
World War II remained outside the core responsibilities of the regular army. 
This separation of functions continued during the Cold War. Chapter 4 
focuses on the lesser- known cases of governance operations during the 
Korean War, the intervention in the Dominican Republic in 1965, and the 
invasion of Panama in 1989. Despite the successes of the post–World War II 
military governments, the United States entered the Cold War period with 
an army that had institutionalized few approaches to consolidating political 
order during and following combat operations. Chapter 5 considers the 
recent confl icts in Iraq and Afghanistan. And the last section, “Conclusions,” 
offers some fi nal thoughts and recommendations. It assesses which lessons 
were learned and which were not.

Although the book is organized chronologically, it reveals common themes 
and tensions throughout all of America’s military engagements. First, political 
factors and objectives shaped each war. At the outset of each one, political 
and military leaders anticipated, to varying degrees, the need to reconstruct 
political order in those states against which US military forces would fi ght. As 
US political and military leaders contemplated interventions, they generally 
also recognized that some level of political transformation in the opposing 
state would be required. However, the identifi cation of the army as the instru-
ment for this change did not generally occur at the outset of each war. Some-
times, as was the case during World War II, this goal was explicit during war 
planning. At other times, however, it was several weeks after the outbreak of 
war that the army was identifi ed as the instrument through which political 
stability would be restored. In most of the cases studied, there was consistent 
discomfort among political leaders with giving the army leadership of gover-
nance operations. This concern was rooted in American political traditions 
that go back to the Founding Fathers’ determination to prevent the rise of a 
dictator like the British general Oliver Cromwell, who usurped civilian gov-
ernment during the English Civil War. In addition, the army remained fairly 
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ambivalent about its leadership over such operations but agreed to conduct 
them, largely owing to military necessity.

Second, the army faced the challenge of developing an organization to con-
duct governance operations in the wartime theater. The early phase of a gover-
nance operation generally involved the need to create an organizational structure 
amenable to governance challenges and to secure the safety of civilians and 
American forces. This period of the operation often involved balancing the 
requirements of “military necessity” due to ongoing combat operations, with the 
need to stabilize rear areas and prepare for the restoration of law and order. In 
many cases, this phase involved the simultaneous management of ongoing com-
bat and the restoration of local administrative structures. In virtually all of the 
cases (including and before World War II), tactical combat offi cers led this phase, 
with military government units attached or working alongside tactical offi cers.

A key challenge for army offi cers was to decide how to structure the com-
mand relationship between military government / civil affairs offi cers and 
tactical combat offi cers. During World War II, a key issue was whether tactical 
military forces should lead the occupation or whether a specialized military 
government organization should be created—one for winning the war and 
one for “winning the peace.” Since civilian offi cials in Washington were so 
often ill- prepared to provide army offi cers with guidance for their expected 
governance tasks, commanding generals were regularly faced with the chal-
lenge of gathering as much information about the tasks they faced, as quickly 
as possible. Governance operations were often “mobile” operations, initially 
working in tandem with active combat troops in forward areas and then 
establishing more stable administrative control in rear areas. Governance 
operations served as more than an extension of traditional combat service 
support tasks—such as the need to maintain order and ensure that civilians 
did not interfere with combat operations. They involved broader political, 
economic, and security tasks as combat ended.

Third, following the creation of an organization for governance operations 
in the theater, the army undertook specifi c tasks to restore political and eco-
nomic stability in order to leave behind institutions compatible with US 
interests.2 Soldiers had to determine how to support or reestablish a new gov-
erning elite. Army offi cials established and oversaw new elections, sometimes 
wrote or oversaw the development of new constitutions, and generally pre-
pared a state or region for independence or the full transfer back to indigenous 
authorities. Army personnel often had to improve and stabilize the economy 



6 Introduction

of a state or territory. Soldiers helped to reform the legal and judicial systems 
of states, which often involved the establishment of military commissions to 
oversee occupying soldiers, as well as new or restructured judicial systems to 
address crimes in the civilian populace and to restore law and order. Army 
personnel restored or rebuilt local police and national defense forces and 
addressed public welfare and health needs. Across all of these tasks, army and 
civilian offi cials faced the problem of when and how to transition from mili-
tary to civilian authority and how to ensure that the state left behind had a 
functioning, stable economy in order to ensure its future stability.

During World War II, the State Department played a large role in develop-
ing plans for the military occupations that unfolded. Other agencies often 
provided expertise to advise army commanders in a theater. However, no 
other organization played the extensive role undertaken by the army. The 
army determined, day to day, how governance plans would unfold, and it 
implemented these plans. While it seemed to make neither civilians nor mil-
itary offi cials happy, the army consistently served as the organization respon-
sible for getting the job done. Because the army remained the main institution 
charged with implementing key governance tasks, it exerted enormous infl u-
ence over policy simply because army offi cers were present in the fi eld, making 
decisions. Related to this, the cases also reveal that there were consistent 
tensions among American actors over “who controlled what” when it came to 
the reestablishment of basic political order. Today these tensions are often 
refl ected in the debate over “unity of command” and “unity of effort” and in 
debates over the role of civilians in confl ict zones.

The themes addressed in this book remain salient today. Firsthand accounts 
by soldiers and civilians in books, on websites such as the Small Wars Journal, 
and in journals such as Military Review fl ourished, as soldiers, generals, and 
civilians analyzed, debated, and sought to capture lessons from their experi-
ences in Iraq and Afghanistan. One army offi cer described the “daunting 
challenges” facing US soldiers in “navigating Afghanistan’s complex labyrinth 
of local political hierarchies, cultural traditions, and competing powerbrokers” 
and the way incoming leaders “had to obtain a comprehensive awareness of 
Afghan politics, culture, and society in order to effi ciently operate in this 
diffi cult environment.”3 Soldiers described the complexity of marrying up 
projects that “we think the [Iraqi] locals need but they may not see as a prior-
ity” and how important it was to combine US economic assistance with sup-
port from the local government because without such support “we risk having 
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facilities that will be unsupported after we leave or function only a few days 
after their ribbon- cutting.”4

In addition, for the past decade terms such as “nation building” and “coun-
terinsurgency” have infused if not the popular lexicon then at least the news 
absorbed by interested audiences. The public saw that in Iraq and Afghani-
stan problems of political order and organization were as intense as the oper-
ational challenges of defeating enemy forces—and, more important, that 
these components of war were intertwined. Perhaps for the fi rst time ever, the 
New York Times reviewed, as a book, a US Army and Marine Corps doctrinal 
manual. Debates over the political requirements of winning in Iraq and 
Afghanistan unfolded on the front page of leading newspapers, with military 
and political leaders disagreeing over the value of the “surge” strategy that 
later developed to defeat the insurgents in Iraq and Afghanistan.5 Articles 
about the need to restore political order appeared in literary magazines such 
as the New Yorker and the Atlantic. These writings refl ected on military and 
civilian experiences with the range of governance- related tasks that had chal-
lenged US operators in the past: the need to work with local security forces, 
the balance between retaining existing administrators or replacing them with 
new ones, the challenges of rebuilding essential services, and the need to 
maintain order and reestablish rule of law. Most important perhaps, these 
experiences again demonstrated the consistent tensions among US military 
and civilian bureaucracies as they sought to sort out who would lead such 
activities and how to organize and prepare for them.

In response to the challenges it faced in Iraq and Afghanistan, the army 
(and the Department of Defense [DOD] as a whole) made some doctrinal, 
operational, and tactical adaptations. In December 2006, the US Army and 
Marine Corps published a counterinsurgency manual, FM 3-24.6 That man-
ual, controversial then and now, was written to fi ll a gap in military thinking 
and planning. It identifi ed and described the “mix of offensive, defensive, and 
stability operations conducted along multiple lines of operations” required in 
a counterinsurgency campaign.7 The manual set forth, for the fi rst time in 
decades, the kinds of tasks that US military troops would likely face once they 
were deployed: the political, social, and economic requirements in an area of 
operations as combat was under way. It emphasized that in the context of a 
counterinsurgency operation, support of the people was crucial because 
insurgents tended to focus on the people. As a result, the doctrine explained 
that it would likely fall on US soldiers to protect civilians from insurgents’ 
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intimidation and to provide basic economic needs and restore essential ser-
vices such as water and electricity.

Later, many critics excoriated the manual and the effort surrounding it.8 
These critics offered a range of different arguments. Some argued that even if 
the American military became more adept at fi ghting insurgencies, “they 
couldn’t make this war acceptable either to the American public or to the 
people in the lands where it was fought.”9 Other critics maintained that the 
US approach to counterinsurgency, which focused on obtaining the allegiance 
of civilians by providing security and undertaking reconstruction and devel-
opment projects, was fundamentally fl awed because insurgencies were defeated 
by coercion and force.10 Overall, many of these critics failed to consider two 
problems: fi rst, how to adapt as a war evolves and, second, the problem of 
political consolidation. By the summer of 2003 in Iraq, what had begun as a 
localized, hybrid decentralized insurgency had begun to coalesce and gain 
strength, and US leaders were unprepared. The national security adviser at 
the time, Condoleezza Rice, initially believed that after the defeat of the Iraqi 
army, the institutions there “would hold, everything from ministries to police 
forces.”11 Because of this failure to assess the political situation accurately from 
the start, the US Army bore the brunt of the need to develop an operational 
approach to defeat these insurgents. The COIN manual attempted to address 
that problem: It developed a combination of military, political, and social 
measures designed to defeat the insurgency and prevent its reoccurrence. 
Critics also failed to appreciate that the document provided information 
about the kinds of activities that soldiers were actually having to conduct, 
whether or not they wanted to. As former British army offi cer Emile Simpson 
observed in his book War from the Ground Up, the counterinsurgency doc-
trine allowed the strategist to access a wide range of tools that had been 
successfully used in various historical circumstances, but there was still 
much confusion stemming “from the belief that operational approaches, and 
in particular counter- insurgency, are comprehensive solutions rather than 
tools.”12

The experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan, combined with deep defense 
budget cuts, have led to a chorus of arguments for “easy” or “antiseptic” 
approaches to war. There has been a tendency to confuse the tactical utility 
of advanced technologies—such as drones and remotely piloted vehicles—
with their ability to achieve enduring strategic outcomes. Former secretary 
of defense Leon Panetta described how the growth of special operations 
forces, unmanned aerial systems, technologies countering improvised explo-
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sive devices, and the “extraordinary fusion between military and intelligence” 
would provide the tools the United States would need to succeed on twenty- 
fi rst- century battlefi elds and said that the United States was “closer than ever 
to achieving our strategic objectives in Afghanistan and Iraq.”13 The vice 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff observed that the United States was not 
“likely to have as our next fi ght a counterinsurgency” and that the US would 
need to “avoid the temptation to look in our rear view mirror.”14 Explaining 
the use of drones in a major speech in 2012, the Obama administration’s top 
counterterrorism offi cial, John Brennan, noted that these weapons were a 
“wise choice” because they dramatically reduced the danger to US personnel 
and that their “surgical precision” and “laser- like focus” could “eliminate the 
cancerous tumor called an al- Qaida terrorist while limiting damage to the 
tissue around it”—this as Brennan also acknowledged that al- Qaeda and its 
affi liates deliberately sought to “destabilize regional governments.”

Interestingly, that major counterterrorism address did not specifi cally men-
tion Libya, which by then had been spiraling into chaos following the Febru-
ary 2011 uprisings against the dictator Muammar Qaddafi . Soon after those 
uprisings, the Libyan leader had warned that his government would have “no 
mercy and no pity” regarding the rebels. In response to what appeared to be 
an impending massacre, the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) authorized a no- fl y zone and air strikes over Libya to 
protect civilians. The president accepted that violence would likely be on a 
“horrifi c scale” but reassured his listeners that America’s “unique” military 
capabilities would be used only on the “front end of the operation” and that 
the US “would not put ground troops into Libya.” Backed by NATO air raids, 
Libyan rebels initially captured territory but were then forced back by better- 
equipped pro- Qaddafi  forces. Despite the president’s optimism that the US 
had accomplished its objectives of securing “an international mandate to 
protect civilians, stop an advancing army, prevent a massacre, and establish a 
no- fl y zone” in just thirty- one days, these accomplishments were as fl eeting 
as the rebels’ initial successes. Even though then–secretary of state Hillary 
Clinton spearheaded international efforts to discuss what a political transi-
tion in Libya might look like, discussions in London were not enough to shape 
a political transition. From the air alone, the consolidation of gains is 
impossible. Indeed, by September 2012, Libya had slid into chaos, with tens 
of thousands displaced or dead and the American ambassador and three other 
offi cials killed by Islamist militants. Today an anarchic civil war continues, 
with militias of all types running rampant, using torture, rape, and detainment 
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to control populations. Competing groups vie for power, journalists report-
ing on events are targeted, and electricity blackouts and water shortages 
occur daily. And Libya’s anarchy has created fertile ground for ISIS and 
related groups who now control and operate from key parts of that disinte-
grating state.

Moreover, it is hard to consider Libya today without giving consideration to 
the end state engendered by the use of a particular course of military action. 
As two scholars of just war theory, Dan Caldwell and Robert Williams, have 
pointed out, “What happens following a war is important to the moral judg-
ments we make concerning warfare, just as the intentions going in and the 
means used are.”15 They write that it is inconsistent to go to war for the 
defense of human rights if such a war is likely to result in the deaths of extraor-
dinary number of civilians.

With jus ad bellum and jus in bello theories, theorists and policymakers have 
pondered the morality of going to war as well as the ethical conduct of combat-
ants in war. But an emerging literature points out the need to consider jus post 
bellum too—that is, a judgment about what is likely to happen when the fi ght-
ing stops, since “what we intend to do after we have fought must be part of the 
moral calculus in determining whether or not we may justly go to war.” Cald-
well and Williams urge a consideration of specifi c policy problems, to include 
how a victor restores order and how to restore the rights to basic sustenance, 
such as economic reconstruction. And as others have noted, there is a need for 
clearer thinking about the postbattle considerations of war and the operational 
concerns of postcombat operations that stabilize and restore order.16

Few relish the challenge of making predictions, and it adds little to policy 
debates to “call” policymakers on the wrong ones. But to delink the political 
motivations that drive confl ict from the use of military force is shortsighted. It 
deliberately eschews history, ignoring that the use of force is not an end in and 
of itself and that decisions to use force require a consideration of how to 
achieve desired political goals. It is shortsighted to undervalue the lessons of 
the past ten years and to advance a view that the capabilities developed over 
the past decade will be less relevant to future confl ict. As one prominent mil-
itary thinker and practitioner, Lt. Gen. H. R. McMaster, contended, “it is 
wishful thinking that makes the future appear easier and fundamentally dif-
ferent from the past,” and “the belief that new technology had ushered in a 
whole new era of war was applied to the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, which 
clouded our understating and delayed the development of effective strate-
gies.”17 He continued that the “best way to guard against a new version of 
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wishful thinking” was to understand three age- old truths about war: (1) that 
it is political; (2) that it is human, grounded in the fears, interests, and sense 
of honor that drives social, economic, and historical factors; and (3) that it is 
uncertain, “precisely because it is political and human.”

As the end of 2016 approaches, these are not necessarily welcome observa-
tions. There is a consistent and growing argument from many civilian policy-
makers, politicians, and military experts that the United States will never 
again face the diffi cult operational challenges of trying to turn interventions 
into politically sustainable outcomes. In contemplating the most recent vio-
lence in the Middle East, from Libya to Iraq to Yemen and Syria, the president 
of the United States has repeatedly emphasized that any US engagement would 
be very limited. For example, his requests to Congress to authorize the use of 
military force against ISIS deliberately excluded the use of ground forces. Yet, 
as we glance at the newspapers today, it is clear that our enemies understand 
the value of control over territory. The desire to control territory—and to estab-
lish political order over territory—is evident in the tribal areas of Pakistan, which 
remain bastions of violence; in Europe, where the post–Cold War political 
order has been upended by Russia’s de facto dominance over parts of Ukraine; 
and in Mesopotamia, where ISIS battles to overtake key cities and areas.

Indeed, ISIS’s vicious and genocidal campaign against “nonbelievers” in 
Iraq and the region has repulsed much of the world. Despite calls for action, 
developing a policy response to this violence posed a particular problem for 
the United States. Although ISIS from the start recognized the importance of 
establishing control and governance over territory, the US remains challenged 
in its ability to reconstitute political order in confl ict environments. Top 
American offi cials consistently emphasized that any efforts in the region 
would be “different from the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan” and would not 
“involve American combat troops fi ghting on foreign soil.”18 Others, including 
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, linked any decision to put boots on 
the ground to the articulation of a desired political end state. Yet, operation-
ally, this remains a serious challenge for the US, leading to efforts to deliber-
ately narrow the problem of ISIS to one of terrorism. President Obama 
described it as a “terrorist organization, pure and simple,” an interpretation 
that seemed to detach its activities from the politics and ideology that drive 
its leaders. With ISIS “just” a terrorist organization, the application of a “sus-
tained counter- terrorism strategy” could suffi ce, and the US could thus avoid 
the problem of how to connect the deployment of ground forces to a desired 
political outcome. In this case, the desired outcome was a narrow weakening 
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of a terrorist movement, not the shaping of a political landscape to counter 
that movement.

The United States continues to lack the operational capabilities to consoli-
date combat gains in order to reconstitute political order. Certainly, after a 
decade and a half of confl ict in the Middle East and South Asia, many key 
military and political leaders now openly discuss and debate the lessons of the 
need to connect the use of ground forces to a desired political end state. This 
book is not about whether the United States should intervene in other states—
whether for humanitarian purposes or to protect its vital interests. This book 
is about how such interventions consistently involve the need to consolidate 
combat gains and restore political order and hopes to encourage decision mak-
ers to consider that “what we intend to do after we have fought must be part of 
the moral calculus in determining whether or not we may justly go to war.”19

Certainly the recent literature, as well as the doctrinal and training changes 
instituted by the US Army over the past several years, refl ects considerable 
institutional and individual learning. That large volume of writing offers 
important insights, captures lessons from the recent wars, and continues to 
inform planning for current and future military engagements. This book hopes 
to contribute to that work by reinforcing insights with historical examples and 
by highlighting the political and bureaucratic sensitivities that have histori-
cally shaped the US conduct of governance- related tasks and that remain rele-
vant today. Until the United States accepts the political challenges that are 
integral to any use of force, it will continue to have mixed results using its 
military forces. The purpose of this book is to elucidate an enduring Clausewit-
zian observation that “the war of a community—of whole nations and partic-
ularly of civilized nations—always starts from a political condition, and is 
called forth by a political motive. It is therefore a political act.”

The United States still requires a concept of operations and the organiza-
tional and command structures to allow US military forces to conduct the 
governance operations that will inevitably fall to them during war and that 
are necessary to link military actions to political outcomes. When civilian 
and military leaders debate the use of force, they must also determine whether 
the US has the will, organizations, and resources to go from combat successes 
to achieving political outcomes. They should decide if this burden is too great 
and therefore decide against military action. This is an enduring problem with 
the American way of war and must be part of any calculus to use force. This 
book, by exploring what has unfolded in America’s experiences with war, 
hopes to contribute to smarter deliberations about the decision to use force.



Introduction 13

NOTES

1. Clausewitz, On War, 582–83.
2. Sometimes elements of the reconstruction phase took place concurrent with 

combat, before a country was defeated or brought under American authority. In Italy and 
Germany, for example, fi ghting between the Allied and Axis powers continued as civil 
affairs offi cers were simultaneously working to establish political and economic order in 
defeated rear areas.

3. Wright, Vanguard of Valor, 86.
4. Craig Collier, “Observations from a Year in the Sunni Triangle,” Small Wars Jour-

nal, April 13, 2008.
5. Elizabeth Bumiller, “West Point Is Divided over a War Doctrine’s Fate,” New York 

Times, May 27, 2012.
6. US Army and Marine Corps, Counterinsurgency Manual, FM 3-24 (Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 2007). The original was issued in December 2006.
7. Similarly, several years later, on September 16, 2009, the DOD issued Instruction 

3000.05, “Stability Operations,” which affi rmed that stability operations activities would 
occur through “all phases of confl ict and across the range of military operations, including 
in combat and non- combat environment.” http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf
/300005p.pdf.

8. See, for example, Bumiller, “West Point Is Divided,” and Gentile, Wrong Turn.
9. Kaplan, The Insurgents, 365.

10. Gentile, Wrong Turn, 8.
11. Gordon and Trainor, Cobra II, 463.
12. Simpson, War from the Ground Up, 153.
13. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta, Opening Statement, House Armed Services 

Committee, No. 112-76, 1st sess., October 13, 2011, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg
/CHRG- 112hhrg71447/html/CHRG- 112hhrg71447.htm.

14. Colin Clark, “U.S. Military to Scrap COIN,” AOL Defense, November 17, 2011.
15. Williams and Caldwell, “Jus Post Bellum.” Their quotes in this paragraph are from 

pages 309, 318, and 319.
16. Rear Adm. Louis V. Iasiello, Chaplain Corps, US Navy, “Jus Post Bellum: The 

Moral Responsibilities of Victors in War,” Naval War College Review (Summer/Autumn 
2004): 37.

17. McMaster, “Pipe Dream of Easy War,” A12.
18. “Statement by the President on ISIL,” White House, Offi ce of the Press Secretary, 

September 10, 2014. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the- press- offi ce/2014/09/10/statement
- president- isil- 1. See also Ambassador Samantha Powers, US permanent representative to 
the United Nations, “Remarks on Syria at the Center for American Progress,” Washing-
ton, DC, September 6, 2013, in which she stated that given Iraq and Afghanistan, Amer-
icans were “ambivalent” and that thus any “any use of force will be limited.” http://usun
.state.gov/remarks/5793.

19. Phrase is from Williams and Caldwell, “Jus Post Bellum,” 310.

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/300005p.pdf
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/300005p.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg71447/html/CHRG-112hhrg71447.htm
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg71447/html/CHRG-112hhrg71447.htm
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/09/10/statement-president-isil-1
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/09/10/statement-president-isil-1
http://usun.state.gov/remarks/5793
http://usun.state.gov/remarks/5793


14

HISTORICALLY,  the United States has gone to war with the implicit or 
explicit assumption that the desired end state should favor US regional or 
strategic interests. US forces have fought against the armies of opposing 
states, as well as against less well- organized irregular military forces. In all 
armed confl icts except those in which political objectives were narrowly 
constructed, the US Army has served as the critical operational link in shap-
ing transitions from a militarily defeated regime to one more compatible with 
US interests. A common feature in all of the conventional wars fought by the 
United States has been the army’s leading role in the establishment of polit-
ical and economic order in states or territories in which it has fought.1 
Although the US Marine Corps has also played a key role in developing 
thinking about small wars and executing limited expeditionary operations, 
the larger size of the army means that it is the only service capable of deci-
sively acquiring, holding, and stabilizing territory and operating in suffi cient 
scale for ample duration to provide a foundation for a transition to the rees-
tablishment of political order. American political and military leaders have 
consistently avoided institutionalizing and preparing for the military and 
political activities that are associated with the restoration of order during 
and following combat operations.

ONE

AMERICAN DENIAL 
SYNDROME

Failing to Learn from the Past
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Before the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, few if any offi cial or unoffi cial 
military histories paid much attention to the army’s conduct of these kinds of 
operations.2 Military governance, a term stemming from World War II, was 
“not suffi ciently military to fi t into the military history genre and too military 
to be treated as general history.”3 The absence of a sustained discussion of 
governance operations in offi cial and unoffi cial army histories refl ected the 
prevailing view that such operations were separate and distinct from the pros-
ecution of war as a whole.4 Many of the problems related to the reconstruction 
efforts in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom in 
Afghanistan demonstrated the consequences of this denial of governance 
operations as integral to war and, thus, of the need to prepare for and set aside 
resources for them. As the United States went into Iraq, the prevailing view 
among top civilian leaders—such as the national security adviser—was that 
the US forces would defeat the Iraqi army and that the “institutions would 
hold, everything from ministries to police forces.” The top civilian offi cial in 
Iraq at the time, Jay Garner, later admitted that he had not anticipated the 
need to take on the physical and political reconstruction of Iraq.5 This denial 
of operational challenges and requirements of achieving a desired political 
end state was not new but, rather, was a prevalent feature of America’s approach 
to war.

There are several plausible explanations for this denial. They are rooted in 
history, and many endure today. One explanation relates to concerns about 
the appropriate role of the military in a democratic society and maintains that 
it is dangerous to give the military governing authority—even if abroad. Since 
military government is so overtly a political activity, states committed in prin-
ciple to civilian control of the military are reluctant to place offi cers in charge 
of local governments.6 Infl uential Harvard University political scientist Sam-
uel Huntington observed that “liberalism does not understand and is hostile 
to military institutions and the military function.”7 Although most of the 
army’s experiences with governance operations have occurred outside the 
United States, the creation of an army capable of accomplishing these gover-
nance missions (albeit abroad) may have worried those who thought that such 
forces could be used at home as well.8

Civilian and military leaders have been unwilling to assign the army a lead 
role in governance operations owing to such reservations. During the Mexican- 
American War, Gen. Winfi eld Scott observed that the American authorities 
were “evidently alarmed at the proposition to establish martial law, even in a 



16 Chapter 1

foreign country, occupied by American troops.”9 As that war ended, General 
Scott hesitated to get involved in the debate about “annexation v. occupa-
tion” since it was “impertinent as a soldier to inquire about such things.”10 In 
the aftermath of the Civil War, President Andrew Johnson expressed deep 
concern about the army’s role in the political reconstruction of the South, 
fearing that such power in the hands of the army was in “palpable confl ict” 
with the Constitution and a formula for “absolute despotism.”11 At the turn 
of the century, Secretary of War Elihu Root observed that the American 
soldier’s experience as a self- governing American citizen could inform and 
shape his ability to conduct varied tasks in the interests of American foreign 
policy.12 Contemporary scholars have observed that the resistance to the idea 
of military offi cers “governing” in any capacity—even abroad—is rooted in 
the ambivalent relationship Americans have had toward their military.13

Indeed, domestic concerns about the role of the military and about what it 
should, or should not, be doing have always shaped decisions about how to 
organize and train US forces. The Founding Fathers, debating America’s fi rst 
Constitution, sought to separate politics from the military and to create bar-
riers to the military’s acquisition of an overtly political role in American civic 
life. Their goal, for the most part, was the subordination of military to civil 
power. Opponents of a standing, regular army argued that a citizen- based 
militia was adequate to safeguard America and would also prevent the acqui-
sition of too much power by one organized group. Alexander Hamilton described 
the tension between these two viewpoints: To be safer, he wrote, countries 
“become willing to run the risk of being less free.”14 Another member of the 
Continental Congress observed that “there was not a member in the federal 
Convention, who did not feel indignation at the prospect of a standing Army.” 
Thomas Jefferson argued that the defense of the United States would rest in a 
citizen- based military force and that civilian supremacy would be maintained 
by eliminating a professional and permanent military force.15 Eventually, the 
Constitution granted the federal government the right to raise a standing army 
for no more than two years.

A second reason for this denial syndrome is rooted in America’s ambiva-
lence about “governing” others, which stems from its anticolonial legacy. 
During the Spanish- American War, US military and political leaders referred 
to governance operations as colonial matters.16 Although Secretary of War 
Root expressed great pride in American soldiers’ reconstruction efforts in 
“poor bleeding Cuba” and “devastated” Puerto Rico, he was also careful to 
placate critics and reassure them that no American army would “make itself a 
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political agent” or a “Pretorian [sic] guard to set up a President or an emperor.”17 
He worked to assuage political concerns about the army’s role in the Philip-
pines by stating, “No one knew of the American Army seeking to make itself 
a political agent. . . . No one knew of the American army seeking to throw off 
that civil control of the military arm which our fathers inherited from 
England.”18 Similar concerns over soldiers serving as administrators continued 
through World War II. President Franklin Roosevelt and many in his admin-
istration shared the view that “military government was . . . a repulsive notion, 
associated with imperialism, dollar diplomacy and other aspects of our behav-
ior we had abandoned.”19 President Harry Truman, following one of his fi rst 
briefi ngs on occupation plans, said that civil government was “no job for sol-
diers” and that the War Department should begin planning to turn over 
occupation responsibility to the State Department as soon as possible.20 Later, 
in contemporary debates about “nation building,” some of these earlier con-
cerns about colonialism reemerged—most famously during presidential candi-
date George W. Bush’s statement that US troops should not be used for “what’s 
called nation building.”

Related to these two characteristics of American denial syndrome is a 
third: the persistent belief that civilians could and should be taking the lead 
in undertaking governance operations during war. This view contributed to 
the lack of development of an institutionalized capacity for governance tasks 
in the army but never prevailed enough to succeed in creating an effective 
standing civilian capability within civilian agencies such as the State Depart-
ment. This problem became especially apparent in Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Despite the creation in 2006 of a State Department offi ce to grow a civilian 
capacity to undertake reconstruction tasks, continual funding problems, as 
well as organizational culture tensions, prevented a strong capability from 
emerging. Throughout the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, US military and 
civilian leaders cited the need deploy or “uplift” more civilians to both the-
aters. Yet it was found that in addition to signifi cant infrastructure and secu-
rity costs, it cost the US government between about $410,000 and $570,000 to 
deploy one employee to Afghanistan for one year.21 And overall, US civilian 
employees to Afghanistan topped out at just over 1,000 by 2011. (It has been 
about 300 in 2009 and less in previous years.) Given that the State Depart-
ment consistently struggled with requirements to send civilians to work on 
reconstruction and development projects, the United States tended to turn 
to military reservists to fi ll the gap. In 2009, when former secretary of defense 
Robert Gates expressed concern that the government would not “get the 
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civilian surge into Afghanistan as quickly as we are getting troops into 
Afghanistan,” he asked the US Marines and other services for volunteers who 
had specifi c skills “who might serve as a bridge, getting them out of there 
quickly, and then bringing them back when their civilian replacements are 
hired.” This lack of civilian capacity, combined with the policy preference to 
adhere to unity- of- effort as opposed to unity- of- command models, further 
complicated US efforts and was consistent with past problems in deploying an 
adequate civilian capacity to conduct governance operations.

The army’s traditional view of war, which has emphasized the centrality of 
battle and the defeat of enemy military forces over the achievement of broader 
strategic outcomes, is a fourth explanation for Washington’s reluctance to 
develop and institutionalize a robust governance capability. One military 
scholar observed that the army had essentially focused on “defeating an adver-
sary tactically” rather than approaching war with a “holistic view of confl ict, 
one that extends from prewar condition setting to the fi nal accomplishment 
of national strategic objectives.”22 The prominent military historian Russell 
Weigley observed that the American way of war has been characterized pre-
dominantly as one that emphasized strategies of annihilation and attrition.23 
This more narrow approach to war failed to pay attention to the political 
consolidation and operational steps required to achieve strategic victory in 
war. As the military strategist Antulio Echevarria more recently pointed out, 
Weigley’s analysis did not address how useful military strategies might be in 
turning tactical victories into policy successes.24

This approach to war perpetuated the separation between governance 
operations and the regular army. Before and after World War II, the army 
treated governance operations as problems of military law or as part of those 
tasks taken to minimize civilian “interference” on the ground. Army leaders 
did not embrace governance functions but recognized that they would have to 
keep civilians apart from combat operations, manage refugee fl ows, and restore 
law and order since control over these tasks allowed offi cers to protect their 
forces and minimize interference with combat operations. This theme fi rst 
emerged in the mid- 1800s. Offi cial army documents described Gen. Winfi eld 
Scott’s governance operations during the Mexican- American War as having 
saved the “combat commander problems with the civilian populace.”25 During 
the Civil War, the provost marshal general had purview over governance 
tasks, reinforcing the view that they were problems associated with military 
law as opposed to serving as the operational link to broader political objec-
tives. This perspective continued after World War I, when the army’s judge 
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advocate general retained oversight over governance tasks and the provost 
marshal general retained jurisdiction over training and doctrine related to 
civil affairs and military government through the early 1940s, with later grad-
uates of the military government course at Camp Gordon reminded of “the 
importance of assuring that our military operations are not impeded by civil 
disturbances.”26

This separation from core army war- fi ghting priorities and the reluctance 
to institutionalize governance activities continued after World War II—
despite the fact that governance operations were crucial to strategic victory in 
that war. Initially following the war, the army dismantled its civil affairs divi-
sion, not heeding the advice of Col. Irwin Hunt, the offi cer in charge of civil 
affairs for the Third Army and American forces in Germany during World 
War I, who later observed that it was “extremely unfortunate that the qualifi -
cations necessary for a civil administration are not developed among offi cers in 
times of peace.”27 Only through active lobbying by former military government 
personnel was the new Civil Affairs Division (CAD) created. One of the early 
division chiefs of the CAD, Maj. Gen. William Marquat, observed that there 
was “an alarming lack of appreciation” for civil affairs activities, even though 
they had become “important functions of the Department of the Army.”28

A broader consideration of governance tasks developed during the early 
Cold War years, but this shift took place within the context of unconventional 
war. In the 1950s and 1960s, two interrelated trends—revolutionary upheaval 
in the third world and the need to develop a way of thinking about war below 
the nuclear threshold—led to discussions about low- intensity confl ict. Low- 
intensity confl ict focused on the destruction of the enemy’s political and social 
fabric and the subsequent rebuilding of a state in a manner consistent with 
US objectives, but these were activities viewed as apart from “regular” war-
fare.29 The concept of nation building also gained prominence. Today the 
term tends to be used in a broader context, but in the 1960s nation building 
focused on the training of other nation’s military forces so that they could 
resist Communist aggression themselves—as opposed to relying directly on 
US military forces.30 The creation of the Military Assistance Advisory Group, 
Vietnam (MAAGV) in 1955 was one example of this approach. The MAAGV 
sought to improve the military capabilities of the Republic of Vietnam’s armed 
forces through planning, developing, and administering military assistance.31 
Later in Vietnam, the army’s pacifi cation program included elements of tradi-
tional governance operations, such as civic action, land reform, and political 
reform. These tasks, however, were considered a part of the army’s “other war.”32 
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A central problem in Vietnam was the US failure to understand how broader 
pacifi cation efforts fi t into the war as a whole. This debate continues today, 
with arguments over the degree to which two kinds of wars were pursued 
simultaneously: a conventional war of attrition combined with a more sophis-
ticated counterinsurgency strategy designed to reduce support for the Viet-
cong among the populace.33

The political and economic challenges posed by low- intensity confl ict situ-
ations did result in a shift in thinking about governance operations as primar-
ily combat- support tasks. An emerging community within the army began to 
view civil affairs assets as instruments for undercutting the political support 
behind an enemy’s forces and mobilizing the support of indigenous popula-
tions.34 However, the army still viewed such activities as a side category of 
warfare, distinct from conventional war and the tasks of regular troops. The 
inclusion of civil affairs in the newly created US Special Operations Com-
mand (USSOCOM) in 1987 essentially codifi ed this view.35 Civil affairs was 
one of several special missions assigned to the new command, and at the time 
many of its advocates—most of them reservists—argued that the move was 
positive, would increase awareness of civil affairs, and would “sensitize” other 
commands to their capabilities.36 Some, however, expressed concern that 
including civil affairs in this new command would reinforce its separation 
from the “regular” army and, thus, from conventional war.37 Adding to this 
idea of separateness was the fact that most of the civil affairs structure 
remained in the US Army Reserve, which is often considered distinct from 
the professional heart of the military.38

The separation of governance- related tasks from conventional warfare 
intensifi ed after the collapse of the Soviet Union. In the early 1990s, a burgeon-
ing discourse on peace operations and operations other than war (OOTW) 
emerged. Analysts argued that large- scale conventional war would be less 
likely and that more attention should be paid to “new” forms of military 
engagement, the requirements engendered by the “new security environment,” 
and the challenges posed by weak or failing states.39 The kinds of military 
activities referred to in this discourse were very broad, ranging from policing 
activities to the use of military troops in peace operations to the deployment 
of army forces to prevent the outbreak of confl ict—what was called at the time 
“preventative diplomacy.”40

Civil affairs became a catchall term to describe the many activities that a 
commander must undertake to “facilitate military operations and help achieve 



American Denial Syndrome 21

politico- military objectives derived from U.S. national security interests.”41 
Civil affairs assets were useful in such a wide range of operations that their 
relationship to war had been obfuscated. The 1990s debate about peace oper-
ations and OOTW focused on the use of army forces in noncombat roles in 
situations other than war, short of war, or after war. This distinction reaffi rmed 
the army’s tendency to consider governance- related activities apart from con-
ventional war. Army personnel might be used to monitor a cease- fi re, to 
rebuild a city after a natural disaster, to deliver humanitarian aid, or to police 
streets in areas of instability. While these tasks might pose similar tactical and 
operational challenges to governance operations, they are not, for the most 
part, conducted within a wartime theater.

The fact that former civil affairs personnel undertook much of the advo-
cacy for civil affairs issues within the army tended to reinforce the separation 
of governance- related tasks from the “real army.” Their emphasis on the “spe-
cialness” of civil affairs strengthened the prevailing view of governance oper-
ations as separate and distinct from conventional war and the regular army.42 
This line of argument tended to ignore the fact that regular army offi cers 
conducted governance missions throughout the army’s previous wars. Since 
the army’s governance capabilities resided in its reserve, reserve civil affairs 
personnel focused on perfecting certain functional tasks, hoping to establish 
reserve branch status for military government and civil affairs—since they 
had lost the battle to create a corresponding branch in the active army. These 
efforts often clashed with the army’s view that offi cers should be fi t for general 
service, since “despite specialization .  .  . they cannot expect tours of duty 
restricted to military government duties only.”43

This separation might be traced partly to Carl von Clausewitz, whose infl u-
ence on the US Army has been, and remains, pronounced. Clausewitz was a 
Prussian general whose book On War explains the character of war and the 
characteristics of combat. Some of his most enduring observations relate to 
the relationship between politics and war. He observed that people tended to 
“separate the purely military elements of a major strategic plan from its polit-
ical aspects, and treat the latter as if they were somehow extraneous.”44 Clause-
witz wrote that no one started a war, or “no one in his sense ought to do so,” 
without clearly understanding what he intended to achieve and “how he 
intends to conduct it.”45 However, he did not explore the problems posed by 
the destruction of an enemy’s forces, which often leaves a vacuum of power in 
a state. His discussion of the relationship between politics and war focused on 
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the “why” of war (politics explain why wars are fought) but not on the “how” 
behind this linkage.

Governance tasks were distinct from what Clausewitz called “war proper.” 
Clausewitz identifi ed a dichotomy between the “gray area” of activities that 
were “preparations for war” and “war proper,” reinforcing the US Army’s view 
of governance operations as external to war.46

Huntington made a similar distinction in his classic study, The Soldier and 
the State. That book played a central role in developing the idea of the mili-
tary as a distinct profession. Huntington argued that the military profession 
was set apart from other professions by its focus on “the management of vio-
lence.” Since governance operations do not explicitly involve “the manage-
ment of violence,” they would at best be considered “auxiliary vocations.”47 
The tasks associated with governance operations involve inherently “civilian” 
concerns—such as writing new constitutions, preparing for new elections, or 
restoring civic infrastructure and educational systems.

An additional factor contributes to army “denial” as well—the tendency to 
view war through the lens of technological prowess, whereby innovations in 
weapon systems would afford the United States an unprecedented level of 
situational awareness and the ability to apply force rapidly and accurately. As 
former army chief of staff Gen. Raymond Odierno explained, there was a 
“thought process out there that technology can solve our problems, it’s a clean 
way to conduct war” and that if we “stand off and we throw precision missiles 
and rockets, that will cause the enemy to capitulate and solve all of our prob-
lems.”48 And army historian Conrad Crane has written that an increasingly 
important part of the new American way of war has been a reliance on stand-
off technology to project power. Crane pointed out that the “lure” is minimal 
friendly casualties and short, inexpensive wars with only limited land- power 
commitments.49

The four themes that shape this denial syndrome—discomfort in a democ-
racy with the idea of the military taking the lead in political activities, Amer-
ican concerns about colonialism, the view that civilians could take the lead 
in governance operations, and traditional views about what constituted war 
and the military profession—created continuous tensions as the United States 
planned for and executed its major wars. At certain times, this syndrome 
dominated, weakening American efforts and having negative impact on stra-
tegic outcomes. During other times, the syndrome or parts of it were less 
pronounced, facilitating better actual outcomes.
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The cases that follow in this book reveal that regular army conventional 
forces faced the operational reality of Clausewitz’s dictum about war and 
politics: They could not escape the “politics of war” and its military implica-
tions. Once deployed into a wartime theater, army forces consistently faced 
the need to reestablish some semblance of political order as confl ict unfolded. 
Tactical combat forces—not just specialized civil affairs forces—often played 
key roles in political and economic reconstruction. Despite the frequent 
requirement for governance tasks, US military and civilian leaders did not 
appreciate the operational complexity of this challenge and did not institu-
tionalize lessons from past contingencies. The problem is not just rooted in 
military culture and ideas about war—which are, in fact, changing—but 
also in civilian views about the appropriate role of the military in a demo-
cratic society. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan brought many of these 
debates to forefront again, with many of these same issues appearing, sadly, 
familiar. Despite the central truth of Clausewitz’s observation that war is an 
extension of politics by other means, he did not draw out the operational 
steps taken by military forces to consolidate strategic victory as combat 
ends. Decades later, in his classic book about how wars end, the strategist 
and scholar Fred Iklé recognized the “intellectual diffi culty of connecting 
military plans with their ultimate purpose.”50 This problem is the theme of 
this book.
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THE AMERICAN ARMY  served as the principal instrument for the exten-
sion and consolidation of the US government’s control over much of the 
North American continent, with governance operations serving as the oper-
ational link by which the army completed this task. As the army engaged in 
combat and governance operations to consolidate the political and geographic 
boundaries of the United States, debates about the army’s appropriate role in 
American society shaped its organization and doctrine, including its approach 
to governance tasks.

The army conducted governance operations in Mexico, California, New 
Mexico, the American South, Cuba, Puerto Rico, the Philippines, and Ger-
many’s Rhineland. The army that accomplished these early governance 
operations was mainly a frontier force that had been focused on building and 
manning fortifi cations across the country to supplement a defensive system 
of coastal fortifi cations designed to deter an enemy attack.1 This army man-
aged to conduct constabulary duties in the American West, fi ght against 
Native Americans, build towns and railroads, and de facto, serve as govern-
ment representatives on the frontier. Some historians argue that the army 
was so busy “nation building” that it did not take the Native American threat 
seriously enough.2 Military governments were the instruments through 
which the territories of Louisiana and Florida, and then California and New 
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Mexico, transitioned into states.3 This frontier army, perpetually under-
manned and resource poor, improvised on the scene—a skill (or requirement) 
that would surface again and again. While some guidance from Washington 
offi cials existed, for the most part the War Department issued few guidelines 
to direct the army’s efforts related to governance tasks.

Following the Revolutionary War, the army grew in fi ts and starts, pulled 
in various directions by Congress’s ambivalence about creating and sustaining 
a regular, standing force. Many argued that a standing army could pose a 
danger to a liberal society—a view that shaped the size and character of the 
army. Others believed that the defense of the United States required the cre-
ation of a more professional, standing force. President George Washington 
had advocated a small standing army backed by a well- trained and federally 
controlled militia, explaining that if the United States desired to “avoid insult, 
we must be able to repel it; if we desire to secure peace, one of the most pow-
erful instruments of our rising prosperity, it must be known that we are at all 
times ready for war.”4 Later Alexander Hamilton argued that a militia alone 
was not enough to protect the country and that war, “like most other things, 
is a science to be acquired and perfected by diligences, by perseverance, by 
time, and by practice.”5 Nonetheless, during the Revolutionary War period 
many in Congress preferred a state- controlled, militia- based force, arguing 
that “the principles upon which our armies have been raised and organized 
have been denounced by professional soldiers in every generation, beginning 
with Washington, as wasteful, extravagant, ineffi cient and wrong.”6

Despite some states’ efforts to improve the quality of their forces, there was 
little standardization or coherence across military units. Eventually a cadre of 
military professionals, determined to reduce the bloodshed caused by ill- 
prepared volunteers, grew. Supported by early strategic thinkers such as Emory 
Upton, a Civil War offi cer considered to be one of the army’s most important 
innovators, these reformers argued that only a standing force could improve 
America’s military effectiveness and, in turn, save American lives. Upton saw 
“glaring defects” in the volunteer system that had cost Americans “treasure 
and blood.”7 This small group was determined to improve the organization of 
the War Department, particularly in the areas of logistics and supply, so that 
it could better serve the army in the fi eld. Although Congress had voted in 
June 1784 to create a regular army, it had left it to states and individual offi cers 
to recruit men. Thus, by the late 1780s a mere 40 offi cers and some 700 men 
constituted the US Army.8 Formal training for offi cers barely existed before  
the War of 1812.
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The creation of a military academy at West Point in 1802 marked an 
important victory for advocates of increased professionalization, though it was 
not without controversy. The Ohio General Assembly passed a resolution to 
abolish West Point, arguing that the institution was at odds with the “spirit 
and genius of our liberal institutions.”9 The emergence of a more professional 
army, however, had a limited impact on its conduct of governance operations. 
West Point emphasized tactical skills and the military sciences, rather than 
political- military issues or strategy, since the prevailing view held that science 
made the profession “real.”10 The early army was organized around managerial 
functions, and little thought was given to training for broader political- military 
roles. The study of the Native American campaigns was viewed as interesting 
history “rather than as case studies from which lessons of immediate relevance 
might be drawn.”11 The army’s Native American war experiences, however, 
revealed the need to balance repression with pacifi cation and, years later, 
formed a foundation for the Lieber Code (also known as General Orders No. 
100), which established rules of war during the Civil War. The Lieber Code 
was one of the fi rst offi cial documents to refl ect the understanding that non-
combat matters could have a direct infl uence on the course of a war. Only 
following the occupation of the Rhineland did doctrine more specifi c to gov-
ernance functions emerge.

The appointment of Elihu Root as secretary of war in 1899 infl uenced 
governance operations more than any doctrinal developments. Arriving in 
offi ce on heels of the army’s experiences in the Philippines, Cuba, and Puerto 
Rico, Root showed a keen appreciation for the strategic importance of gover-
nance operations, setting him apart from those who had focused on the tacti-
cal utility of these tasks. Secretary Root recognized that he would likely have 
to spend much time thinking about the diffi culties of occupation duty and, 
upon fi rst taking offi ce, compiled a list of books that covered “in detail both 
the practice and the principles of many forms of colonial government under 
the English law”; he was determined to study his collection as much as time 
would permit.12 He spent the fi rst three years of his tenure examining the 
problems of colonial administration and trying to improve the army’s ability 
to address these tasks. According to his main biographer, Root’s fi les con-
tained fi fteen books dealing with English colonial policy and practice. Root 
believed that although the army had succeeded during the Spanish- American 
War, its organization made completing these “colonial missions” almost 
impossible. He had been appalled by the conditions the army faced in Cuba, 
which the Dodge Commission of 1898 had documented. And with the help of 
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Judge Charles Magoon, a lawyer who later served as military governor in the 
Philippines, Root developed approaches to applying US laws to overseas terri-
tories. Root believed that people in the islands had a “moral right to be treated 
by the United States in accordance with the underlying principles of justice 
and freedom which we have declared in our Constitution.” His attention to 
this issue refl ected a recognition of the connection between governance oper-
ations and war and provided a foundation for thinking about the continued 
presence of US troops in a region following combat operations.

On December 13, 1898, the United States created the Division of Customs 
and Insular Affairs, and a young army offi cer, John Pershing, served as its fi rst 
chief. Secretary Root assigned to the new division all matters related to the 
customs and civil affairs of the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and Cuba. He 
believed that “questions of government” in areas such as the Philippines and 
Puerto Rico were “constant and imperative” for the War Department and that 
the United States had few precedents when it came to the complicated 
responsibilities associated with overturning old laws and writing new ones, 
“save the simple and meager proceedings under the occupation of California 
and New Mexico.”13 The secretary realized that the War Department had “no 
machinery” for doing the thousands of tasks involved with the islands and 
thus, “of necessity,” created the new division. In 1902 this offi ce became the 
Bureau of Insular Affairs and ended up performing “with admirable and con-
stantly increasingly effi ciency the great variety of duties which in other coun-
tries would be described as belonging to a colonial offi ce, and would be 
performed by a much more pretentious establishment.” Four commissioned 
offi cers and forty- four civil employees served in the bureau, and the attorney 
general at the time interpreted its work as that of making the government of 
the Philippines Islands a “branch of the War Department.”14

Root reassured his counterpart, Secretary of State John Hay, that the 
bureau would transition out of the War Department “as soon as practicable,” 
but he stood fi rm in his view that as long as military troops were deployed, 
they should be part of the same department. This highlighted a recurring theme 
in virtually all of the governance operations undertaken by the army—that 
unity of command in a wartime theater was desirable. Root was sensitive to 
the bureaucratic ineffi ciencies and problems that could result without central 
control and was wary of “introducing an element of double control, which 
would be quite intolerable.”15 The War Department position was that, given 
its myriad responsibilities, the bureau could not have been located anywhere 
else.16 Overall, through the early 1900s, several pieces of legislation reaffi rmed 
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War Department control over matters related to the civil affairs of the Philip-
pines and Puerto Rico.

In the 1920s, US offi cials engaged in a broader debate about the reorganiza-
tion of its governmental departments. As part of these discussions, Congress 
created the Joint Commission on Insular Reorganization to study matters 
related to the insular possessions of the United States and whether these 
islands should be placed under one entity.17 President Theodore Roosevelt 
believed that in the interest of effi ciency, one executive department should con-
trol all insular possessions, including the Philippines and Puerto Rico.18 As the 
government considered these reorganization options, debate ensued over whether 
the War Department should retain the Bureau of Insular Affairs, whether the 
bureau should be transferred to the Department of the Interior (which dealt 
with other territorial possessions, such as Hawaii and the Virgin Islands), or 
whether the bureau should be moved to the State Department, but most of the 
discussion seemed to focus on the move to the Department of the Interior.19

Several views shaped the War Department’s position that the bureau 
should remain within it. Some wanted to preserve a clear chain of command 
and take advantage of the expertise already accumulated through the army’s 
work in the Philippines and Cuba. The War Department contained a wealth 
of information regarding the islands, since many of the offi cers who had 
supervised schools, governed the provinces, created and directed the constab-
ulary, organized the health departments, and served as judges in the courts 
were simply not available to any other US government agency.20 Secretary of 
War John Weeks believed that it was not possible to separate civil and military 
problems, given that they “interlocked” and that a separation of the issue 
would “handicap the Department in meeting its responsibilities.”21

The War Department maintained that not only did there exist “a material 
portion of the United States Army” in the bureau, but that there was also a 
direct link between the military and civil activities. By the same token, Weeks 
acknowledged that policy offi cials would likely hesitate about appointing 
“Army offi cers to all those places which are civilian in character.” Appearing 
before Congress, Weeks explained that the War Department was most effec-
tive in the Philippines and Puerto Rico because it was best organized and 
equipped to run civil governments and had already set up the appropriate 
organizations, such as legal, fi nance, and public health departments.22 In addi-
tion, accounts of the transfer of control of the civil government of Puerto Rico 
to the Department of State and then to Department of the Interior refer to 
the experience as unsatisfactory, and many argued that the War Department 
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would have done a better job at civil administration. These descriptions rein-
forced the War Department’s view that the Bureau of Insular Affairs should 
retain control of the Philippines and Puerto Rico. The governor of Puerto Rico 
actually complained about the transition, which contributed to an eventual 
reversal, with the governor again allowed to report to the War Department.23

War Department offi cials also cited the advantage accrued by having sta-
bility among personnel on the ground, noting that it would avoid “frequent 
and unnecessary changes in the incumbents” (i.e., military personnel) and 
cited the desirability of employing personnel with experience in the region, 
both situations that “in no similar degree” applied to any other government 
department.24 Finally, they argued that the department was the only agency 
capable of restoring order in the event of disturbances. Memoranda explained 
that there were “numerous past occasions when the War Department has, as 
the result of unforeseen contingencies, been suddenly called upon to exercise 
civil control in occupied or disturbed areas.”25 Despite these arguments, in 
1939 President Franklin Roosevelt approved a plan to transfer the bureau to 
the Interior Department’s Division of Territories and Island Possessions, citing 
the move as one of “obvious desirability.”26

Although Secretary of War Root paid considerable attention to the rela-
tionship between governance and war, he is better known for his efforts to 
create an army general staff. This may be because, as his main biographer 
observed, Root found “little popular interest” when he tackled issues of colo-
nial governance. Many citizens were apathetic, and those who did care were 
concerned about imperialism.27 Much of the literature about the Spanish- 
American War centers on the occupation as evidence of America’s imperialist 
intentions.28 The tasks of occupation were viewed as imperial instruments of 
the United States, not as part of the problem of the consolidation of political 
order during and following war. Still, many of the problems associated with 
the occupations during the Spanish- American War spurred Root to under-
take the broader War Department reforms of 1903, which had implications for 
army planning as a whole.29

From the Mexican- American War until the early 1920s, American political 
leaders expressed concerns about the implications of the military’s involve-
ment in political tasks. When conducted internally, governance operations 
sparked concerns about the use of the military for civilian tasks. When con-
ducted abroad, governance operations spurred debates about imperialism. The 
army itself appeared ambivalent about retaining control over these missions 
and argued for it mainly owing to a desire for greater control over its soldiers 
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and for effi ciency. During the Mexican- American War, Secretary of War Wil-
liam Marcy warned his commanding generals that those tasks related to civil 
administration would be the least pleasant part of their duties.30 Writing from 
Mexico, Maj. Gen. Winfi eld Scott expressed concern that it was “imperti-
nent” for a soldier to “inquire about such things [as] annexation and military 
occupation.” During the period of military government in California, to offset 
tension among civilians, the military governor worked hard to assure them 
that he was more of a civil governor.31 One military historian later explained 
that the military governments were never really popular owing to the “natural 
odium felt against military authority by civilians.”32 During the initiation of 
military government in Cuba, President William McKinley made an effort to 
explain that military government was being established for “non- military 
purposes.”33 And following the passage of the Reconstruction Acts just after 
the Civil War, Gen. Ulysses Grant grew increasingly uncomfortable with the 
acquisition of so much power by the army.34 President Andrew Johnson argued 
passionately against the acts, believing that such power in the hands of the 
army was in “palpable confl ict” with the Constitution and a formula for “abso-
lute despotism.”35

Concerns among Washington policy offi cials regarding the army’s role in 
governance operations were offset by the absence of alternatives. For several 
years after the peace treaty was signed with Mexico, army military govern-
ment continued in California and New Mexico until Congress took fi nal 
action to admit the territories as full states into the Union. During the Civil 
War, commanding generals naturally focused on combat operations and were 
resistant to diverting their troops to meet the requirements of the military 
governors. As one historian of the period explained, “Fighting generals believed 
that military objectives should come fi rst: win the war and then worry about 
the political ramifi cations later.”36 In the late 1920s, President Calvin Coolidge 
explained that Maj. Gen. Leonard Wood, who had served as governor- general 
of the Philippines, had little choice but to rely on the army to do work that 
might be better suited to civilian experts.37 US military offi cers and soldiers 
entered this period with little guidance on how to conduct governance tasks. 
As World War I ended, after the substantial governance experiences in the 
Rhineland, there was still relatively little appreciation for these tasks within 
the army. In these problems of the 1920s, there are clear echoes of the later 
problems in Afghanistan and Iraq, as offi cials sought to fi nd more civilians to 
fi ll key reconstruction- related positions. These themes of army reluctance and 
civilian ambivalence, as well as the fact that the army was simply the only 
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government agency that could fulfi ll the personnel requirements for such 
tasks, reappear through World War I and beyond.

THE MEXICAN- AMERICAN WAR

James K. Polk won the 1844 presidential election on a platform of expansion.38 
Upon assuming offi ce, he announced his intention to extend the boundaries 
of the United States to the Pacifi c and to “reacquire” Oregon, Texas, Califor-
nia, and New Mexico. Army forces served as the instrument of this expansion, 
fi rst through combat operations to secure these territories and then through 
the establishment of administrative and political structures to provide a foun-
dation for the absorption of these territories into the Union.

Tensions over the Texas- Mexico border had become a major source of fric-
tion between the United States and Mexico. President Polk initially tried to 
resolve the issue diplomatically, but the special mission failed. War between 
the United States and Mexico broke out on April 26, 1846, following Mexico’s 
deployment of a force of approximately sixteen hundred men across the Rio 
Grande, which killed over a dozen of Maj. Gen. Zachary Taylor’s four thou-
sand men. Polk’s declaration of war blamed Mexico, stating that it had vio-
lated US borders and had “shed American blood on American soil.”39 President 
Polk envisioned a short war without a major military commitment, but the 
army’s eight thousand regulars proved to be inadequate, and Congress ended 
up authorizing an increase to fi fty thousand volunteers and a doubling of the 
regular army’s authorized strength of privates.40

In the early period of the campaign, tensions between Polk and his com-
manders resulted in several changes of command. Polk fi rst appointed General 
Scott to lead an army of regulars and volunteers to the Rio Grande, but owing 
to growing tensions with Scott (whom he distrusted for political reasons), Polk 
subsequently ordered General Taylor “to occupy, protect, and defend the terri-
tory of Texas” and reinforce the mouth of the Rio Grande as the Texas border 
with Mexico.41 Eventually, as the operation in Mexico became more complex, 
Polk again placed Scott in command, uncertain of whether Taylor was capable 
of undertaking the more complex campaign and believing that he had few, if 
any, other competent choices besides Scott.

There is some debate over when Polk’s broader territorial aims became 
clear, although there is evidence that by the end of May he sought the acqui-
sition of Upper California, New Mexico, and some northern provinces of 
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Mexico.42 Polk resisted making statements that would reassure Mexicans that 
the United States did not intend to annex territory. The president believed 
that “though we had not gone to war for conquest, it was clear that in making 
peace we would if practicable obtain California and such other portion of the 
Mexican territory as would be suffi cient to indemnify our claimants on Mex-
ico.” At the very least, the United States would “hold California permanently.” 
Polk sought to establish permanent governments for the conquered territories, 
as opposed to more temporary ones “which had been [initially] established by 
our naval and military commanders according to the laws of war.” In early 
May, he directed the governor of Missouri to raise troops for the conquest of 
New Mexico, and the governor then appointed Col. Stephen Watts Kearny, 
commander of the Army of the West, to lead this mission.

A few weeks after the war had begun, Secretary of War Marcy issued what 
were probably the earliest formal instructions regarding the conduct of gover-
nance operations. Secretary Marcy’s guidance provided a framework for the 
establishment of the military governments in New Mexico, California, and 
Mexico, affi rming the political objectives of the war as outlined by President 
Polk and recognizing that army and navy forces would in effect be responsible 
for the establishment of a new political order in New Mexico and Upper Cal-
ifornia.43 The instructions directed Kearny to establish temporary civil gov-
ernments in the conquered areas of New Mexico and California and warned 
that what related to “civil government will be a diffi cult and unpleasant part 
of your duty and much must necessarily be left to your own discretion.” Marcy’s 
instructions reaffi rmed the US objective of providing a “free government” to 
the people of the territories.

This guidance also included the fi rst reference to “indirect rule,” a princi-
ple that would emerge in virtually all of the army’s future governance opera-
tions. Marcy stated that it would be “wise and prudent . . . to continue the 
employment of offi cers friendly to the United States” and to obtain their 
oaths of allegiance. Marcy anticipated that eventually the “freemen” of the 
territories would elect their own representatives to new territorial legisla-
tures. While this principle of indirect rule may have refl ected a degree of 
optimism about the desire of local leaders to work with US soldiers, it also 
refl ected reality: It was unlikely that there would be enough soldiers to take 
on the full administration of a particular state or territory. Aside from this 
broad guidance, army offi cers created a framework for the administration of 
the new territories themselves, by clarifying the US rationale for the creation 
of a military government organization and explaining US intentions to the 
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region’s inhabitants. The secretary of war’s guidance was helpful, but it left 
virtually all of the operational details to the army commanders—a pattern 
that persisted in the future.

The army’s two main objectives during this period of governance were to 
provide information to local inhabitants and establish a basis for the rule of 
law. Army offi cers fi rst issued a series of proclamations throughout the new 
territories that clarifi ed the military’s authority, proclaimed the good inten-
tions of the United States, and explained that US offi cials would allow most 
indigenous civil administrators to retain their positions. In New Mexico, 
Colonel Kearny explained that the “wish and intention” of the United States 
was to provide a “free government” for New Mexico and that the people of 
New Mexico would likely “be much gratifi ed” by US rule.44 Kearny announced 
that he would establish a civil government, appoint offi cers for it, and then 
march to Upper California.45 As instructed, he also clarifi ed that offi ceholders 
could remain in place as long as they were in good standing with the United 
States and took an oath of allegiance.46 As Colonel Kearny headed to Cali-
fornia, Maj. John Frémont and the navy’s Cdre. Robert Stockton also issued 
proclamations to the inhabitants of California. These statements informed 
the region’s inhabitants that they would enjoy the same privileges and protec-
tions as US citizens and that offi ceholders could retain their positions “at least 
until the government of the territory can be more defi nitely arranged.”47 
Commodore Stockton announced the establishment of a military govern-
ment, appointed himself governor, and provided for a territorial governor, 
secretary, and legislative council.48 Arriving at Vera Cruz in Mexico in April 
1847, General Scott spoke directly to the Mexican people, reassuring them 
that “Americans are not your enemies, but the enemies for a time of the men 
who . . . misgoverned you.”49

The little guidance from Washington regarding the details of how to 
restore political order resulted in tensions between army offi cials in the the-
ater and political leaders in Washington. Kearny initially overstepped his 
bounds by promising the inhabitants of New Mexico annexation to the 
United States and the rights of US citizens.50 General Scott reprimanded him, 
reminding the colonel that the incorporation of the territory “must depend on 
the government of the United States.”51 President Polk also complained that 
Kearny had promised too much and had made statements without presidential 
or congressional approval.

In Mexico, General Scott also lacked guidance from Washington. Although 
US political leaders aimed to create new governments in California and New 
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Mexico, they were less certain about US objectives toward Mexico, and this 
lack of guidance often seemed to frustrate General Scott, who tried to solicit 
instructions from Washington but was continually rebuffed. The secretary of 
war issued “nary a response,” giving only a “startle” to his requests for more 
instructions.52 The secretary actually returned Scott’s orders, viewing them as 
“too explosive for handling.” Scott later recalled that the attorney generals 
also appeared to be “stricken with legal dumbness” on these issues, with Scott 
observing that political leaders in Washington appeared to be “alarmed at the 
proposition of establishing martial law, even in a foreign country, occupied by 
American troops,” thus leaving him alone in “darkness on the subject.”

General Scott took matters into his own hands, setting the stage for the 
conduct of basic reconstruction by developing a framework for maintaining 
law and order in the country. He showed determination to rein in his own 
troops, believing that “men free at home must maintain the honor of freed 
men when abroad.”53 Absent guidance from Washington, he developed his 
own orders for martial law, General Order 20, which established rules for the 
conduct of American troops and created military commissions to try those 
who failed to abide by these rules.54 These commissions had jurisdiction over 
cases involving both Americans and Mexicans, but military authorities per-
mitted some Mexican courts to retain control and jurisdiction over Mexican 
citizens, and commanding generals tried to support Mexican police when 
possible.55 Another aspect of Scott’s initial efforts to establish rule of law 
included addressing the repercussions of the decision by Mexican leader 
Antonio López de Santa Anna to release thousands of criminals from prisons. 
Scott took immediate actions to quell the resulting violence, warning local 
administrators that whole blocks of homes would be destroyed if the looting 
were allowed to continue.56 One author notes that “nearly all infractions of 
good behavior were quickly and severely punished.”57

General Scott appeared sensitive to winning the “hearts and minds” of the 
Mexican people. Although offi cials in Washington ordered him to levy taxes 
on Mexicans in occupied areas, he was reluctant to comply, believing that such 
actions could destroy efforts to win the friendship of the inhabitants.58 Overall, 
throughout the Mexican- American War, military leaders in California, New 
Mexico, and Mexico worked to establish stricter controls over American troops 
(e.g., he prohibited the sale of liquor to soldiers) in an effort to foster peaceful 
relations between the military governments and the populace.

The absence of guidance also produced tensions among American offi -
cials.59 When Colonel Kearny arrived in California, he had assumed that he 
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would control the territory as military governor, since Secretary Marcy had 
made him responsible for the establishment of “temporary civil government.”60 
However, US Navy forces had actually arrived in the region fi rst. Cdre. John 
Drake Sloat raised the American fl ag on July 7, 1846, and prepared to estab-
lish a civil administration in Upper California.61 President Polk resolved the 
issue of control in favor of Colonel Kearny, maintaining that a military offi cer 
on land should deal with the administration of the territory.62 Kearny served 
as military governor until May 1847. Upon his departure Kearny appointed 
the senior military offi cer, Col. R. B. Mason, as his replacement.

The establishment of law and order in Mexico and the new territories 
allowed Colonel Kearny and General Scott to focus on rebuilding key politi-
cal and economic structures. In New Mexico and California, the army sought 
to abolish Mexican levers of control and replace them with new institutions 
to prepare for the integration of these territories into the United States. In 
Mexico, Scott established military governments in key cities before he signed 
a peace treaty with Mexico. His goal was not the absorption of Mexico into 
the US, but the restoration of stability and the creation of conditions to pro-
mote the emergence of a Mexican leader to replace Santa Anna. Such a 
change of political leadership in Mexico would ostensibly force Mexico’s hand 
to accede to a transfer of New Mexico and Upper California to the US. As he 
conquered specifi c cities and established order, Scott provided a framework for 
improved civil government by creating new export and import laws, judiciary 
systems, and tax systems.63 In all three regions, army offi cials sought to keep 
indigenous administrators in place.

The army oversaw varying degrees of political change in each territory. 
The most fundamental took place in the two territories slated to become a 
part of the Union. In New Mexico and California, army offi cers established 
temporary governments that, in turn, provided the foundation for transform-
ing these territories into permanent states.64 Secretary Marcy wanted to 
ensure that changes were undertaken with “the presumed consent of the 
governed,” as opposed to military fi at.65 Thus, the military governments in 
New Mexico and California created territorial legislatures and organized and 
held elections. They also supervised local offi cials to ensure the application of 
relevant US laws to the region and worked with local offi cials as long as they 
swore loyalty to the Constitution.66

The establishment of a new legal system to govern each soon- to- be state 
was central to preparing each territory for accession to the Union. This task 
fell to army offi cers as well. In New Mexico, a volunteer colonel, Alexander 
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Doniphan, produced a territorial constitution, a bill of rights, provisions for 
trial by jury, and other laws.67 Doniphan’s work culminated in the “Kearny 
Code,” which provided the foundation for New Mexico’s statehood in 1912.68 
In California, military offi cials oversaw the election of municipal offi cials, and 
the military governor appointed municipal offi cials when necessary. In addi-
tion, the military government in California took full control over the local 
magistrates (the alcaldes), who had exerted signifi cant power in California 
under Mexican rule. In Mexico, General Scott did not undertake wholesale 
political reform, but he did exert infl uence over the shape and character of 
local governments in cities under his control. In certain Mexican cities, local 
Mexican offi cials retained their power, but in others Scott dissolved stubborn 
city councils and appointed new ones. As would be the case in future gover-
nance operations, the United States sought to transfer the burden of main-
taining law and order from its own soldiers to local forces. Scott worked with 
Mexican authorities to create indigenous Mexican police forces of some 
twenty- fi ve armed and mounted men to work with American military police 
and to protect their towns against robbers; Mexicans were also permitted to 
arrest drunken American soldiers.69

Army offi cials also dealt directly with economic matters, often on their 
own because orders from Washington took so long to arrive. Owing to con-
cerns about fi nancing the occupations, the military governments in New 
Mexico, California, and Mexico focused on issues related to the revision of 
duties and taxes and adjusting the import and export systems.70 Secretary of 
War Marcy’s instructions allowed the imposition of only light duties on the 
inhabitants, since he hoped to win over locals. But President Polk eventually 
supported an increase in duties to shift the burden of the occupation away 
from the army. Military offi cers assumed control over civil tax collectors and 
continued to supervise their accounts even after the fi nal peace treaty with 
Mexico was signed. In California, the military governor created a special 
“civil fund” from customs duties that was used to defray some government 
expenses. In Mexico, General Scott also created a new system of taxation for 
the occupied areas, allowing military government offi cials to collect revenues 
from tobacco, gold, and silver. There was insuffi cient time for Scott to develop 
a long- term reform plan for the economy, although his efforts suggested that 
he sought to do so: In some Mexican cities, the military government created 
chambers of commerce. Scott’s troops also undertook projects to improve 
public health, mainly by cleaning water supplies and streets to reduce the 
spread of disease.
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By the spring of 1847, US domestic political pressure to end the Mexican- 
American War and transition away from military government to a civilian 
one was growing. President Polk appointed an emissary, a State Department 
offi cial and former law clerk, Nicholas P. Trist, to begin negotiations to end 
the war.71 Polk’s decision to send a civilian emissary was not surprising, given 
his negative views of many of his top military commanders in the region. Polk 
wrote that General Taylor seemed to “act as a regular solider, whose only duty 
it is to obey orders . . . [without possessing] the resources and grasp of mind 
suited to the responsibilities of his position.”72 Trist’s arrival sparked tensions 
with General Scott, who had requested that the president spare him “the 
personal dishonor of being again required to obey the orders of the chief clerk 
of the State Department.”73 Scott was wary of Trist’s close relationship with 
the president and of anyone who might degrade his authority in the theater, 
believing that operations in hostile environments should be left to the mili-
tary commander. Scott disagreed substantively with several of Trist’s positions, 
and when Trist arrived in the theater, Scott initially refused to see him. Even-
tually, however, the two developed a working relationship and managed, 
through military coercion and diplomatic persuasion, to bring the Mexicans 
to the negotiating table. The United States and Mexico signed the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo in February 1848. It required the withdrawal from Mexico 
of the remaining US forces, ceded Upper California and New Mexico to the 
United States, and recognized US claims over Texas. Scott departed Mexico 
in February 1848, turning over command to Maj. Gen. William Butler, who 
served until June 1848, which was when the new Mexican president, José 
Joaquín de Herrera, entered offi ce.

Following the treaty, the military governments in New Mexico and Cali-
fornia remained in place to serve as transitory organizations until the territo-
ries could become part of the Union. Tensions relating to civil- military 
coordination also emerged and proved to be similar to the kinds of coordina-
tion problems that would emerge in future governance operations. The prob-
lem was that as new civil administrators gained power and as elections were 
held, their relationship to the existing military government became unclear. 
In California, given the absence of a “properly appointed civil governor, the 
commanding offi cer [remained] ex offi cio civil governor of the country.”74 Col-
onel Mason, who was the military governor and tactical commander of all 
military forces in the territory, tried to preserve unity of command but also 
wanted to avoid tensions with civilians. He thus ordered military command-
ers to assist civil administrators, although he made clear that fi nal authority 
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should rest with the military. Until Congress accepted these states into the 
Union, the military governor had to balance the wishes of the inhabitants 
with his desire to retain authority.75 Mason’s successor, Brig. Gen. Bennet 
Riley was also operating without clear instructions regarding his authority in 
the region and called himself an “executive of the existing civil government” 
in order to offset concerns about military authority.76 As military governor, 
however, he played a central role in the creation of a civil government and the 
organization of elections to prepare California for statehood. Riley made it 
clear that the people “were now called upon to form a government for them-
selves.”77 Following his oversight of the development of a new state constitu-
tion in November 1849, the military governor yielded his authority to the fi rst 
elected governor of the state, Peter Burnett.78

In New Mexico, instability unfolded after the peace treaty until one unifi ed 
government could be established among the various factions vying for power. 
A new territorial government was created there in March 1851, followed by 
the cessation of the civil- military functions of the commanding offi cer.79 The 
new legislature adopted many parts of the original Kearny Code, and once the 
US Congress resolved its concerns about admitting a new nonslave state into 
the Union, New Mexico offi cially became a part of the Union. Although the 
situations differed among Mexico and the territories, all three cases involved 
the challenge of establishing new authorities and revealed tensions over the 
transition from military to civilian control. The governance operations con-
ducted as part of the Mexican- American War consolidated military gains by 
shaping the transition to a stable civil order. Some military and civilian lead-
ers seemed to recognize this. General Kearny’s comments to his troops about 
how to treat the inhabitants of California, as well as the secretary of war’s 
instructions to his generals, refl ected an appreciation of President Polk’s 
broader strategic purpose—the hope that by treating noncombatants as 
friends and transforming these territories to refl ect the principles that gov-
erned the United States, the chances of going to war again would be reduced, 
and stability along America’s borders would be improved. American political 
leaders were sensitive to the idea that the new territories represented con-
quests and took steps to achieve local buy- in from the inhabitants, suggesting 
that the goal was not merely combat victory, but a broader strategic victory 
rooted in the transformation of these regions into political systems compatible 
with democracy and, ultimately, US interests.

The longer- term presence of US Army forces in New Mexico and Califor-
nia consolidated President Polk’s strategic goals at the outset of the war. 
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Although General Scott’s goals and accomplishments were more limited, 
many of his experiences with governance operations in Mexico would reoc-
cur in subsequent operations. Scott recognized the link between rule of law 
and stability and reconstruction, and his orders to keep his troops under 
control and to be sensitive to the concerns of local inhabitants were import-
ant in establishing this link. He also applied the principle of indirect rule, 
allowing Mexican civil administrators to remain in place, overseen by US 
Army personnel.

THE CIVIL WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION

In addition to preserving the Union, President Abraham Lincoln’s political 
objectives in the Civil War aimed to change the political, social, and eco-
nomic character of the South. The US Army’s conduct of governance opera-
tions served as the critical operational link for achieving this objective, not 
only through the defeat of Confederate forces but also through the creation of 
new governments that would form the foundation for a new political and 
economic order. President Lincoln’s electoral victory in 1860—achieved with-
out the electoral votes of the Southern states—put the North and South on a 
collision course. In his fi rst inaugural address, the president reiterated his view 
that the US Constitution did not permit secession and that the Union must 
remain whole. Lincoln believed that the “central idea of secession is the 
essence of anarchy,” and he warned against the “destruction of our national 
fabric.” On April 15, 1861, years of increasing tensions between the North and 
South culminated in the fi rst battle between federal and Confederate troops 
at Fort Sumter in South Carolina.

Three phases of governance operations took place during the Civil War.80 
The fi rst period coincided with the appointment of Lincoln’s war governors, 
from about 1862 to 1865, and occurred in tandem with intensifying combat 
operations. The second period of governance took place from 1865 to 1867, 
after combat operations between the North and South had formally ended. 
This period was characterized by the appointment of President Johnson’s 
provisional governors throughout the South. The third period began after 
Congress passed the Reconstruction Acts in 1867, largely as a reaction to the 
perceived leniency of Johnson’s provisional governments. Many argued that 
Johnson’s soft policies would undermine the combat victories of the war by 
endangering the nascent Unionist governments in the South. In this last 
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period, the congressional acts directed the military to institute harsh military 
governments, and federal forces were used to enforce political, economic, and 
social change on an unrepentant and militarily defeated South.

In the fi rst period, as federal troops advanced south in 1862, Lincoln 
appointed war governors in Arkansas, Tennessee, Louisiana, and North Car-
olina to protect Union troops, reestablish order, and create new governments. 
Despite the emergence of the Confederate States of America, President Lin-
coln continued to believe that most Southerners would not support the Con-
federacy and that only a few leaders were responsible for steering Southerners 
onto the wrong path. As a result, he believed that the establishment of mili-
tary governments in a few strategic states could provide Unionists in the 
South with focal points around which to rally for new state governments.81 
The president’s decision to give the army governance tasks was a strategic one: 
The pressure and direction provided by military forces could reshape local 
governments and undercut political support for the Confederacy. Thus, fed-
eral forces entered the South in 1862 with two roles: as agents of political 
change through the conduct of governance operations and as coercive instru-
ments of military force to use as necessary.

Several army leaders shared Lincoln’s view that military governments in 
the South could help to “reeducate” the populace and convince it to rejoin 
the Union.82 Although Maj. Gen. George McClellan would later advocate 
overwhelming force against the South, his early hope was to avoid unneces-
sarily antagonizing civilians.83 McClellan believed that Union troops should 
treat unarmed inhabitants in a way that would not widen “the breach existing 
between us and the rebels.”84 Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck, then the com-
manding general in Missouri, also initially favored a conciliatory approach, 
issuing strict orders against the destruction of private property by Union 
troops, urging them to “show our fellow- citizens . . . that we come merely to 
crush out rebellion and to restore peace and the benefi ts of the Constitution 
and the Union.”85 Maj. Gen. Benjamin Butler, commanding general of the 
Department of the Gulf, believed initially that many in the South were “tired 
and weary” and would “gladly return their allegiance” if their acts could be 
forgiven.86

Many of the military governors during this phase were civilians who had 
been given the rank of brigadier generals. President Lincoln appointed 
Andrew Johnson military governor of Tennessee just two weeks after Maj. 
Gen. Don Carlos Buell’s troops entered the city. The president also appointed 
John Phelps military governor of Arkansas, Edward Stanley military governor 
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of North Carolina, and George F. Shepley military governor of Louisiana. 
Lincoln and his war governors tried to explain the political aims of the mili-
tary governments with the hope that further confl ict could be avoided. Secre-
tary of War Edwin M. Stanton’s instructions to one military governor were to 
“re- establish the authority of the Federal Government [in the state of North 
Carolina] and provide the means of maintaining the peace and security to the 
loyal inhabitants of that State until they shall be able to establish a civil gov-
ernment.”87 In early 1862 General Buell issued a general order that refl ected his 
view that the Union’s occupation in Nashville would spur Unionist sentiments 
throughout the state. He reminded people that we were “in arms, not for the 
purpose of invading the rights of our fellow- countrymen anywhere, but to 
maintain the integrity of the Union and protect the Constitution under 
which its people have been prosperous and happy.”88

Two broad sets of instructions guided the war governors and the military 
commanders in this early governance period. First, the Lieber Code included 
rules and regulations regarding the treatment of civilians in the theater. Sec-
ond, Lincoln’s Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction, also known as 
the “10 percent plan,” offered some strategic direction by outlining the steps 
required of each state for readmittance into the Union.89 In the second period 
of governance, during the early Johnson years, the president’s proclamations of 
1865 also included instructions on allowing amnesties and overseeing oaths of 
loyalty and pardons. Army personnel played a key role guiding the transition 
to new civil authorities during the 1861–67 period, with the war governors 
and the tactical commanders responsible for developing many of the specifi c 
operational details of implementing measures. Some offi cers were uncomfort-
able with these tasks. General Butler in New Orleans complained that he had 
not heard from anyone in the War Department since he had left Washington 
and that while “leaving me to my own discretion is suffi ciently complimentary, 
it [was] embarrassing enough [given] all the responsibilities of my position.”90

As during the Mexican- American War, a recurring issue that shaped the 
military governments of 1862–65 was the problem of how to establish a bal-
ance of power between the theater commander and the leader of the civil 
governments (fi rst the war governors and then the provisional governors). 
Although Lincoln’s war governors were civilians, they exerted control over 
federal forces and could direct federal troops to support the new government 
and protect themselves. This often led to clashes with the military theater 
commander because in effect two sets of federal troops existed—one under 
the military governor’s authority and the other set reporting to the theater 
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commander. The division of authority in the theater, creating two chains of 
command over troops, was not popular. Commanding generals understand-
ably preferred to focus on combat and resisted the diversion of troops to meet 
the requirements of the military governors. One historian observed that 
“fi ghting generals believed that military objectives should come fi rst: win the 
war and then worry about the political ramifi cations later.”91 Overall, Union 
commanders believed that competing jurisdictions adversely affected the war 
effort.92

General Halleck had “always opposed the origination of civico- military 
[sic] government, under civilians,” as it merely embarrassed the military gov-
ernment “without effecting any good.”93 In Tennessee, friction emerged 
between military governor Johnson and Buell, the commanding general. 
Johnson had received few specifi c instructions on how to create a new civil 
government, and he insisted on having some troops at his command, includ-
ing his own “governor’s guard.”94 Although Buell reassured Johnson that 
Buell’s troops would comply with Johnson’s requests, the commanding general 
made it clear that any troop movements “must of course be dependent on the 
plan of military operations against the enemy.”95 Only Secretary of War Stan-
ton’s intervention managed to resolve the matter. The secretary reassured 
Johnson that he had instructed the army to place adequate military forces 
under Johnson’s command.96 Buell continued to protest against this division 
of authority and argued that the establishment of the civil government might 
not be necessary at all. Tensions continued between Johnson and Buell’s suc-
cessor, Maj. Gen. William S. Rosecrans, and the army decided to divide 
responsibilities between Rosecrans, who would manage military matters, and 
Johnson, who would have oversight over most other civil affairs.97

As the war progressed, problems stemming from crossed chains of com-
mand continued, with inconsistencies in the way that disputes were resolved. 
An ad hoc approach emerged, with military offi cers clarifying lines of author-
ity through negotiation or by appealing to offi cials in Washington directly. In 
Louisiana, the authority of General Butler eventually supplanted George F. 
Shepley’s authority as military governor.98 Because he had not received spe-
cifi c guidance from the War Department, Butler used his discretion and suc-
ceeded in building a political party in Louisiana that formed the basis of a 
civilian government.99 Similar tensions resurfaced when Maj. Gen. Nathaniel 
Banks replaced Butler. Banks, as the new commanding general of the Depart-
ment of the Gulf, reminded the military governor, Shepley, that powers 
between the two should be clearly divided. He believed that although Shepley 
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had jurisdiction over matters related to the state government, the command-
ing general should have control over military appointments and matters of 
military policy. Banks thus rejected Shepley’s appointment of a provost mar-
shal, since the provost marshal was “an offi cer of purely military character.”100 
Banks relieved Shepley’s choice and, with Lincoln’s support, managed to shift 
more power to himself. Governor Shepley subsequently resigned. In Tennes-
see, Maj. Gen. William Tecumseh Sherman, the commander of the Army of 
Tennessee, disputed the rationale behind the creation of separate civil gov-
ernments. He argued that the organization of civil governments merely “com-
plicates the game” and that “all the Southern States will need a pure military 
Government for years after resistance has ceased.”101 Sherman gradually tried 
to increase military jurisdiction over the city, and Banks’s successor, Maj. 
Gen. Stephen Hurlbut, transferred local judicial functions to a military com-
mission in February 1863.102

These types of disputes over unity of command persisted after 1865. Andrew 
Johnson assumed the presidency determined to preserve direct presidential 
control over Reconstruction. Through June 1865, he issued a series of procla-
mations for provisional governors, launching a complicated program for 
Reconstruction by executive fi at.103 With the support of military commanders, 
Johnson’s provisional governors would oversee the election of state and federal 
offi cials. The president believed that since eight states had ratifi ed the amend-
ment to abolish slavery, the South was showing its desire to renew its alle-
giance to the federal government. The president and his supporters, such as 
the commanding general of the army, Ulysses Grant, believed that reform was 
progressing fairly well.104

Maj. Gen. John M. Schofi eld hoped to preserve unity of command by 
allowing the military governor and the provisional governor to be the same 
person. President Johnson, however, chose a divided system, with a civilian 
serving as governor and a military commander aiding the governor.105 Not 
surprisingly, disputes continued. In South Carolina the provisional gover-
nor, Benjamin F. Perry, assumed offi ce hoping to restore power to all civil 
and municipal offi cers in the state. However, the tactical commander, Maj. 
Gen. Quincy Gillmore, was unclear about the extent of Governor Perry’s 
authority and voiced his objections to the War Department, complaining 
that Perry had abolished martial law.106 Eventually the secretary of war was 
forced to resolve the issue and did so in favor of the civil authorities. The 
provisional governor and military commander tried to resolve future dis-
putes by themselves, eventually achieving, according to Maj. Gen. George 
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Meade, “a harmonious cooperation of the civil and military authorities of 
the State.”107

The creation of yet another new authority in the South, the Provost Mar-
shal General (PMG), further complicated the chain of command.108 The 
PMG became a new bureau in the War Department in 1863. Its initial focus 
was on enforcing new national conscription policies and administering loyalty 
oaths. Col. James Fry served as the fi rst provost marshal general, and his rep-
resentatives throughout the South—provost marshals of a town or a city—
reported directly to him, bypassing the tactical commanders. The provost 
marshal in a town was an important and powerful fi gure, responsible for 
administering laws and exercising all law enforcement duties, including that 
of judge and sheriff. The PMG maintained internal security with special cav-
alry and infantry detachments, which were sometimes augmented by Union 
military troops. Some Civil War experts believed that the PMG represented a 
new cadre of politicians in the South. Overall, the powerful provost marshals, 
existing civil administrators, and tactical forces created competing lines of 
authority in the theater.

The provost marshals in the South played a large role in dealing with one 
of the army’s central governance challenges—how to deal with existing 
Confederate administrators and how to administer oaths of loyalties. It would 
have been impracticable to force all Confederates out of power. The chal-
lenge was to balance between federal supervision and conciliation and real 
change in the political character of the Southern governments. From 1863 to 
1865, there were many debates about the way to handle Confederate admin-
istrators and no consistent policies. While the principle of indirect rule did, 
in a sense, prevail during the early Reconstruction period, it was a diffi cult 
policy to administer. General Butler in New Orleans oversaw an oath policy 
that treated those who refused to express loyalty to the Union as enemies 
of the United States, and he exiled them behind rebel lines.109 In Tennessee, 
the war governor (then Andrew Johnson) and the theater commander (Gen-
eral Rosecrans) undertook new elections, with Union offi cers overseeing 
oaths of loyalty. Under elections for a new constitutional convention, slavery 
was outlawed, and acts of the previous secessionist governments were declared 
void.110

During the 1862–67 period, the theater commanders wielded great discre-
tion over policy matters. As during the army’s earlier experiences in the 
Mexican- American War, they exerted a great deal of power over policy issues 
largely because Washington did not provide much guidance. Indeed, this was 
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a refl ection of divisions in Washington over how to treat the South. President 
Lincoln preferred to avoid direct interference with his commanders in the 
fi eld, informing General Banks in Louisiana that while he knew “what I would 
be glad for Louisiana to do, it is quite a different thing for me to assume 
direction of the matter.”111 Lincoln stated, “My policy is to have no policy.”112 
Conservative Northerners believed that the full rights of a belligerent should 
be extended to the South, while radicals argued that Confederates should be 
treated as criminals.

Military authorities navigated between these divergent viewpoints about 
the appropriate character of the military governments. Generally, Andrew 
Johnson in Tennessee agreed with those advocating softer policies, while 
General Butler in New Orleans implemented harsher rule. Union offi cers 
also had wide latitude in administering the Lieber Code. General Halleck 
believed that the application of Lieber’s principles should be left to the judg-
ment of commanders, since they had the most local knowledge.113 General 
Sherman agreed, believing that it was virtually impossible to “lay down 
rules,” and thus, he also left “the whole subject to the local commanders.”114 
When Maj. Gen. Philip Sheridan requested an authoritative decision on 
who could register to vote, General Grant advised him to provide his own 
interpretation of the law until the attorney general could offer an opinion.115 
One historian summarized that it was more appropriate to think of this 
period as a “constellation of policies rather than a single policy” guiding 
federal troops.116

After 1865, several features of Reconstruction in the South emerged. First, 
Union forces engaged in much harsher measures to transform the political 
and economic systems there, following the passage of Congress’s Reconstruc-
tion Acts in 1867. Second, various War Department agencies played active 
roles in the theater in overseeing Reconstruction. Third, Congress passed the 
Reconstruction Acts as a response to President Johnson’s relatively lenient 
approach to the South after 1865. Many congressional Republicans demanded 
a tougher line, arguing that the president’s efforts at reconciliation risked 
abandoning the fruits of victory. Congress asserted its power over the presi-
dent by passing the First and Second Military Reconstruction Acts in March 
1867, which installed much harsher versions of military governments than 
those that had existed previously. The acts voided the legality of governments 
in the ceded states (except Tennessee), placed the South under military rule, 
and specifi ed how states could be readmitted to the Union.117
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The fi rst act divided the ten Southern states into fi ve military districts, 
with a general offi cer appointed by the president to command each district. 
This offi cer would maintain order, protect individuals, and establish a military 
commission to administer justice if civil tribunals proved ineffective. The 
second act outlined the mechanics of registering voters and holding constitu-
tional conventions. A third act in July allowed district commanders to remove 
civil offi cials if necessary. Congress also passed the army appropriations bill, 
which marked an unprecedented effort to require the president and the secre-
tary of war to transmit all orders through the commanding general of the 
army. The bitter debate over the Reconstruction Acts suggested that differing 
views over how to administer the South would no longer be acceptable and 
that Washington would now demand adherence to a more consistent policy to 
shape the character of the newly emerging governments.

Three main War Department agencies in the theater controlled and over-
saw various aspects of Reconstruction: the PMG, the commanders of each 
military district, and the War Department’s Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, 
and Abandoned Lands (the Freedmen’s Bureau). The Freedmen’s Bureau, 
created in March 1865, became a symbol of the Union army’s role in the dis-
mantling and rebuilding of political life in the South. The bureau’s mission 
was to assist black refugees in the wartime South.118 Its commissioner, Brig. 
Gen. Oliver O. Howard, oversaw the administration of relief, hospitals, and 
medical aid, as well as the administration of educational and justice systems.119 
Though controversial, the bureau gave the army a central role in implement-
ing and consolidating some of the strategic objectives for which the war was 
fought. The bureau’s relationship to the War Department and theater com-
manders was complicated. On paper, bureau commanders were senior to most 
occupation forces, but in reality military offi cers were pulled between tactical 
commanders and their obligations to the bureau.120 Overall, there was little 
centralized control over the bureau, which was staffed by a mixture of military 
(predominantly) and civilian offi cials. Some offi cers and personnel pursued 
more radical agendas, and others chose to focus on preserving a baseline of 
law and order.121

The Freedmen’s Bureau also sought to improve and reform educational 
opportunities for blacks by improving literacy and, ultimately, their employ-
ment opportunities.122 In Florida, Maj. Gen. John Pope oversaw the imposition 
of a special tax to improve educational opportunities for blacks and even 
worked to ensure that the state’s education superintendent was a qualifi ed 
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administrator.123 In New Orleans, occupying forces ensured that its public 
school system continued operations and imported Northern textbooks so that 
schools would no longer serve as “nurseries of treason.”124 Results were decid-
edly mixed, but Union troops were deeply involved in this task.

Under the Reconstruction Acts, federal troops in the South protected 
civilian populations, oversaw and administered new courts, undertook police 
functions, and regulated trade. Although the acts provided some guidance for 
federal troops, as in previous governance experiences, the preferences of indi-
vidual military governors played a large role in the implementation of specifi c 
tasks.125 Overall, two tasks dominated political reform after 1867: the installa-
tion and the protection of the new governments. Union troops administered, 
supervised, and installed Republican governments in the South and then 
tried to protect them from violence, as opponents of the governments sought 
to subvert the new leaders.126 About 40 percent of the army was involved in 
Reconstruction- related activities.127 Although federal forces had undertaken 
these types of tasks before the Reconstruction Acts, the intensity of their 
involvement in political and economic reconstruction increased, as did the 
South’s resentment.

Federal forces also oversaw the reconstruction of the region’s judicial sys-
tem. Military authorities established military commissions, provost courts, 
and civil courts, advancing some judicial reforms.128 Commanding generals 
exerted almost full control over occupied areas, including the punishment of 
civilians. Three types of court systems emerged, creating confusion due to 
overlapping authorities.129 The court- martial system focused on offenses com-
mitted by Union forces and was guided by articles of war and army rules and 
regulations. It did not have jurisdiction over civilians. Military commissions 
were similar to courts- martial but not guided by statute law. The authority of 
military commissions derived from the theater commander, and he could 
decide to try civilians if they had committed offenses within the martial law 
system. In addition to these two types of courts, the Union army created pro-
vost courts. These provost courts fell under the PMG staff that was attached 
to each Union army corps. As noted, the PMG focused on internal security 
and oversaw the creation of new police structures.

As new civil governments emerged, federal troops sought to improve the 
general welfare and infrastructure in the region. Many structures and utilities 
that had been built initially for use by the Union military governments were 
transferred back to civilian authorities. To address health- related problems, 
Union troops instituted rules to control communicable diseases such as small-
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pox by prohibiting large assemblies of people, instituting strict cleanliness 
regulations, and in some places overseeing compulsory vaccination pro-
grams.130 Union troops also tackled economic issues related to labor, trade, 
and fi nance.131 Part of this was necessary because before the Reconstruction 
Acts, trade with the South had been prohibited. Union troops had to institute 
and enforce new taxation systems and establish rules for the employment of 
large numbers of freedmen, ensuring that labor contracts for them were fair.132 
Union generals also oversaw banks in the South and forced those that had 
been paying debts in Confederate currency to switch to US coins. In addition, 
during the Reconstruction period, the War Department became very involved 
in land- reform issues and worked to improve the ownership of land by blacks, 
although successes in this area were limited.133

The American Civil War marked the army’s most extensive experiences 
with governance operations, a situation that would remain true until World 
War II. Despite almost fourteen years of governance operations in the South, 
from 1862 to 1877, the results of Reconstruction were decidedly mixed. 
Although by 1870, Republican governments had emerged throughout the 
South, virtually all of these governments were replaced by Southern Demo-
cratic governments. The Freedmen’s Bureau was abolished in 1872. One his-
torian of the period wrote that after the departure of Union troops, Republicans 
were “abandoned to their own meager devices against the overwhelmingly 
and increasingly impatient white Democracy.”134 Despite the efforts of the 
Union army to implement the political goals of the war—the transformation 
of Southern society through the election of new governments and the inclu-
sion of the eleven Confederate states into the Union—the staying power of 
this new system was weak. When Ulysses Grant became president, he contin-
ued to aim for this objective and believed in the need to implement the laws 
set forth by Congress in the Reconstruction Acts.

During Civil War, the US Army was an army pulled by two divergent polit-
ical viewpoints. The Reconstruction Acts that were passed by Congress over 
the president’s opposition required Union troops to pursue policies opposed by 
their commander in chief. This weakening of the president’s authority upset 
some army offi cers. General Butler believed that the attempt “to degrade the 
Executive, by transferring his duties to subordinate military Commanders, 
must open the eyes of the people to the intolerable usurpations of a factious 
and fanatical Congress.”135 The secretary of the navy believed “almost the 
whole of the Military offi cers have, under the manipulation of the war depart-
ment, been persuaded that the administration is in Congress—the Executive 
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is of little account.”136 The broader transformation of society in the South 
involved more than the military alone could manage or implement. While 
federal forces implemented many of the laws passed by political authorities, 
supporting political, social, and economic changes took much longer to evolve. 
Reconstruction did not protect blacks in the South in the near to medium 
term. Indeed, many argue that violence against blacks increased as Southern 
whites became threatened by their liberty.

In judging the fi nal outcome of governance operations in the South, a 
central consideration is whether the army was tasked to implement policy 
that required much longer- term social change than the limited presence of 
US military forces could ever accomplish. Southern Democrats were deter-
mined to weaken the new governments, and although federal forces were 
enforcing federal laws, they could not do so indefi nitely. Moreover, opponents 
of Reconstruction became increasingly willing to use violence, particularly 
after 1870, when it became clearer that federal forces would depart.137

A central issue was whether the failures of Reconstruction were due to a 
failure in implementation or a failure to understand the political forces that 
Reconstruction had unleashed and to develop a strategy to deal with these 
forces. Governance operations were central in trying to achieve President 
Lincoln’s strategic objectives vis- à- vis the South, even if in the end, they fell 
short. Several themes related to governance operations emerged during this 
period and would return in later operations. First, the army’s extensive role 
in politics generated controversy and concern among both military and 
civilian leaders. This issue would emerge again during the Spanish- American 
War and World War II, when political leaders also gave the army broad powers 
of governance. The Reconstruction Acts created two governments: military 
and civil. Both were considered provisional until new state constitutions were 
framed, and each state was admitted to representation in Congress. Part of 
Johnson’s deep opposition to these acts stemmed from his concern that such 
power in the hands of the army was in confl ict with the Constitution.138 Indi-
viduals such as Attorney General Henry Stanbery argued that the Recon-
struction Acts meant “military offi cers were not required to obey the opinion 
of any civil offi cers of the United States.”139 Some army leaders shared these 
concerns about the military’s involvement in politics. When Maj. Gen. Win-
fi eld Scott Hancock assumed command in New Orleans in November 1867, 
he issued General Order No. 40, stating that the “the military power should 
cease to lead and the civil administration [should] resume its natural and 
rightful domination.”140
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Thus, Johnson tried to separate the offi ces of the provisional governors and 
the military governors, rejecting the military’s advice to unite the two for the 
sake of effi ciency.141 This duality created tensions throughout the war. Gover-
nance operations revealed the need to balance “military necessity”—the 
requirements of the tactical commander—with those of the military govern-
ments, which were focused on political and economic reconstruction. During 
the 1862–65 period, President Lincoln’s military governors and command-
ing generals sparred often over appropriate priorities. The “fi ghting generals 
believed that military objectives should come fi rst: win the war and then worry 
about the political ramifi cations later.”142 This view persisted throughout the 
war, and some of Lincoln’s military governors resigned because of frustration. 
Third, during the Civil War, governance operations took place alongside com-
bat operations—a development that would unfold in subsequent wars.

Following the Civil War, the army demobilized to such an extent that sup-
plies and material were reduced to minimum levels. The War Department 
reported that much of its transportation and equipment was “insuffi cient for 
any important military operation.”143 Secretary of War Russell Alger wrote 
that for thirty years before the Spanish- American War, the army had “become 
quite fi xed in the narrow grooves of peace.”144 By early 1898, the War Depart-
ment’s primary focus shifted to improving its capacity to mobilize, train, and 
equip its regular and volunteer forces. The army numbered about twenty-eight 
thousand men, offi cers and enlisted, with most scattered in regiments around 
the nation.145

THE SPANISH- AMERICAN WAR

On the eve of the war against Spain, US political leaders anticipated that a 
political transformation of the Spanish territories would be required, although 
it was several weeks after the outbreak of war before specifi c discussions about 
the army’s role in achieving this objective took place. Initially US offi cials did 
not contemplate the need for a large expeditionary army to invade the Span-
ish colonies. Although the newly elected president, William McKinley, sup-
ported the growing independence movement in Cuba, he assumed offi ce in 
1898 reluctant to challenge Spain’s control over the island. US recognition of 
the Cuban insurgents risked the involvement of other European powers.146 
President McKinley tried to mitigate growing internal tensions in Cuba 
through diplomatic channels, still hoping to avoid the “terrible calamity” of a 
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war against Spain. The president’s efforts did not succeed, and eventually 
congressional pressures spurred him to consider more decisive action.147

The publication of the infamous “De Lôme letter” and the sinking of the 
battleship Maine in February 1898 undermined the possibility of a diplomatic 
solution to the crisis.148 Following the destruction of the Maine, the navy 
instructed Cdre. George Dewey to prepare to destroy the Spanish fl eet in 
Philippine waters. Congress passed the 50 Million Dollar Act to raise appro-
priations for the army and navy and authorized an increase in army strength.149 
In April 1898, it passed the Teller Amendment, which declared Cuba inde-
pendent, called for the withdrawal of Spain, and authorized steps to expel the 
Spanish if needed. The Teller Amendment explicitly noted that the United 
States would undertake the political transformation of Cuba but forbade the 
annexation of the island, stating that the US would liberate Cuba and that 
once “pacifi cation” was achieved control of the island would transfer back to 
its inhabitants.150 Although McKinley disavowed any intentions to exercise 
sovereignty or jurisdiction over the island, he believed that Cuba would likely 
have to pass through a period of American tutelage. In addition, the presi-
dent’s special envoy to Cuba acknowledged that the US would probably “have 
to accept the ownership and responsible management of Cuba in order to 
establish permanent peace in the island.”151 There seemed to be less explicit 
discussions among political and military leaders about what would likely 
unfold in the Philippines. In the event of a war against Spain, the navy 
planned to concentrate its forces on Spain’s outlying possessions in order to 
give the army time to mobilize its strength for campaigns in Cuba and the 
Philippines.152 Naval planners believed that the war would be fought for the 
independence of Cuba and that command of the sea would be critical for 
victory.153

On April 25, 1898, Washington formally declared war on Spain, and a 
series of cabinet meetings took place to consider campaign plans. The army’s 
commanding general, Nelson Miles, believed that the army should focus its 
support on the navy by placing artillery to command the harbor of Santiago 
de Cuba.154 General Miles argued that troops should move west along the 
Cuban coast, capture ports along the way, supply the insurgents, and eventu-
ally move the large American cavalry into Cuba’s interior. Miles initially 
sidestepped planning for a longer- term role of the army in Cuba because his 
primary focus was on avoiding the deployment of troops there during the 
summer “sickly season.” His main concern was to protect army soldiers from 
tropical diseases, and he argued consistently that deploying troops during the 
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summer would be “extremely hazardous.”155 On April 15, the mobilization of 
troops began in New Orleans, Tampa, and Mobile. Following the navy’s rela-
tively quick victory over the Spanish fl eet in Santiago harbor, Brig. Gen. 
William Shafter received instructions to sail with his troops to Cuba.

Governance operations began before Spain formally surrendered in August 
1898 because US Army personnel faced the challenge of reestablishing polit-
ical order in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines while engaged in varying 
degrees of combat. In the preliminary protocol signed by the United States 
and Spain at the end the war, Spain agreed to cede Puerto Rico to the US and 
relinquish its sovereignty over Cuba. Peace talks would seek to resolve the 
status of the Philippines, but in the interim army forces conducted combat as 
well as governance tasks. Army commanders in all three places issued proc-
lamations to explain the purpose of US forces there. These proclamations 
were based on guidance issued by President McKinley on May 19, which 
was the fi rst clear guidance related to governance operations in the Spanish- 
American War.156

Although the army benefi ted from this general guidance regarding the 
establishment of new governments in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philip-
pines, army commanders were responsible for its implementation, which left 
them much leeway. Similar to Secretary of War Marcy’s guidance during the 
Mexican- American War, President McKinley’s guidance provided a frame-
work for governance operations but left the operational details of managing 
the transition away from the Spanish administrations in Cuba and Puerto 
Rico to army offi cers in the theater. His instructions explained that the 
army of occupation would have a “twofold purpose”: fi rst, to reduce Spanish 
power and, second, to provide “order and security to the islands while in the 
possession of the United States.” Governance operations served a strategic 
purpose for McKinley, since the president believed that “the fi rst effect of 
the military occupation of the enemy’s territory is the severance of the for-
mer political relations of the inhabitants and the establishment of a new 
political power.”

In Cuba the Spanish surrendered to General Shafter on July 14, 1898. Pres-
ident McKinley’s instruction clarifi ed that the US military commander’s 
power would be “absolute and supreme.” This statement of intentions was 
consistent with the army’s previous governance experiences, when it was quite 
common for the theater commander to clarify the intentions and expecta-
tions of the occupying forces. The army was reluctant to commit large num-
bers to Cuba. General Miles hoped that twenty- fi ve thousand men would 
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suffi ce—in his view the “smallest number that may be required for the preser-
vation of order and the maintenance of military and civil government.”157

Perhaps sensing the diffi culty of the task, Miles asked the secretary of war 
for an auxiliary force of native troops for service in Cuba, the Philippines, and 
Puerto Rico, to assist US troops in the manner of “British forces in Egypt and 
India.”158 Miles remained very concerned about the health of his troops, writ-
ing to the War Department that there was “not a single regiment of regulars 
or volunteers with General Shafter’s command that is not infected” with dis-
ease.159 In November 1898, Secretary of War Alger appointed three volunteer 
regiments as an army of occupation.160 About a month later, the president 
appointed Maj. Gen. John R. Brooke as military governor and commander of 
the War Department’s new Military Division of Cuba. Brooke was “dual- 
hatted” as the supreme civil authority (military governor) and the commander 
of tactical troops on the island. Following Brooke’s assumption of power, the 
president again provided guidance for the occupation. He clarifi ed that Brooke 
served as the president’s direct representative, that the military government in 
Cuba had been established for “non- military” purposes, and that it would be 
temporary, lasting until there was “complete tranquility on the island and a 
stable government [was] inaugurated.161 He also made it clear that the mili-
tary government would give “aid and direction” to Cubans to form their own 
government.162

Guided only by McKinley’s general instructions, General Brooke devel-
oped an organization for military government and a system of civil adminis-
tration. First, he clarifi ed the purpose of the military government to the 
inhabitants of Cuba. His proclamation of January 1, 1899, inaugurated the 
US Military Government of Cuba and described its goal as giving “protec-
tion to the people, security to person and property, to restore confi dence, to 
encourage the people to resume commercial traffi c and to afford full protec-
tion to the exercise of all civil and religious rights.”163 Second, Brooke estab-
lished an organizational structure for the military government. He developed 
two parallel structures—a civil administration and a military division.164 
The civil administration consisted of four departments, each headed by a 
Cuban secretary and composed of both Cuban and American personnel. 
The military governor exerted control over local municipalities through his 
appointments of local Cuban offi cials. Brooke’s military government was 
organized along territorial lines, dividing into seven departments that cor-
responded to the six Cuban provinces and Havana; later it was consolidated 
into four.165
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Not surprisingly, and as before, this dual structure resulted in tensions over 
the appropriate chain of command. At various points during his tenure, Gen-
eral Brooke reduced the functions of his subordinate military commanders 
and placed them under the four civil departments, which resulted in tensions 
between the civilian provincial governors and the military commanders. 
Nevertheless, the immediate tasks of the military government were accom-
plished—the maintenance of order and the provision of relief for the starv-
ing.166 As Brooke consolidated the military government organization, Brig. 
Gen. Leonard Wood, the newly appointed military governor for the Santiago 
region, focused on the problem of establishing law and order as a fi rst step 
toward the improvement of public health.

As the army consolidated political stability in Cuba, President McKinley 
inquired when it could prepare an expeditionary force to “take and hold” 
Puerto Rico.167 By July the War Department was ready to transport there some 
twenty- fi ve thousand men. General Miles sailed to Puerto Rico, landed at 
Guánica on July 25, and without resistance, occupied the port city of Ponce. 
Miles issued a statement that the purpose of the military government in 
Puerto Rico was to sever the “former political relations of the inhabitants” 
and improve the functioning of municipal laws, criminal court systems, trans-
portation, churches, and public funds.168 He explained that the military occu-
pation would be benefi cial for the island, using language similar to President 
McKinley’s May 19 message. General Miles remained military governor of 
Puerto Rico until October 1898, when General Brooke succeeded him.

Governance operations in the Philippines developed in an ad hoc manner 
and were complicated by the growth of a strong insurgency against the pres-
ence of US troops.169 Admiral Dewey’s naval victory over the Spanish fl eet had 
opened another front in the war against Spain, and Maj. Gen. Wesley Merritt, 
commander of the Eighth Army in the Philippines, admitted that he did not 
know if it was McKinley’s “desire to subdue and hold all of the Spanish territory 
in the islands, or merely to seize and hold the capital.”170 Military leaders ini-
tially disagreed about the number of troops required for an expedition to 
Manila, which suggested uncertainty about the army’s longer- term presence in 
the region. Dewey argued that fi ve thousand men would suffi ce to retain pos-
session of Manila and consolidate victory, with Miles agreeing that relatively 
few troops would be needed because it was unlikely that “at this time [the army 
would need to] carry on a war to conquer an extensive territory.”171 General 
Merritt disagreed and believed that the army would face extraordinary diffi cul-
ties.172 Merritt’s position eventually prevailed, suggesting that McKinley was 
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beginning to recognize the longer- term implications of the United States’ 
expanding political goals. After the defeat of the Philippine general Emilio 
Aguinaldo’s conventional forces, US policy toward the islands became clearer. 
The president declared that the future control and government of the Philip-
pines should be ceded to the United States, and he instructed the Eighth 
Army’s new commander, Maj. Gen. Elwell Stephen Otis, to inform Filipinos 
that US troops had arrived “not as conquerors” but “as friends” and that Otis 
should extend the US occupation “with all possible dispatch to the whole of 
the ceded territory.” The president clarifi ed that until the situation in the Phil-
ippines stabilized, Otis would retain authority.

General Merritt initially issued a proclamation informing the people of the 
Philippines that the military commander’s power was “absolute and supreme” 
but that municipal laws could remain in force unless they interfered with the 
occupation. Merritt’s message also clarifi ed that operational decisions would 
be left to the commanding general, who “must be guided by his judgment and 
his experience and a high sense of justice.” In addition to establishing the 
basic parameters for the occupation, Merritt immediately confronted the need 
to manage the complex political situation on the ground. One historian of the 
period observed that General Merritt had been entrusted with “the greatest 
administrative responsibilities that had ever fallen to an American soldier.”173 
When US troops captured Manila, Aguinaldo’s forces had also entered the 
city, and the Philippine leader used this as leverage to insist that Manila 
remain jointly occupied. Merritt requested instructions from Washington on 
how to respond to the insurgents’ demand for joint occupation. Washington 
responded that “there must be no joint occupation of the city . . . and that [the 
insurgents] and all others must recognize the military occupation and author-
ity of the United States.”174 Aguinaldo’s demands continued to occupy Gen-
eral Merritt’s successor, General Otis, for months.175

Governance operations conducted by the US Army in Cuba, the Philip-
pines, and Puerto Rico were among the most comprehensive in its history. 
Tactical combat units established city governments, created constitutions, 
rebuilt sanitation and health services, and established educational systems. 
The army initiated all of these operations without advance preparation and 
without specialized forces. Although political leaders had anticipated the 
need for US political control over the islands, Washington did not issue 
explicit instructions and guidance to the army until troops were actually in 
Cuba and a naval victory had been achieved in the Philippines. The political 
guidance that did emerge set forth the longer- term goals of the United States 
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(such as the support for democratic forces) but left the operational details to 
army leaders. No manual existed to guide offi cers on how to organize a mili-
tary government headquarters, nor did staff sections or specialist teams 
exist.176 The army’s reestablishment of political order in Cuba, Puerto Rico, 
and the Philippines revealed its fl exibility and resourcefulness, qualities that 
allowed the army to successfully meet the governance challenges it faced.177

In the Philippines, political and economic reconstruction through the 
establishment of stable local governments was a critical part of the army’s 
strategy in fi ghting the Philippine guerrillas. The United States tried to estab-
lish a series of functioning civil governments but faced many diffi culties, given 
a populace unused to civil administration and the increasing attacks by guer-
rillas against nascent government structures.178 General Otis faced two central 
challenges as he undertook governance operations: managing ongoing com-
bat against the insurgents and creating functioning governments throughout 
the countryside.179 By February 1899, the army was fi ghting a diffi cult counter-
insurgency campaign while also trying to reestablish civil order in the coun-
tryside, improve public works, and manage revenue collection. Governance 
operations served as a key instrument for trying to secure the allegiance of 
Filipinos and assuring them that, in President McKinley’s words, the US aim 
was “benevolent assimilation.”

Governance operations were to remain squarely under the command of 
combat offi cers, and General Otis organized the army’s garrisons along geo-
graphical lines.180 This was, in effect, a territorial form of military government 
that would remain under his control. Otis and his successor, Maj. Gen. Arthur 
MacArthur Jr., served as commanding offi cers as well as military governors. 
This civil and military integration of occupation duties occurred throughout, 
with colonels and majors ruling provinces and serving as customs collectors, 
judges, and mayors.181 Under this system, Otis’s fi eld and company offi cers had 
signifi cant civil- military responsibilities, including educational reform. Army 
commanders took the job seriously; in Northwest Luzon in six month of occu-
pation, the army established schools attended by over ten thousand children.182 
Under General Otis’s supervision, some fi fteen hundred public schools were 
reopened.183

In 1900 President McKinley decided to create a civil commission under 
the leadership of William Howard Taft, which introduced, unsurprisingly, 
civil- military tensions to reconstruction efforts. The president believed that 
although military commanders should remain supreme during combat opera-
tions, civil commissioners could undertake certain governance tasks and 
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eventually should take over from the military.184 With the military fi ghting a 
tough guerrilla campaign and also leading governance operations in the 
countryside, McKinley gave the new commission the authority to overhaul 
the Philippine government. Initially, the president allowed the commanding 
general full control over civil administration and the military campaign, but 
the commission’s mandate was to legislate, appropriate funds, and appoint the 
military governor’s civil subordinates.185 Commissioner Taft believed the army 
should transfer as many provinces as possible to his authority, a demand that 
generated serious tensions with General MacArthur, who had taken over as 
military governor. MacArthur was upset at his loss of power and wanted a 
clearer division of authority.

As the war progressed, provinces were declared pacifi ed and turned over to 
the commission, and eventually to its enforcement arm, the Philippine Con-
stabulary. In 1901 the police force had been created under the leadership of 
American army colonel, Henry T. Allen. (Allen would later become the mil-
itary governor of the Rhineland following World War I.) The constabulary 
was supposed to maintain control of provinces after they had been pacifi ed by 
US forces and transferred back to the civil Philippine Commission. It was an 
effort to create an indigenous police force in order to shift some of the burden 
for law and order away from army forces and onto native troops.186 The mili-
tary governor, General MacArthur, urged commanders to develop local con-
stabulary forces, although many disagreed with his view and argued that such 
forces would become too politicized.

In Cuba, the military government established conditions for political and 
economic reconstruction through a combination of tactical and territorial 
control.187 When General Brooke was appointed military governor of the 
island, the War Department also appointed Brig. Gen. Leonard Wood to serve 
as military governor of the city of Santiago. The latter’s success in that job, his 
political power, and the confusing system that General Brooke had instituted 
eventually led to Wood’s promotion to military governor of the entire island 
in December 1899. McKinley had instructed Wood to prepare Cuba, “as rap-
idly as possible, for the establishment of an independent government, republi-
can in form; to arrange for an effi cient administration of justice; and a good 
school system.” Wood reorganized the four civil departments set up under 
Brooke and established clearer chains of command. In the provinces he estab-
lished four military districts, each headed by a general offi cer, but also with 
military governors heading the provinces under these districts. Military offi -
cers controlled Wood’s new chain of command, and Cuban civil offi cials 
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reported through them. Wood described his task as involving maintenance of 
order, reestablishment of municipal governments, reorganization of the courts, 
and doing “the thousand and one things incident to re- establishing the sem-
blance of government in a stricken and demoralized country.”

The military government in Cuba tried to prepare Cubans for self- 
government, but this goal was complicated owing to the disappointment of 
Cuban insurgents, who had fought alongside American troops against the 
Spanish and had expected the United States to hand the country over to 
them. Before the US intervention, most Cuban separatists had aligned them-
selves with the United States, but there were soon tensions with the Ameri-
cans when it became clear that Cuban commanders (not surprisingly) 
“expected to be placed in command” and the towns turned over to them. 
Many Cubans, however, were willing to work with the military government, 
offering their services to the War Department as guides, translators, naviga-
tors, and pilots.

By early 1900 the military government in Cuba had developed general 
election laws providing for suffrage and the conduct of elections throughout 
the island.188 The military government also oversaw the operational details of 
holding elections, from the preparation of ballot boxes, to the distribution of 
information, to the oversight of the elections themselves. It contributed to the 
development of a constitution and the convening of a constitutional conven-
tion. In addition, army offi cers helped with town governance, often working 
on town budgets. General Wood’s government in Cuba undertook a complete 
revision of the tariff and customs system and created an independent treasury 
on the island. Col. Tasker S. Bliss organized a new customs service that 
included US Army personnel. In addition, industry was revived, and army 
personnel tried to increase the amount of arable land.

General Wood observed that sanitary conditions in Cuba were “as unfa-
vorable as can be imagined,” with little or no clean water and sick soldiers and 
civilians everywhere.189 Troops resupplied hospitals, organized the training of 
nurses, and improved facilities for orphans and the mentally ill. Army person-
nel also created a new school system based on US laws and improved infra-
structure, established procedures for enforcing attendance, helped to produce 
new textbooks, and initiated teacher training. By the end of the war, public 
school enrollments had dropped dramatically; one year later, enrollment 
increased sixfold. The military government also undertook extensive public 
works projects, rebuilding roads, repairing and constructing buildings, and 
fi xing bridges, sewers, and waterworks. General Wood’s government in Cuba 
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also dealt with public safety issues, since the military government was eager to 
shift some responsibilities for the maintenance of law and order to indigenous 
forces. Army personnel organized a rural guard composed of Cubans to main-
tain order in rural areas.190

General Wood also instituted important changes in the Cuban judicial 
and penal systems.191 The military government worked through hundreds of 
cases of prisoners being held without trial and released many deemed to have 
been held unlawfully. Wood established a new system of judicial appointments 
and abolished trials by juries. Overall, the military government introduced 
the idea of a separation of powers and improved legal protections by institut-
ing the writ of habeas corpus.

In Puerto Rico, an August protocol between the United States and Spain, 
as well as Spain’s evacuation from Puerto Rico, paved the way for the subse-
quent military occupation of the island.192 As previously noted, Secretary of 
War Root had given some attention to the type of government for Puerto Rico 
and the problem of how to deal with existing laws and reestablish economic 
relationships. His goal was to create “the best government [of] which we are 
cable” to prepare Puerto Ricans for self- rule. By the fall of 1898, some 87 offi -
cers and 2,855 enlisted men of the regular army were on the island adminis-
tering the civil government and instructing people in “the rudiments of 
self- government.”

When General Brooke left for Cuba, Maj. Gen. Guy Henry became mili-
tary governor in 1898. General Henry worked to reestablish schools, create 
municipal governments, improve sanitation, establish a taxation system, and 
restore public order. The military government approved the appointment of 
key offi cials, such as the governor, as well as other offi cers in Puerto Rico’s 
civil administration. The principle of indirect rule held, with Secretary Root 
encouraging the use of “capable” Puerto Ricans when possible. The military 
government also encouraged minority groups to participate in government, 
recognizing that such participation could contribute to the development of 
democracy. Although the military government tried to create a body of Puerto 
Rican laws, in the interim it aimed to retain law and order.193 US policy advo-
cated the use of existing laws when possible, though, if necessary, relevant US 
laws could be applied to situations on the island. The military government 
created a Puerto Rican supreme court composed of judges appointed by the 
US president, as well as trial courts throughout the island. Regarding eco-
nomic issues, the military government oversaw complete reform of the old 
taxation system, which was viewed as regressive and as penalizing to industry 
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and development.194 The military government also rebuilt roads as well as the 
island’s entire telegraphic system.195 Army personnel also administered an 
inoculation program, succeeding in vaccinating practically the entire popula-
tion of the island.

In Cuba and Puerto Rico, the military government period ended relatively 
smoothly, with a transfer of authority back to the islands’ inhabitants and the 
departure of US Army forces. In Cuba, elections were held, a constitution was 
adopted, and authority was transferred from Military Governor Wood to the 
new Cuban president, as opposed to a US civilian offi cial. The transfer of the 
island back to its inhabitants occurred in May 1902, following an act of Con-
gress and pursuant to Cuban agreement to adopt the constitution.196 Although 
a small number of artillery troops were to remain on the island, Secretary 
Root clarifi ed that they were not to be considered an occupying force and that 
the commander of these remaining forces was to refrain “from even the 
appearance of interference in governmental or political affairs.”197 As General 
Wood prepared for his departure, he wanted to ensure that the United States 
would continue to provide some form of economic assistance to Cuba, so that 
the gains of the military government would not be lost. Wood believed that “a 
reasonable degree of reciprocity” in terms of economic arrangements should 
be made.198

In Puerto Rico, the transfer of authority occurred relatively smoothly. With 
the passage of the Foraker Act in May 1900, Charles Allen became the fi rst 
civil governor. By the time the Puerto Rican government resumed control, US 
Army personnel had organized and overseen elections throughout the coun-
try. Prisons and jails had been improved, roads had been rebuilt, schools had 
been expanded and extended to more children, and taxation laws had been 
improved. The departing military governor believed that “the trust confi ded 
to the Army by the President and the people had not been abused but instead 
has been wisely and justly exercised in the interest and for the benefi ts of the 
inhabitants of this beautiful island.”199 In the Philippines, given the growing 
insurgency following the initial military government period and the decision 
to divide authority in the theater between the military governor, General 
MacArthur, and the Philippine Commission, confl ict continued.

Although the Philippine Insurrection formally ended in July 1902, in real-
ity the confl ict dragged on for years. Henry Stimson, as secretary of war in 
1912, warned against leaving the Philippines too soon. He believed Americans 
had made great progress there, that the success of “increasing native partici-
pation in the native government has been accomplished only because every 
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step has been carefully checked and watched by Americans,” that, if the 
United States left, “the great mass of people” would be subject to oligarchic 
rule rather than self- government, and thus that the US should not leave until 
“our work there was completed.”200 Later Stimson was very critical of the 
reversal of the policy of slowly expanding self- government; he criticized 
Governor- General Francis Burton Harrison for succeeding in “permanently 
disbanding the experienced and disinterested cadre of American offi cials.”

Governance operations in the Spanish- American War revealed several 
themes and trends that would reemerge in future operations. First, a key 
problem was whether and how to introduce US civil authorities into a the-
ater and the nature of their relationship to the theater commander. In Cuba, 
General Brooke introduced tensions by creating two parallel structures, 
resulting in confused lines of authority between civil administrators and 
military offi cers. In the Philippines, President McKinley established a civil 
commission while combat operations were still under way and gradually 
transferred control to this commission, also generating tensions between 
General MacArthur and William Taft. In addition, the Spanish- American 
War revealed that when called upon, tactical combat troops could govern. 
Given that volunteers called up for war would be available for only one year 
of service, this would de facto leave any longer- term governance operation to 
be conducted by regular army troops. In Cuba and Puerto Rico, the army also 
faced the problem of dealing with existing civil administrators, mostly Span-
ish, and fi lling positions with indigenous administrators while supervising 
new programs.

The Spanish- American War marked a turning point in the army’s history: 
The army had transitioned from a constabulary force to an instrument of 
global power. The war represented the third time that the army tackled the 
complex problem of reestablishing political order following war. As the war 
against Spain began, President McKinley and his advisers realized that politi-
cal transitions in Spain’s former colonies would be required. They did not 
necessarily believe that the United States should annex these territories per-
manently, but they did believe in the value of preparing the inhabitants of 
Cuba, the Philippines, and Puerto Rico for self- government. Governance 
operations were a critical element for completing the political objectives set 
forth by McKinley during the course of the war.

As noted earlier, the governance challenges that emerged were a key impe-
tus to the 1899 appointment of Elihu Root as the new secretary of war. For the 
fi rst three years of his tenure, he spent time on the problems of colonial 
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administration. By 1900 the army had become the main instrument of politi-
cal and economic change in the three key former Spanish colonies. In recog-
nition of the import and burdens of these new duties, the War Department 
reorganized in December 1898 to handle new responsibilities of civil adminis-
tration by creating the Division of Customs and Insular Affairs. The division 
was given bureau rank in 1902 and for two generations was a central part of 
the government’s machinery for administering overseeing overseas posses-
sions.201 Root’s biographer later wrote: “It was not for Root to decide whether 
or not the United States should embark upon a policy of expansion of empire. 
The die was already cast, the islands had been acquired, the era of colonial 
administration had already begun.”202

WORLD WAR I

When the United States entered World War I, President Woodrow Wilson’s 
political objectives did not directly suggest that the US Army would end up 
occupying a portion of Germany.203 However, many of Wilson’s statements in 
1916 and 1917 suggested that the political transformation of key countries 
involved in the war would be required, since only through such change would 
US objectives, such as the elimination of “militarism and navalism,” become 
attainable.204 As the war progressed, it became clearer that a longer- term pres-
ence of Allied forces in Germany would be required in order to shape a desir-
able peace.

In April 1918, President Wilson asked Congress to accept “the status of 
belligerent” formally “thrust upon” the United States. He called for the estab-
lishment “among the really free and self- governed peoples of the world such a 
concert and purpose of action as will henceforth ensure the observance of 
[democratic] principles,” denounced crimes of the German government, and 
argued that the US should fi ght for the liberation of the world’s peoples.205 
The president’s “Peace without Victory” speech in January 1917 explained 
that how the war ended would matter a great deal.206 He hoped to garner 
support for the League of Nations and the maintenance of a democratic post-
war political environment. Wilson’s famous Fourteen Points called for the 
transformation of the political character of key states—such as Poland, Russia, 
and Belgium—and the creation of new states in Austria- Hungary and the 
Ottoman Empire. The content of these documents focused on transforming the 
character of existing or newly formed states, and as major combat operations 
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ended in Europe, Allied occupying forces would play key roles in fi nalizing 
these political objectives.

President Wilson established a US Commission of Inquiry in 1917 to pre-
pare for eventual peace negotiations as well as the reconstruction of Germany 
and other states. Commission members researched the political, military, and 
economic situation of states in order to prepare for the reestablishment of 
governments.207 Diplomatic and political representatives, rather than military 
offi cers, dominated this process.208 A December 1917 inquiry commission 
memo noted that the democratization of Germany “would include legal 
changes and changes in leadership” and involve economic improvements.209 
Another commission document foresaw that “reform and reconstruction” of 
“embittered areas” would need to be undertaken, and by December 1918, com-
missioner Walter Lippmann had observed that “neutralizing the left bank of 
the Rhine” had become an issue of “fi rst class importance.”210

Despite the Allies’ broader political objectives and the commission’s work 
in this area, detailed discussions about the character of an occupation of Ger-
many began only after the armistice agreement was signed on November 11, 
1918. Several months after the Third Army arrived in Germany, key issues 
such as the longevity and cost of the occupation, French security concerns, 
and contingency plans if Germany refused to sign the treaty were discussed 
during the Paris peace negotiations in April 1919.211 During these negotia-
tions, the United States spent a great deal of time managing divergent French 
and British positions on Germany. President Wilson commented that “the 
problem of occupation [looks] almost insoluble, because the British are at one 
extreme, and the French at the opposite.”212 The French demanded a perma-
nent occupation of the left bank of the Rhine and the bridges crossing the 
river. The Americans and the British were opposed. As a compromise, they 
agreed to the demilitarization of the Rhineland and an Allied occupation of 
the region until 1935. Britain believed that a long occupation was unnecessary 
and that German support for occupying forces would result in reduced repara-
tions payments. The Americans shared this view, arguing that the occupation 
could place too great a strain on Germany, because nothing would be left to 
be applied to indemnities. The US and Britain viewed occupying forces as a 
means of shaping a postwar balance of power in Europe, namely, by mitigating 
French aspirations regarding Germany.

The November 1918 armistice agreement established that Allied troops 
would occupy parts of Germany and assigned control of the left bank of the 
Rhine to the United States, France, Great Britain, and Belgium.213 However, 
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details about how this occupation would unfold developed only as US troops 
marched to Germany and as Allied leaders met in Paris to discuss a fi nal peace 
with Germany. As late as July 1919, military representatives still questioned 
the proportion and number of troops designated for the occupation.214 Even-
tually negotiators agreed that the fi nal size of the occupying army should be 
decided after the Treaty of Paris was concluded.215

President Wilson’s Fourteen Points revealed US concern about the charac-
ter of the postwar political environment, suggesting that combat victory alone 
would not be suffi cient to address these concerns. Nevertheless, it was left to 
army offi cers on the ground to make operational decisions about the structure 
of the occupation and the mechanisms for the supervision of the German 
government in the Rhineland. As the army advanced to the Rhine, Col. 
Irwin Hunt, an army offi cer who would later play a key role in the occupation, 
observed that “investigations of the local situation began . . . in order to frame 
intelligently an American policy.”216 The only information distributed to sol-
diers that focused on “the organization, government, and laws of the country” 
that they were called on to govern was a general War Department pamphlet, 
Notes on German Local Government.217

Gen. John Pershing created the American Third Army on November 15, 
1918, for the express purpose of occupying parts of Luxembourg and Germany. 
Maj. Gen. Joseph T. Dickman, a highly regarded soldier- scholar who had 
served in Cuba and the Philippines, commanded the Third Army. Early in his 
career, he had been an instructor at West Point and at Fort Leavenworth, and 
he wrote the army’s Field Service Regulations, which described the conduct of 
units in the fi eld. Dickman spoke German and had translated several major 
German military works into English. According to General Pershing, he had 
the “tact and discretion” necessary to command occupying forces in Ger-
many.218 The army of occupation consisted of about two hundred thousand 
troops—two corps, each with three divisions.219 Command of the Third 
Army then passed to Maj. Gen. Hunter Liggett, who was also a highly regarded 
veteran of past wars and who General Pershing had promoted rapidly. US 
forces occupied the region around the Coblenz bridgehead on the Rhine River 
until the summer of 1923.

In November 1918, Allied forces entered a German nation that had been 
signifi cantly weakened by four years of war; it had lost all of its overseas colo-
nies (and investments) as well as signifi cant parts of its territory, including 
Alsace- Lorraine to France and its eastern regions to Lithuania and Poland. 
The port of Danzig became a part of Poland, splitting East Prussia from the 
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rest of Germany. The Republic of Austria was prohibited from joining with 
Germany. These changes reduced Germany’s population by 13 percent, and 
there was a signifi cant loss of natural resources such as coal and iron. Ger-
many was also required to pay reparations to Allied governments and their 
citizens. In November 1918, Otto von Bismarck’s state collapsed, replaced by 
the Weimar Republic. One prominent historian of Germany argued that the 
Allied occupation was a key force behind the formation of a new government 
that would impress the Allies “by its representative character and its liberal 
philosophy.”220

Several key issues shaped early governance operations in Germany. First, 
the German government remained virtually intact, with US occupying force 
supervising existing German civil administration. Article 5 of the Rhineland 
Agreement declared that civil administration would remain in the hands of 
the German authorities, reaffi rming the principle of indirect rule, which had 
always been a preference for the United States in its conduct of governance 
operations.221 Second, the Third Army assumed a dual mission of both occu-
pying the Rhineland and preparing for a possible resumption of hostilities. 
Allied forces arrived in Germany amid continuing uncertainty that the war 
was not necessarily over and that the German government would not neces-
sarily sign the peace treaty. If Germany refused, the Allies were to prepare to 
march to Berlin.222 Maj. Gen. Robert Bullard, who commanded the First 
Division and had made the fi rst American divisional offensive of World War 
I against Cantigny, later wrote, “Nobody was sure that peace had come with 
the armistice” and “Waiting requires the highest discipline.”223 Because the 
Third Army was also preparing for the possibility of resuming offensive 
operations against Germany, it remained organized along tactical lines as 
opposed to being organized for military governance per se.224

The army’s structure for governance operations was complicated and 
divided. Two organizations in the American sector oversaw the German civil 
government: the Advanced General Headquarters of the American Forces 
Europe (AFE), which included the Offi ce of Civil Affairs and an offi cer in 
charge of civil affairs, and the Third Army, which reported to the AFE head-
quarters. The AFE offi cer in charge of civil affairs was Brig. Gen. H. A. Smith, 
who also served as the supreme civil authority in the American zone. He 
controlled all civil affairs in the occupied territory through fi ve departments: 
public works and utilities, fi scal affairs, sanitation and public health, schools 
and charitable organizations, and legal affairs.225 Col. Irwin Hunt served as 
General Smith’s deputy and as representative to the Third Army. Smith had 
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three primary duties: to draw up ordinances relating to the civilian popula-
tion, to supervise orders issued by unit commanders of the Third Army, and 
to administer the city of Trier.

In reality, Third Army division commanders, through their attached civil 
affairs offi cers in various towns, were the true administrators of local govern-
ment. The Third Army headquarters required each of its subordinate major 
units to designate a civil affairs staff offi cer to handle governance tasks in 
each town or Kreis (district).226 Unit commanders, who had authority over 
towns and villages, “were in no sense members of any separate hierarchy of 
military government” and supervised the execution of orders.227 The Third 
Army’s tactical formations implemented most of the military government’s 
day- to- day tasks.228 Given that two Third Army organizations were involved 
with civil affairs, it was not surprising that confusing lines of authority 
emerged between General Smith at the Advanced General Headquarters and 
General Dickman, the Third Army’s commanding general.

The dual structure of American control over German civil governments 
“caused a double type of thinking and organization to prevail. .  .  . [The 
combat divisions] . . . looked down just a little on the new duties which their 
former comrades were beginning to take over in long range military govern-
ment.”229 Adding to some of this confusion was the fact that the Third Army’s 
formations did not parallel the German civil administration that they were 
supposed to supervise. On the other hand, the French and British, “possibly 
due to their better knowledge of the German system,” modeled their military 
governments along lines paralleling the German civil system.230 To reduce 
tensions in the theater, offi cials in Washington eventually decided that Gen-
eral Dickman, the Third Army commander, should supervise civil affairs in 
the fi eld. In practice, his newly appointed offi cer in charge of civil affairs, 
Colonel Hunt, exercised this supervision.231 In June 1919, the Advanced Gen-
eral Headquarters was disbanded, and the Third Army became the sole 
administrator over civil affairs. The Third Army organization shifted from 
tactical control to one emphasizing a more territorially focused organization. 
Each territorial unit in Germany was placed under an offi cer in charge of civil 
affairs. At times, these civil affairs offi cers lacked information about local 
conditions and the “future codes of laws being drawn up” by the Third Army 
headquarters.

In addition, tensions among the Allies were another challenge for US 
occupying forces. Consistent tensions with the French, who had longer- term 
designs on the region, complicated the Allied occupation. As noted previously, 
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Paris had hoped for outright annexation of the Rhineland. Marshal Ferdinand 
Foch, commander in chief of the Allied forces, believed that the occupation 
should serve as “a mortgage in the hands of the Allies” in order to “guarantee 
the payment of the indemnities” by Germany.232 When General Liggett 
assumed command of the Third Army in April 1919, he found that “owing to 
certain misunderstandings the feeling existing between our people and the 
French was not as cordial as it should have been.”233 US offi cials tried to carve 
out areas of unilateral control, hoping to ensure that each ally had a well- 
defi ned territory of occupation. Consistent with past and future operations, 
the US Army wished to retain full control over all of its forces on the ground. 
President Wilson had earlier ordered Maj. Gen. Tasker Bliss, the army’s repre-
sentative to the Commission of Inquiry, not to allow the US Army to take 
direction from Marshal Foch regarding “the future occupation of Germany” 
unless instructions came from Wilson himself.234

As the Rhineland occupation began, army offi cials issued a series of state-
ments to the German people informing them of the occupation’s objectives. 
Marshal Foch issued the earliest set of instructions to guide occupying armies 
on November 15, 1918.235 The guidance stated that German offi cials could 
continue in offi ce, affi rmed that criminal codes would be enforced, and called 
for the creation of military tribunals and provost courts. The commanders of 
each occupying army approved the instructions separately.236 During the 
Allies’ advance to the Rhine, their armies issued three subsequent proclama-
tions: Two focused on relations with the civilian population, and the third 
provided instructions for offi cers and men.237 This last proclamation outlined 
tactical and operational steps to keep occupying forces secure and to maintain 
stability in the area but did not describe longer- term political objectives 
regarding the occupation. Overall, the proclamations basically reaffi rmed that 
occupying forces would respect German persons and property, “adhere to the 
laws of civilized warfare,” and respect existing laws and regulations as long as 
they “did not interfere with the duty and security of American troops.”238 
Despite this general guidance regarding the relationship between military 
forces and German civilians, as the Third Army crossed from Luxembourg 
into Germany on December 1, 1918, many issues related to the occupation 
remained unresolved.

US political objectives for the occupation in the Rhineland were limited. 
Governance operations there focused on the restoration of order and on shap-
ing Germany’s larger response to the peace treaty, rather than an outright 
replacement of the German government. Leaders such as President Wilson 
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and British prime minister Lloyd George viewed the continuing presence of 
Allied troops on German soil as a means of weakening the German govern-
ment and pressuring it to sign the peace treaty. If Germany refused to sign a 
treaty, the allies would consider a more extensive occupation.239 By the fall of 
1919, only about 18,000 enlisted and 850 offi cers remained in Germany as the 
occupying force.240

As combat troops began to leave Germany in the summer of 1919, a shift 
to a more formal military government structure took place. Maj. Gen. Henry 
T. Allen, who had served in the Philippines in 1901 as military governor of 
one island and as the chief of the Philippines Constabulary for fi ve years, was 
appointed military governor. General Allen believed that with the removal of 
American combat troops from the region, the military government improved 
and the “machine was at its best.”241 This shift to a “purer” military govern-
ment meant that subordinate military governors in each German district no 
longer functioned as tactical commanders but could focus primarily on gover-
nance issues. In addition, some of the earlier restrictions on Germans were 
relaxed as the occupation expanded and the goal of rebuilding the German 
economy and political structure took over.

Broad guidance shaped US and Allied efforts at political and economic 
reconstruction in the Rhineland. The November 11, 1918, armistice agree-
ment and the Paris peace negotiations, which resulted in the Treaty of Ver-
sailles, provided basic parameters for the character of the occupation. The 
armistice agreement ended the fi ghting and set the stage for the Allied occu-
pation, with the armistice agreement setting forth several protocols that 
addressed the initial movement of Allied troops into the Rhineland.242 Subse-
quently, the June 1919 Versailles Treaty stated that the Rhineland could be 
occupied for fi fteen years or more, depending on German compliance with 
reparations and other Allied demands. An annex to the Versailles Treaty, 
“Agreement with Regard to the Military Occupation of the Territories of the 
Rhine,” developed the main objectives for the occupation. The fi rst thirteen 
articles of the agreement focused on the logistical issues, such as payments, 
troop lodging, and communications, rather than strategic guidance on the 
long- term purpose or objectives of the occupation.243 The Versailles Treaty 
also established the Inter- Allied Rhineland High Commission, which was the 
body through which the Americans, British, and French coordinated their 
occupation policies in their respective zones. Different issues addressed by the 
commission included problems such as the maintenance of roads and the 
distribution of food.244
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Although civilians oversaw reconstruction activities, they were imple-
mented by military forces. The French feared that two systems would lead to 
confusion, while the British believed that occupying armies should retain 
power over civil matters, partly to ensure their safety. In the end, a two- tiered 
system emerged, with civil authorities supreme over policy matters.245 The 
Versailles Treaty affi rmed that a civil High Commission would be responsible 
for all directives in the occupied territory. The fact that the United States did 
not ratify the Treaty of Versailles only added to this challenge. In General 
Allen’s words, this left him in “an extremely peculiar position.”246 The Sen-
ate’s rejection of Versailles meant that the High Commission could not issue 
orders to the Americans, and thus, army commanders in the occupied zone 
reissued Allied orders as American ones.

Army offi cials needed to understand politics in the Rhineland. Each civil 
affairs offi cer was required to submit an essay on the organization of his Kreis, 
proving that he was thoroughly familiar with the laws and politics of the 
country. Since Germany was “recovering” from the political dislocation fol-
lowing the November revolution (which had overthrown the monarchy), 
occupying forces helped determine the circumstances under which new 
elections could be held. German authorities had to seek Allied approval for 
elections, and US forces ensured that elections were fair. A great deal of 
coordination took place between the US Army’s offi cers in charge of civil 
affairs and German offi cials. In the early period of the occupation, there was 
little desire to change local government offi cials, since they were regarded as 
experienced and capable. Eventually, however, occupying forces allowed local 
elections to take place. Army personnel also tempered the political movement 
that emerged for the creation of a separate Rhenish republic in the Rhineland. 
While it was favored by the French, the Americans did not support the cre-
ation of an autonomous new state and negotiated among German and Rhen-
ish political leaders, as well as the French, to fi nd an acceptable compromise.247

US Army offi cers also supervised some reform of the German police. They 
oversaw German police arrests and actions in towns, in some cases overruling 
police decisions, and prohibited the police from carrying certain types of 
weapons. As American combat troops began to return to the United States, 
leaving fewer numbers of military police in localities, the army turned increas-
ingly to German civil police to assist with keeping order. The Third Army 
hoped to reduce its burden of keeping the peace and at the same time encour-
age a more “democratic” approach to policing to offset the traditional central-
ization of German police structures in Berlin. Army personnel oversaw the 
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creation of police reserves, on a New York City model, to be established in 
German towns. The army also established a fairly extensive system of provost 
courts, with military commissions trying individuals for offenses against the 
laws of war or the military government.248

Soldiers also tackled the problem of health and public welfare, by working 
to prevent the spread of disease among troops.249 Army specialists worked to 
improve the health and sanitation of the populace and to control epidemics 
such as infl uenza and pneumonia. They conducted surveys on communicable 
diseases and established new requirements to report them. In addition, since 
venereal disease was a problem among soldiers, various legal and health 
measures were instituted to reduce these cases. Although there was no orga-
nized relief work until April 1920, when a larger system of child relief came 
into existence, General Allen’s military government oversaw physical exam-
ination of children by German physicians and the shipment of food and its 
distribution.

Occupying forces strained the Rhineland’s already weak infrastructure, 
and this too required attention by army troops.250 Plants supplying water and 
electricity to key cities were in poor shape, and there was a coal shortage. 
When Third Army forces arrived in Germany, they exerted full control over 
all utilities, with the rationale that utilities directly affected the well- being of 
army forces. As time passed, full control was relinquished, and the military 
government actively supervised German administration of public utilities. An 
offi cer in charge of public utilities and roads and a chief engineer assisted 
German managers in operating key plants. In addition, the military govern-
ment became very involved in water management, working to ensure that 
certain cities were not deprived of water at the expense of others. The chief 
engineer also worked to increase the capacity of key electrical plants and to 
run them more effi ciently. Plans for coal and gas conservation were also drawn 
up, with American teams requiring that German plants complete daily reports 
on the amount of coal consumed and the amount of gas generated.

Allied leaders and occupying generals also played a large role in economic 
issues, largely in the interest of securing reparations and payments. For instance, 
to pay for food imports to feed the population, Allied leaders needed to arrange 
payment through foreign securities. In addition, decrees promulgated by occu-
pation offi cials regulated the activities by German banks. Furthermore, in 
US- occupied areas, US military leaders had the right to control budgets and 
the collection of taxes, as well as to make determinations about what would be 
taxed.251 American forces also became involved in mediating labor disputes, 
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and when necessary, army personnel worked to diffuse labor unrest and to 
deport labor agitators.252

The US Senate’s refusal to ratify the Treaty of Versailles left the United 
States technically at war with Germany until the summer of 1921, when the 
two countries signed a separate peace agreement. During this period, the 
Senate began to debate the purpose of keeping US troops in the Rhineland, 
and by 1922 pressure had grown to reduce the American presence there. In 
March 1922, President Warren Harding signed an agreement providing for the 
departure of American troops by July, although it was not until the summer of 
1923 that the last American troops left. Through the ongoing presence of US 
troops in Germany, the US had reshaped the balance of power on the conti-
nents by tempering French demands, by keeping Germany’s power in check, 
and by infl uencing the ongoing negotiations to determine the fi nal economic 
issues related to Germany. As in previous governance operations, a key issue 
regarding the timing and departure of US forces was the objective of leaving 
behind a reasonably stable economic and political order. In the case of Ger-
many, its economic stability was of particular importance, given France’s 
continued determination to extract the severest possible reparations. The 
United States believed that economic conditions in Europe had to be 
addressed and that a failure to do so would have “injurious consequences.”253 
Washington believed that a “prostrate Germany” would result in no economic 
recuperation in Europe. Thus, from 1921 to 1923, the US engaged in heated 
discussions and conferences with the Allied powers over the reparations 
issue.254 These conferences resulted in the Dawes Plan, which developed 
arrangements for Germany’s payment of reparations.255 These negotiations 
sought to link economic growth in Germany with security arrangements such 
as the Locarno Agreement of 1925; the aim was to create a web of interlock-
ing agreements to keep Germany and France balanced.

Not everyone welcomed the withdrawal of US forces. Many Germans 
hoped for their continued presence, believing that the United States could 
prevent a change in the Rhineland’s status and serve as a buffer against com-
peting French, British, and Belgian interests. Perhaps more so than in the 
army’s previous governance operations, from the outset of the occupation of 
the Rhineland, US occupying forces played a very important strategic role by 
balancing French power and aspirations on the continent.256 The occupation 
of the Rhineland served as an instrument by which the fi nal aspects of Ger-
man settlement could be enforced.
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The occupation of the Rhineland and the governance experiences of the 
Spanish- American War and Reconstruction reaffi rmed the need for military 
forces to consolidate key political objectives following combat in war. 
Although American occupying forces did not install a new German govern-
ment—occupying armies ruled through existing German civil administra-
tion—this government was shaped by Allied policies and rule, and the Allies 
used their occupying forces to reinforce a desired political settlement. Army 
training manuals later recalled the World War I experience as having “fi rmed 
down legally and spelled out in detail many of the principles, policies and 
practices, and techniques which had only been sketched out in the earlier 
pattern of our history.”257 Furthermore, the occupation and the consolidation 
of some stability in at least a part of Germany contributed to the longer- term 
goal of the United States—strengthening Germany to counter the growing 
threat of Bolshevism, which concerned a number of American leaders at the 
time.258 The occupation played a clear policy purpose, with France and Bel-
gium hoping to offset German control of the Rhineland and the United King-
dom and the United States determined to circumscribe French power. The 
very fact that the occupation was limited in its aims—for example, that it 
sought to work through the German government—was to some the root of its 
ultimate failure. A prominent historian of the period argues that by failing to 
replace the German bureaucracy, the seeds of World War II had been sown.259

CONCLUSIONS

Belief was indulged in many quarters that armies could 
occupy enemy soil and yet dispossess themselves of most 

of the responsibility of government.
—Henry Allen, The Rhineland Occupation

The US Army conducted governance operations in virtually all of its major 
wars from the Mexican- American War to World War I. Despite the virtual 
absence of formal guidance on how to conduct governance tasks during this 
period and the fact that these operations occurred during a period of expansion 
and contraction within the army, military personnel repeatedly showed them-
selves capable of adapting to the challenges posed by governance operations. 
The Civil War marked the end of governance operations on the territory of the 
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United States. The Spanish- American War, which marked America’s emer-
gence as a world power, illustrated that governance tasks would continue to be 
required to consolidate the political objectives of war.

The cases examined in this chapter posed different challenges for the US 
Army. The governance operations were not mirror images of each other; 
some cases involved the complete creation of new governments (such as in 
the occupations of California and New Mexico and during and after the 
Civil War), while others worked through existing governmental structures. 
All of the cases, however, involved the conduct of governance operations by 
tactical forces rather than specialized troops, and they all required the 
involvement of the army in political issues in a particular theater. The oper-
ations conducted during the Spanish- American War and Reconstruction 
were perhaps the most extensive, but those in the Mexican- American War 
and the Rhineland also required army involvement in “overtly political 
tasks” and demanded the day- to- day implementation of governance- related 
tasks by army personnel. In some of the cases, civil authorities wielded more 
power over governance tasks and issued directives related to governance 
policies, such as Taft’s civil commission in the Philippines and the High 
Commission during the Rhineland. Even in these cases of more direct civil 
involvement in day- to- day implementation of governance tasks, army per-
sonnel made an effort to retain unity of command. Overall, two general 
arrangements can be identifi ed: political oversight versus political recon-
struction. These general categories appeared in these early cases of gover-
nance and would reappear in the future.

General Scott’s experiences in Mexico combined looser control and recon-
struction. Army forces controlled all of Mexico City and undertook adminis-
trative functions, but a Mexican government existed until Santa Anna 
resigned and an interim president took over. General Scott ably balanced 
American authority on the ground with sensitivity regarding how Mexicans 
would perceive the actions of US troops. His efforts to improve life in Mexico 
City played a strategic role: winning hearts and minds. At the same time, 
while managing governance operations in Mexico City, Scott also waged war 
against Santa Anna’s troops, thus reinforcing the link between the two types 
of operations in war. During the Civil War, governance operations were con-
ducted through a range of circumstances. First, in the earlier period of the war, 
they were conducted while combat raged in the South and were viewed by 
President Lincoln as important tools to persuade Southerners to rethink their 
steps toward secession. Later, they were designed to enforce a political and 
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economic system on the South—a “right” won by the combat victories of the 
Union army. During the Spanish- American War, full- fl edged military govern-
ments were established in Cuba and Puerto Rico, where Spanish administra-
tors essentially departed the islands, leaving the United States to fi ll in for 
governments and fi nd indigenous civilian replacements. In the Philippines, the 
challenges were greater because the political situation was not stabilized, and 
the United States fought challenges to its political authority—Aguinaldo’s 
forces—while establishing a foundation for a government that would be more 
compatible with longer- term US interests. In the Rhineland, an oversight 
arrangement emerged, with the army supervising existing German adminis-
trative organs.

The recurring themes and challenges that surfaced during these periods—
whether full- fl edged military government or the “looser” arrangements—sug-
gest that governance operations contained fairly regular phases and patterns. 
Army offi cers developed organizations to balance the requirements of combat 
operations with governance tasks. They had to create tactical organizations 
that could handle ongoing combat along with organizations more suited to 
governance operations. Second, from the beginning of each of these wars, 
political leaders anticipated, albeit often reluctantly, that army personnel 
would need to undertake fairly extensive civil administrative duties. Army 
offi cers received varying degrees of political guidance once a war began, but 
most managed to respond well to the challenges. During the Mexican- 
American War, Secretary of War Marcy announced that a power conquering 
a territory had “the right to establish a civil government .  .  . as a means of 
securing the conquest.”260 In the Mexican- American War, governance opera-
tions created the foundations necessary for the absorption of two new states—
California and New Mexico—into the United States. In Mexico, General 
Scott established a framework for fair governance in key cities. During the 
Civil War, President Lincoln sought to transform the political character of the 
South, with Union forces playing a key role in this task. In the Spanish- 
American War, governance operations dismantled Spanish institutions and 
replaced them with new administrative structures, contributing to the consol-
idation of Washington’s broader aims in the war. In the Philippines, the US 
Army engaged in combat, occupation, and administration of hostile territory. 
Finally, the occupation of the Rhineland during World War I contributed to 
Woodrow Wilson’s broader aspirations for political change in Europe. While 
the occupation did not go far enough in changing German political struc-
tures, it provided a foundation for more systematic thinking about governance 
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operations within the army and foreshadowed the extensive governance oper-
ations conducted during World War II.

Third, tensions related to civil- military issues continued to surface. The use 
of army forces in political roles raised concerns within the American polity, 
driven by worries about the impact of military government on liberalism at 
home and abroad. Charles Sumner, a key supporter of Lincoln’s war effort who 
later supported the idea of creating a colonial department in the Department 
of War, nevertheless expressed concern about the role of federal forces in 
political matters. He justifi ed the creation of military governments in Mexico 
and California because they were not yet part of the Union; thus, it might be 
“proper to set up military government for a conquered country beyond our 
civil jurisdiction.”261 He believed, however, that it was “questionable” to set up 
“such governors in States which we all claim to be within our civil jurisdic-
tion.” Sumner was concerned that the creation of military governors reversed 
the “policy of the republic” by subjecting civil to military authority. In World 
War I, Pierrepont Noyes, a key member of the armistice talks, expressed con-
cern about military control of the occupation and argued for civil control.262

Fourth, all of these cases also revealed tensions related to unity of com-
mand. Commands were often divided between combat- oriented tasks and 
reconstruction tasks, and the army tended to resist such divisions—not owing 
to their interest in governing but owing to concerns about maintaining con-
trol over events in a wartime theater. In 1864 General Sherman was eager to 
fi nd a way to “free the hosts of [army] guards and offi cers whose time has 
heretofore been absorbed in civil matters.”263 General Miles believed that it 
was a pleasure to be relieved of governance- related responsibilities.264 Secre-
tary of War Root recognized this issue in his arguments during the Philippine 
engagements. He believed that the military should control all personnel until 
the area was ready for transition to the State Department. In the Rhineland, 
the army issued the civil High Commission’s ordinances as its own. President 
Lincoln’s establishment of interim civil governments under the authority of 
civilian military governors not only divided the command of military author-
ities but also created a gray area between these governments and the elected 
civil governments in the South. Concerns about unity of command would 
also appear during World War II. For the most part, the principle of military 
necessity prevailed, with tactical commanders controlling activities in the 
theater as long as the possibility of combat existed. The issue of unity of com-
mand remains a problem today. It has strategic signifi cance because the exis-
tence of divided commands continues to reveal a fundamental uncertainty 
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about the appropriate role of the military in governance operations and, as 
such, about the relationship between governance operations and war. As later 
chapters in this book will show, the replacement of unity of command with 
unity of effort during the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq revealed a failure to 
understand the fundamental differences between the two. This replacement 
was arguably one of the most important operational failures in the post- 9/11 
wars. Fifth, the principle of indirect rule—balancing the need to introduce 
change with the reality of needing to rely on indigenous administrators—
emerged during these contingencies as well. As previously noted, during the 
Mexican- American War, Secretary of War Marcy directed that the United 
States should work with indigenous personnel whenever possible. This guid-
ance stemmed largely from necessity, since a dearth of personnel meant that 
that the army could not completely take over governments and had to focus 
on supervising existing administrative structures.

The cases examined in this chapter cover the period in American history 
characterized by the growth of America as a world power. By 1898, with the 
Spanish- American War, America’s role in the world had grown dramatically. 
While previous wars were fought to defend territory and to expand and con-
solidate power internally, now America focused abroad. Yet, in both types of 
contingencies, governance operations were required. With the acquisition of 
new territories overseas, governance operations were required to exert US 
political control over them. Combat victories alone were not enough; the 
steps needed to retain and shape the political contours of those territories 
proved to be equally important. US troops remained in a theater at the direc-
tion of US civilian leaders in order to help realize the political objectives that 
drove each intervention in the fi rst place. Despite the diversity of challenges 
and the range of operations, army personnel showed adaptability and fl exibil-
ity and the requirements that we seek in strategic leaders today. Today the 
army calls this skill “mission command.” In the past, it was simply responding 
to what needed to be done, with limited resources and limited guidance.
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THE INTERWAR YEARS,  while relatively quiet for the US Army in terms 
of military engagements, were full of change regarding its doctrine and orga-
nization. By the end of World War I, a massive demobilization had taken 
place, and only about 130,000 soldiers remained in the regular army, including 
those occupying the Rhineland.1 As after every war, debate ensued over the 
army’s appropriate size, composition, and organization. This debate essentially 
culminated in the National Defense Act of 1920, which codifi ed one of the 
fi rst major agreements regarding the appropriate mix of army forces. The act 
refl ected an agreement to create a relatively small regular army of 280,000 that 
would be supplemented by a citizen army drawn from a new organized reserve 
and a national guard. It balanced Emory Upton’s hope of creating a more 
regular professional army with the views of others who argued that the bulk of 
America’s defenses should rest with its citizen soldiers.

Despite the army’s civil affairs experiences in the Rhineland, almost two 
decades passed before it developed its fi rst real guidance related to military 
governance. In his assessment of the Rhineland experience, the offi cer in 
charge of civil affairs for the Third Army, Col. Irwin Hunt, remarked that it 
was “extremely unfortunate that in the qualifi cations necessary for civil 
administration [were] not developed in times of peace” and that despite the 
army’s earlier experiences, lessons of governance “seemingly have not been 
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learned.”2 Colonel Hunt’s report was one of the fi rst comprehensive examina-
tions of the army’s occupation experiences as a strategic problem, rather than 
one, predominantly, of military law and order. During the interwar period, 
however, the War Department only periodically referred to the Hunt Report.3 
And the army’s Bureau of Insular Affairs, created by Elihu Root in 1903, was 
disbanded in 1939 and absorbed into the US Department of Interior, which 
shifted its focus from occupation duties abroad to issues related to the man-
agement of Native Americans in the United States.4

World War I ended with military government being the ad hoc responsibil-
ity of the theater commander, with few efforts to systematize thinking about 
the issue strategically. In 1940 the army’s Judge Advocate General (JAG) 
published FM 27-10: The Rules of Land Warfare, but this document focused on 
the rights and obligations of occupation forces, reiterating the Lieber Code 
tradition of focusing on rules of conduct and military law. It refl ected the 
prevailing tendency of the Army War College in the 1920s to treat civil affairs 
and military government as elements of military law.5 Despite this inclination, 
on the eve of World War II, some advocates within the army staff and in the 
army’s personnel and operations directorates (called G- 1 and G- 3, respectively) 
believed that the broader role of governance functions deserved some atten-
tion. They argued that since “American forces [were] now serving in a num-
ber of bases in foreign countries . . . there is the possibility of future service of 
military government by the United States Army. These facts indicate the 
need of competent personnel for such duties. Their detail from combatant 
units will deplete the offi cer strength of such units.”6 Thus, in the years imme-
diately before America’s entry into World War II, some staff offi cers were 
thinking about broader strategic problems, and the army began to take its fi rst 
signifi cant steps to formalize civil affairs–related organization and training.

In the midst of this shifting strategic environment, the army’s personnel 
section eventually prevailed on the JAG to write a fi eld manual specifi cally for 
military government.7 The JAG had initially resisted this, arguing that the 
offi ce had already produced FM 27-10: The Rules of Land Warfare, which con-
tained a section on civil administration.8 The JAG’s view refl ected the tension 
between broader governance problems and military law. Nevertheless, in June 
1940, the JAG produced FM 27-5: Military Government, drawing on many of 
the army’s past experiences, particularly in the Rhineland.9

FM 27-5 illustrated the army’s view of the dual role of military governance. 
On one level, the document refl ected a “tactical” understanding of civil 
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affairs—the need to prevent civilians from interfering in combat operations 
and the need to preserve military security. On the other hand, the document 
attached strategic importance to governance tasks, noting that the goal of 
“any war is to obtain a favorable and enduring peace” and that the “just, con-
siderate, and mild treatment of the governed by the occupying power will 
convert enemies into friends.”10 The 1943 version of Military Government 
contained a more explicit recognition of the strategic value of military gov-
ernment.11 It maintained that military government could promote military 
and political objectives “in connection with future operations” and that it 
could extend beyond combat operations until it achieved “the ends of national 
policy toward which the operations are directed.”12 FM 27-5 viewed military 
government as an instrument of American policy and an instrument for the 
consolidation of political order in defeated countries.

FM 27-5 also clarifi ed several key principles that had actually emerged in 
previous operations.13 First, it reiterated the army’s preference to vest full 
authority in the commanding general in the theater. Second, it reaffi rmed the 
army’s preference for retaining existing civilian personnel, institutions, laws, 
and customs “when practicable.” The manual also offered a clear role for tac-
tical forces in military governments. It described scenarios in which an occu-
pying power would need to exercise the functions of civil government, noting, 
“military government is the organization through which it does so.” The 
manual also noted the role that tactical forces could play in governance oper-
ations, explaining that personnel could be reassigned from combat units to 
military government duties when hostilities subsided, since civil affairs activ-
ities could “in the long run prove an economy” by lessening the need for 
garrison forces. It supported the use of tactical units as “organs” of military 
government and specifi ed that each tactical unit would have a civil affairs 
section corresponding to the unit’s size. When a tactical unit was moved, its 
civil affairs section could remain behind to provide some continuity.14 The 
manual discussed the use of tactical forces for civil affairs duties, recognizing 
that they could play an important role in governance tasks.

FM 27-5 recognized the importance of military necessity and of retaining 
fl exibility in a theater.15 Although the manual noted that the commanding 
general’s staff could include up to nine specifi c departments,16 it let civil 
affairs offi cers prioritize among departments, allowing situational decisions 
to override formal guidance. While the practical utility of these fi eld manu-
als is debatable, FM 27-5 provided a basic template for planning specifi c 
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operations in Germany, Japan, Italy, Korea, and North Africa. Furthermore, 
it was the most comprehensive document to date regarding civil affairs and 
military government and, more important, seemed to have incorporated 
some of the key lessons from past operations. The publication of this guid-
ance, however, still left most of the operational decisions in the hands of the 
theater commander. Indeed, FM 27-5 clearly stated that the exercise of 
military government was a “command responsibility,” with full “legislative, 
executive and judicial authority” vested in the commanding general of the 
theater.17

The publication of guidance related to military government suggested that 
the army offi cially recognized that it would likely conduct governance opera-
tions in the future. This in turn spurred the development of a more formal 
training apparatus for such operations. FM 27-5 allotted responsibility for the 
planning of military government and the training of personnel to the G- 1 
section of the War Department General Staff.18 Nevertheless, practical con-
siderations determined that the provost marshal, who already controlled 
training for military policing, should receive the responsibilities for military 
government instruction. The army’s G- 1, as well as the representatives from its 
G- 3, disagreed with the placement of military government functions under 
the provost marshal because he traditionally focused on the narrower area of 
military policing.19 While the army grappled with the issue of where to locate 
governance functions within its broader organization, it began to recognize 
that such tasks could affect operations in the wartime theater and thus 
deserved more serious consideration. In the fall of 1942, civil- military coordi-
nation problems encountered by Lt. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower during Oper-
ation Torch in North Africa were a key impetus toward a reconsideration of 
civil- military relationships in a theater of war. These problems spurred argu-
ments within the army about the appropriate direction and administration of 
military government. Operation Torch, initiated because of Great Britain’s 
desire for early action against the Axis powers, created confusion among civil 
and military offi cials over the appropriate administration of the region. Many 
argued that such activities should belong “wholly to the military command” 
and that if there was “one outstanding lesson to be gained from prior Ameri-
can experiences in military government, it is the unwisdom of permitting any 
premature interference by civilian agencies with the army’s basic task of civil 
administration in occupied areas.”20 Documents from this period reveal that 
military and civilian authorities debated the appropriate chain of command 
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over civil matters. In the 1942 invasion of North Africa, General Eisenhower 
had been frustrated by the system of divided control.21 Before the invasion, 
Gen. George C. Marshall anticipated that civil affairs would be an important 
part of the mission, so he created a civil administrative section on his staff to 
coordinate political matters.22 Robert M. Murphy, a former political offi cer in 
France, assumed leadership of this new section in North Africa. General 
Eisenhower wrote to Marshall, stating that he wanted a single staff authority 
over all of the representatives of the various agencies that would soon descend 
“like locusts” on the region.23 Army offi cials were determined to rise above the 
morass of civilian planning efforts. Eisenhower complained about the poten-
tial problems of dividing authority in the theater and made it clear that Mur-
phy should work through him, as the commanding general in the theater: “I 
hesitate to raise an issue which might cause you embarrassment . . . [but] as I 
am responsible for the success of the operations I feel that is it essential that 
fi nal authority in all matters in the theater rest in me, . . . with Mr. Murphy 
as my operating executive and advisor for civil affairs.”24 Eisenhower’s view 
reaffi rmed the point in the army’s 1940 manual: Military necessity required 
military control of civil affairs in the theater.25 This theme, which had 
emerged in earlier governance operations, suggests that the army was less 
concerned about governance operations per se and more concerned with 
ensuring control over activities that could affect events in the military the-
ater as a whole.

During this period, the assistant secretary of war, John J. McCloy, traveled 
to North Africa and returned with the recommendation to create the CAD 
to advise the secretary of war and the chief of staff on nonmilitary matters “in 
areas occupied as the result of military operations.”26 The CAD was one of fi ve 
new special staff divisions on the General Staff created during the General 
Marshall reorganizations of 1942–43 and marked the War Department’s fi rst 
effort to centralize thinking and control over occupation- related activities 
and to consider the central role that the army would play in occupation- related 
tasks. With the creation of the CAD, primary responsibility for civil affairs 
and military government shifted from the personnel section of the General 
Staff to a separate military government staff section, G- 5.27 The new section 
issued instructions to the theater commanders, though the provost marshal 
still ran civil affairs training.28 Maj. Gen. John H. Hilldring, the former army 
personnel chief, became chief of the CAD and remained in that position 
throughout the war.
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This decision addressed General Eisenhower’s concerns by establishing the 
army’s fi rst organization for dealing with civil affairs matters. The creation of 
the new CAD also helped to overcome a previous obstacle to the army’s asser-
tion of greater control over civil affairs, which was that jurisdiction over such 
matters had spanned across many offi ces—for example, the PMG, its person-
nel sections, and its operations division. More unifi ed control within the War 
Department would help the army exert control over civil affairs in the theater 
by creating “a central clearing house on civil affairs.”29 The creation of the 
new division recognized that these functions were not being adequately 
addressed by existing organizations, since the G- 1 focused on personnel issues 
and requirements, while the PMG focused on training and military police 
issues. The creation of the G- 5 and the CAD recognized that the planning 
function for governance- related activities needed attention as well.

The creation of a separate CAD also marked an important departure from 
the tendency to consider civil affairs within the military- policing functions of 
the army.30 The new division superseded the small military government sec-
tion within the PMG and was outside the purview of the PMG. This develop-
ment suggested a growing appreciation for the broader role of civil affairs and 
military government and for the role of governance tasks outside military- 
policing functions. Until 1940 policing duties and governance tasks were often 
intermingled. This tended to reaffi rm the approach to civil affairs as a “law 
and order” function within the military and a consideration of governance- 
related tasks within the army’s constabulary functions. Before World War II, 
civil affairs and policing functions were conducted mainly by tactical forces 
anyway, and the nature of the tasks—from keeping law and order to establish-
ing new authorities over a region—often overlapped.

This separation had also occurred during the Civil War, with the creation 
of a separate PMG staff. These specialized provost marshal units served as law 
enforcement offi cers charged with ensuring that new laws in the South were 
followed and to control raiding and marauding.31 Following the Civil War 
experience with provost marshals and the army’s experiences during World 
War I, it retained the provost marshal position and functions, with provost 
marshals overseeing some civil affairs and police tasks. As noted previously, 
however, some in the army began to argue that civil affairs and governance 
involved broader duties than policing.

In the spring of 1942, the War Department established a training school 
specifi cally for civil affairs (though this training still fell under the PMG’s 
purview). The School of Military Government, located in Charlottesville, 
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Virginia, trained individuals in the new CAD who “may reasonably be 
expected to operate a military government.”32 Some on the army staff resisted 
this diversion of soldiers from combat responsibilities to what they believed 
was a postwar mission.33 By early 1943, the school had graduated only two 
classes, with army civil affairs offi cers numbering around 130.34 The debate 
surrounding the creation of the school revealed the army’s uncertainty about 
governance tasks. Equally important, it revealed that civilian concerns over 
military government played a role in shaping the army’s conduct of governance 
operations. Although some argued that military government was essentially a 
variant of the army’s existing police functions, others, such as the assistant army 
chief of staff, argued that military government was broader in scope than mili-
tary police activities and that training should remain distinct.35

A broader view of military government began to gain adherents. Offi cers 
from existing army units attended the Charlottesville school, as did offi cers 
commissioned from civilian life. The army also developed a month- long train-
ing course at Fort Custer, Michigan, and created civil affairs training schools 
(CATS) on university and college campuses around the country.36 The CATS 
program lasted about eight weeks, and the courses specialized in a particular 
region and language. Much of this training was fairly general, resembling 
“basic university courses dealing with history and civilization of Western 
Europe.” They included courses on army regulations, policing, military law, 
general principles of military government, histories of previous occupations, 
public administration, and general information about countries. The army’s 
philosophy was to train personnel so that they could lay the groundwork for 
the restoration of political and economic life in the occupied territories. A 
principle behind the programs was that “military government is best which 
governs least.” This approach was consistent with the kind of administration 
that evolved on the ground in countries before, during, and even after World 
War II. Secretary Marcy’s instructions regarding “indirect rule” had estab-
lished the US preference for using local offi cials when possible, and the army’s 
governance philosophy emphasized supervision rather than detailed adminis-
tration unless absolutely necessary.

CIVIL- MILITARY TENSIONS

The creation of a War Department organization to conduct civil affairs and 
military government sparked signifi cant civilian concerns. Two somewhat 
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contradictory viewpoints emerged. First, some argued that military govern-
ment was a dangerous notion, as it placed too much power in the hands of the 
military. At the same time, many of these very same individuals acknowledged 
that no other organization in a theater of war was well suited to conduct such 
tasks. President Roosevelt believed that military government was “both 
strange and somewhat abhorrent,”37 but he also realized that if “prompt results” 
were desired, the army would “have to assume the initial burden” of military 
government.38

After the opening of the Charlottesville school, a prominent offi cial wrote, 
“No task undertaken by the Army produced more misunderstanding at the 
high levels of the government.”39 Some accused the army’s JAG of being “fas-
cist,” and others warned that army planning for military government would be 
a threat but that since civilians seemed to “lack a comprehensive plan and a 
unifi ed purpose,” they were in danger of “of losing the postwar world by 
default.”40 Presidential adviser Harold Ickes noted that the army’s “ambitious” 
plans fi lled him with “grave misgivings” and that “if a stop is not put to them 
. . . we are headed for the worse kind of trouble.”41 President Roosevelt contin-
ued to maintain that governance was a civilian task and civilian administra-
tors should be installed in occupied areas.42 Even by the end of World War II, 
President Truman expressed misgivings about the military’s acquisition of 
governmental responsibilities.43

Despite the reluctance of US political leaders to give the army too much 
control over administrative matters, military necessity prevailed. Secretary of 
State James F. Byrnes maintained that while the State Department should 
retain policy oversight and control, the army should control administrative 
and logistical matters.44 He believed that the State Department did not have 
the capacity to run an occupation and that trying to do so would degrade its 
ability to “defi ne wisely important foreign policies.”45 Secretary of War Henry 
Stimson agreed that military government was a “natural and inevitable” result 
of military operations in areas where friendly governments did not exist, and 
he viewed the army’s experiences as a “bright page in American history.”46 
During the 1942 debate about civil affairs in North Africa, Secretary Stimson 
argued that the military governor’s authority stemmed from the power of the 
president as commander in chief and that the War Department’s past suc-
cesses with military government suggested that it was well suited to accom-
plishing such tasks. Stimson argued vigorously to allow General Eisenhower 
control over civil affairs in the theater, stating that the State Department’s 
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primary role was that of diplomatic adviser to the military governor, since it 
was not up to the task of administering territory.

Despite Stimson’s view, there were few indications that the army was eager 
to assume governance duties. General Eisenhower’s experiences in North 
Africa merely reaffi rmed the view that military necessity drove the army’s 
efforts to control governance tasks. The general argued that because he was 
responsible for the success of overall operations, he should retain “fi nal 
authority in all [other] matters” in the theater.47 The North African experi-
ence revealed that it was diffi cult to exert both civilian and military authority 
over the same territory.48 General Eisenhower’s chief of staff, Brig. Gen. Walter 
Bedell Smith, believed that Americans would not accept the idea of govern-
ment exercised by military offi cers.49 Later, before his appointment as military 
governor of Germany, Lt. Gen. Lucius Clay believed that it would be diffi cult 
to convince offi cers there that the army’s civil functions would soon become 
“its primary mission.”50

It is important to avoid confusing the army’s objective of retaining unity of 
command with a desire for political control per se, as there is little evidence 
of the latter. The chief of the War Department’s CAD expressed his views 
unequivocally: The army was not a “welfare organization,” and its “interest 
and activities in military government and civil affairs administration [was] 
incidental to the accomplishment of the military mission. .  .  . [A lack of] 
social stability in an occupied area would be prejudicial to the success of the 
military effort.”51 This reasoning seemed to be behind the army’s insistence 
that the tactical commander retain control over all operations in the theater. 
The army believed that leadership over military government was a short- term 
necessity,52 essential to ensuring unity of command because it was the “sole 
agency capable of initiating the reconstruction process.”53 The prevailing 
view among military and civilian leaders was that civilian agencies would 
eventually take over governance functions.54 General Clay wrote that he and 
Eisenhower intended to build an organization that could “be transferred 
bodily to a civil branch of government.”55 Months after the establishment of 
military government in Germany, Clay informed army commanders that the 
War Department believed military government was not a job for soldiers and 
should be turned over to the political side as soon as possible.56

As the Allies won their fi rst combat victories in Europe, the United States 
began to consider the likelihood that military occupations would be a key 
part of the war, since US leaders believed that combat victory would not be 
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complete unless it was accompanied by the political transformation of key 
states. Consistent with the army’s earlier experiences, two basic schools of 
thought regarding military government emerged. First, some emphasized that 
governance operations in each theater would play a critical combat- service- 
support role by keeping lines of communication open, ensuring that civilians 
did not interfere with combat operations, and consolidating combat victories 
in rear areas.57 Second, some US leaders believed that governance operations 
could have lasting strategic value. General Marshall felt that military gov-
ernment could transform individuals in liberated countries into “fi ghting 
allies.”58 An army instruction manual at the time noted that occupation was 
considered a “natural consequence of confl ict” and a “burden or a privilege, 
depending upon the philosophy of the conqueror.”59

As the army embarked on its governance experiences during World War II, 
it had emerged from the interwar period with several important views that 
guided its approach to governance tasks in the wartime theater. First, the 
army believed that it should retain control over military government tasks, 
owing to military necessity. Second, although the army sought control over 
the implementation of governance tasks, military leaders did not assume that 
they could be the sole repository of expertise required for governance opera-
tions. Instead, they sought the advice of other agencies and intended to tran-
sition governance activities to civilian control as soon as possible. Third, for 
the fi rst time, with the creation of a separate planning and training structure 
for civil affairs, military government was separated from the policing structure 
within the army organization. This suggested the emergence of a broader 
strategic appreciation for the role of governance tasks.

Overall, through the reconstruction of governments in Italy, Germany, 
Japan, and Korea, the army served as a critical instrument of political change 
in Europe and Asia, as well as a key instrument for shifting the strategic land-
scape to favor US interests during the Cold War. Although each of these 
operations involved different degrees of planning and differences in execu-
tion, all four, as will be seen, could be broken down into two main categories: 
political oversight and political reconstruction. In some cases, such as Korea 
and Japan, the army worked through existing civil administrative structures, 
shaping developments to favor US interests. In others, such as Italy and Ger-
many, more concerted efforts to replace government personnel took place.

The military governments established in Italy, Germany, Japan, and Korea 
following World War II became synonymous with the army’s governance 
experiences. Given the extensive nature of these operations, they tended to 
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overshadow previous and subsequent army governance operations. While 
critically important, the consolidation and reconstruction tasks undertaken 
by army forces during World War II in Italy, Germany, Japan, and Korea actu-
ally reinforced many of the army’s past experiences and highlighted problems 
and issues that would reappear in future operations. Furthermore, they illus-
trated that in cases of conventional war such operations were integral parts of 
strategic victory.

ITALY

US policymakers viewed an Allied victory over Italy as a step toward elimi-
nating a key Axis power from the war and reducing the overall burden on the 
Allies. Although the Mediterranean operation was a “sideshow” compared to 
the priority of a cross- Channel invasion,60 it involved planning for long- term 
stability and the transformation of Italy into a democratic state. General 
Eisenhower recognized that the imposition of a friendly regime in Italy would 
be necessary but was concerned about the timing of an occupation and 
whether it should be done from the outset or after German forces had been 
defeated.61 He appreciated that the Italian operation would set an important 
precedent and recognized from the outset that “the period of occupation will 
be much longer than the period of the assault.” Other army offi cials also 
seemed to appreciate the importance of an occupation of Italy, believing that 
“the character and effi ciency of the civil administration of the area will infl u-
ence the will of the Italian people and armed forces to resist in subsequent 
operations.”62 American planners also hoped to develop a system of adminis-
tration that would take advantage of the “good will” they believed most Ital-
ians had for Americans.63

In late 1942, the State Department had conducted a study of Italy examin-
ing what a postwar interim government would look like. Eventually, the 
United States agreed that the Italian monarchy, the House of Savoy, could be 
allowed to form an interim government under Allied supervision. By March 
1943, a basic plan for the occupation existed, drafted primarily by US Army 
lieutenant colonel Charles Spofford, who had studied previous American and 
British operations and existing army fi eld manuals and produced an “Appreci-
ation and Outline Plan for Military Government in Sicily.”64 The plan advo-
cated joint Anglo- American responsibility and administration by military 
personnel, with the commanding general also serving as military governor. 
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The Spofford plan envisaged that civil affairs personnel would arrive in the 
theater early but that as long as combat continued, the commanding general 
would retain control. The plan excluded civil political representatives (such as 
Robert Murphy in North Africa), which meant that the Combined Chiefs of 
Staff would be the primary channel of communication to the American and 
British governments.

A key issue in planning for the Italian operation was how to balance US 
and British concerns over the development of appropriate command- and- 
control arrangements for the occupation. British and American offi cials 
eventually agreed to the establishment of a joint military government, whereby 
one British and one American would head the occupation, but each would 
remain under the overall control of the commanding general, Eisenhower. 
Unlike most of the army’s previous governance operations, a basic operational 
organization for governance existed before the actual arrival of American 
forces in Italy. On May 1, 1943, three months before the invasion, the Allied 
Military Government of Italy (AMGOT) was created. A British offi cer, Maj. 
Gen. Lord Rennell, served as AMGOT’s chief, with Colonel Spofford serving 
as his deputy. On one level, AMGOT served a tactical purpose to ensure the 
security of occupying forces and lines of communication, relieve combat 
troops of the need to provide for civil administration, restore law and order, 
and provide economic resources to Allied troops as needed. It was also, how-
ever, charged with the broader goal of promoting the “overall political and 
military objectives of allied forces.”65 Although these objectives and some 
preparations existed before the arrival of US forces in Italy, several key uncer-
tainties remained. US political leaders had not agreed on what the fi nal Ital-
ian government should look like, and many believed that the character of the 
government (e.g., whether it would remain a monarchy) could be settled after 
the war by the Italians themselves.66

Developing an Organization for Governance

Army leaders faced two separate but related challenges as they arrived in 
Sicily. First, they needed to organize command- and- control relationships 
between civil affairs offi cers and combat units. In Italy, as in subsequent occu-
pations, army leaders wanted tactical commanders to remain in control 
through the assault and combat phases of the war. Army offi cials were wary of 
repeating the coordination problems experienced in North Africa and aimed 
to keep the chain of command in military channels.67 General Marshall did 
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not want a situation that would “deprive” Lt. Gen. George S. Patton Jr., com-
mander of the Seventh Army, and his tactical commanders of any authority 
over civil affairs, “as long as their troops are present in the area.”68

Second, army offi cers needed to create an organization that would allow 
civil affairs offi cers to provide adequate support to combat units while also 
beginning the administration of defeated territories in rear areas. About one 
hundred military government / civil affairs offi cers landed with the First, 
Third, and Forty- Fifth Divisions, the Seventh Army, and the Eighth Army.69 
The civil affairs offi cers who accompanied the Eighth Army undertook civil 
affairs functions in areas of fi ghting but were also expected to administer rear 
areas even though the skeletal staff made this requirement virtually impossi-
ble to accomplish.70 During the fi rst few days of the invasion, the numbers of 
military government personnel were small: Just sixteen offi cers were assigned 
to the Seventh Army and thirty to the Eighth Army.71 These spaces were 
viewed as “luxuries” by the commanding offi cers, who did not want military 
government offi cers there at the expense of tactical combat troops.

The pressure of managing mobile military governments while keeping an 
eye on governance needs in expanding rear areas resulted in the division of 
AMGOT. While military government was in place in the south, fi ghting 
continued to engulf much of northern Italy until Germany’s surrender in 
April 1945. Offi cials argued that one headquarters could not handle both jobs, 
and thus, a dual structure emerged, with AMGOT dividing into two head-
quarters in October 1943. A mobile American Military Government (AMG), 
attached to the Fifteenth Army Group, accompanied fi eld armies through 
Italy and could be more responsive to the needs of military combat units. A 
static AMG headquarters in Palermo administered rear areas.72 This division 
balanced the needs of combat with those of reconstruction challenges.

Army personnel faced two broad sets of challenges during the reconstruc-
tion phase in Italy. First, combat troops needed to begin to address the 
requirements of the civilian population. Second, as the situation in Italy sta-
bilized, army commanders came under pressure to consolidate all military 
government functions back under one organization. The dual structure that 
had emerged was a refl ection of Eisenhower’s insistence that military govern-
ment units adapt to the needs of combat troops, but it also bred confusion, 
with civil affairs offi cers from the mobile military government teams and from 
the static headquarters promulgating different policies around the country. 
Pressure grew in late 1943 to unify control over military government and 
promote more uniform policies. The chief civil affairs offi cer of the Fifteenth 
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Army Group, General Lord Rennell, believed that the decentralized situation 
was “intolerable.” Eisenhower, however, argued that as long as combat contin-
ued, mobile military government units should remain under tactical control 
to “insure that civil affairs are so conducted as to meet military requirements 
on the spot.”73

Eventually, the Allied Control Commission was established in November 
1943 in an effort to coordinate governance-related policies.74 Because the 
president of the council was also the Allied commander in chief and the 
military governor, General Eisenhower’s concerns about unity of command 
were addressed. The military governor delegated most of the civil affairs 
functions to a chief civil affairs offi cer (CAO). A territorial type of military 
government emerged, following the patterns of local Italian governments. A 
CAO assigned to one of Italy’s six regions supervised local offi cials and 
worked with them to implement reconstruction goals. In some areas, CAOs 
from across various regions would try to meet to coordinate activities and 
maintain uniform policies.75

Political and Economic Reconstruction

Military government in Italy essentially implemented the objectives set forth 
in the 1943 Moscow Declaration, which called for the removal of Fascist ele-
ments from Italian life, the creation of democratic organs and constitutional 
reforms, the arrest of war criminals, the reestablishment of a judicial system, 
and the creation of a new educational system. President Roosevelt outlined US 
goals in Italy in his July 1943 fi reside chat, when he called for Italy’s uncondi-
tional surrender and announced that Americans would help the Italian nation 
“reconstitute herself.” Following Benito Mussolini’s resignation and the recon-
stitution of a new government headed by Marshal Pietro Badoglio, who had the 
support of the Italian king, the United States hoped to establish a broad coali-
tion government that balanced competing factions—anti- Fascists, Fascists, 
and Communists—so that they could all participate in a future government.76 
As the United States considered the character of this new government, it was 
also negotiating with the interim government over the terms of the armistice. 
In September 1943, Marshal Badoglio signed the Long Armistice agreement 
with the United States, which placed Italy under Allied military control and 
set the stage for Italy’s declaration of war against Germany.

The removal of Fascists from Italian political institutions was a central 
element of political reconstruction in Italy. This process was sometimes 
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referred to as epuration and was subject to criticism.77 Allied military offi cers 
created new regional governments in Italy, staffi ng them with new adminis-
trators, but as they did, they sought to fi nd an appropriate balance between 
purging former Fascists and avoiding complete administrative breakdown.78 
Army offi cers issued proclamations ordering the dissolution of the Fascist Party 
and its affi liated organizations and established procedures to screen out Fascist 
offi cials. In practice, epuration proceeded in an uncoordinated manner, with 
no centralized guidance, and thus, the process unfolded differently across Italy’s 
regions.79 Army personnel made efforts to develop a nuanced policy, to take 
into account the situation of specifi c individuals, and to give offi cers involved 
some leeway in making fi nal judgments regarding individuals.80

While the military government succeeded in removing some elements of 
the old regime, it was later criticized for conducting a policy that was not well 
developed and lacked the authority of a single controlling agency.81 The United 
States hoped that the interim government would take charge of the purge to 
establish its legitimacy and to offset the criticism of those who blamed the US 
for problems related to defascization.82 Through 1943 and 1944, a broader polit-
ical spectrum of Italians became involved in political life, and by January 1944, 
Italians were permitted to participate in political activities as long as they were 
orderly. In early 1944, six parties existed and had formed coalitions to function 
until national elections could take place. In the fall of 1945, a consultative 
assembly met in Rome, allowing Italian politicians to begin participating in 
politics again.

Despite initial American reluctance to become deeply involved in Italian 
political life, from the start of the occupation US military and political leaders 
grappled with choices about which type of government to support in Italy, 
particularly as the power of the Soviet- backed Communists grew. From 1943 
to 1944, the United States and Britain debated which post- Mussolini govern-
ment to support. Prime Minister Churchill advocated support for a regime 
that could bring the war in Italy to an end quickly, stating that he would 
support any Italian authority that could “deliver the goods” and “make the 
Italians do what we need for our war purposes,” even if it meant dealing with 
the Italian king.83 The United States agreed to support Marshal Badoglio’s 
government (and the Italian king) temporarily, since President Roosevelt was 
still committed to self- determination for the Italians as soon as the situation 
on the ground stabilized.84

The political transition in Italy required not only the removal of former 
Fascists, but also minimizing the growing power of the Italian Communist 
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parties and ensuring the creation of a broad-based government. The growing 
tensions between the Italian Communist movement, supported by the Sovi-
ets, and the emerging Christian Democratic and Socialist groups forced US 
military and civilian leaders to reassess earlier reluctance to become deeply 
involved in Italian politics. And a central part of the longer- term success of 
any newly elected Italian offi cial would be the strength and stabilization of the 
Italian economy. Initially, army offi cials approached the problem of economic 
stabilization from the perspective of relief and rehabilitation—their objective 
was to minimize conditions that could result in civilian unrest and interfere 
with military operations.85 In the fall of 1943, Assistant Secretary of War 
McCloy wrote to Harry Hopkins, one of President Roosevelt’s closest advisers, 
that “so far as Army responsibility for relief is concerned it should be confi ned 
to subsistence levels.”86 As noted earlier, army offi cials had hoped that civilian 
relief agencies would take over, although Secretary of War Stimson expressed 
frustration that the War Department was expected to develop long- range 
plans without clear guidance. He urged the State Department to offer guid-
ance so that the military would know US objectives. Stimson reiterated his 
view that the military’s purpose should be immediate rehabilitation.87

However, as the occupation unfolded, pressure grew for the military gov-
ernment to implement a longer- term program of economic aid. The Allied 
Control Commission believed that if the military government continued to 
consider “only what is essential to the interests of the war effort, [it might] lose 
the opportunity of ensuring the creation of a reasonably prosperous and con-
tented postwar Italy.”88 The State Department now argued that Italy had 
become a US government “responsibility,” and Assistant Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson urged the army to “broaden its views on the relief problem . . . 
until some other international relief agency could take over the job.”89 As the 
army worked out these broader policy issues, it was also engaged in more spe-
cifi c day- to- day tasks to reestablish a functioning Italian economy. The mili-
tary supervised the creation of a central bank, reorganized the Ministry of 
Finance, and attempted to streamline the Italian tax- collection system. The 
military government also became involved in price- control issues, and offi -
cials developed programs to control infl ation.90 Military government offi cials 
also worked to repair the shattered Italian transportation system, which was 
central to long- term economic stabilization.

The Allied military government also sought to reform Italy’s judicial sys-
tem.91 The military government’s objective of replacing Fascism with democ-
racy required not only changes in Italian institutions but also its laws. It 
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accomplished this task with relatively few personnel and drafted proclama-
tions and general orders, some of which formed the basis for new legislation.92 
The overall goal was to return the bulk of court cases to the Italian courts 
and lay a foundation for restoring the Italian government. As in previous 
governance operations, the military government also created special military 
courts to try civilians charged with offenses against the military government. 
Judicial offi cers of the military government served on these courts. Special 
courts were also established to deal with more complicated cases and the 
sequestering of property. Allied military government offi cials also worked to 
improve prison conditions and to ensure that prisoners received timely trials 
or were released; Italian police were directed to discontinue the practice of 
holding civilians in jail pending investigation. A key question for the mili-
tary government was the extent to which it should rely on existing Italian 
law enforcement structures to preserve law and order. Complicating this 
judgment was the poor level of intelligence about existing Italian police orga-
nizations. Initially, many Italian paramilitary organizations, such as the 
Carabinieri, were targeted as military entities and their members jailed.93 
Eventually, the military government’s public safety division worked with the 
Carabinieri, which led to a shift of their initial views of the national police-
men as “useless” to “suffi ciently improved” so that “their worth [was] now 
deemed invaluable.”94

Army offi cers also developed food- production and agricultural policies. In 
combat zones, military government offi cers focused on the immediate needs of 
the populace. As the rear areas stabilized, they worked to revise the existing 
policy of relying on food imports to meet Italy’s needs and instead devised 
ways to increase Italian food production. One CAO remarked that the food 
situation in Sicily was “the most serious preoccupation of the administra-
tion.”95 CAD guidance urged the military government to rehabilitate agricul-
ture production in the theater in order to reduce demand on US and UK food 
supplies.96 Although little advance planning had taken place in the area of 
educational reform, once in place army offi cials became deeply involved in 
this area as well.97 They opened schools as quickly as possible, improved the 
safety of buildings, revised the content of school curricula, and checked the 
political background of teachers. Similar to what would occur later in Japan, 
army personnel also encouraged more local involvement in education through 
the establishment of provincial educational committees.

After the retirement of the Italian king in June 1944 and the establishment 
of a new republic in June 1946, a general amnesty was declared, allowing the 
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transfer of control from the military government directly back to the newly 
elected Italian government. The emergence of the new republic, however, did 
not mean the disengagement of the United States. The withdrawal of Amer-
ican occupying forces only heightened the need for continued American 
economic and political engagement in Italy in order to ensure that the gains 
of the war would not be lost to the increasing strength of the Italian Commu-
nist Party.

Throughout the spring of 1946 and into the spring of 1948, US political 
leaders debated the appropriate amount of aid to Italy. Many US policymak-
ers, as well as activists in the Italian American community, argued that unless 
the Italian economy was strengthened, the country would fall to the Commu-
nists.98 George Kennan argued that if the “Communists were to win election 
there our whole position in Mediterranean, and possibly in western Europe as 
well, would probably be undermined.”99 These arguments were countered by 
those who believed that the United States could not afford the diversion of 
assistance to Italy.100 Overall, however, with the Truman administration’s 
growing concerns about the intentions of the Soviet Union and unrest in 
Greece (which sparked the announcement of the Truman Doctrine), many in 
the policy community viewed Italy as a bulwark against the growing Soviet 
threat. Policy offi cials in Washington argued that Italy needed assistance 
before the Marshall Plan began. These arguments prevailed, and Congress 
voted for interim aid to Italy in December 1947.101 In addition to continued 
economic support for Italy, the United States decided to actively back the 
Christian Democrats there, hoping to create a government that could with-
stand Communist pressure.102 In April 1948, in the aftermath of the Commu-
nist coup in Czechoslovakia, a Christian Democratic government led by 
Prime Minister Alcide De Gasperi won electoral victory against the Popular 
Front, an alliance of the Communist and Socialist Parties. Eventually, as 
concerns about Soviet power and intentions over Western Europe grew, the 
Popular Front parties in Italy were excluded from the Italian government.103

Although some believed that the military government in Italy was too 
limited in its aims, it accomplished a great deal.104 Occupation forces in Italy 
were the key instrument through which many of the objectives set forth in the 
1943 Moscow Declaration were realized.105 They removed many Fascist ele-
ments from the Italian government, created more democratic administrative 
structures, reestablished a judiciary and educational system, arrested war 
criminals, and provided the foundation for new democratic elections. Gover-
nance operations in Italy revealed the importance of stabilizing rear areas 
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while combat in forward areas continued and forced the army to manage 
political concerns and the pressures of combat simultaneously.

GERMANY

Well before America’s formal entry into World War II, US military and polit-
ical leaders anticipated that a change in Germany’s political and economic 
order would be required. The United States conducted extensive planning for 
governance operations in Germany,106 anticipating that the United States 
would be responsible for Germany’s reconstruction.107 Planning within diplo-
matic and military channels took place. US civilian and military offi cials 
debated the character of an occupation at meetings of War and State Depart-
ment committees such as the State- War- Navy Coordinating Committee 
(SWNCC), the European Advisory Committee (EAC) in London, and at the 
series of foreign minister conferences throughout the war.108 In addition to 
these political discussions, several different military planning organizations—
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the War Department’s CAD, and Supreme 
Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF)—developed operational 
plans for an occupation of Germany.

At the 1943 Moscow Conference, the United States presented an early 
plan for the postwar treatment of Germany. At the conference, President 
Roosevelt had instructed Secretary of State Cordell Hull to explore “the ques-
tion of what our plan is to be in Germany and Italy during the fi rst months 
after Germany’s collapse.”109 Hull described a shared US- British- Soviet occu-
pation, with a commission to enforce Allied policies. The plan anticipated the 
emergence of new political parties in Germany, elections, and the reestablish-
ment of a central German government. It also assumed that eventual respon-
sibility for the administration of Germany would be transferred from military 
to civilian institutions.

These earlier conferences did not result in agreement about the character 
of a German occupation, and civilian and military planners continued to 
debate this issue through 1944.110 At the September 1944 Quebec Conference, 
Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau presented a plan to punish Ger-
many by prohibiting its reindustrialization and to transform it into an agricul-
tural state, thus undercutting the possibility of a resurgent German war 
potential.111 The State Department, supported by some War Department 
offi cials, opposed Morgenthau’s approach, arguing that some self- suffi ciency 
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for Germany should be permitted.112 This disagreement set the stage for the 
development of an alternative plan produced by the JCS and known as JCS 
1067.113 Approved by the president in late 1944, JCS 1067, “Directive to the 
Commander in Chief of US Forces of Occupation Regarding the Military 
Government of Germany in the Period Immediately following the Cessation 
of Organized Resistance,” refl ected an effort to tone down some of the harsh-
est elements of the Morgenthau Plan.114 In JCS 1067, the army assumed that 
Germany would require extensive administrative control.115 It contained 
guidance about preventing the resurgence of German power, demilitarizing 
Germany’s military, and dissolving the Nazi Party. Relief supplies would be 
permitted to prevent disease and disorder.116 JCS 1067 was an important plan-
ning document for the army’s occupation of Germany and contributed to the 
development of the Eclipse operational plan that emerged later that year.117 
Furthermore, it revealed that military offi cials were involved in thinking 
about the broader strategic objectives of a proposed occupation, not merely its 
operational details.

Several competing tensions shaped the development of JCS 1067. President 
Roosevelt was reluctant to make too many concrete decisions regarding the 
postwar treatment of Germany.118 He disliked “making detailed plans for a 
country which we do not yet occupy [since the details] were dependent on what 
we and the Allies fi nd when we get into Germany, and we are not there yet.”119 
To a certain degree army leaders endorsed this position, since they wanted 
fl exibility and control once in the theater. The War Department’s concerns 
about retaining military control over operations in the theater drove its CAD 
to oppose the State Department plan to create zones of occupation in Ger-
many. The War Department argued that such zones were a “military matter” 
that should be determined by the location of troops at the time of Germany’s 
collapse.120 Through 1943 civil affairs representatives in the War Department 
had reportedly been given “strict instructions to agree to nothing.”121 Since the 
JCS directive focused on the “initial post- defeat period,” it was not considered 
an “ultimate statement” of policy and thus safeguarded the army’s goal of 
retaining fl exibility in the theater. Thus, JCS 1067 managed to satisfy the War 
Department’s desire for guidance while balancing Roosevelt’s view that detailed 
policy should not be developed until the country was actually occupied.122 The 
document hedged against both demands by giving military government staffs 
a “long- awaited basic statement of policy for the post- hostilities period.”123

Although army organizations in Europe underwent many changes, through 
all of these various transitions a group of staff offi cers planned for occupa-
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tion.124 The Allied strategic planning agency Chief of Staff to Supreme Allied 
Commander (COSSAC) studied the possibility of an unconditional surrender 
and developed an occupation plan called Rankin.125 Rankin focused on secur-
ing areas of Germany and provided basic instructions to army groups and 
other tactical units on how to prepare for the occupation. A Post- Hostilities 
Planning Section in COSSAC and its CAD (which evolved into a G- 5 staff 
division) considered problems related to Germany’s surrender. When SHAEF 
replaced COSSAC, it absorbed the latter’s governance- planning functions, 
and by the spring of 1944 SHAEF had completed some seventy posthostili-
ties studies.126 A special staff to SHAEF, the German Country Unit (GCU), 
included some 150 British and American offi cers who produced functional 
manuals on public safety and education, local and regional government, and 
other administrative issues.127 In February 1944, a civil affairs training appara-
tus emerged in Europe to prepare troops for occupation duties.128 The Euro-
pean Civil Affairs Division (ECAD) was created to administer civil affairs 
personnel in the European theater and to serve as their “parent organiza-
tion.”129 It was considered odd because it had no fi eld command functions, and 
personnel assigned to the ECAD received orders through the tactical units to 
which they were attached.130

Following the cross- Channel invasion in June 1944, the Rankin plan 
evolved into Operation Eclipse. Eclipse considered issues such as terms of 
surrender, disarmament, treatment of police and paramilitary organizations, 
arrest of war criminals, establishment of law and order, administration of 
military government, and treatment of displaced persons (DPs) and prisoners 
of war (POWs).131 Eclipse envisioned a clear division between the combat 
phase and the beginning of the occupation: Eclipse would be implemented 
after certain conditions were met.

The extensive army planning, supplemented by political- military planning 
in Washington, suggests that political and military leaders considered the 
reconstruction of Germany an integral part of the war effort. By early 1945, 
many of these political and military plans for the occupation of Germany 
coalesced at the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences.132 At Yalta the allies agreed to 
partition Germany into four zones, and at Potsdam they developed details for 
the administration of each zone. The Potsdam agreements set forth economic 
objectives, including measures to prevent a rebuilding of Germany’s war poten-
tial, to develop agriculture and peaceful domestic industries, to maintain a 
“balanced economy” to encourage a reduction in imports, to enlarge coal pro-
duction, to maximize agricultural output, and to repair transportation networks. 
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Each zone commander had the power to disarm and demilitarize Germany, 
destroy the Nazi Party and its institutions, and “prepare for the eventual recon-
struction of German political life on a democratic basis.” A commission com-
posed of the supreme commanders of each zone would coordinate policies of the 
four occupying powers. At the Potsdam Conference, Allied leaders essentially 
endorsed the conduct of an extensive political reconstruction program by mili-
tary forces.

Developing an Organization for Governance

The Potsdam Agreement provided general guidance for military offi cers, but 
the major issue facing army offi cers in theater was how to manage combat and 
governance operations simultaneously. Because army governance operations 
in Germany began while combat was still under way, tactical units from the 
army’s Twelfth and Sixth Army Groups began to undertake administrative 
tasks as they entered Germany.133 General Eisenhower showed fl exibility by 
recognizing that conditions for the occupation might arise sooner than antic-
ipated and that therefore Eclipse might need to be implemented in parts of 
Germany as combat operations continued.134 Some of the army’s earlier plans 
had developed the idea of “pinpointing” specifi c military government detach-
ments to German Stadt and Landkreise (urban and rural districts). These plans 
anticipated deploying military government detachments throughout the 
occupied territories.135 But since American troops moved into Germany so 
swiftly, there were not enough military government detachments available in 
rear areas, leaving tactical units to set up military governments and administer 
towns before the collapse of Berlin.136 It is important to note that the G- 5 staffs 
of the armies joined them late, which meant that they had limited opportuni-
ties to integrate with regular army staffs or to develop detailed organizational 
arrangements.137 As a result, tactical offi cers played a large role in developing 
and implementing aspects of governance tasks.

Following Germany’s unconditional surrender, the commanders in chief of 
each sector retained supreme authority.138 The US Forces, European Theater 
(USFET) replaced SHAEF, and the commanding general of the USFET, Gen-
eral Eisenhower, became the military governor of Germany, enjoying “supreme 
legislative, executive and judicial power.”139 As in virtually all of the army’s 
previous governance experiences, Eisenhower faced the immediate challenge 
of developing an operational organization for military government. This task 
fell in practice to the then deputy military governor, General Clay. A West 
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Point graduate and engineer, Clay had served as a deputy to Eisenhower and 
as deputy director for war programs in the Offi ce of War Mobilization and 
Reconversion. President Roosevelt had “handpicked” Clay to head the Ger-
man occupation.140 Although eager to get back to Germany, Clay had hoped 
for a fi eld command and was initially “horrifi ed” at the prospect of returning 
as military governor.141 He had experience in engineering and war mobiliza-
tion but not in political planning. After assuming the post of military gover-
nor in 1947, he was considered an effective, if sometimes imperious, leader.142

The American zone in Germany was divided into an eastern and western 
zone, with an army group assigned to each. As military governor, Eisenhower 
fi rst created coordinating bodies under the three German states of Hessen, 
Württemberg- Baden, and Bavaria in order to administer the territory more 
uniformly.143 In addition to providing for coordination within the American 
zone, US offi cials tried to coordinate Allied policies multilaterally through 
the US Control Council, which reported to the quadripartite Allied Control 
Commission. In practice, however, the commission functioned on directions 
from national governments, with serious differences in national policies often 
preventing agreement.144

The fi rst military government detachments arrived in Germany while 
combat was still under way, and they thus remained under the control of tac-
tical units.145 In 1944 a new level of organization under the army’s “G” staff 
was created, with civil affairs becoming the G- 5 at the theater, army group, 
army, corps, and division levels, and military government fi eld detachments in 
Germany reported to the G- 5 of each tactical unit.146 A G- 5 was created at 
SHAEF in order to allow the supreme headquarters to have a “small high 
powered section” that would be “responsible for policies and directives, for 
long range outline planning and for general co- ordination” of civil affairs–
related matters.147 The theater also established a civil affairs pool so that per-
sonnel could be assigned as needed. As tactical troops moved into an area, 
military government detachments followed and identifi ed requirements in the 
area. Military government staffs at the divisional level had direct contact with 
fi eld military government detachments, and command channels fl owed 
through the division.148 Thus, orders for the military government detachments 
came from the armies, not from the ECAD.149 As noted, tactical forces, 
through corps, divisions, regiments, and even companies, had great input into 
administrative matters, with some civil affairs specialists characterizing this 
infl uence as interference.150 One frustrated military government offi cer 
observed that there was “no way to disseminate an order from the top and 
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have it get down to the bottom except through the military chain, and of 
course, that was not built for that type of communication.”151 Given that army 
tactical units retained responsibility for governance functions during the ini-
tial occupation period, SHAEF argued for retaining control over military 
government. General Clay recalled that fi ghts between himself as deputy 
military governor and the Chiefs of Staff “over control” had gotten to the 
point “that it was almost unbearable.”152 SHAEF believed that military gov-
ernment was a command responsibility and that only later, in permanent 
form, should military government shift to a territorial form of organization.153

As combat operations ended, however, the governance organization in 
Germany shifted from a tactical to a territorial organization. This was consis-
tent with General Clay’s view that military government should be run sepa-
rately from the staff activities of the army.154 In January 1946, the Offi ce of 
Military Government for Germany replaced the US Group, Control Council 
as the main controlling element for military government. A deputy military 
governor oversaw each German state in the American zone, and military 
government detachments and teams were assigned to cities and counties 
within each state. A key impetus behind this push by General Clay to restruc-
ture the military government organization (e.g., his desire to remove the G- 5s 
from the tactical chain of command) was his belief that it would be easier to 
convert a stand- alone military organization to civilian control.155

This reaffi rmed the army view that it did not want indefi nite control over 
governance functions. Army leaders consistently emphasized that their role 
was temporary and that a transition to civilian control should occur as quickly 
and smoothly as possible.156 Assistant Secretary of War McCloy believed that 
the military government of Germany would be the “immediate responsibility” 
of the War Department, but not a long- term one.157 The War Department had 
also emphasized that military government was “not a job for soldiers” and 
should be turned over to civilians as soon as practicable.158 President Truman 
and General Eisenhower agreed.159 General Clay tried to integrate civilians 
into G- 5 theater staff positions and encouraged offi cers in certain military 
government jobs to convert to civilian status.160 As the demobilization of the 
USFET began, Eisenhower continued to press for shifting more governance 
responsibilities to the State Department.161

Despite the broad objectives set forth in the Potsdam and other confer-
ences, as well as the guidance included in JCS 1067, statements by the army at 
the time suggest that it hoped to minimize long- term costs and commitments 
associated with such operations. SHAEF maintained that military govern-
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ment was not necessarily a means of transforming Germany and urged mili-
tary government personnel to be “disabused” of the notion that they were to 
make “Germany a ‘happy land’ again.”162 Eisenhower shared this outlook, 
clarifying that “the true function of the Army in [Germany] was to provide for 
the United States that reserve of force and power, that can insure, within our 
Zone, the prompt enforcement of all laws and regulations.”163 The army’s pri-
ority seemed to be to ensure law and order, particularly while combat contin-
ued. Shortly after Germany’s surrender, Secretary of War Stimson warned 
Generals Clay and Eisenhower not to put too much effort into carrying out 
JCS 1067 “the way [it was] written” because their main job “was to bring about 
law and order and the ability of the people in this country to live.”164

Flexibility was paramount. JCS 1067 had emphasized the need for fl exibil-
ity and adaptability in the theater, recognizing that occupation tasks would 
likely evolve and that the military governor would need to continuously sur-
vey “economic, industrial, fi nancial and social conditions” and adapt policies 
as needed.165 Once in Germany, General Clay and others became very critical 
of JCS 1067 for failing to anticipate actual conditions in the theater.166 One 
fi nancial expert noted that “economic idiots” had written the directive.167 
Overall, Clay did not believe that JCS 1067 met the needs of Germany, and 
he began to “slowly wipe out” its key provisions. He believed, for instance, 
that its provisions relating to currency reform merely prohibited him “from 
doing anything to improve the German economy,” and he consistently showed 
his determination to improvise as needed, emphasizing how military govern-
ment organizations and policies evolved and were shaped by commanding 
offi cers.168

Although the Allied Control Council had existed since the summer of 
1945, “it met and argued but never agreed.”169 General Clay rarely received 
formal briefi ngs and later approvingly recalled that his men on the ground 
controlled policy development and “made recommendations back to the 
department instead of vice- versa almost during the entire occupation.”170 He 
recalled how he was often drawn into situations in which there was “no boss 
. . . other than the President and obviously you can’t draw the President into 
everyday administrative problems.” The parts of JCS 1067 that Clay liked 
were implemented, while other aspects were modifi ed or dropped.

American tactical and military government personnel, guided by the objec-
tives of denazifi cation, democratization, and decentralization, created new 
political authorities, organized and held elections, and encouraged the devel-
opment of more democratic ideals through the reform of Germany’s judicial 
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and educational systems. Initially army personnel took almost complete control 
of the collapsed German government, but as Germany began to rebuild key 
administrative structures, the army’s role shifted to one of oversight and 
supervision. Eventually army offi cials permitted lower levels of the German 
government to assume more autonomy, with military government detach-
ments ensuring that German governments below the Land level functioned as 
required.171

Through an active program of denazifi cation, army offi cials oversaw the 
removal of Nazis from positions of power. Denazifi cation was directly linked to 
the development of new political parties, since it was through the removal of 
old leaders and the vetting of new political candidates that a foundation for a 
new Germany government was established. Although JCS 1067 had main-
tained that “democratization” was an important US objective in Germany, it 
left most of the details regarding denazifi cation to military offi cers in the 
theater. Military government detachments included special branches to weed 
out Nazi incumbents and candidates from infl uential positions. Through 
interviews and the use of thousands of detailed questionnaires, army person-
nel made judgments about which German offi cials to trust and whom to 
remove.172 The military government came under criticism for inconsistencies 
in implementing denazifi cation.173 General Clay strove for more consistency, 
issuing a law in October 1945 that excluded Nazis and Nazi sympathizers from 
all government and private employment above the level of common laborer. 
As a part of the army’s effort to emphasize supervision rather than direct 
administration, the military government shifted responsibility for drafting 
denazifi cation laws to German offi cials. In March 1946, a new law to liberate 
Germany from Nazism went into effect, and German organizations were held 
accountable for its enforcement. Clay later observed that although denazifi ca-
tion had been diffi cult to implement, “we came out better by getting an 
entirely new and different group of people into the political life of Germany.”174

The military government also prepared for new elections, with General 
Clay eager to “get the machinery [of elections and government] going.”175 In 
September 1945, military district commanders were given four months to 
prepare for elections in smaller towns and about eight months in larger cities. 
Clay believed that with earlier elections, the United States would be able to 
get local governments “back in the hands of Germans [and] the better off they 
would be and we would be.”176 Running elections involved intensive work for 
military government personnel. They oversaw all necessary paperwork and 
investigated each candidate. During October 1945, the average military gov-
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ernment detachment dispatched over three hundred reports a month.177 By 
November 1945, political parties began to form. In addition, military govern-
ment soldiers oversaw the creation of a constitutional convention and elec-
tions for representatives to a new constitutional assembly, after which it was 
“in [Germans] hands.”178

As local governments became more self- suffi cient, US military government 
detachments around the country were reduced in size.179 Eventually more and 
more responsibilities related to the reconstruction of German political life 
shifted to Germans. The military government detachments of each Land 
exerted supervisory rather than operational control, and more responsibility 
devolved to Land governments.180 In addition, by early 1946, General Clay 
began to “civilianize” or transfer more military government to the German 
civil service.181

As in Italy, army units also played a central role in the reestablishment of 
German educational institutions. The military government’s education 
branch rebuilt buildings destroyed in the war, redrafted textbooks, screened 
old teachers, and selected new ones. After lower- level schools opened, atten-
tion turned to higher schools, and by the spring of 1946, most of these were 
up and running. Once the more “mechanical processes” of school rehabilita-
tion were completed, attention shifted to the broader goal of introducing 
democratic ideals and methods into teaching processes. One practitioner 
estimated that some 80 to 85 percent of teachers were removed.182 Much of the 
work of reforming Germany’s educational system was done by offi cers “with-
out training or experience” in this fi eld, since there were only a small number 
of educational specialists available and few positions open in fi eld detach-
ments to allow someone to devote his time only to education.183

Military government specialists were also involved in all aspects of rebuild-
ing the German economy, including supervising the administration of public 
fi nance and banks, controlling properties of the German government, and 
introducing new currency. As was the case in Italy, part of the army’s interest 
in this task stemmed from its desire to reduce the costs borne by the occupy-
ing troops.184 The military government, however, also shared the broader US 
goal of establishing a foundation for the economic unifi cation of Germany 
and leaving Germany a viable and functioning state. General Clay played a 
key role in overall economic policy development and in supporting Germany’s 
unifi cation by refusing to dismantle more German industries for reparations 
until he knew that Germany would be treated as an economic unit by the 
other occupying powers.185 He played a key role in currency reform, which was 



120 Chapter 3

opposed by the French. Clay’s view was that “only military government could 
have made a currency reform as drastic and as effective as currency reform in 
Germany.”186 Clay also stopped the payment of reparations from the Ameri-
can zone out of frustration that other powers were not accounting for the 
reparations they were taking. Political leaders in Washington did not oppose 
Clay’s actions, which he believed was “entirely within [the military govern-
ment’s] purview.”187 The army also exerted control over fi nancing for imports 
and exports. At Potsdam, President Truman had directed the army to assume 
this responsibility, even though the army had to go to Congress to request 
funds for this purpose. The military government encouraged German export 
production in order to balance agricultural imports. By encouraging progress 
in this area, the army reduced its own budgetary request for this purpose.188 
Overall, the military government in Germany oversaw a transition toward a 
more self- suffi cient German economy and implemented policies that supported 
Washington’s objective of creating an economically unifi ed German state.

In Germany, the “problem of food was to color every administrative action,” 
and the military government strove to prevent famine and to “keep the Ger-
man people alive and able to work.”189 Occupying forces managed and rationed 
thousands of tons of seed and began a sustainable planting program. Planting 
eventually rose to about 90 percent of normal levels.190 General Clay worked 
hard to reduce malnutrition in the country and spent much time negotiating 
with Washington over the problem of food shipments and relief. The military 
government also undertook a children’s feeding program and a land reform 
program that provided small farms to resettled refugees. By 1946 German 
public health organizations had been reorganized and were considered compe-
tent to “assume local responsibility.” By 1948 Clay believed that public health 
agencies were “functioning satisfactorily, medicines [were] in adequate supply, 
and hospitals [were] repaired.”191

As in previous governance experiences, army personnel worked to rebuild 
local police forces to assist with the maintenance of law and order. US policy 
respected the authority of local forces unless they revealed themselves to be 
“unworthy of such support.”192 German police had been centralized under the 
Nazi government, and American military personnel aimed to create a more 
decentralized organization. Initially the military government had wide powers 
to arrest not only high- level Nazi offi cials but also lower- level personnel—per-
sons who held commissions down to and including the rank of major, for 
instance.193 The Allied Control Council had also mandated the complete 
abolition of all German land, naval, and air forces.194
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The approach to law and order in Germany worked on two levels. One 
system of military government courts focused on prosecuting offenses related 
to the occupation. A second effort focused on a broader restructuring of Ger-
many’s judicial system, with input from legal experts in the United States.195 
Following denazifi cation, local courts were returned to local control. In addi-
tion, military government offi cials removed Nazi additions to the German 
administrative code and, by January 1948, extended the writ of habeas corpus 
to most Germans. US soldiers inspected prisons and reviewed cases of prison-
ers. On a broader level, military government detachments in the fi eld were 
responsible for ensuring that laws were carried out, but they did so in conjunc-
tion with German authorities who were responsible for operational planning 
to implement the laws. Often, the military government laws were reissued as 
German Land laws.196

Departure

In September 1949, four years after the establishment of a military govern-
ment in Germany, control passed to the new Federal Republic of Germany. 
The military government established in 1945 had developed the main frame-
work to allow a relatively smooth transition. General Clay had worked with 
Germans to establish elections for a constituent assembly whose delegates 
would draft a democratic constitution that could then be approved by the 
occupying powers. Once the new constitution and electoral procedures were 
approved, Germans would elect a new federal government.197 In August 1949, 
Germany’s fi rst national postwar elections took place. Germans elected The-
odore Heuss as the Federal Republic’s fi rst president.

A month after these elections, President Truman appointed John McCloy 
as the civilian high commissioner for Germany, replacing the military gover-
nor. As noted previously, army offi cials had been eager to pass control to a 
civilian. One of Truman’s special envoys observed that US military leaders felt 
that “the administrative machinery of the Army [was] not well adapted to the 
tasks of governing a foreign population.”198 As McCloy took over, he was 
aware that General Clay had already accomplished much of the hard work.199 
He told President Truman that Clay had been a “real constitutional innova-
tor,” had “real political acumen,” and had been responsible for key laws. Over-
all, McCloy appreciated that Clay had “gotten things moving up to a point 
where the so- called high commission had quite a good base upon which to 
operate.” It is interesting that when McCloy had fi rst been approached to take 



122 Chapter 3

the job in Germany, as major combat operations were ending, he refused. He 
believed that it was too early for a civilian to take over governance tasks and 
that not only would generals and soldiers “be marching and counter- marching 
at that time,” but that problems in Germany were not a “matter of the recon-
stitution of a constitution at that point. It was something in the nature of 
what I call a ‘Mississippi River disaster.’ ” Thus, he believed that “you have got 
to put the military in charge because a civilian would be lost that quickly after 
the close of hostilities.” McCloy thus oversaw Germany’s transition away from 
military control and continued the process of integrating Germany into West-
ern Europe. He worked to ensure that the new German government carried out 
the Marshall Plan and continued to reform German industrial interests. His 
efforts resulted in a 1951 antitrust treaty that formed the foundation for the 
future European Economic Community. In addition, the founding of NATO in 
1949 provided a basis for reintegrating Germany back into Western Europe by 
reassuring the West against Germany’s future rearmament.

By 1949, when McCloy arrived in Germany, both the principles and specif-
ics for the foundation of a German state and its future integration into Western 
Europe had already been established by General Clay’s military government. 
Clay had played a pivotal role in creating a responsible government that could 
be returned to German control. The reporting and analysis done by army mil-
itary government personnel contributed to the view in Washington that a 
more positive policy toward Germany was needed, and Clay’s active involve-
ment in policy development (as discussed previously) shaped the restructuring 
of the entire German state. Through his leadership, the bizonal territory that 
was created to mesh the US and British zones in Germany, which eventually 
included the French zone, was sometimes called Bizonia, and it coalesced to 
become West Germany despite continuing Soviet objections.200

There was a growing view that as military government wound down, a 
continuing program of economic support for Germany would be necessary to 
consolidate American accomplishments. Secretary of State George Marshall’s 
June 1947 speech, as well as a revised directive, JCS 1779 (published in July 
1947), broadened the military government’s goals to include the explicit pro-
motion of economic unifi cation and popular self- government. It acknowledged 
that the creation of a central government would be a “constructive” develop-
ment.201 The continuing presence of US troops in the country served as 
important leverage to back ongoing US negotiations with France and the 
Soviet Union. As in the cases of Japan and Korea (which will be discussed 
later), the presence of US troops in Germany beyond the end of combat oper-
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ations played a critical role in shaping a fi nal, desirable political order in 
Europe. The growing threat posed by the Soviet Union shaped US objectives 
in Europe as well as US support for the reunifi cation of Germany—which 
might not have been realized absent the presence of military government 
personnel. The Soviet threat, combined with concessions from the French, 
allowed for the establishment of a central West German government, which, 
owing to the efforts of the US military government, was in strong enough 
shape to withstand pressure from Moscow.202

JAPAN

Well before Japan’s surrender, US military and political leaders gave serious 
thought to the possibility that US forces would restructure Japanese society 
and administer a defeated state.203 US political and military leaders had con-
sidered the possibility of an occupation of Japan since 1942.204 Secret advisory 
groups in the State Department studied postwar issues and produced papers 
setting forth basic principles—such as demilitarization and democratiza-
tion—that would eventually be applied to Japan and other states.205 Follow-
ing the 1943 Cairo Declaration, which called for Japan’s unconditional 
surrender, the War Department began considering the implications of a total 
collapse of the Japanese government and the possibility of an occupation by 
American military forces. In the summer of 1944, the War Department began 
planning in earnest for an occupation of Japan and Japanese- held strategic 
positions.206 The SWNCC also established a special subcommittee on the Far 
East to deal with posthostility problems.207 Military and civilian planners on 
the SWNCC considered a range of problems, from Japan’s future economy, its 
political organization and form of government to the appropriate role of occu-
pying forces. Several times during this period, the War Department took the 
lead as military planners worked to draft initial terms of surrender for Japan.208

In the summer of 1945, the General Headquarters of the American Forces 
in the Pacifi c produced Operation Blacklist, a plan for the occupation of Japan 
and Korea.209 Blacklist called for the progressive occupation of fourteen areas 
in Japan, using all available US forces in the region. It anticipated immobiliz-
ing Japan’s armed forces, establishing control over major political centers, and 
securing food supplies and communications. US military planners considered 
the need to manage combat operations and reestablish political order. This 
pattern of securing rear areas as combat continued elsewhere in the theater 
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was repeated in other governance operations, including Germany, Italy, and 
in 1950, Korea.

As in previous operations, the War Department expressed concern regard-
ing its proposed governance responsibilities and pressured political leaders 
for more guidance.210 Its CAD requested instructions from the State Depart-
ment regarding the extent, duration, and character of the occupation of 
Japan. Eventually the State Department provided preliminary answers to 
most of the War Department’s requests.211 As with Germany, debate took 
place on the character of the occupation and the appropriate level of tough-
ness toward Japan. Some believed that harsh terms should be imposed, while 
others maintained that a viable Japanese economy should be preserved.212 A 
key issue was whether the United States would recognize any existing central 
authority. As in previous governance operations, the limited numbers of 
military personnel constrained the possibility of a complete takeover of the 
Japanese government.

By the fall of 1945, policymakers had developed several key documents 
that would shape the occupation: the July 1945 Potsdam Declaration, the 
August 1945 “U.S. Initial Post- Surrender Policy for Japan” (which emerged 
from the SWNCC’s work), and a November 1945 JCS paper, Basic Initial Post 
Surrender Directive to the Supreme Commander.213 Together, they outlined 
specifi c tasks for occupying forces, such as establishing control over Japanese 
trade and fi nancial institutions, extracting reparations, conducting trials of 
war criminals, restituting property, resuming peaceful economic activity, and 
creating democratic political parties.214 The guidance called for the demili-
tarization of Japan, the democratization of Japanese politics and society, the 
reconstruction of Japan’s economy, and the evolution of Japan into a peace-
ful, democratic state.

Developing an Organization for Governance Operations

Following Japan’s surrender in August 1945, General MacArthur became 
supreme commander, Allied powers (SCAP) and began to implement Black-
list.215 Advance planning for the occupation of Japan had specifi ed the main 
principles and objectives that would guide the military government, but as in 
previous governance operations, army commanders on the ground became 
responsible for operationalizing these policies.216 As in previous cases, War 
Department planners initially believed that their role would be much more 
limited than would in fact be the case.
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The War Department’s earlier planning had focused on the development of 
broad parameters to guide the occupation, but the army was tasked with actu-
ally organizing an occupation force rather quickly.217 The War Department 
designated the Sixth and the Eighth Armies for the occupation of Japan, with 
the Eighth Army controlling the Tokyo- Yokohama area and northward and 
the Sixth Army controlling areas to the south.218 The army and navy had over 
two thousand offi cers and four thousand enlisted men available for occupation 
duty in Japan. Troops collected at the civil affairs staging area in Monterey, 
California, and were organized into tactical military government units 
attached to the Sixth and Eighth Armies’ invading forces.219

In the fall of 1945, trained military government units began to arrive and 
take over for tactical units,220 and a two- layered occupation organization 
emerged. The SCAP headquarters included twelve special military govern-
ment staff sections, which exerted overall policy responsibility for military 
government and developed directives to oversee the Eighth Army’s recon-
struction efforts.221 In theory, the supreme commander issued policies and 
directives that were passed on to the commanding general of the Eighth 
Army, Lt. Gen. Robert L. Eichelberger. The Eighth Army headquarters also 
included a special military government staff section and a fi eld organization 
based on two corps headquarters, with special military government units 
attached to tactical army units.222 Eighth Army occupation troops worked 
through normal command channels.223 Military government units were orga-
nized to correspond to Japanese prefectures, although initially there were not 
enough military government units for the forty- six prefectures.224 Some units 
were thus broken up into detachments and reorganized into teams to parallel 
Japan’s governmental organization. Eight regional headquarters oversaw these 
military government teams.225 The military government prefecture teams were 
organized to meet the needs of particular regions. For example, although pre-
fectures varied in size and population, initially a standard military government 
unit was assigned to all prefectures. Thus, initially Tokyo received the same 
number of military government personnel as much smaller cities.226 A year into 
the occupation, however, a reorganization deployed military government units 
more tailored to the specifi c needs of prefectures.227

A combination of a tactical/territorial control emerged through the Eighth 
Army,228 resulting at times in a “long and devious” channel of communication 
between SCAP and the prefecture military government teams.229 The prefec-
ture military government teams reported through corps and regional military 
government teams rather than directly to the Eighth Army.230 This prevented 
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direct communication between the Eighth Army’s special staff sections and 
their opposite numbers in the fi eld. Furthermore, specialists on the regional 
and prefecture military government teams did not always have counterparts 
on the special staff sections of the SCAP headquarters, which often resulted 
in overlapping jurisdictions and confusion.231

Technically, the occupation of Japan was an Allied endeavor. The Far 
Eastern Commission (FEC), representing the eleven countries that had fought 
against Japan, was created at the December 1945 Moscow Conference. The 
commission was a means of allowing Allied states some input into policies 
related to the occupation. In theory, the FEC made recommendations to the 
US president. Following his approval, directives would fl ow from the JCS to 
the supreme commander in Japan.232 In practice, however, there were few 
Allied personnel represented in the supreme commander’s headquarters, and 
no Allied government was permitted to work with the Japanese government 
except through SCAP.233 Thus, the FEC’s decisions tended to confi rm policies 
already followed by SCAP.234 As far as the Japanese were concerned, “the 
occupation [was] primarily a MacArthur operation, secondarily an American 
occupation and only remotely an Allied operation.”235

Political and Economic Reconstruction

Upon his arrival in Japan, General MacArthur refl ected that his professional 
military knowledge “was no longer a major factor,” since he “had to be an 
economist, a political scientist, an engineer, a manufacturing executive, a 
teacher, even a theologian of sorts . . . [and he had to] rebuild a nation com-
pletely destroyed by war.”236 By the fall of 1945, the United States hoped to 
create a peaceful and responsible government in Japan and to shape develop-
ments there so that the country did not become a future threat to US inter-
ests.237 To accomplish this, MacArthur modernized Japan’s constitution, held 
free elections, and built a representative government.

Political reform in Japan required the military government to dismantle 
old political organizations and create new forms of authority, while preserv-
ing elements of Japan’s basic administrative structures. The United States 
reaffi rmed the principle of indirect rule.238 Given the dearth of American 
forces, a complete takeover of Japan’s government was not possible. The 
emperor, although stripped of his authority, still commanded respect and 
cooperated with occupation authorities.239 Thus, existing Japanese adminis-
trative structures implemented reconstruction under the direction and over-
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sight of SCAP.240 Although able to exercise direct control if necessary,241 
SCAP issued directives through the Japanese government agency, the Cen-
tral Liaison Offi ce.242

As in previous experiences, army leaders balanced elements of the old 
regime, worked through existing administrative structures, and initiated 
reforms. Military government personnel tried to ensure that SCAP directives 
were properly implemented. Civil affairs teams were instructed to “observe, 
investigate and report” compliance with SCAP instructions by the Japanese 
government.243 SCAP’s Government Section initially reviewed and issued 
approvals for all Japanese cabinet orders.244 A central committee of Japanese 
and American offi cials issued directives to the Japanese government.245 This 
system did not work perfectly, since there was a tendency among military 
government fi eld offi cers to get the job done themselves. Although army units 
in the fi eld were not permitted to issue instructions to local Japanese govern-
mental structures without fi rst receiving permission from headquarters, one 
military government offi cer later noted that “a common attitude among fi eld 
administrators is pride in the fact that they report as little as possible to head-
quarters and solve their own problems.”246 As a result, a “subtle transfer in 
responsibility” to military government personnel in the fi eld took place.

Given that few military government teams received instructions in the fall 
of 1945, this proactive attitude was probably good. Often teams were unaware 
of the directives that they were supposed to enforce. Some army offi cers 
reportedly became aware of directives only by reading the English- language 
press, which often included reprints of SCAP directives.247 In the spring of 
1946, SCAP sent its directives to Eighth Army military units in an effort to 
improve the fl ow of information, and army leaders also tried to increase uni-
formity among military government fi eld personnel by assisting them with 
planning and reporting frameworks.

Military government offi cials tried to create safeguards to ensure that indi-
viduals associated with the old order were prevented from retaining power. 
Military government directives prohibited the retention or selection of indi-
viduals associated with “militant nationalism” or “aggression,” and in January 
1946 SCAP’s Directive 550 dissolved all organizations considered harmful to 
democratization and pluralism.248 As a result of this purge, some thirteen hun-
dred organizations were dissolved.249 Nine out of ten high offi cials became 
ineligible to hold offi ce.250 Army offi cials replaced key personnel throughout the 
Japanese government, encouraged the decentralization of administrative struc-
tures (and the development of more local autonomy), drafted a new constitution, 
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and supported the creation of more political parties. Previously, the imperial 
government had appointed many local offi cials, but SCAP soon issued laws 
forcing the election of local offi cials by direct vote.251 By December 1945, sixty 
new political parties had been organized,252 and within a year the number of 
polling places doubled, from twenty thousand to over forty- two thousand.253 
In April 1946, the fi rst general elections took place, with Japan’s two conser-
vative parties—the Liberals and Progressives—capturing 139 and 93 seats, 
respectively, of the Diet’s total of 466 seats.254 Local elections followed one 
year later.255 General MacArthur believed that holding elections was a neces-
sary means of allowing “free and untrammeled expression of the people’s 
will.”256

MacArthur’s team also wrote an entirely new constitution for the coun-
try.257 Less than two months into the occupation, he liberalized the existing 
Meiji Constitution, abolished certain advisory organs, strengthened the Diet’s 
powers, and created an independent judiciary. The new constitution created a 
constitutional monarchy, and the Diet became Japan’s highest organ of power. 
SCAP also drafted a bill of rights removing restrictions on civil, political, and 
religious liberties and, overall, improving the rights of the Japanese people. 
The emperor presented the bill of rights to the public for approval, and it came 
into force in May 1947.258

SCAP also developed new laws. The military government sought to bal-
ance its policy of indirect rule and its preference for relying on local structures 
to maintain law and order, with the need to reform Japan’s powerful security 
organs. As with political reforms, MacArthur emphasized decentralization 
and supported measures to allow local entities with more power over security 
organs.259 SCAP’s October 1945 Bill of Rights stripped Japan’s police organs of 
their power over censorship and other forms of control. By 1947 SCAP had 
dissolved Japan’s Home Ministry, which had been one of Japan’s most power-
ful institutions, and enacted new police laws limiting the number of police 
personnel and also their jurisdiction.260 The Japanese government abolished 
its secret police forces, police departments charged with censorship, and other 
police agencies concerned with control of thought, speech, religion, and 
assembly. About fi ve thousand members of the Japanese police system, includ-
ing one hundred top- ranking offi cials, were removed from offi ce.261

Military government offi cers also instituted broader judicial reforms, 
including the introduction of a new civil code that provided women with 
greater legal rights and reduced elements of Japan’s highly patriarchal sys-
tem.262 Military government offi cers developed a system to arrest and try Jap-
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anese military personnel for offenses against the laws of war and established 
the International Military Tribunal for the Far East, which included justices 
from eleven countries who held hearings on major Japanese war criminals.263 
SCAP established provost courts under the Eighth Army’s control in February 
1946,264 and for years after the election of a new Japanese government, SCAP 
oversaw the trials of thousands of accused Japanese war criminals.265 By allow-
ing the Japanese government key authority, many SCAP directives evolved 
into Japanese law.266

Demilitarization was also a central element of reconstruction in Japan. In 
June 1946, the United Kingdom, China, and the Soviet Union signed a draft 
treaty that announced their intention to disarm and demilitarize Japan. 
Demobilization of Japan’s armed forces was actually handled through Japan’s 
War and Navy Departments, although this oversight was then transferred to 
civilians in the Japanese government.267 The 1947 Constitution prohibited 
the development of land, sea, and air forces.268 However, by the end of the 
Allied occupation, growing concern about the Soviet Union contributed to 
support for the creation of a self- defense force of about seventy- fi ve thousand 
members.269

SCAP also focused on economic reforms, primarily through the decentral-
ization of power.270 The military government facilitated a “reasonable resto-
ration” of Japan’s economy so that the “peaceful requirements of the population 
[could] be satisfi ed.”271 Occupation authorities sought to weaken the economic 
base of Japan’s military strength by decentralizing economic power through 
the deconcentration of Japan’s large family combines—the zaibatsu. The zai-
batsu were closely associated with Japan’s war effort and held a monopoly over 
Japan’s main industries. The United States believed that a reduction in the 
zaibatsu’s power was necessary to promote democracy. Thus, a year into the 
occupation SCAP developed a plan to dissolve zaibatsu holding companies.272 
The Diet later reviewed a law, promoted by General MacArthur, to eliminate 
the “excessive concentrations of economic power.”273

MacArthur’s focus on deconcentration was challenged in mid- 1947, when 
policymakers in Washington began to reassess the wisdom of SCAP’s focus on 
reform at the expense of creating a more robust Japanese economy. George 
Kennan, a member of the State Department’s policy planning staff, briefed 
MacArthur in Japan and argued for a shift from reform to recovery.274 Kennan 
and his colleagues, including top army offi cials, such as the undersecretary of 
the army, argued that MacArthur’s determination to decentralize and reduce 
the power of key Japanese economic entities would weaken Japan too much 
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and leave it vulnerable to Soviet pressure.275 MacArthur strongly resisted 
pressures to change course.276 Many believed that his refusal to take guidance 
from Washington and his overall stubbornness regarding policies toward 
Japan was a result of his interest in asserting his power over President Truman 
in order to set the stage for an eventual run for the presidency.277 Eventually, 
however, the State Department prevailed, and a “reverse course” began in 
early 1948.

Regarding fi scal reform, the JCS’s original Basic Initial Post Surrender 
Directive to Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers for the Occupation 
and Control of Japan (JCS 1380/15) had instructed General MacArthur to 
curb infl ation, since it could “retard” broader economic goals.278 MacArthur 
also believed that tax reform was a fi scal necessity, and he invited US experts 
to completely revise Japanese tax laws and methods of collection. SCAP also 
shaped labor policies in Japan, and special directives allowed for the establish-
ment of labor unions, which had previously been banned.279 SCAP’s policies 
encouraged the creation of labor unions as a part of the general US effort to 
increase the number of politically active bodies in Japan. A trade union law of 
December 1945 was passed, allowing workers the right to strike and organize, 
and eventually a labor ministry was created to oversee labor rights.280

Army occupying forces also conducted extensive land reform programs in 
order to increase agricultural output and democratize a system in which most 
Japanese farmers functioned essentially as serfs. Around 47 percent of the Jap-
anese population that lived on farms were barely able to survive.281 Through a 
large- scale program of buying large tracts of land from landlords and reselling 
smaller tracts to farmers, SCAP’s Natural Resources Section hoped to increase 
owner- operated farms and improve farming so that the agricultural sector 
would contribute to and not burden the economy.282 By 1950 more than fi ve 
million acres had been redistributed.283 In addition, MacArthur tried to address 
the problem of famine by fi xing some prices and, when necessary, importing 
huge amounts of foodstuff and fertilizer from the United States.284

Reform of Japan’s educational institutions formed another component of 
building a stronger democratic polity. SCAP developed an educational policy 
based on the Potsdam principles early in the occupation and succeeded in 
making signifi cant changes in this area. General MacArthur requested a visit 
by a special educational mission to propose how the reorganization and reori-
entation of Japan’s educational system might take place.285 A joint War and 
State Department mission examined ways to eradicate militarism, encourage 
decentralization, and encourage more independence among teachers; it also 
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endorsed a purge of teachers.286 MacArthur took much of its advice and 
revised the existing system of central control over education by instituting 
more measures for local control. By the end of the occupation, compulsory 
school attendance had been raised, textbooks rewritten, and teachers purged, 
with new ones hired. MacArthur later wrote that there had been “a complete 
reorientation in the outlook of Japanese children,” and a prominent historian 
later wrote that Japan’s Ministry of Education had been transformed into one 
of the country’s “most zealous proponents of democracy.”287

Occupation forces also reformed Japan’s health system and raised health 
care professional and educational standards. SCAP oversaw the transition 
from a wartime system to one that could meet civilian health needs and tried 
to improve data collection related to public health issues so that it could better 
assess the extent of the problems throughout the country.288 It decentralized 
the health system by encouraging more local autonomy over health resources, 
improving the quality and number of hospitals and placing more responsi-
bility on local government agencies. In addition, occupation forces oversaw 
vaccination programs and assumed control of medical supplies throughout the 
country, returning them to civilian use.289

Departure

Two main issues shaped the end of the US occupation in Japan: First, the 
United States wanted to ensure that Japan was economically stable enough to 
withstand Soviet pressure; second, there was disagreement over the nature of 
America’s sustained military presence in the region. The US policy commu-
nity was divided over how and when to depart Japan. By the summer of 1947, 
the strategic situation had shifted, requiring that attention to Japan’s internal 
political and economic development be balanced with emerging strategic 
concerns about Soviet intentions in Asia and the world as a whole. The 
departure of occupying forces from Japan was closely tied to the ability of the 
United States to sustain a presence in the region and ensure that Japan 
remained a viable state after the withdrawal of US forces.

As US policymakers planned the withdrawal of American forces, they 
balanced concerns about a continued presence in Japan with the strategic 
ramifi cations of a quick departure. By mid- 1947 General MacArthur believed 
that Japan was almost ready to sign a peace treaty with the United States 
and that the “spiritual revolution” that he had presided over would insulate 
Japan from internal or external threats, eliminating the need for an expensive 
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recovery program.290 Following Japan’s adoption of its new constitution in 
May 1947, MacArthur argued that the “political phase” had approached com-
pletion and that a suffi cient framework for democracy had been established.291 
However, others in Washington believed that signing a formal peace treaty 
with Japan too early could reduce the US presence in the region and result in 
greater Soviet infl uence. As noted earlier, some in the State Department and 
the Department of the Army warned that an early peace would leave Japan 
vulnerable to Communist infl uence, and they advocated for a type of “Mar-
shall Plan” for Japan.292

Debate about the departure of American forces from Japan unfolded in 
tandem with discussions about how to ensure that Japan remain strong eco-
nomically. President Truman’s adoption of a “reverse course” for Japan (as 
noted earlier) in the fall of 1948 endorsed the State Department view that 
the United States should shift to promoting production and boosting exports, 
rather than focusing on industrial reform. This basic plan was codifi ed in 
National Security Council (NSC) Directive 13/2 in October 1948 and Con-
gress’s passage of the Economic Recovery in Occupied Areas (EROA) bill, 
which provided Japan with substantial amounts of capital and raw materi-
als.293

In 1949 SCAP abolished prefecture- level military government teams and 
directed local Japanese offi cials to take over completely, subject to oversight by 
the highest government levels in Tokyo for the remainder of the occupation. 
MacArthur believed that the character of the occupation had shifted from 
the “stern rigidity of a military operation” to more of a protective force.294 
Negotiations for a fi nal peace treaty with Japan began in 1949, culminating 
in the Treaty of San Francisco, which went into effect in 1951 and formally 
ended the occupation.

A central issue at the peace conference was how to balance the US desire 
to retain long- term basing rights with Japan’s desire for sovereignty and rear-
mament.295 The JCS wanted to retain control over islands in the entire region, 
to allow American bases in Japan to form “staging areas” from which the 
United States could project power.296 The DOD hoped for unilateral control 
over bases in Japan, which the Japanese government, not surprisingly, opposed. 
Eventually, the JCS agreed to a security treaty, as opposed to a “collective 
self- defense treaty,” which would allow US forces to “contribute to the main-
tenance of international peace and security in the Far East and to the security 
of Japan against armed attack from without.”297 The Pentagon would lease 
bases on Japan and retain authority over US forces.
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With the intensifi cation of the Cold War, US leaders began to recognize 
the value of retaining Japan as a new ally in the region. The occupation goals 
had evolved as US strategy broadened—Japan was now considered an import-
ant state in creating a bulwark against Communism in Asia. The occupation 
of Japan, initially driven by a desire to punish and disarm a wartime enemy, 
was replaced by the desire to implement reforms to strengthen Japanese soci-
ety against the rising tide of Communism and create a new strategic partner 
for the United States in Asia.298

KOREA

From 1943 to the summer of 1945, War and State Department offi cials consid-
ered a US military occupation of Korea.299 They also considered the need to 
rebuild Korea after its many years as a Japanese colony.300 At the December 
1943 Cairo Conference, Allied leaders discussed political settlements follow-
ing an Axis defeat and announced that in “due course Korea shall become free 
and independent.”301 Strategically, the United States believed an occupation 
could be important in offsetting Soviet domination of the region. Army chief 
of staff George Marshall advocated landing a division in Korea to prevent 
complete Soviet domination of the region after Japan’s collapse and to establish 
US control over the area.302

Korea had been a Japanese colony since the Russo- Japanese War, when in 
1905 Japan had established a protectorate over the peninsula and controlled 
and shaped Korea’s industry and educational systems.303 The northern part of 
the peninsula retained heavy industry and hydroelectric power, while lighter 
industry in the southern part was supplemented by irrigation, agriculture, and 
research facilities. Korea also had a solid rail and road transportation network. 
While the decent infrastructure greeted US Army forces upon their arrival, 
the United States faced an uncertain political climate. Internally, thousands 
of Japanese administrators ran Korea, and collaborators were hated by the 
majority of Koreans.304 Externally, the presence of Soviet troops on the pen-
insula complicated US goals, and following the Soviet Union’s entry into the 
Pacifi c war in July 1945, Korea was roughly split along the thirty- eighth paral-
lel into North Korea and South Korea.

Given the relationship between Korea and Japan, US planning for a Korean 
occupation took place within the broader framework of planning for the occu-
pation of Japan. The JCS had assumed that responsibility for an occupation of 
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Japan and Korea would fall to US Army forces, and they directed the Joint 
War Planning Committee to plan for the occupation of those territories held 
by Japan in the event of Japan’s surrender.305 A month before Japan’s surren-
der, Operation Blacklist was approved. Blacklist was primarily a plan for the 
occupation of Japan but included a portion, called Baker- Forty, that focused 
on Korea.306 For both countries, US forces would rely on existing governmen-
tal machinery. Baker- Forty assigned American troops the mission of establish-
ing a military government in Korea.307 The plan instructed the military 
government to seize control of all Japanese military forces and governmental 
and private institutions, disarm the Japanese military, suppress activities that 
might be harmful to occupying forces, maintain law and order, recover and 
repatriate Allied prisoners of war, and facilitate peaceful commerce.308

As in previous governance operations, War Department offi cials requested 
specifi c guidance from the State Department on political contingencies that 
might arise in the region.309 The War Department’s CAD requested informa-
tion about the kind of governmental machinery that would need to be estab-
lished in Korea, the role of army and navy administrators, and the policies to 
be followed regarding Japanese nationals.310 Political leaders debated the 
character and longevity of an occupation. At Yalta, Washington backed the 
creation of an international trusteeship that would eventually progress to self- 
government, independence, and United Nations (UN) membership for 
Korea.311 This position remained the basis of US policy well into the occupa-
tion. Later, at Potsdam, the United States committed to sending an occupa-
tion force to Korea, although many details regarding the character of the 
occupation remained unresolved.312 Thus, although the broad outlines of an 
occupation policy for Korea policy existed by August 1945, US offi cials 
believed that the challenges of combat and the diffi culty of fi nalizing the 
outlines for a postwar settlement would make it impossible to produce “com-
plete blueprints” for occupation activities in Korea.313 Planners on the 
SWNCC expressed concern that there was still no agreed view “as to the 
character of administration of civil affairs in Korea.”314 Just two weeks before 
the arrival of US troops in Korea, it was still uncertain which forces would 
serve as occupiers, and the army’s original intention of assigning occupation 
responsibilities to the Tenth Army shifted to XXIV Corps.315

Developing an Organization for Governance Operations

For at least two years before the arrival of US forces in Korea, US military and 
civilian leaders recognized that an occupation of that country was likely, but 
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when American troops landed in Korea on September 8, 1945, no detailed 
operational guidance existed for the establishment of a military government.316 
US planners were still debating the duration of the proposed occupation and 
questioning whether a military government was suited to “cope with diffi cult 
and complex problems bound to arise in the transformation of a colonial ter-
ritory into an independent state.”317 There was also concern over whether the 
American people would support a military government that extended “beyond 
military necessity.”318

Japan’s unexpected surrender caught military and civilian planners by sur-
prise and necessitated making quick arrangements to get XXIV Corps to 
Korea. Because of its proximity, General MacArthur had assigned XXIV 
Corps to Korea and selected Lt. Gen. John R. Hodge to serve as commanding 
general of US Army Forces in Korea (USAFIK). General Hodge had no prior 
occupation experience.319 The corps consisted of the Sixth, Seventh, and 
Fortieth Infantry Divisions, and no civil affairs troops landed with these 
forces. President Truman declared that the United States was mindful of the 
“diffi cult tasks” that lay ahead and that it would require “time and patience” 
before Koreans could “assume themselves the responsibilities and functions of 
a free and independent nation.”320

Instructions had been issued to XXIV Corps just days before its arrival in 
Korea.321 Baker- Forty, as well as Field Order No. 55, advised troops to be “pre-
pared to assist in the establishment of a separate post- war government and 
Army of Occupation and to transfer responsibilities to these agencies when 
established and as subsequently directed.”322 Additional broad instructions 
toward Korea emerged a month after the arrival of General Hodge’s troops 
with the Basic Initial Directive to the Commander in Chief, US Army Forces, 
Pacifi c, for the Administration of the Civil Affairs in Those Areas of Korea 
Occupied by U.S. Forces (SWNCC 176/8), produced by the SWNCC in 
October 1945.323

General MacArthur directed General Hodge to occupy the southern part 
of the peninsula in three phases: the Seoul- Inchon area, the Pusan area, and 
the Kunsan- Chongju area.324 Hodge was to destroy hostile elements, suppress 
activities unfriendly to occupation forces, and take measures to facilitate law 
and order.325 As in previous governance operations, one of the fi rst steps taken 
by the theater commander was to issue proclamations announcing the inten-
tion of the United States, which was to help Korea operate under more dem-
ocratic rule. The statements, made by MacArthur, also explained that 
governmental authority was to be “assumed by the United States Army,” that 
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the security of American forces was to be safeguarded, and that certain types 
of currencies would be considered legal.326

Despite the existence of this broad guidance regarding the occupation, 
details related to the implementation of specifi c tasks were left to General 
Hodge. Soon after Hodge’s appointment, General MacArthur requested that 
Washington provide guidance to Hodge on the occupation, as Hodge was 
concerned that unless he received such guidance, US policy would fail.327 An 
offi cer attached to the headquarters of XXIV Corps recalled that its “instruc-
tions consisted primarily of a MacArthur directive based on the principle that 
for our purpose Korea was to be considered an integral part of Japan.”328 How-
ever, the policy statements provided to Hodge were so “sparse, vague, and 
ambiguous, he was required to feel his way at every step.”329

In the fi rst few weeks of the occupation, General Hodge faced two chal-
lenges. He needed to gather more information about the specifi c situation and 
to organize occupying forces into a functioning military government. Hodge 
worked to collect more information about the situation, with the XXIV Corps 
intelligence section (G- 2). It gathered information by interrogating Korean 
POWs, conducting air reconnaissance, and contacting Japanese offi cials still in 
Korea.330 The G- 2 assessed the political situation, determining that two oppos-
ing political groups (right and left) operated in the South and recommended 
that US forces remain aloof from these divisions since the North- South divi-
sion would likely continue.331 To improve his understanding of the situation in 
the North, Hodge dispatched a small group of military offi cers to gather infor-
mation. A party was sent to make direct contact with Soviet troops there, and 
representatives from XXIV Corps arrived in Pyongyang on September 11, 
1945,332 though no substantive discussions with the Soviets resulted.333

Although it would later evolve, army offi cers established a military govern-
ment organization within a few weeks of landing in Korea. Consistent with 
MacArthur’s instructions, Hodge, as commander of XXIV Corps, retained 
overall responsibility for the occupation. However, in a departure from the 
previous governance experiences, a separate military governor was appointed 
right away. Hodge’s deputy, Maj. Gen. Archibald V. Arnold, commanding 
general of the Seventh Division, became the military governor of what was 
now being called South Korea.334 Arnold established a separate command 
within the USAFIK headquarters, and a civil administrator was appointed to 
assist him.335 The military government structure initially mirrored the organi-
zation that the Japanese had put into place.
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On paper, there was ostensibly a separate military government chain of 
command, but in reality there were several reasons why the combat organiza-
tion still dominated.336 First, there was a dearth of qualifi ed administrative 
personnel to staff the separate military government headquarters.337 Second, 
Hodge did not have civil affairs units to undertake governance tasks and 
relied on combat troops for these jobs. Third, although General Arnold, as 
military governor, commanded all civil affairs personnel not attached to tacti-
cal units, his oversight was effectively limited because most were attached to 
combat units.338

The duality of the command arrangements in Korea created some tensions 
between combat forces and the military government teams charged with the 
administration of Korean provinces.339 Civil affairs teams in the fi eld remained 
under tactical control and had to report through “tortuous army channels” as 
opposed to reporting directly to the military government.340 Initially combat 
units would arrive in a town, expel a former Japanese head of government, and 
replace him with a military government offi cer until a Korean was prepared to 
take over the position.341 Further complicating arrangements, the boundaries 
of combat division areas did not always correspond to Korean territorial/gov-
ernmental divisions.

In addition to developing the details of a military government organization, 
General Hodge tackled the immediate need of securing the safety of US 
troops by demobilizing existing Japanese forces in Korea. He devoted a “con-
siderable number of troops” to guard arms and ammunition stores against 
saboteurs.342 And in order to stabilize the situation on the ground, XXIV 
Corps also undertook a huge repatriation program.343 From August 1945 to 
September 1946, the US Army oversaw the movement of some 2.6 million 
people in Korea.344

General Hodge faced two main challenges in the political and economic 
reconstruction of Korea. First, the military government there sought to reduce 
Japanese control and oversight and rebuild independent Korean economic, 
political, and social institutions.345 Second, Hodge needed to focus on external 
considerations to ensure that any fi nal transition would preserve the South’s 
political integrity. Thus, Hodge spent months and months working to develop 
an arrangement with the Soviet Union to establish a provisional government 
for a unifi ed Korea. The offi cial history of the period noted that Hodge had 
received little or no instructions “on thorny questions” such as the eventuality 
of Korean independence, methods of handling various political factions, or the 
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severance of Korea from Japanese infl uence.346 Hodge nevertheless played an 
active role in resolving these issues throughout the occupation.

During reconstruction, a transition from tactical to a predominantly terri-
torial organization occurred in January 1946. General Order 1 created the US 
Army Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK), which transferred control 
over military government units from tactical commanders to the separate 
military government command.347 USAMGIK installations were removed 
from tactical commands, thus allowing these teams to communicate directly 
with their headquarters on problems related to governance. Provincial mili-
tary government teams were responsible for civil affairs in their area, and they 
were to report directly to the military governor.348

Army offi cers confronted the recurring problem of how to transition from 
the use of the existing Japanese- controlled administrative machinery to gov-
ernmental structures controlled by Koreans. A key difference between the 
military government in Japan and Korea was that in the latter case the United 
States was forced to reassess its initial decision to rely on existing governmen-
tal structures. Early in the occupation, Washington had instructed General 
Hodge to rely on Japanese personnel as much as possible, with President Tru-
man announcing that Japanese administrators should be retained “as servants 
of the Korean people and of our occupying forces [because] they are deemed 
essential by reason of their technical qualifi cations.”349 However, the ensuing 
controversy forced a reappraisal of US policy. Hodge appreciated the implica-
tions of the Koreans’ growing opposition to keeping Japanese administrators 
in place, and he lobbied Washington to rethink its policy. Shortly after, the 
JCS allowed the removal of Japanese administrators,350 and within a year 
Koreans headed all major departments in their government.351

The arbitrary geographic division of Korea complicated reconstruction.352 
While army military government offi cers worked out the details of political 
and economic reform in the South, they were also forced to develop the details 
of an international trusteeship for Korea, since that remained the offi cial US 
position as long as negotiations with the Soviet Union continued. However, 
since Moscow had not yet agreed to the trusteeship formula, there remained 
much uncertainty regarding the duration of the US occupation. Discussions 
among SWNCC planners in the fall of 1945 suggested that many believed 
that the army’s occupation would be limited in time and that the trusteeship 
would then take over. Thus, as the occupation unfolded, little effort was made 
to transition from military to civilian authority. In fact, Secretary of State 
Byrnes encouraged President Truman to do just the opposite, arguing that 
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administrative effi ciency and policy coordination would be more certain if the 
military retained authority.353 War Department efforts to end the occupation 
in early 1946 were also rejected by President Truman.354

After the US decision allowing the removal of Japanese administrators 
from Korea, General Hodge worked to develop a democratically oriented, 
independent Korean government. Initially, policymakers in Washington pro-
hibited Hodge from recognizing the “so- called Korean provisional govern-
ment” at Chongqing.355 Washington wanted Hodge to remain “neutral” and 
treat all political parties alike—including disciplined Communist groups 
fi nanced from Moscow.356 However, it was diffi cult for Hodge to ignore the 
overtures of the provisional government, and in the end he played a key role 
in pressing for a change in policy to allow the use of “exiled Koreans” to help 
establish order and undermine Communist elements in the South.357 He also 
played an important role in developing plans to counter Soviet- inspired Com-
munist activities, which were hampering his efforts to provide the foundations 
for an independent government in the South.358

Now immersed in South Korean politics, Hodge also dealt with the politics 
of trying to create a joint provisional government for the peninsula. Some still 
believed that the Americans and the Soviets could work together and estab-
lish a foundation for the eventual independence of a whole Korea. A joint 
US- Soviet commission had been established at the December 1945 Moscow 
Conference to work on the development of a provisional government for 
Korea and encourage US and Soviet commands to cooperate in “administrative- 
economic matters.”359 However, after 1946, US- Soviet talks grew increasingly 
futile and eventually collapsed following Moscow’s refusal to accept any spe-
cifi c proposals.360 Hodge was more than willing to forgo Soviet agreement and 
instead focus on developments in the South, with the goal of supporting greater 
political pluralism in Korea and establishing the foundations for a future inde-
pendent state.361

A main objective of the military government was to reform Korea’s national 
Bureau of Justice. SWNCC 176/8 instructed Hodge to remove Japanese judges 
and court personnel and establish military courts as needed. Korean courts 
could remain intact, but they were to be supervised and could operate only on 
cases not of direct concern to the occupation.362 Two types of military courts 
were created: provost courts and military commissions.363 The Bureau of 
Justice was reorganized, and an American was appointed as its head. Once 
Japanese personnel were removed, a lack of qualifi ed personnel in the bureau 
became a problem, and as a result American civil affairs offi cers who were 
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attorneys in civilian life were admitted to the Korean bar.364 Overall, reform 
in this area proceeded quite rapidly. By December 1945, except for the 
director, all military government offi cers in the Bureau of Justice had tran-
sitioned to adviser status, and Koreans were integrated into positions of 
responsibility.365

As in previous governance cases involving the reform of security forces, the 
army dismantled existing structures and created new ones. In Korea, the pres-
ence of Soviet forces in the North only intensifi ed the military government’s 
need to create strong new police and national defense forces. The military 
government assumed control over the Bureau of Police and appointed an 
American as head of the bureau.366 Within two months after US troops had 
landed in Korea, the military government appointed a new director of national 
defense who asserted jurisdiction over the Bureau of Police and the new 
Bureau of Armed Forces. Army offi cers supervised the removal of Japanese 
and other “collaborationist” elements from Korean police agencies, allowing 
the retention of some only under appropriate supervision.367 Initially US mil-
itary police (MP) offi cers replaced Japanese police, although eventually civil 
affairs offi cers entering the region took over from MP offi cers.368 Occupying 
forces dissolved the Thought Control, Economic Control, and Censorship 
Police,369 and they recruited and trained Koreans to for the new force. At the 
time, Koreans made up a mere 30 percent of the police force.370

In addition to reforming Korea’s police forces, army personnel oversaw the 
development of what would become the nucleus of South Korea’s national 
defense forces.371 As the United States began to transfer more authority to the 
South Korean government, the Department of the Army requested that Gen-
eral Hodge evaluate South Korea’s national defenses.372 Some in Washington 
advocated limiting aid to the creation of a police- type constabulary force. 
Others, including Hodge, urged the development of more substantial defense 
forces (of about a hundred thousand troops) in order to provide stability when 
US troops withdrew.373 Opposition to the creation of strong defense forces was 
due to concerns that a strong South Korean army could jeopardize reunifi ca-
tion talks with the Soviets.374 In the end, the United States agreed to create a 
fi fty- thousand- man constabulary force to supplement Korean police forces 
and relieve US tactical troops from some of their police functions.375 Active 
recruiting and training for a constabulary began, and an American was 
appointed its fi rst chief.376

US occupation forces in Korea also restructured the complicated system of 
property rights, without specifi c guidance other than general instructions to 
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maximize the production of foodstuffs. The Japanese had established a rigid 
system of economic controls over the sale of food in Korea. Occupation author-
ities created a bureau of agriculture, and the military government lifted some 
price controls and administered surveys to gauge attitudes about Japanese-  and 
Korean- owned lands.377 Overall, military government offi cers became immersed 
in complex land reform, price- control issues, and efforts to undercut the black 
market.

SWNCC 176/8 had ordered the creation of a fi nancial division within the 
military government to promote economic stability and minimize strains on 
occupying forces. Similar to the military government’s goals for political 
reform, the overall objective for economic reform was to reduce Korean 
dependence on Japan. This required detailed involvement by army personnel 
in the economic affairs of the country. Occupation offi cials severed relation-
ships between banks in Korea and those in Japan, oversaw all aspects of cur-
rency reform and control, and introduced a new supplemental yen currency. 
The directive had ordered the closing of specifi c banks by name and instructed 
the military government to exercise control and supervision over the expen-
diture of public funds. A key objective in Korea was to control infl ation and 
to protect plants and property; in addition, occupation authorities worked to 
adopt measures to constrain Korean fi rms from participating in monopolies or 
cartels.

Occupation forces in Korea created a new central agency for public 
health.378 One of the few doctors assigned to the military government 
became head of the department of public health and welfare, which reported 
to the new bureau of public health. He faced considerable challenges because 
there were few non- Japanese doctors in Korea and there were serious prob-
lems with infectious diseases. To try to control their spread, the military 
government established rodent- extermination teams and special “case 
fi nding” committees to determine the extent of epidemics in various regions 
of the country. The military government also started inoculation pro-
grams. The bureau of public health also oversaw the repatriation of Kore-
ans from other countries (mainly Japan). And as in Germany and Japan, 
army personnel tackled the restructuring of Korea’s educational system.379 
The military government sought to replace the Japanese- imposed system 
with an American system. A provisional educational offi ce was established, 
with a Korean head. Korean textbooks were rewritten, schools reopened, 
and teachers were fi red and hired. The military government oversaw the 
restoration of school buildings and the replacement of stolen or destroyed 
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property and instituted compulsory education for the fi rst time in Korea’s 
history.

Departure

By 1947 Washington’s original aim of establishing a unifi ed administration in 
Korea with US and Soviet commanders acting jointly had become untenable, 
given Moscow’s determination to dominate the peninsula.380 This failure to 
reach an agreement with the Soviet Union left Korea much weaker than 
Japan, Germany, and Italy. Thus, two main concerns shaped the end of the 
US military government in Korea and the withdrawal of US troops. First, 
many policymakers in Washington believed that a US presence in Korea 
could not be sustained owing to limited resources and that, given limited 
resources, Korea was less important than Europe in the emerging Cold War 
with the Soviet Union.381 Second, to ensure that US gains in Korea were not 
lost, State Department and Defense Department offi cials argued for a with-
drawal to be accompanied by suffi cient political, economic, and military aid 
to give the South a chance of withstanding pressures from the Soviet- backed 
North. NSC 8, approved by President Truman in early April 1948, outlined 
two policies to shape the US withdrawal: completion of the buildup of South 
Korea’s constabulary forces and the provision of US economic aid to offset the 
chance of an economic collapse.382 President Truman requested that Congress 
continue economic assistance to Korea through 1950, formalizing the policy 
outlined in NSC 8.383

General Hodge was particularly concerned that the departure of US forces 
could undermine many of the important gains made by his military govern-
ment. Through 1947, he tried to convince Washington that US- Soviet nego-
tiations were failing and that US policy would also fail unless the Truman 
administration had defi nite plans “to establish South Korea quickly and con-
fi dently.”384 Hodge lamented that the State Department tended to ignore 
recommendations sent from the fi eld, and he pressed for a US policy that 
would show Moscow Washington’s “determination” and its readiness to “stick 
it out” in Korea for as long as needed.385 At the same time, Hodge was acutely 
aware of the delicate political situation in Korea and Koreans’ growing impa-
tience for their own provisional government.

Debate over how to handle South Korea’s internal political problems inten-
sifi ed, particularly as offi cials in Washington began to reevaluate its strategic 
importance for the United States. In the fall of 1947, the JCS notifi ed Secre-
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tary of State Marshall that the US had “little strategic interest in maintaining 
the present troops and bases in Korea” and that the forty- fi ve thousand troops 
in Korea “could well be used elsewhere.”386 This opinion refl ected the growing 
concern about the overextension of US resources. Such views increased pres-
sure on individuals such as General Hodge, who wanted to be sure that when 
a withdrawal did take place, it would be done on American terms, in such a 
way as not to undermine the South.387 In the spring of 1947, the SWNCC 
recommended that a withdrawal be accompanied by the provision of limited 
military assistance and supplies to Korea in order to keep its emergent con-
stabulary force strong.388 Others echoed this view, adding that elections 
should fi rst take place and that programs for economic stabilization should be 
instituted.389

Growing doubts about Korea’s strategic value to the United States, coupled 
with increasing frustration over Moscow’s intransigence toward developing a 
workable solution to the Korea problem, led Washington to bring the Korean 
case before the UN.390 A special UN mission to Korea, the United Nations 
Temporary Commission on Korea, arrived in January 1948 to oversee elec-
tions. Members of the military government and the UN commission devel-
oped election details, such as the appropriate voting age, the day of the 
election, and methods to ensure that elections were free and fair. Over 90 
percent of Korean voters went to the polls to elect a new National Assembly, 
and on May 31, 1948, it chose Syngman Rhee as president of the newly estab-
lished Republic of Korea (ROK).

The US military government in Korea formally ceased to exist on August 
15, 1948, following the inauguration of the Korean president and his govern-
ment. President Rhee and General Hodge signed an agreement whereby the 
ROK government would gradually assume command over Korean national 
security forces.391 The United States also appointed a special representative of 
the president, John J. Muccio, who would negotiate with the Rhee govern-
ment over the transfer of authority over national defense forces and the future 
status of US troops.392 General Hodge supported the departure of US occupy-
ing forces but continued to express concerns over the North’s ultimate inten-
tions and the need to handle the withdrawal properly so that a South Korean 
government was “backed strongly” by the United States.393 As the US military 
occupation ended, civil affairs personnel were transferred to a civil affairs 
section of USAFIK to assist with the transfer of governmental responsibilities 
and provide some continuity as the transition to Korean offi cials took place.394 
By January 1949, the lingering regimental combat team of seventy- fi ve hundred 
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troops was withdrawn. As the last US troops departed, Koreans assumed full 
control of their armed forces in June 1949.395

As in the cases of Italy, Japan, and Germany, the United States was con-
cerned about Korea’s vulnerability once US troops departed. In this case, 
given Korea’s proximity to the Soviet- supported North, security concerns 
were especially acute, and President Truman approved continued US military 
assistance to Korea through the creation of a Korean Military Advisory Group 
(KMAG) in March 1949.396 This group continued training Korea’s defense 
forces through the Korean War, since during that war the United States hoped 
to supplant its forces with functioning, capable Korean troops. KMAG worked 
with the new ROK government and the US embassy in Seoul to develop a 
military aid program. From 1949 to 1950, KMAG worked toward this diffi cult 
task, with mixed results. Probably the most comprehensive study of KMAG’s 
role in Korea concluded that before the invasion, the team had begun to 
improve and strengthen the ROK army and its organization. KMAG estab-
lished training and military educational programs to improve the quality of 
the army’s leadership. It also worked to link the ROK army’s logistics to the 
country’s economy. Unfortunately, this study also noted that “time ran out 
and the fi rst effort by KMAG was doomed to failure.”

The US military government in Korea undertook political reconstruction 
and helped to create a functioning Korean government. The departure of US 
troops from Korea involved transitioning authority from the military govern-
ment to a newly elected Korean government, negotiations to establish the 
parameters for a fi nal withdrawal of US troops, and a consideration of options 
to bolster the new republic against a stronger, Soviet- backed North. Strategi-
cally, the US withdrawal from the divided peninsula signaled that the United 
States was abandoning its hope of creating a unifi ed country and accepting 
the division of the peninsula. As in previous governance cases, as the military 
occupation wound down, policy offi cials in Washington believed that Korea 
would need support—economic, political, and military. Overall, however, 
Korea was still beset by too many internal weaknesses for limited assistance to 
succeed. The US provision of limited aid was insuffi cient to overcome an 
inherently weak and unstable political situation.

CONCLUSIONS

The four occupations of World War II succeeded in transforming key states 
into more democratic and liberally oriented political and economic systems. 
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The governance operations did so through political supervision and political 
reconstruction. In addition, the military occupations in these countries served 
as key instruments for the consolidation of US power during the early years of 
the Cold War. At the start of each of these occupations, the broader strategic 
role eventually played by US occupying forces was not, for the most part, 
anticipated. Only as the occupations in Europe and Asia unfolded and as the 
Soviet threat became more apparent did this broader role become clear. The 
reform and stabilization of Japan, Italy, Germany, and South Korea changed 
the character of these states, and they became important strategic outposts for 
the United States in a world divided by the Cold War.

The occupation of Italy helped to avoid a political vacuum of power in 
Europe once a key Axis state was defeated. A political transition there could 
transform that state into an ally—or at least less of an impediment—as the 
war in Europe progressed. In a sense, military government in Italy was a means 
of protecting and bolstering the Allied rear in Europe. Just as governance 
operations served, during a particular confl ict, to protect rear areas as Ameri-
can forces fought within a state, the occupation of Italy served a similar role in 
the broader strategic confl ict (until the war ended). As Allied troops moved 
into Italy, they were faced with the need to reestablish order and manage an 
interim political government before the complete surrender of Italy or the 
signing of the armistice. Allied forces succeeded in managing a complicated 
political transition while engaged in various degrees of combat against Ger-
man forces in Italy. Political reconstruction occurred in Italy as the Allied 
military government there worked to bring a new Italian government to power 
and remove offi cials from the old government. The character of this govern-
ment directly affected the role Italy would play in the West. The transition in 
Italy was a direct one—from the military government to the newly elected 
Italian government. No interim US civilian authorities were created.

The occupation of Korea, similar to that of Italy, also formed part of a 
strategy to protect America’s strategic rear given the arrival of Soviet troops 
on the peninsula. Offi cials in Washington wanted to ensure that American 
troops arrived less to transform Korea and more to serve as a counterweight 
to the possibility that Soviet troops would reach the southern tip of the pen-
insula fi rst.397 The United States had few choices—apart from seeing the 
entire peninsula fall to Soviet control—other than to establish a presence on 
the peninsula. The occupation of Korea involved little planning and a great 
deal of on- the- scene decision making by General Hodge. His military gov-
ernment essentially engaged in political supervision there, replacing Japa-
nese administrators with Koreans but essentially working through existing 
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governmental structures. Hodge’s goal was to restore the legitimacy of the 
Korean government and establish a basis for the future evolution of democ-
racy. In addition to the challenge of reconstructing a society in a country 
that had been a Japanese colony for decades, Hodge also had to broker with 
the Soviets and the UN over Moscow’s role in the region. In Korea, the 
external pressures associated with North Korea made a fi nal settlement diffi -
cult to reach, ultimately foiling the US goal of creating a stable and secure 
state. Although the United States provided South Korea with substantial 
economic aid and although US political and military leaders established a 
program to strengthen South Korean military forces, this assistance was not 
enough to deter an eventual attack by the North.

Unlike the occupations of Italy and Korea, a central driving force from the 
start of the occupations of Germany and Japan was transformation of the 
political and economic character of these states. Because Germany and Japan 
were key protagonists in the war, America’s stake in their transformation was 
a central issue from the start. The success of these transformations was para-
mount, given the role that each state played in Europe and Asia, respectively. 
Despite the different challenges in Germany and Japan, the army faced many 
similar challenges in both states, including the purging of government offi -
cials, dismantling and rebuilding security forces, organizing and conducting 
new elections, and writing new constitutions.

As in previous experiences, elements of American denial syndrome 
emerged during the World War II occupations. In all of these cases, the army 
did not vie for these jobs. Rather, it was the only organization in each theater 
capable of restoring order and stability in the midst of ongoing combat and 
then, once combat wound down, the only institution with the personnel, 
organizational structure, and geographic reach to implement reforms through-
out each country. These steps were essential to fi nalizing the end of the war in 
each theater. As General Clay later observed, there was nobody “of requisite 
size that would volunteer to take the job or would take it, except an army 
offi cer whom you could tell to take it.”398

Army leaders in Europe were anxious to receive more concrete guidance 
regarding the probable form of an occupation, but in all of the cases, although 
US policymakers had developed broad plans and goals for the occupations, 
the details of implementation were left to offi cers on the ground. The US 
military implemented key economic and political decisions, although to vary-
ing degrees they were advised by civilian experts from the UN or the State 
Department.
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Despite the US ambivalence (understandably) about the military’s role in 
society and the initial hesitancy among civilian and military leaders to 
engage deeply in shaping the political character of the states in question, in 
practice all four occupations revealed the inevitability of “taking sides” polit-
ically. In Italy early instructions directed military government personnel to 
refrain from politics, clarifying that “your job is to administer and not to 
frame policy or talk politics.”399 In Korea, General Hodge was forced to make 
decisions regarding newly emergent political parties there. Despite the desire 
to avoid the nitty- gritty of politics, in each of the occupations US military 
leaders brokered among many competing political groups, realizing that a 
failure to strengthen democratically oriented political factions—at the 
expense of the Communist-  and Soviet- supported factions—would have 
undermined key US strategic goals in the region. Regarding economic reform 
efforts, the US offi cials were keenly aware that a stronger economy in each 
country would reduce the costs of the occupation to the United States, as 
well as bolster the new governments against internal and external political 
pressures. Thus, army offi cers lobbied internally for continued US economic 
and often military assistance in order to preserve the gains made during the 
occupation period.

Although advance planning for governance operations took place during 
World War II, many specifi c command- and- control issues remained unre-
solved, and army offi cers in the theater were required to manage both combat 
operations and the administration of conquered territories. Theater com-
manders were often forced to balance the requirements of military necessity 
with the reality that governance tasks often necessitated different sorts of 
command channels. The military government organizations that emerged 
during World War II mirrored the two basic frameworks that had evolved in 
earlier governance operations: tactical and territorial organizations.400 A tacti-
cal organization afforded tactical and civil affairs control to the theater com-
mander. This organization aimed to ensure that all activities in a zone would 
be fully coordinated in support of the military commander; the theater com-
mander was also the military governor. A tactical organization offered the 
advantage of unity of command. However, it also forced small- unit command-
ers to focus on the tactical employment of their troops and civil affairs func-
tions, often leaving less attention to the latter functions. In addition, since 
tactical combat units were more likely to change locations, civil affairs activ-
ities were often disrupted. Under a tactical organization, a unit’s operating 
area might span several geographical or political subdivisions, which meant 
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that one military government offi cer might have to interact with offi cials from 
different cities or take orders from more than one military commander.

A territorial organization was based loosely on existing political and geo-
graphic divisions of an occupied area. This type of organization sought to 
assign civil affairs teams more permanently to towns and cities, to encourage 
continuity in policies. In Italy a territorial organization emerged relatively 
quickly; in Japan one eventually evolved as well. A territorial organization 
separated the chain of command for governance operations from regular com-
bat channels and made it independent of military commanders below the 
theater level. Civil affairs teams reported to the military governor, who in 
turn reported to the theater commander. The benefi ts of this type of organi-
zation included fewer burdens for a military staff focused on combat issues. 
General Clay believed that army military government succeeded because it 
could run apart from the army’s regular chain of command. He later observed 
that the army’s military governments in Cuba, the Philippines, and other 
areas had succeeded because the military government had been removed from 
the ordinary chain of command and that they would not “have worked” if the 
army had to “follow the ordinary chain of command.”401

In practice, a combination of tactical and territorial types of organizations 
existed in most governance operations, both before and during World War II. 
During the earlier stages of an invasion, a tactical organization was often 
created, and as the battle pushed deeper into enemy territory, a territorial type 
of organization evolved in rear areas, paving the way “for the transition from 
military government to control by civilian agencies.”402 In the early phases of 
combat, staff from the theater headquarters had a civil affairs section set up as 
G- 5 on the general staff.403 As regiments moved into an area, spearhead civil 
affairs detachments also moved in, and on the basis of the requirements they 
identifi ed, additional detachments might arrive as well. These detachments 
then came under division control and, in turn, under corps and army control.404

In all four of the cases to varying degrees, the army’s approach to indirect 
rule prevailed. In Italy and Japan this was easier since existing administrative 
structures existed, while in Germany and Korea it was more problematic. In 
Italy the army’s principle of indirect rule guided the military government’s 
approach to the occupation. From the start of the occupation there, army 
offi cials realized that only a very limited number of Allied military personnel 
would be available for administrative duties, thus virtually negating the possi-
bility of a complete “takeover” of existing governmental structures.405 Eisen-
hower argued that if military government had to be established in all of Italy, 
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it would require “heavy commitments” of men.406 Thus, throughout the mili-
tary government period, he advocated working through existing Italian lead-
ers once Mussolini had fallen.

Despite the development of more specialized civil affairs personnel, through-
out World War II combat units remained in the theater and served as occupy-
ing forces, often manning borders and checkpoints, enforcing curfews, and 
retaining order while military government detachments worked to get up and 
running. In addition, tactical personnel continued to play key administrative 
roles in the reconstruction of political and economic systems. In Japan offi cial 
reports on the progress of the occupation barely mentioned military govern-
ment teams and instead focused on the tactical forces of the Eighth Army as 
the designated occupation force.407 The military government section of the 
Eighth Army was “an appendage” to its regular headquarters. Indeed, in terms 
of the army’s internal organization, during World War II the army created, for 
the fi rst time, an organization to employ more specialized forces to undertake 
governance tasks. In addition to specially training those already in its ranks, 
the army recruited civilian specialists to fi ll key administrative slots in the 
governments in Germany, Japan, Korea, and Italy. At the onset of World 
War II, the army began training for civil affairs. Nevertheless, it is important 
to keep in mind that despite the formal emergence of an army civil affairs 
organization and the tendency of civil affairs advocates to view their World 
War II experiences as illustrations of the importance of specialized civil affairs 
units, much of the work of the occupation was accomplished by tactical units 
working in tandem with military government specialists.

Notwithstanding the central role of tactical combat forces in occupation 
duties during World War II, uncertainty remained about the role that such 
operations played in the American way of war. As the occupation in Germany 
came to an end, the War Department dissolved its CAD and reassigned its 
functions to several other army agencies. This arguably diluted attention to 
these tasks. The army’s plans and operations division on its general staff 
assumed most of the planning functions for civil affairs and military govern-
ment.408 Despite this move, individuals such as Maj. Gen. John H. Hilldring, 
the former head of the wartime CAD, lobbied the active army to restore a 
military government / civil affairs component to the army staff.409 Hilldring 
worked closely with the Military Government Association (MGA), which 
had emerged after the war, to improve the army’s “understanding of and need 
for MG/CA in the national military establishment.”410 The association 
believed that the army would benefi t from the creation of a centralized civil 
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affairs division to integrate the disparate civil affairs activities scattered 
throughout the army. A consultant to the secretary of the army, Daniel Fahey, 
echoed this view in early 1951. His report examined the army’s civil affairs 
and military government organization, and among its many recommendations, 
the report advocated the creation of a central army offi ce to coordinate civil 
affairs / military government activities.411 In November 1951, the secretary of 
the army directed the chief of staff to implement key aspects of the so- called 
Fahey Report.412 A few months later, the army chief of staff created the Offi ce 
of the Chief of Staff, Civil Affairs and Military Government (OCCA/MG), 
thus integrating key civil affairs–related functions.413 In reality, however, con-
trol over civil affairs was still divided, since the PMG retained oversight over 
training, mobilization, and personnel issues.414

An active group of reservists were determined that the army not lose its 
expertise in governance- related tasks. They hoped to heed Col. Irwin Hunt’s 
warnings after World War I that it was “extremely unfortunate that the qual-
ifi cations necessary for civil administration [had not been] developed among 
offi cers in times of peace.”415 Despite these efforts, the army did not give 
branch status to civil affairs in the active force. The prevailing army view held 
that branch status was “hardly warranted,” given the few numbers of such 
offi cers needed in the fi eld.416 Proponents of active- branch status, such as Sen. 
Strom Thurmond, who had been a military government offi cer in Germany 
before he was elected to Congress, argued that without it, civil affairs and 
military government offi cers would remain loyal to their primary branches, 
diluting their dedication to civil affairs.417 In 1949 the army created seventy 
peacetime reserve civil affairs / military government units based on an offi cial 
table of organization and equipment.418 Three active army units—the Ninety- 
Fifth Group and the Forty- First and Forty- Second Civil Affairs Companies—
were also established at this time. Only in 1956 did the army create a civil 
affairs / military government branch, but it was in the reserve.

There is little systematic data on recruitment for civil affairs units both 
during and immediately after World War II, an absence that continued for 
many years. The general perception that emerges from reading reports, arti-
cles, and other documents from the mid- 1940s to the early 1950s suggests that 
while there was some World War II training to allow high grade administra-
tors to occupy key positions, there was also a sense that training for these 
occupation positions could only accomplish so much and that the best train-
ing would come from on- the- ground experiences: “Hence each area in which 
we establish a military government will become a training ground in itself 
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where able and experienced administrators can be developed for use in other 
areas.”419

After the war, there seemed to be a certain prestige attached to the civil 
affairs community and the kinds of jobs the reservists held.420 One prominent 
civil affairs reservist, interviewed some twenty years later, recalled that many 
of his colleagues held top- notch jobs in the civilian world. Describing one 
individual in Germany, the interviewee noted that his friend went on to 
become the State Department’s chief legal adviser, a “Harvard, New England 
Brauman [sic] who had a mansion on Foxhall Road [in Washington, DC].”421 
This interview also referred to former city managers who had been reservists, 
as well as an assistant director of the budget under Truman and various state 
senators and judges. Another prominent civil affairs offi cial at the time 
referred to the “bank presidents, industry executives, school superintendents,” 
and others who were civil affairs reservists in the 1950s.422 A strong sense of 
pride among the civil affairs reserve community existed—understandable 
pride in their World War II accomplishments and an ongoing sense of cama-
raderie that was helpful in lobbying the army to appreciate better the impor-
tance of civil affairs tasks.423

Nevertheless, after World War II, the army leadership placed much of the 
institutional knowledge for governance operations in the reserve. As the Cold 
War intensifi ed, civil affairs tasks and units were considered specialized and 
distinct, not part of the conventional army. Increasingly civil affairs came to 
seen as important mainly within the emerging areas of low- intensity confl ict. 
In fact, despite the importance of governance tasks during World War II and 
the strategic role played by governance operations, most of these experiences 
came to be overshadowed by the new forms of warfare that took hold during 
the Cold War.424 With the pressures of the Soviet nuclear buildup and the 
threat of nuclear war, the active army was hesitant to fully embrace civil 
affairs–related missions as a core competency, despite the best efforts of the 
civil affairs community. Nevertheless, with the wars in Korea, the Dominican 
Republic, and Panama, they emerged as important once again.
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DESPITE THE SUCCESSES  of the World War II military governments, the 
army did not institutionalize approaches to transforming the political order in 
states against which it would fi ght. Although a new reserve structure had 
emerged in 1949 to recruit and retain civil affairs soldiers, three trends char-
acterized the army’s attitude toward governance operations during the post–
World War II period. First, despite the strategic value of governance operations 
during the war, army offi cials tended to consider civil affairs operations as 
tactical- level challenges. Within the army’s regular, conventional force struc-
ture, the predominant view held that civil affairs units played important 
combat- service- support functions by ensuring that the civilian population did 
not interfere with military activities. Second, reservists making the case for 
the importance of civil affairs tended to emphasize the “specialness” of these 
units. While this refl ected a natural desire to record their experiences and 
build a lasting constituency for civil affairs missions, it further separated civil 
affairs from the regular army. The army’s placement of the majority of civil 
affairs units in the reserves following the war formalized this separation.1 
Third, as the Cold War intensifi ed, the army began to pay attention to “new 
forms” of warfare, and governance operations became more closely associated 
with tasks related to low- intensity confl ict and nation building, a tendency that 
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was reinforced by the eventual inclusion of civil affairs assets into the 
USSOCOM organization.

A recurring debate about the merits of specialization for civil affairs–type 
functions unfolded during this period. As the civil affairs community evolved 
and grew, a central argument it made was that the military could not expect 
to “produce” experts in key civilian specialties, and thus, the civil affairs 
reservists who held these specialized jobs in “civilian life” could be called on 
to tap into these skills in a military contingency. However, with the develop-
ment of approximately twenty army reserve functional specialties,2 it became 
clear that it would be diffi cult to perfectly match each one with civilian prac-
titioners. The May 1957 army manual for civil affairs acknowledged that “in 
assigning personnel to CAMG [Civil Affairs/Military Government] duties it 
must be recognized that there is a scarcity of individuals qualifi ed to conduct 
various CAMG functional specialties” and that consideration must also be 
given to age, military experience, and physical qualifi cations.3

Such arguments about specialization tended to further separate governance 
missions from the regular army’s role during wartime. These arguments tended 
to downplay the fact that thousands of regular army offi cers conducted gover-
nance missions throughout World War II. A comprehensive study conducted 
for the army in 1955 concluded that the army’s almost “total reliance on the 
reserve for civil affairs and military government in tactical, logistical and area 
commands . . . suggest strongly that the immediacy of CA/MG needs in the 
event of general war has not been fully recognized by the army.”4 And at 
times, the emphasis on specialized civil affairs skills could create problems. In 
1965, in the Dominican Republic, active- duty army offi cers complained in an 
after- action report that civil affairs personnel were “unfamiliar with team 
equip[ment], personnel, unit SOP [standard operating procedures] and CA 
mission.”5

Several constituencies continued to emphasize the combat- service- support 
function of civil affairs operations, such as ensuring that civilians remain out 
of harm’s way and not interfere with military activities. Maj. Gen. John H. 
Hilldring, then the chief of the army’s CAD, remarked that that was “the 
beginning and end of our involvement in this business.”6 The 1952 graduates 
of the military government course at Camp Gordon, Georgia, were reminded 
of “the importance of assuring that our military operations are not impeded 
by civil disturbances.”7 Early civil affairs doctrine described civil affairs oper-
ations as “obtaining for a military commander essential civilian support, 
reducing civilian interference with military operations and assisting in the 
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attainment of his political- military objectives.”8 In 1959 the army’s vice chief 
of staff reaffi rmed that, “simply stated,” the role of civil affairs and military 
government “may be said to be unchanged from what it has been in the past 
. . . that of relieving interference from the civilian population.”9 Furthermore, 
the school’s placement under the control of the PMG—who was primarily 
responsible for military police training—reinforced the army’s tendency to 
view governance- related activities as narrow, rule- of- law- related tasks rather 
than having a strategic- level connection to the fi nal political order of a state.

But others did advocate a broader approach to civil affairs. For example, a 
prominent report commissioned by the secretary of the army in 1951, the so- 
called Fahey Report, viewed civil affairs and military governance functions as 
political and military requirements both “during and after combat.”10 Fahey 
observed that for the army, “lessons learned the hard way within the politico- 
military- economic area must be fl agged again and again.” He observed that 
the US military “had a propensity to shy away from political and economic 
considerations—in fact all matters not traditionally associated with combat” 
and resolved that a sound organizational approach overcoming “traditional 
military propensities” must be established. Another report at the time con-
cluded that the army should establish a career pattern for civil affairs and 
military government.11

A broader appreciation of civil affairs tended to exist within the emerging 
special operations community. During the 1960s and 1970s, some proponents 
in the army argued that civil affairs units were assets to be used in “nonregular 
warfare,” such as contingencies in Latin America and Southeast Asia, and 
that civil affairs units were valuable instruments for “military civic action” or 
“nation building.”12 This thinking refl ected an important shift away from 
thinking about civil affairs as combat- service- support elements in conven-
tional war to assets that could be used in low- intensity confl icts in order to 
undercut political support for an enemy’s forces and mobilize the support of 
indigenous populations.13 Military civic action included the use of military 
forces in peacetime to accomplish humanitarian missions in countries around 
the world—a sort of Peace Corps in camoufl age. Civil affairs units could be 
designated for military civic action and used to reach out to local communi-
ties to help establish the legitimacy essential to success in low- intensity con-
fl ict. Some nation- building or military civic action tasks were similar to those 
undertaken during governance operations in war, such as the reconstitution 
of a nation’s police and defense forces. However, military civic action was not 
specifi c to wartime and could occur during peacetime as well. Since military 
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civic action was primarily within the realm of special operations forces, 
even this broader view of civil affairs reinforced the traditional separation 
between governance operations and conventional war. Although reserve 
civil affairs units were linked to conventional units, their utility was seen 
within the context of low- intensity- confl ict- type situations and unconventional 
warfare.14

The Vietnam War and its aftermath marked an important turning point 
for the army and reinforced the tendency to discount the role of civil affairs 
within the regular force. As the political, social, and economic development 
(nation building) of South Vietnam received growing US attention and 
resources from 1966 onward, US pacifi cation and nation- building efforts 
became increasingly uncoordinated and rife with problems. The legacy of 
Vietnam—and the failure of the pacifi cation efforts there—resulted in a 
determination by many civil and military leaders to approach the political 
complexities of war by creating an entirely new structure to address these 
issues and the forms of warfare that emerged from counterinsurgencies. The 
post- Vietnam decision to specialize training and thinking related to the polit-
ical component of war in a separate special operations community was an 
effort to redress US weaknesses in fi ghting “the other war” that emerged in 
Vietnam, but it also increased the tendency to view these operations as sepa-
rate and distinct from regular warfare.

The inclusion of civil affairs within the congressionally mandated 
USSOCOM in 1987 codifi ed the trend toward specialization and separation 
of governance operations from “regular war” and general- purpose forces. 
Congress created USSOCOM after years of bitter debate between special 
operations advocates and more “conventional” DOD proponents. The spe-
cial operations community argued for a new command to provide more 
focused attention to the problems and challenges associated with unconven-
tional warfare.15 Civil affairs was one of several special missions assigned to 
the new command. Civil affairs units would serve as combat- service- support 
elements to special operations forces and also retain their combat- service- 
support role to general forces.16 An army subordinate command, the US 
Army Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations Command, was estab-
lished to provide forces, resources, and equipment related to civil affairs and 
psychological operations (PSYOPS) in support of regional commanders, 
joint task forces, and State Department assets around the world. At the 
time, about 96 percent of the command’s approximately ten thousand per-
sonnel were in the reserve, with one active- duty civil affairs unit, the Ninety- 
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Sixth Civil Affairs Battalion (Airborne) (with six companies), based at Fort 
Bragg, North Carolina.

Two main points of view regarding the inclusion of civil affairs assets in the 
special operations community emerged. Some believed that integration would 
increase awareness of civil affairs because the new command could serve as an 
advocate and urge other commands to make use of civil affairs assets.17 JCS 
chairman Adm. William J. Crowe supported the assignment of all civil affairs 
(and PSYOPS) units to the new command, arguing that they would be better 
supported.18 However, other offi cials, such as the undersecretary of defense for 
policy, Fred Iklé, warned that shifting civil affairs units to the new USSOCOM 
would undercut the fact that they supported conventional warfare as well.19 
The inclusion of civil affairs assets in the new command also separated the 
training of these units from their respective services’ training and doctrine 
commands.20 This reinforced the separation of civil affairs from the regular 
army by reinforcing their separateness from the active component.

THE KOREAN WAR

Although in the immediate post–World War II years the regular army did not 
sustain a strong interest in governance- related activities, the army’s fi rst major 
Cold War engagement, the Korean War, brought them again to the forefront 
of the war effort.21 Governance operations during this confl ict were a lesser- 
known but important part of the army’s efforts to restore order and stability to 
ravaged South Korea. From the start of the war, US political and military 
leaders recognized that two opposing armies would clash in combat but that 
the war’s fi nal outcome would hinge on the political system that prevailed. 
The objective of the war was to prevent the spread of the totalitarian Com-
munist system from the North to the South. US forces had withdrawn from 
South Korea in 1948, leaving it politically, economically, and militarily weak. 
Although the World War II military government had succeeded in transition-
ing Korea from Japanese control into an independent state, Lt. Gen. John R. 
Hodge’s World War II efforts to stabilize South Korea by strengthening non- 
Communist forces had fallen short.22 Throughout the earlier military govern-
ment period, the US policy community debated how to strengthen the South 
against an internal or external Communist takeover. They debated how long 
American troops should remain in Korea, as well as the appropriate level of 
military and economic aid. And throughout this experience, the US Army 
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played an active role mediating among local political parties and the interna-
tional and Washington- based policy communities. Although by 1948 the 
United States had conceded that a political division of the peninsula would 
take place, many in the South continued to oppose the creation of a separate 
republic, viewing it as a barrier to unifi cation.23 But some army leaders also 
expressed concern that in the long run, the “costs of our retreat from Korea 
would be far, far greater than any present or contemplated appropriations to 
maintain ourselves there.”24

Despite army efforts during the World War II military government period to 
augment the South’s small constabulary forces and equip them with heavier 
weapons, South Korean defenses remained weak.25 Through 1949, the United 
States, led by army advisers with the Koreans, sought to augment and strengthen 
South Korean defenses by building up an internal police and defense organiza-
tion, which, ideally, would deter an attack by the North.26 Although the NSC 
supported this effort and agreed to continue some military aid to the South, 
the amount was not enough to offset Korean economic weaknesses or to fully 
supply the emerging Korean defense force.27

Before the invasion, Syngman Rhee pleaded with Secretary of State John 
Foster Dulles for more positive US action to try to avoid a “hot war” on the 
peninsula.28 Although US political and military leaders were well aware of 
the South’s vulnerability, Washington had written Korea out of its defense 
plans.29 A report to the JCS warned of the need to shore up the South against 
an invasion, which would likely “result in communist domination.”30 The 
JCS did not believe the South could defeat an attack but remained unwilling 
to divert troops from elsewhere in Asia to bolster the ROK. The Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA) agreed that it would be tough to prevent eventual 
Communist control over the peninsula—even with some US military and 
economic assistance.31

In the end, however, constrained resources and growing commitments and 
concerns elsewhere in the world militated against a long- term US presence in 
Korea. In early 1947, the US Congress decided to cut military spending, and 
legislators expressed concern about the high ratios in the army of offi cers to 
enlisted men and of civilians to military personnel—ratios that were closely 
linked to occupation duties.32 Secretary of Defense James Forrestal com-
plained about the “drain upon Army resources in the form of occupation 
troops” and lamented that the occupation in Korea was a “source of unceasing 
complaint from parents of the enlisted men who were unhappy, dissatisfi ed 
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and bored.”33 By June 1950, supply and service to Korean combat units was 
conducted only on a subsistence basis.

On June 25, 1950, North Korean forces surprised the South Korean army 
at dawn, marching toward the capital of Seoul. One American offi cer in the 
region stated that this looked like “the real thing.”34 Several hours later, 
North Korean forces had captured the town of Kaesong, forty miles west of 
Seoul and home to the First Division of the South Korean army. The United 
States responded by pushing a resolution through the UN’s Security Council 
calling for military assistance to South Korea in order to repel the armed 
attack and restore international peace and security in the area. The Soviet 
Union had been boycotting the council at the time and thus could not veto 
the resolution. President Harry Truman dispatched US land, air, and sea 
forces to Korea, hoping to restore the thirty- eighth parallel as the demarca-
tion line on the peninsula and to restore peace based on a liberal democratic 
system. The president initially limited Gen. Douglas MacArthur to the use of 
air and sea support only, calling the US response a “police action” and avoid-
ing the term “war.”35 Truman hoped to avoid committing US ground forces, 
believing that the United States could be challenged elsewhere in the world 
by “the communists.”36

As the war progressed, Washington’s aims expanded. In the fall of 1950, 
President Truman acknowledged that a signifi cant rehabilitation program for 
Korea would likely be necessary.37 Following the Inchon landing on Septem-
ber 15, 1950, UN and ROK forces drove north and crossed the thirty- eighth 
parallel. Washington contemplated the establishment of a new political order 
across the entire peninsula, and the JCS instructed General MacArthur to 
destroy the North Korean army and establish a foundation for the unifi cation 
of Korea under Syngman Rhee. The army anticipated that governance oper-
ations would likely be required to achieve unifi cation, and army planners 
actually drew up procedures for the occupation of the North.38 The UN 
endorsed these broader goals with a resolution recommending the establish-
ment of a “unifi ed, independent, and democratic government in the sovereign 
state of Korea.”39

Given the South’s weakness at the outset of the war, it was not surprising 
that the army would be directly engaged in key political and economic pro-
grams throughout the course of the war. As the war progressed, the North’s 
forces destroyed much of the South’s political and economic infrastructure. 
A critical part of the army’s mission as combat unfolded was to ensure that 
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deteriorating political and economic conditions among the South Koreans 
did not undermine combat operations and did not jeopardize the overall goal 
of achieving a democratic political order in the South. Political leaders in 
Washington directed MacArthur to make sure that army commanders 
arranged civil affairs agreements so that MacArthur’s overall mission could 
be accomplished.40

Developing an Organization for Governance

Three themes relevant to governance operations dominated the early and 
later phases of the war in Korea. First, the US Army was determined to retain 
unity of command over governance operations in the theater. Second, inter-
agency squabbling over control of civil assistance programs and the scope of 
such programs took place throughout the war. Third, US forces in Korea faced 
the simultaneous challenge of engaging in combat and governance operations 
throughout the war, illustrating the interconnectedness of the two phases.

The United States assumed leadership over the United Nations Command 
(UNC) in Korea. Serving as its commander in chief (CINCUNC), General 
MacArthur decided that Lt. Gen. Walton H. Walker’s Eighth Army, which 
had been occupying Japan, should lead the South Korean army in the war.41 
Army leaders in the theater tried to clarify lines of authority between the 
UNC (which effectively represented US Army forces) and a newly established 
UN agency, the United Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency (UNKRA).42 
UNKRA had been created to fi ll a gap left by the collapse of the Economic 
Cooperation Administration (ECA), which had been created in 1949 as the 
United States transitioned from its World War II military government in 
Korea. Owing to a lack of funding, the ECA was phased out, but the with-
drawal of ECA personnel had left a gap that was fi lled, by necessity, with army 
personnel.43 This created tensions between the army and the UN, which was 
also supervising economic rehabilitation in the region. The US military main-
tained that military conditions in 1951 did not permit a transfer of operational 
responsibilities to the UN and that working through UNKRA would result in 
an unacceptable division of responsibilities in the wartime theater. The army 
argued that as long as hostilities continued, there could be no divided respon-
sibility.44 The army did not want to assume responsibility for governance 
missions indefi nitely and agreed that, eventually, UNKRA should acquire 
greater control over civil administration.45 But it believed that a transfer of 
power should occur as combat ended and only with the CINCUNC’s approval.
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The United States sponsored two UN resolutions providing the Eighth 
Army with initial guidance on governance operations. These resolutions, 
combined with a directive from President Truman, essentially gave the Eighth 
Army responsibility for all civil assistance activities and set the stage for the 
future reconstruction of Korea.46 The Civil Assistance Command was estab-
lished within the Eighth Army to direct governance- related tasks. General 
MacArthur gave General Walker “complete and overall responsibility for the 
provision of necessary supplies and equipment to prevent disease, starvation 
and unrest among the civilian population in Korea.”47 The Eighth Army’s 
effort to manage governance tasks—its determination to seek unity of com-
mand—was due to the belief that governance operations could contribute to 
the success of combat operations.48

Many army leaders viewed reconstruction inextricably linked to their com-
bat efforts. Maj. Gen. Lyman Lemnitzer, the deputy army commander for civil 
affairs in Korea, maintained that stability was “absolutely vital to a healthy 
military situation in Korea” and that a “strong Korean government [able to] 
stand on its own feet [was] manifestly important to us all.”49 The commanding 
general of the UN Civil Assistance Command Korea (UNCACK), Brig. Gen. 
W. E. Crist, made it clear that preventing disease, starvation, and unrest was 
critically important, though secondary to the mission that must “constantly 
be borne in mind”—that of support for military operations.50 Maj. Gen. Wil-
liam Marquat, head of the army’s CAD, believed that rehabilitation in Korea 
was “an end in itself” and that the commander should devote a great deal of 
attention to marshaling resources at his disposal to build up the economy of 
the country.”51

Army proposals envisioned greater UNKRA involvement only if UN per-
sonnel remained under the operational control of the commanding general of 
the Eighth Army.52 Not surprisingly, the State Department opposed army 
efforts to control UNKRA personnel. State was determined to keep the con-
fl ict “internationalized” through UNKRA oversight.53 Eventually, a compro-
mise in the army’s favor was reached, with the secretary of defense agreeing to 
allow UNKRA to commence relief efforts if its programs remained “subject to 
the exigencies of military necessity as determined by General [Matthew] 
Ridgway.”54 As CINCUNC, Ridgway created a staff in UNC headquarters 
that provided supervision over civil assistance and economic aid.55 The army’s 
insistence on military necessity had prevailed.

This headquarters staff was focused on developing policy and overall super-
vision. But the Eighth Army developed an organization for the conduct of 
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governance operations in its forward combat areas by creating a special staff 
section for civil affairs and working through its own civil affairs and military 
government channels. Corps-  and division- level civil assistance teams worked 
in the fi eld with local ROK representatives.56 After the fi rst few months of the 
war, UNCACK was established, assuming many of the Eighth Army’s respon-
sibilities for governance- related tasks in rear areas—as far forward as the corps 
rear boundaries of the Eighth Army.57 UNCACK’s structure paralleled the 
Republic of Korea’s government, to facilitate the coordination of activities.58 
It placed advisers in ROK ministries and bureaus and supervised ten fi eld 
teams.59 Although UNCACK was supposed to advise and supervise the ROK 
government, in practice it functioned much more as an operating agency. The 
prevailing view of army personnel in UNCACK was that “if you wanted to get 
something done here you have to go out and do it yourself.”60

UNCACK was organized along territorial lines, patterned after national 
and local governments. It provided each Korean province and Seoul with a 
civil assistance team, each containing about twenty individuals who included 
offi cers, some civilians, and enlisted personnel.61 These teams implemented 
policies ordered by the headquarters and the government in each province. 
Advisers, headquartered in Seoul, provided advice to Korean ministers of 
agriculture, social affairs, public health, transportation, communications, and 
others. Since a South Korean government existed, unlike the situation in 
some of the army’s previous experiences with governance operations, the 
army did not completely run Korean administrative structures. Eventually, a 
Korean Civil Assistance Command (KCAC) replaced UNCACK. KCAC 
functioned as a major command of the UNC, placing the civil assistance 
mission at a higher command level than previously.62 By the spring of 1953, 
the military situation in Korea had become suffi ciently stabilized to allow for 
a consideration of longer- range programs for economic rehabilitation.63

Reconstruction

Despite the army’s efforts to retain unity of command in the theater, compet-
ing lines of authority emerged between three entities: the government of 
South Korea, Eighth Army troops, and UN authorities. Organizations related 
to governance operations changed several times during the war to deal with 
these competing authorities. The existence of a functioning South Korean 
government placed the army, technically, in an advisory and supervisory role, 
reinforcing the army’s traditional preference for “indirect control” over gover-
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nance tasks. However, complicating the army’s mission was the requirement 
of balancing its activities with the wishes of South Korean government offi -
cials, who were, understandably, often resistant to US leadership.64 In addi-
tion, the army received expert advice from civilians in the State Department 
and other agencies. Ultimately US political and military leaders recognized 
that establishing a foundation for a US departure would require that the 
South have a reasonable chance of defending itself against a future attack and 
that it regain enough political and economic stability to counter and with-
stand pressures from the North.

Thus, many army leaders regarded the reconstruction of Korea’s national 
defense forces as a central part of the war effort, not only to reduce the imme-
diate burden on US forces but also for the longer- term security implications in 
the region.65 Yet US advisers faced formidable problems as they tried to create 
a more effective South Korean fi ghting force. Most units were poorly trained, 
with a weak understanding of how to use their weapons and little experience 
with hostile fi re.66 By the fall of 1952, the JCS had approved a South Korean 
army and marine force of up to 463,000 men, but they admitted that to supply 
and equip such forces would mean diverting supplies from US forces elsewhere 
in the world.67 To meet the demand created by these larger numbers, US advis-
ers within KMAG increased to almost two thousand.68 Overall, US Army 
efforts in this area were relatively successful. A training command—the 
Replacement Training and School Command—was established to send South 
Korean forces to the United States for artillery and infantry training. By early 
1953, over six hundred Koreans had been trained in US schools. In addition, 
the new command established indigenous schools for training infantry, artil-
lery, and technical offi cers. Eventually ROK forces worked in every sector and 
made up nearly three- quarters of frontline troops by the end of 1952.69

Economic problems in Korea were also closely linked to combat operations, 
since the course of the war depended to some degree on the ability of South 
Korea to maintain a functioning economy. The ROK’s ability to sustain its 
own forces would reduce the burden on the United States. The US Army 
faced the dual challenge of rebuilding Korea’s industrial base and managing 
its fi scal weaknesses. Korea faced severe infl ation, a signifi cant shortage of raw 
materials, and a limited supply of foreign exchange. Basically, the army sought 
to keep South Korea afl oat so that it would be able to provide defense forces 
to assist the UN in combat. Army personnel negotiated with the government 
of South Korea to allow the UNC to maintain control over economic con-
cerns, and by the spring of 1951, army leaders had drafted a comprehensive 
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economic agreement, including plans for the rehabilitation of agriculture and 
industry.70 Soldiers, working through the UN, rehabilitated key industries, 
surveyed important segments of the industrial sector such as mining, assessed 
energy supplies, and rebuilt rail lines and ports to improve transport.71 They 
helped to build thousands of individual homes, improve water production and 
supply, and grow power production by rehabilitating electric power plants and 
allocating power to key industries. By determining which industries would be 
supplied with power, army personnel helped to determine what commodities 
should be produced.72

In the spring of 1952, the president sent a mission to South Korea to nego-
tiate an agreement with the government. Six out of its eight members were 
army or DOD representatives. This group, called the Meyer mission, reaf-
fi rmed UNC control over the Korean economy but allowed for an eventual 
takeover of economic matters by UNKRA and the ROK “within 150 days 
after the end of hostilities.”73 A Combined Economic Board (CEB) was created 
to serve as a forum for the exchange of South Korean and US views. The US 
representative to the board was an active- duty army offi cer, Maj. Gen. Thomas 
W. Herren, who also served as the deputy commander for civil affairs for the 
Eighth Army. Later, as the combat phase of the war came to an end, an NSC 
memorandum on aid for Korea gave the CINCUNC responsibility for an 
integrated program of aid as a “basis for Korean relief, rehabilitation, and sta-
bilization.”74 The directive gave him overarching power over economic aid 
and coordination until “such date as the Unifi ed Command” would determine. 
It established an economic coordinator, with the rank of minister, on the 
CINCUNC’s staff and gave the coordinator wide authority.

Army personnel also improved public welfare and education. The Unifi ed 
Command in Korea managed the fl ow of millions of refugees throughout the 
war.75 The initial challenge of safeguarding refugee health and controlling 
disease ended up expanding into a broad program for the entire South.76 The 
Eighth Army’s civil assistance section distributed health supplies and offered 
advice to Korean authorities.77 Within months after the UNC initiated an 
inoculation and health program, some twenty- six million people received 
immunizations; incidences of diseases dropped 96 percent in a year.78 In addi-
tion, UNCACK purifi ed water supplies, improved sanitation procedures, and 
undertook widespread DDT dusting.79 Villagers received instruction on public 
health, local cleanup campaigns took place, and since civilian hospitals were 
no longer functioning in parts of the South (having been seized by the ROK 
army), UNCACK established “basic medical units” around the country.80 As 
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the war ended, KCAC became the operating agency for the Korean health 
system and focused on its continuing long- term rehabilitation. The UNC also 
restored educational facilities to a point where normal schooling could be 
resumed. Although the State Department believed that education was an ideal 
focus area for the UN because the UN insisted on working through its own 
supply channels, US commanders argued that responsibility could not be del-
egated because it was linked to the accomplishment of the military mission.81

US forces also worked to restore the South’s self- suffi ciency in food produc-
tion.82 Following the North’s invasion, land cultivation in the South dropped 
to two- thirds of prewar levels, and the importation of fertilizer (which had 
been substantial) came to a standstill. The army expended funds to import 
fertilizer, and through the resettlement of DPs and the cultivation of new 
areas of land, land under cultivation increased. US military and UN offi cials 
also rehabilitated South Korean fi sheries, providing raw materials for fi sheries 
to allow greater production of nets and ice. Shipbuilding facilities were also 
restored.83

It is important to keep in mind that throughout these efforts, whether 
working through Eighth Army organizations or later KCAC, civilian policy 
experts provided the military with important advice. The army did not tackle 
problems of economic policy alone but did serve as the key implementing 
agency.84 President Truman appointed Henry R. Tasca as an expert economic 
adviser to the military. His job was to compile economic information col-
lected by the military and UNKRA and to develop a plan that the president 
could present to Congress for approval.85 The Tasca mission recommended a 
bilateral, billion- dollar program of defense support and reconstruction to last 
four or fi ve years. The report argued for improving agricultural and industrial 
production to build up a self- sustaining Korean economy. In addition, a 
defense support program would be administered through the Mutual Security 
Administration.

One feature of reconstruction efforts in Korea was the discomfort of other 
government agencies, especially the State Department, regarding the army’s 
central role in reconstruction. General Marquat traveled to Korea in the sum-
mer of 1952 to try to fi nd ways to develop a joint UNC/UNKRA rehabilitation 
program in order to use funds most effectively. He and other army leaders 
hoped to avoid a situation whereby the military’s funds were limited but its 
responsibilities increased. The army preference had been to control the pro-
curement and distribution of supplies in an effort to preserve unity of com-
mand in the implementation of aid programs. However, the State Department 
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and others in Washington were eager to see a reduced army role, and eventu-
ally Congress agreed that, by December 1952, army funds for economic reform 
should be reduced, effectively forcing the army to cooperate with UNKRA in 
order to fi nance key relief projects.86

Departure

Combat operations in Korea ended on July 27, 1953, after a year of protracted 
and bitter armistice negotiations.87 After three years of confl ict, US political 
leaders had narrowed their objectives and accepted that reunifi cation of the 
peninsula would not be possible.88 The United States revised its aims to accept 
an honorable withdrawal of US forces, the creation of a stronger South Korean 
army (to provide security for the new government), and an economic aid pack-
age to foster stability. Despite fi erce fi ghting and diplomatic sparring with the 
UN over control, the army accomplished a substantial program of political 
and economic reconstruction in South Korea.89

As armistice negotiations took place, a key US objective was the contin-
ued development and implementation of governance operations to ensure 
South Korea’s rehabilitation and economic growth. On the eve of the armi-
stice, President Dwight Eisenhower warned that all that had been won “by 
this valiant struggle could be imperiled and lost by an economic collapse” 
and asked Congress to appropriate $200 million from “the savings in expen-
ditures from the DOD that resulted in the cessation of hostilities.”90 Presi-
dent Eisenhower and President Rhee agreed to a mutual security pact 
following the armistice, long- term economic aid, and the immediate distri-
bution of millions of dollars of food once the armistice was signed.91 The 
United States hoped to leave South Korea strong enough to ensure its own 
survival and serve as a bulwark against further Communist expansion in the 
Far East.

With the support of the NSC and the president, Congress approved the 
creation of the Offi ce of the Economic Coordinator (OEC) to provide US 
relief and defense support. C. Tyler Wood served in this new role, coordinat-
ing the UNC, other UN agencies, and the South Korean government. His 
focus was on areas such as the rehabilitation of industries, fi sheries, mining, 
education, housing, and fl ood control, as well as some public health projects. 
After the cease-fi re was signed, Wood continued to coordinate UNKRA and 
KCAC activities. KCAC lasted until November 1955, with some of its person-
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nel going to the OEC. By 1957 the OEC had become a self- supporting agency, 
staffed mainly by civilians rather than army personnel.92

The Korean War illustrated the army’s ad hoc approach to governance 
operations. In this case, three years had passed between the end of the 
World War II governance experiences in Korea and the reconstruction 
undertaken during the Korean War. Yet there was surprisingly little con-
nection between the two operations. Civil affairs activities in Korea in 
1951 were handicapped by a lack of information. According to one study at 
the time, a disproportionate amount of time had to be spent collecting 
basic information through the early months of the war because the detailed 
statistics collected by the military government from 1945 to 1948 were 
unavailable to Eighth United States Army Korea (EUSAK) forces.93 The 
governance operations conducted during the Korean War reinforced some 
of the patterns that emerged during World War II—and that would appear 
later as well.

Army leaders insisted throughout the confl ict that military necessity 
required control over all activities in the theater that could interfere with com-
bat operations. At the same time, civilians—particularly the State Department 
and UN—expressed discomfort over the military having such a large role. In 
addition, governance and combat operations occurred simultaneously in 
Korea, reinforcing the fl uidity of these different aspects of the war. Even 
during the early stages of the war as the UNC engaged in heavy combat, army 
personnel conducted governance operations in forward and rear areas. After 
UNC forces entered North Korea in October 1950, they actually remained for 
three months and developed a program for how they would rehabilitate the 
North.94 The plan anticipated that General MacArthur would assume the post 
of military governor, dissolve the Communist government, rebuild the econ-
omy, and then organize elections and eventually oversee the withdrawal of 
non- Korean military forces. A UN resolution at the time affi rmed that the 
United States would have full responsibility for civil administration in the 
North. Overall, the terms of the US withdrawal were closely linked to the com-
pletion of governance operations in Korea since the United States hoped to 
leave behind a viable state.95 Although the United States did not undertake 
a full- fl edged occupation in Korea, it assisted the South Korean government 
with the development and implementation of policies designed to improve its 
defense forces, strengthen its economy, and create conditions for political 
stability.
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THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

The US intervention in the Dominican Republic in 1965 began with a clear 
set of political objectives shaping the course of the intervention as well as 
troop activities. The immediate objective of the United States was to protect 
American citizens in the island nation, but Washington’s strategic goal was to 
replace its Communist government in order to offset the possible emergence 
of “another Cuba.”96 In his memoir, President Lyndon Johnson wrote that 
from the day he took offi ce, he had been concerned about the fate of the 
Caribbean country.97 The US intervention in the Dominican Republic and 
US strategic objectives there involved, de facto, the recognition that gover-
nance operations would be integral to the achievement of the stated political 
goals of the intervention.

For several years before the invasion, the United States had supported the 
administration of Dominican president Juan Bosch, who had assumed power 
in 1962. However, Bosch’s government was weak and failed to implement 
promised reforms, leading to a military coup led by Donald Reid y Cabral. 
Following the coup, the US withheld recognition of the new government and 
ended some of its aid programs.98 However, it reversed these steps after the 
Reid government announced that it would allow free elections by September 
1965. The newly appointed US ambassador, William T. Bennett, arrived in 
Santo Domingo in March 1964 ready to encourage the development of a via-
ble democratic system that could hold free elections and sustain economic 
development. Soon after the new ambassador’s arrival, however, unrest on the 
island began to increase, as Communist rebel leaders hoped to disrupt upcom-
ing scheduled elections. The rebels succeeded in arresting the Dominican 
chief of staff and orchestrating a countercoup against the Reid regime. Reid, 
lacking the support of key Dominican military offi cials, resigned. José Rafael 
Molina Ureña then declared himself provisional president and the head of 
new “constitutionalist” (Communist) government. Loyalist planes began 
attacking the presidential palace, pushing the Dominican Republic to the 
brink of civil war.

President Johnson grew increasingly concerned about the fate of Ameri-
cans on the island. In response, the JCS ordered US naval vessels off the 
Dominican shore to prepare for the evacuation of US citizens.99 President 
Johnson characterized the situation as “grave” and hoped that order could be 
restored and a peaceful settlement of internal problems could be reached.100 
Ambassador Bennett recommended that Washington consider armed inter-
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vention to restore order, reporting that the Communists would likely come to 
power and that Washington should prevent “another Cuba from arising out of 
the ashes of this uncontrollable situation.”101 At the same time, some in the 
State Department expressed concerns regarding the international impact of 
such an intervention. Despite the opposition of most of his military and civil-
ian advisers, including the chairman of the JCS, Gen. Earle Wheeler, the 
president personally decided to intervene to quell the political unrest, accord-
ing to Gen. Bruce Palmer, who was to command the US forces in the Domin-
ican Republic.102

On April 28, President Johnson ordered about fi ve hundred marines to the 
Dominican Republic to protect American lives and property. Two days later, 
a thousand more arrived.103 The JCS named the operation Power Pack. Marine 
and army airborne units landed in two separate bridgeheads that were even-
tually linked together.104 Although initially the president stressed the narrow 
focus of the intervention—the protection of American citizens and stopping 
“the wholesale killing of hundreds and even thousands” of Dominicans—
these objectives broadened shortly after US troops arrived on the island.105 
The president explained that it had been his desire “all along” to encourage a 
cease- fi re between the Communist rebels and the loyalist forces, facilitate the 
evolution of a stable and broad- based government, and make an “appropriate 
contribution to the necessary reconstruction of that country.” Thus, the US 
military entered the capital, Santo Domingo, with the mission of establishing 
a constitutional government in the Dominican Republic, preventing a mili-
tary dictatorship, and reigning in the political power of the Communists.106 
President Johnson’s stated political aims implicitly required the conduct of 
governance operations by the US military.

Developing an Organization for Governance

Although General Palmer was warned on the eve of his departure for the 
Dominican Republic that the mission of US forces “is expected to be broad-
ened” to prevent a Communist takeover of the country, he arrived with rela-
tively little information to assist him in achieving this objective.107 Palmer 
later revealed that, on the eve of the invasion, American forces “were all 
starting out at the same zero base.”108 The early period of the US interven-
tion was characterized, as many previous governance operations, by the 
military’s development of arrangements in the theater to manage the 
requirements of combat as well as political tensions. Off- the- shelf plans had 
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existed (e.g., CINCLANT OPLAN 310/2) but were from a family of relatively 
outdated contingency plans that had been developed for the entire region. 
The lack of planning for noncombat operations in the Dominican Republic 
was not surprising given that overall planning and coordination problems 
beset the intervention.109

The two principal units in the intervention were the Eighty- Second Air-
borne Division and the Fourth Marine Expeditionary Brigade. By mid- May, 
some twenty- three thousand American troops had landed.110 Two key objec-
tives dominated military operations during this initial period: establishing an 
overland link to connect marine and army forces and creating a safe corridor 
for US troops through the city of Santo Domingo. On May 2, the Eighty- 
Second Airborne Division was “turned loose” to establish a corridor and link 
up with the marines. Within a few days, army forces achieved this objective.

General Palmer’s staff was initially consolidated into Headquarters, US 
Forces Santo Domingo. The headquarters of XVIII Airborne Corps served as 
the senior headquarters for US forces in the Dominican Republic, while the 
headquarters of the Eighty- Second Airborne Division played a tactical role. 
Thus, the senior military headquarters were separate from the tactical com-
mander directing operations.111 General Palmer preferred this setup because it 
relieved the tactical commander of “the onus” for decisions dictated by politi-
cal considerations. Palmer’s headquarters staff included a G- 5 offi cer in charge 
of civil affairs. However, since the troops from the Eighty- Second Airborne 
ended up conducting many governance tasks and since civil affairs reservists 
from the Forty- Second Civil Affairs Company were attached to the Eighty- 
Second, oversight of governance operations ran through the tactical chain of 
command. The Forty- Second Civil Affairs Company established its head-
quarters in the same building occupied by Headquarters, US Forces Domini-
can Republic.112 The civil affairs company was organized along functional 
teams and worked through the Eighty- Second Airborne’s combat and combat- 
service- support units.

General Palmer faced two immediate concerns related to governance oper-
ations: fi rst, meeting the immediate needs of the populace and, second, 
improving the intelligence available about political events in the country. As 
one expert later observed, “hurried planning, poor intelligence, inadequate 
briefi ngs, and unfounded rumors created in the combat soldiers’ minds a sim-
plistic perception of what would confront them once they arrived.”113 On the 
eve of the intervention, General Palmer admitted, “The truth was that no one 
had a handle on what was going on in Santo Domingo.”114 In an effort to 
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improve the intelligence available, Special Forces troops established six 
detachment sites in the countryside to assist with aid programs and gather 
information.115 To redress the lack of knowledge, teams were dispatched to the 
countryside to “take the pulse” of the country and gauge the level of political 
support held by the rebels outside the capital area. Moreover, communication 
from the Dominican Republic to the United States was unreliable and rebels 
controlled key telecommunications centers. This hampered the exchange of 
political guidance from Washington to General Palmer.116 After the fi rst few 
days of the intervention, it became increasingly apparent that more civil 
affairs, military police, intelligence, and other specialists would be needed.117 
Initial relief efforts led by Eighty- Second Airborne troops made food, water, 
and medical care available to the inhabitants—tasks that continued for 
months.

Although the United States maintained its neutrality going into the inva-
sion, once in the theater US forces faced the need to manage violence between 
political factions and to protect embassies from rebel forces.118 Given the 
intense political situation, an early governance- related challenge was the 
control over and the dissemination of information. Within days of the inva-
sion, the First Psychological Warfare Battalion arrived and put out a powerful 
mobile broadcast to the population to explain the purpose of the US invasion 
and to counter rebel broadcasts.119 General Palmer also appreciated the 
importance of developing information programs so that his troops would 
understand the reasons they were there in the fi rst place.120

Reconstruction

Although the intensity and scale of combat that the US Army faced in Korea 
was obviously much greater, in the Dominican Republic it engaged in gover-
nance tasks amid political unrest and uncertainty. US forces sought to stabi-
lize fi ghting among rebel groups, while US and international political leaders 
tried to hammer out a framework to achieve a political settlement for the 
country. Given ongoing fi ghting among rebel and loyalist forces in Santo 
Domingo, General Palmer and his staff were immersed in balancing political 
requirements and providing for the security of US troops, US offi cials, and 
Dominican civilians. It was one of the army’s premier combat units—the 
Eighty- Second Airborne Division—that conducted many governance- related 
tasks to restore stability and allow the country to begin functioning again. 
Members of that unit were confused at times, with one soldier remarking, “We 
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would hand out food to the people one minute and then be engaged in a fi re- 
fi ght with the same ones the next,” and wondering why his unit was cleaning 
the streets since, “Hell, we came here to fi ght.”121

Several circumstances made reconstruction in the Dominican Republic 
diffi cult. Many of the facilities to be rebuilt were located in rebel territory, 
increasing the vulnerability of US personnel to sniper fi re.122 In addition, 
political constraints forced army personnel to work under strict rules of 
engagement as they rebuilt essential services and tried to defend themselves. 
Furthermore, unlike other governance operations (such as in Korea and later 
Panama), US forces did not have a defi ned relationship with the Dominican 
government and thus had limited power over the implementation of programs. 
Nevertheless, from June to October 1965, a fairly extensive program of politi-
cal and economic reconstruction in the Dominican Republic took place.123

Political considerations demanded the involvement of the Organization of 
American States (OAS), which had established its own peacekeeping force, 
the Inter- American Peace Force (IAPF). General Palmer served as deputy 
commander of the IAPF.124 With the backing of the United States, the OAS 
took the lead in working out arrangements for a provisional government and 
free elections.125 Army offi cials were not involved in the negotiations leading 
up to the fi rst political settlement, but they played a role in brokering between 
political factions on the ground. Army offi cers worked closely with Domini-
can military leaders to facilitate the departure of key military leaders from the 
country, which was one prerequisite for a cease- fi re.126 In addition, once Dr. 
Héctor García Godoy assumed the presidency of the new provisional govern-
ment, the international peacekeeping force offered its support and no longer 
served as a “neutral” peacekeeping force.127 However, the government became 
increasingly weak, and thus, General Palmer and his aides played active roles 
in managing the political fallout, trying to prevent further instability, which 
could risk future elections. General Palmer also sought to prevent still- active 
rebel groups from creating an autonomous political zone in Santo Domingo.128 
Overall, the army played a key role in trying to neutralize Dominican political 
forces that aimed to undermine the OAS’s negotiated agreements.129

US Army forces also restored the nation’s indigenous police and security 
forces.130 Dominican police units were instructed to treat captured rebels 
decently and to improve public safety. In addition, with the political agree-
ment to demilitarize Santo Domingo, US Army personnel created a special 
national police force to assist the Eighty- Second Airborne with demilitarizing 
the capital.131 Although the Forty- Second Civil Affairs Company had estab-
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lished a legal team, its main focus was internal to the army, rather than having 
an external focus on the country’s legal system. Although no overall plan for 
economic or industrial reform in the Dominican Republic existed, army per-
sonnel became involved in these issues on an ad hoc basis, with the coopera-
tion of the State Department. Members of the Forty- Second Civil Affairs 
Company’s economic team met with bankers in an effort to restore the coun-
try’s fi nancial operations. Civil affairs and Eighty- Second Airborne personnel 
also completed a survey of the local economic and banking situation.132 Army 
personnel helped to complete property- ownership surveys for local civilians, 
and a civil affairs labor team worked with a local Dominican employment 
agency to identify local applicants for jobs. A public welfare team linked to 
the Eighty- Second Airborne worked with various nongovernmental organiza-
tions to coordinate and improve food distribution. The US Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID) had developed a plan determining food 
requirements for families, but it was the army’s public welfare team that played 
a critical role in implementing the plan.

Army personnel also addressed longer- term problems such as sanitation, 
health care reform, and the medical system.133 Medical units of the Eighty- 
Second provided a great deal of aid to Dominican civilians, establishing 
civil medical assistance teams to treat them. By the end of the operation, 
fi eld hospitals had seen some fi fty- four thousand outpatients. In addition, 
with their attached civil affairs units, troops of the Eighty- Second purifi ed 
the water supply in order to prevent epidemics from breaking out. Although 
the existing Pan American Health Organization was supposed to focus on 
these tasks, army personnel actually ended up implementing many of the 
programs. In the realm of education, army involvement was limited—troops 
helped to get schools up and running following the invasion. A public edu-
cation team gathered information about the status of schools, established 
plans for their openings, and coordinated the removal of troops near school 
areas. The team also monitored the longer- term plans of the Ministry of 
Education.

Departure

Within a month after the fi rst arrival of US troops, offi cials in Washington 
began to lay the groundwork for their eventual withdrawal. In mid- May, senior 
offi cials from Washington, including Deputy Secretary of Defense Cyrus 
Vance, arrived in the theater to assess the situation. Army offi cers were 
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immersed in politics as the occupation wound down, though at times General 
Palmer felt the he had been excluded from key negotiations.134 Civilian leaders 
in Washington hoped to involve regional actors, especially the OAS, in fi nd-
ing a solution to the crisis. President Johnson wanted the OAS to “share in 
the responsibility” for allowing free elections to take place.135 A special OAS 
committee, chaired by US ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, eventually succeeded 
in installing a provisional government led by García Godoy. The agreement 
also included a timetable for elections and clarifi ed the power of elected offi -
cials. By June 1966, elections were held, with over 1.3 million Dominicans 
voting for Joaquín Balaguer.

This intervention illustrated that general army combat troops—in this 
case, the men and women from the Eighty- Second Airborne Division—played 
an important role in overseeing many governance tasks. With the relatively 
limited involvement of specialized civil affairs units in the intervention, 
mainly the Forty- Second Civil Affairs Company, army tactical troops had no 
choice. Furthermore, despite the heavy involvement of the State Department 
and the OAS, there were certain political tasks that US Army offi cers 
remained directly involved with, such as negotiating with Dominican gener-
als over their departure from the country. US forces also supervised—and 
often completely ran—most of the aid programs. In addition, the United 
States funded several OAS programs designed to keep the Dominican govern-
ment running.

The US intervention in the Dominican Republic resulted in the establish-
ment of a stable government. Following the US withdrawal, free elections 
were held every four years, and Balaguer served as president for twelve years. 
While the army did not establish a military government in the Dominican 
Republic, through its close supervision over existing Dominican government 
structures, it played a key role in stabilizing the situation once formal combat 
ended so that a new provisional government could assume power and elec-
tions could take place.

PANAMA

In December 1989, US political leaders initiated Operation Just Cause,136 with 
the political objective of replacing the corrupt government of Gen. Manuel 
Noriega with one more compatible to US interests.137 As the chairman of the 
JCS, Colin Powell, later recalled, “We were going to eliminate Noriega and 
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the PDF [Panamanian Defense Forces]. If that succeeded, we would be run-
ning the country until we could establish a civilian government and a new 
security force.”138 The US Army served as the key instrument in the transition 
from the Noriega government to a new authority and new administrative 
structures in Panama.

Relations between the United States and Panama had been strained for 
several years before the invasion. US congressional committees had begun to 
link the Noriega government to drug traffi cking and other problematic activ-
ities, and Noriega began to be considered an embarrassment to the United 
States.139 Contingency planning for the operation in Panama had begun in 
the summer and early fall of 1989.140 Following a series of increasingly hostile 
encounters between US forces based in Panama and the PDF, the JCS issued 
an order to begin to expedite planning for an intervention.141 Gen. Frederick 
Woerner, commander of the US Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), ini-
tially drew up plans that included recommendations for resolving the political 
situation in Panama.142 He believed that a key component of an intervention 
would involve the restoration of the Panamanian government following the 
defeat of the PDF. Woerner insisted that attention be paid to planning for 
the aftermath of the attack.143 Thus, the relatively clear political objectives at 
the outset of the confl ict, and the acknowledgment that a new role for the 
Panamanian army would need to emerge, suggested that preinvasion planning 
did to some degree address the need to conduct governance operations.

There were three main phases related to planning for Panama: the buildup 
period, designed to try to “encourage” changes in Panama’s government with-
out an intervention; the planning for the invasion itself; and the planning for 
the restoration of government following combat operations.144 General 
Woerner and his director of operations, Brig. Gen. Marc A. Cisneros, led the 
early planning for a massive buildup of US forces, which aimed to deter Pan-
amanian leaders enough to encourage an overthrow of Noriega by the PDF.145 
This buildup plan included a consideration of civil- military issues that would 
arise after a change in government there.146 The combat plan for Panama 
called for an “all out assault” with the deployment of a massive force of some 
22,500.147 The combat plan, Blue Spoon, called for the creation of Joint Task 
Force (JTF) Panama under XVII Airborne Corps and reaffi rmed several polit-
ical objectives of the war, including the defeat and restructuring of the PDF 
and the establishment of a US- approved government.148

SOUTHCOM developed Blind Logic, the plan for the civil- military por-
tion of the operation, in conjunction with members of the 361st Civil Affairs 
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Brigade, which was attached to SOUTHCOM.149 The planners assumed that 
no civilian government would be in place in Panama and recommended the 
establishment of a military government for about thirty days after the end of 
combat. After that period, the State Department, through the US embassy, 
would assume control over civil operations. A key constraint during the plan-
ning for this reconstruction period, according to General Woerner, was the 
desire to keep planning secret; concerns about leaks precluded Woerner and 
his staff from working with the State Department.150 Thus, Woerner believed 
that SOUTHCOM was hampered in its ability to address detailed reconstruc-
tion issues such as the nature of the occupation or the complexities of trans-
forming the PDF. On the other hand, perceived constraint on coordinating 
with the State Department revealed that the army was able to develop the 
rudiments of such a plan itself. A basic plan for governance- related tasks was 
completed but was then shelved until after the invasion.151

Developing an Organization for Governance

Although the army had done some advance thinking about the civil affairs 
component of Operation Just Cause (e.g., Blind Logic), this advance prepara-
tion did not preclude several challenges from emerging during the early phases 
of the invasion. First, the army still had not developed an organization to 
conduct governance- related tasks. After the replacement of General Woerner 
by Gen. Maxwell Thurman as SOUTHCOM commander, planners placed 
less emphasis on governance- related issues, and some argued that this shift 
resulted in a poor integration of the combat and postcombat phases of the 
invasion.152 General Thurman had received briefi ngs on combat plans for 
Panama, but he apparently did not focus much attention on posthostility 
issues.153 Two months before the invasion, efforts by some army planners to 
urge SOUTHCOM to focus greater attention on civil restoration issues had 
only limited success.154 Furthermore, because the Joint Staff had not approved 
the civil- military plans before the invasion (attesting, it seems, to its secondary 
status), the plan was not formally incorporated into XVIII Airborne Corps’s 
plans.155 Thus, although US military and political leaders had acknowledged 
the political challenges they would likely face in Panama, as in previous gover-
nance operations they approached issues related to the implementation of such 
operations in an ad hoc manner.

A second challenge during this period was the problem of maintaining 
security—earlier planning had not adequately addressed the issue. As US forces 
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landed in Panama on December 20, 1989, a complete breakdown of civil order 
occurred, requiring US forces to respond. Blind Logic had not anticipated the 
implications of the collapse of the PDF, and widespread looting and disorder 
challenged the ability of the army’s military police units to manage crowds 
and restore stability.156 This was heightened by concerns over the safety of 
American citizens still living in Panama after the Canal Zone was turned over 
in 1979. For some, this disorder was not surprising. JTF Panama initially 
believed that it would not play a primary role in restoring law and order, since 
this was considered a job for the new government of Guillermo Endara.157 
Such instability, however, once again underscored the connection between 
the combat phase of the intervention and the transition to a desired political 
outcome. Third, coordination between the army and State Department 
regarding governance issues remained undefi ned. As noted earlier, military 
planners had planned for governance- related tasks with little or no involve-
ment from the State Department; later, however, the State Department 
expressed frustration with the army’s lead role in such matters.158 Neverthe-
less, many military offi cers did not feel that they would be able to execute the 
existing plan for governance operations (Blind Logic) without greater coor-
dination with the State Department and other US government organiza-
tions.159

Although President George H. W. Bush announced that General Noriega’s 
capture marked the achievement of US objectives in Panama, many chal-
lenges still remained.160 Life did not “return to normal,” and fairly extensive 
governance operations began.161 As combat ended, a reorganization of US 
forces took place to address the challenge of restoring democracy in Panama 
and restructuring its security structures. With the president’s announcement, 
the JCS asked General Thurman to terminate Just Cause and begin to exe-
cute the plan for governance operations, now renamed Promote Liberty. It is 
important to keep in mind that the operational organization and specifi c steps 
necessary to implement Promote Liberty had not been worked out before the 
arrival of the invading US Army forces.162 There was still no clear policy on 
whether civil government in Panama would exist, what would replace the 
PDF, or what would be the state of Panama’s economic and social infrastruc-
ture.163 With the distinct separation between the combat and reconstruction 
phases, army personnel scrambled to develop command- and- control arrange-
ments for arriving civil affairs personnel who were assigned nation- building 
tasks. Initially, army plans had called for the creation of a military governor 
to restore order; the May 1989 elections in Panama, however, provided an 
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alternative government that was, in fact, used.164 Until a new organization was 
created that had control over civil affairs, projects and activities were dupli-
cated, and there was no clear focal point of effort.165

In an effort to streamline operations related to governance operations, the 
army created a new civil-military operations task force staffed by about twenty- 
fi ve reservists and commanded by US Air Force brigadier general Benard 
Gann.166 The original governance plan, Blind Logic, anticipated that General 
Gann would control the new task force, with the commander of the 361st 
Civil Affairs Brigade serving as his deputy.167 However, General Thurman 
initially decided to place the US embassy (though understaffed) in control of 
the civil- military operations task force. This decision resulted in divided and 
unclear lines of authority but perhaps refl ected his view that the army’s role in 
the reconstruction phase should be reduced. Initially members of the task 
force were unsure about whether they reported directly to General Gann or 
through the tactical commander of the JTF, Gen. Carl Stiner. Eventually the 
task force emerged as the primary organization for governance- related tasks, 
and Gann reported to the commander in chief, US Southern Command 
(CINCSO).168 This arrangement left Gann pulled in a variety of directions—
by the SOUTHCOM staff, the US Army South (one of the component com-
mands under SOUTHCOM), and the commander of the Seventh Infantry 
Division.169

In Panama, a mixture of territorial and tactical control over governance 
operations emerged. The civil- military operations task force included three 
deputies, each heading a civil affairs team organized along functional areas.170 
These areas included health, safety, refugee assistance, public works and util-
ities, transportation/communication, and sometimes, a fi nance section.171 Ini-
tially each team was deployed to three different areas: Panama City, Colón, 
and David. To supplement this territorial arrangement at the request of the 
government of Panama, the civil- military task force assigned civil affairs per-
sonnel to each government ministry.172 Ten ministry- level support teams and 
four ministry planning teams worked with regional governments in Panama.173 
However, given there were initially few elected offi cials in the Panamanian 
government, personnel from the civil- military operations task force essentially 
ran the government of Panama during this early period.174

Many viewed this early civil- military organization as fl awed. General 
Gann’s task force was only one among many with oversight over governance 
tasks. The task force was not adequately staffed (owing to the decision not to 
call up the reserves) and lacked a clear chain of command.175 Whereas in 
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previous governance operations tactical offi cers generally demanded full con-
trol over all operations in the theater, in Panama the JTF did not exert full 
control over governance tasks even though combat was still ongoing.176 In 
sum, there appeared to be two separate but related organizations for gover-
nance operations in Panama: those under the more traditional combat control 
of JTF Panama and those under the civil- military chain, through the civil- 
military operations task force.177

Reconstruction

As major combat operations came to an end, key tasks facing the US Army 
included the reestablishment of law and order, the management and protec-
tion of DPs, and the reconstruction and reform of Panamanian government 
institutions. In undertaking these tasks, two main challenges confronted the 
army: fi rst, the problem of how to manage ongoing civil unrest and, second, 
the need to create an army organization to guide political and economic 
reconstruction. After the initial civil- military operations task force was up 
and running, the army tried to improve its ability to conduct governance 
activities. Gen. James Lindsay, commander in chief of USSOCOM and a 
supporting commander in chief to General Thurman, believed that the resto-
ration plan “was not built around the kind of organization that was needed . . . 
to transition from war to peace.”178 Lindsay deployed a senior civil affairs spe-
cialist to evaluate how to set up an organizational structure.179 These efforts 
resulted in the creation of the Military Support Group (MSG) to replace and 
consolidate the various organizations then working on governance tasks and 
replace the civil- military operations task force.180 Owing to concerns about 
control and unity of command, army offi cers advocated an entirely military 
structure for the MSG, as opposed to one that would work formally through 
interagency channels.181 Essentially the MSG revealed a deliberate effort by 
the army to retain unity of command by keeping all elements, such as civil 
affairs, PSYOPS, special operations forces, and combat- service- support ele-
ments, under one command. Furthermore, General Thurman chose a cavalry 
offi cer to head this group, as opposed to a Special Forces or civil affairs offi -
cer.182 The MSG fell under the tactical control of Joint Task Force Panama, 
which in turn reported to CINCSO.

The MSG conducted “nation building operations to ensure that democ-
racy, internationally recognized standards of justice, and professional public 
services are established and institutionalized in Panama.”183 It focused on 
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three tasks: establishing the Panamanian National Police, reconstructing 
infrastructure, and developing programs to support the new government of 
Panama.184 The MSG included various joint elements on its staff, and its civil 
affairs division employed engineers and medics for some nation building.185 
Given the weaknesses of the US civilian agencies as well as the weak Pana-
manian government, the MSG anticipated that it would end up, initially, with 
responsibility for the “establishment of stable democratic and economic insti-
tutions in Panama.”186

Although Blind Logic and earlier statements from the JCS had affi rmed 
the importance of reforming Panamanian political institutions, Promote Lib-
erty lacked a clear plan for accomplishing this objective. As the PDF surren-
dered, US troops oversaw a transition of authority, but a more systematic plan 
for reform only emerged after the creation of the MSG. Later one observer 
noted that the approach was still ad hoc, as US soldiers “watched and listened 
to see whom the townspeople hissed at, and whom they applauded . . . thus 
the bad guys [emerged] who were removed from responsibility as much as 
possible, and the good guys, [ended up] running the city . . . eventually mayors 
of towns and cities throughout Panama . . . [were appointed by the new Endara 
government]. US helicopters ferried new local leaders between Panama City 
and their city.”187 At the behest of General Thurman, the MSG developed a 
strategy outlining a three- phased approach to political reform and infrastruc-
ture development in Panama.188

The reform and reconstitution of Panamanian security forces constituted a 
second important element of reconstruction in Panama.189 Given the break-
down of order, it was imperative to create a professional police force capable of 
maintaining law and order. Although Blind Logic anticipated the reform of 
the PDF, the operational details of how to accomplish this task had not been 
developed.190 The importance of the mission did not become apparent until 
US forces were in theater, where they realized that the level of corruption 
throughout the PDF would make reform challenging.191 Yet without the 
stability afforded by a new police force, the viability of the new government 
would remain in question.192 The United States decided to reemploy some 
PDF offi cials as it built the new force,193 and the MSG sought to transform 
the defense force into a civilian police force capable of handling routine 
law enforcement.194 US personnel divided the PDF into separate bodies, 
with functions ranging from prison control to traffi c police to immigration; 
the core force would be renamed the Panamanian Public Force.195 The MSG 
created the US Force Liaison Group (USFLG) to advise, train, and equip 
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the police.196 General Cisneros, the commander of US Army South, com-
manded the liaison group and staffed the group with qualifi ed Spanish- language 
speakers.

Despite the integral role that the reform of Panama’s military and police 
forces played in the restoration of stability in Panama and the critical role of 
the US military in achieving this goal, Congress reaffi rmed the prohibition on 
police training by US military, which was contained in Section 660 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act. The irony of this situation is astounding: Although 
the reform of the PDF and the creation of a new Panamanian civil police force 
was one of the core objectives of the intervention in Panama and remained a 
key objective after Noriega’s capture, the primary instrument for the achieve-
ment of this goal—the US military—was prohibited by law from playing a 
central role. As a result, bureaucratically the DOD transferred the mission of 
training Panamanian police to the Justice Department’s International Crimi-
nal Investigative Training Assistance Program.197 Army teams coordinated 
with the Justice Department to improve the prison system and train and arm 
police.198 Despite these efforts, the United States came under criticism for not 
providing enough support and for continuing the Panamanian Public Force’s 
reliance on the United States.

Related to police and security reform, the army also considered options to 
strengthen Panama’s weak judicial system. The Judicial Liaison Group over-
saw the Panamanian court system and helped it to resume its functions.199 
The judicial system, which had been dominated by the military and the exec-
utive branch, was given more independence and a new Supreme Court was 
established.200 The Judicial Liaison Group also reviewed the records of thou-
sands of Panamanians detained by US forces and worked with Panamanian 
authorities on proper arrest procedures and on preparing prisoners for trials.201 
US offi cers also advised Panamanians on handling, securing, and interro-
gating prisoners. In addition, prisons were restored, and civil affairs offi cers 
assisted prisoners with some of their legal cases; US troops also worked to 
“clean up” certain prison colonies.202

The army’s conduct of governance operations also revealed the close rela-
tionship between tactical forces and civil affairs teams. US combat forces, as 
well as civil affairs specialists, played substantial roles in reconstruction tasks. 
The initial invading force of about twenty- three thousand troops included 
only about two hundred civil affairs personnel. Overall, civil affairs and mili-
tary police units remained in short supply, leaving soldiers from all specialties 
to implement much of the reconstruction.203 JTF Panama and its combat units 
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undertook many governance tasks, working through a regular tactical chain 
of command. Civil affairs personnel in the theater were always limited in 
number, and within days the army commander realized that there would not 
be enough civil affairs personnel or engineers for the rebuilding effort.204 
SOUTHCOM requested more volunteers to perform temporary tours of duty 
in Panama to work on governance- related tasks, including public health 
administrators, medical supply specialists, sanitary engineers, doctors and 
nurses, drug enforcement experts, law experts, and prison administrators.205 
Because President Bush had not ordered a reserves call- up, these needs were 
met by requests for civil affairs volunteers.206 Within a week, more than seven 
hundred civil affairs offi cers and soldiers volunteered to go to Panama.207

Although civil affairs personnel and units played important roles in Pan-
ama, governance duties were not exclusive to them. Two- person civil affairs 
teams from the army’s only active- duty civil affairs battalion, the Ninety- 
Sixth, were attached to maneuver battalions and assisted combat units with 
restoring order.208 Civil affairs soldiers from the Ninety- Sixth had jumped 
with army rangers and worked to coordinate among military intelligence, 
military police, and ground force commanders, as well as to protect against 
civilian interference with the tactical operations.209 After securing the main 
airport and working to preventing the PDF from taking hostages, civil affairs 
teams, together with regular tactical forces, translated, served as liaisons to 
local governments, determined where help was most urgently needed, and 
assisted commanders in taking care of a huge refugee population.210

US troops assessed the “shape” of towns and cities using several categories: 
the reliability of the mayor, the presence of drugs, and the state of the PDF, of 
sanitation, and of medical, banking, and business facilities.211 The objective 
was to determine when infantry troops could be pulled out, allowing some 
Special Forces troops to focus on local redevelopment. Although there was no 
format “for [doing] these kinds of things,” one brigade commander explained, 
“We did what people would normally do: improvise.”212 Civil affairs personnel, 
assisted by Special Forces troops, distributed food and tons of medical sup-
plies.213 In addition, US troops detained PDF infantry at their barracks and at 
the airport and conducted fi eld interrogations.214 Civil affairs troops from the 
Ninety- Sixth stabilized the airport and served as airport managers, engineers, 
and immigration and customs offi cials, as Panamanians sought to evacuate 
the area. As in previous governance operations, the army managed thousands 
of DPs. Following the arrival of combat troops, a camp for DPs was established 
at a high school, and an ad hoc arrangement allowed for the care of some fi ve 
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thousand people until members of the Ninety- Sixth could take over and run 
the camp. The challenge of running a these types of camps was similar to that 
of running a small city.

Civil affairs personnel assigned to the Panama’s Ministry of Public Works 
helped evaluate the long- term needs of that offi ce.215 In the public health and 
welfare sectors, civil affairs personnel engaged in massive cleanups of cities 
and assisted with restoring Panama’s medical system. Plans for these opera-
tions were not developed in advance, so civil affairs units worked ad hoc, 
hiring people off the streets to assist, sometimes paying them with meals.216 
One civil affairs sergeant later recalled that “the place was just a habitat for 
every form of virus, fungus, disease, germ you could imagine.”217 The three 
sewage pumps of the city of Colón were broken, leaving sewage running 
through the streets.218 Humanitarian assistance teams helped to coordinate 
with the Red Cross and monitored Panama’s emergency food and medical 
system.219 Civil affairs teams also tracked medical supplies going into Panama 
from humanitarian assistance programs such as Project Hope, determined 
immunization requirements, and assessed the overall state of Panama’s public 
health system. National Guard engineering units fi xed roads, schools, and 
ports and undertook other projects. In addition, civil affairs teams assessed 
the state of schools, roads, and utilities throughout the country.

During the Panama operation, the army adhered to its traditional prefer-
ence for “indirect control” over existing administrative structures. In Panama, 
the situation was relatively straightforward because the new Endara govern-
ment had been elected and thus was a government through which the army 
could work to reform administrative structures. Indeed, President Endara 
requested the assignment of army personnel to provide advice to Panamanian 
ministries. As in previous governance operations, army teams in Panama 
served as advisers, not managers.220 Army personnel worked with the Minis-
tries of Education, Commerce, and Plans and Finance, as well as with the 
Offi ce of the Presidency.221 To the State Department’s annoyance—due to its 
inability to duplicate the army’s personnel resources and maintain a presence 
throughout the Endara government—US military personnel served as the 
primary interlocutors in many Panamanian government offi ces.222

Departure

As the United States prepared to deploy US troops out of Panama, US mili-
tary and political leaders considered the prospects for the future stability of 
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the country. Key elements of the original US plan, such as the standing up of 
a new Panamanian army, had not yet been completed, and some US offi cials 
argued that troops should remain until at least a new Panamanian defense 
structure was in place.223 Many argued that the United States was not merely 
reconstructing damage from the war effort (since the war itself was quite 
short) but was rectifying years of economic weaknesses cause by a corrupt 
dictator and US economic sanctions.224 Thus, the United States sought to 
ensure that Panama receive a substantial economic aid package.

As US troops began to withdraw in early 1990, army personnel played 
important roles in assessing some of the nonmilitary needs of the country. 
These assessments helped to shape US follow- on assistance to Panama and, in 
effect, to shape and achieve broader US objectives there. Civil affairs person-
nel remained in the country to advise on some economic issues. They pre-
pared ten nation- building assessments, which provided data that was used for 
developing a congressional aid program.225 Even as the last elements of the 
active- duty civil affairs battalion, Company C, returned to Fort Bragg, some 
civil affairs reservists and some XVIII Airborne Corps troops remained to 
continue governance tasks. These reservists fi nalized a nationwide list of two 
hundred projects designed to improve quality of life and developed a strategy 
for coordinating these projects through US military channels and the Pana-
manian government.

In early January 1990, a State Department team traveled to Panama to 
discuss future economic assistance, and on January 25, 1990, the president 
announced a program worth over one billion dollars. Despite these efforts and 
the efforts of the Bush administration to secure the funds for Panama, Senate 
majority leader George Mitchell would not support an increased aid program 
until the president produced a “meaningful” long- term plan.226 Two bills were 
submitted to Congress in early 1990 with the objective of jump-starting the 
Panamanian economy, although in the end aid was delayed, and the United 
States was criticized for the slowness of the aid package.227 Eventually Con-
gress passed the Urgent Assistance Act for Panama in February 1990, provid-
ing over forty- three million dollars for immediate aid and police support, with 
much of the funding for other programs delayed.228

Several issues emerged during the invasion of Panama that proved consis-
tent with the army’s other governance experiences in war. The army had 
planned for both combat and governance operations in Panama—for the 
latter, the civil- military operations plan called Blind Logic existed. But it 
received considerably less attention, and most military and civilian leaders 
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gave little thought to the operational steps that would be necessary to tackle 
the diffi cult governance- related missions that the army would face. As in 
previous wars, the close linkage between these two phases became apparent 
quickly. In fact, at one point, facing the need to restore stability as combat 
ended and reconstruction began, General Thurman asked that troops desig-
nated for governance missions be allowed to operate using rules of engagement 
from the combat phase of the operation.229 The separate plans suggested that 
governance tasks were separate from the broader war effort,230 despite the fact 
that three out of six of the strategic objectives included in the fi nal JCS exe-
cute order would have required, de facto, the conduct of governance opera-
tions to achieve them: the removal of Noriega and his cronies from power, the 
creation of a PDF responsive to and supportive of a democratic government in 
Panama, and the installation of a freely elected government.231 Thus, gover-
nance operations were integrally linked to war from the start.

In addition, the intervention revealed the common problem of civil- military 
coordination and the tensions associated with control over governance tasks. 
The State Department’s desire to retain control over them, due to political 
concerns, confl icted with its operational limitations. By the same token, 
although the army initially hoped to coordinate with the State Department 
and other executive departments but was precluded from doing so too early in 
the planning phases, lest information leak out.232 Although there was some 
effort to encourage interagency involvement in the reconstruction of Panama, 
given the understaffed embassy and the weak Panamanian government, US 
military forces exerted real control in the theater.233 Furthermore, somewhat 
to the chagrin of State Department offi cials, US military personnel served as 
effective liaisons with the Panamanian government—despite the view of 
many in the State Department that the US military’s closeness to the Endara 
government was not appropriate.234 The new US ambassador, Deane Hinton, 
was opposed to using the military for governance tasks. He specifi cally scaled 
back plans for more civil affairs personnel, since “this was a free country with 
a democratic government and you didn’t do it that way.”235

While a common view of Operation Just Cause is that better interagency 
coordination was needed, events might have unfolded more effectively if the 
army’s organization had retained unity of command from the start.236 The 
view that more interagency involvement was necessary before governance 
operations could begin arguably weakened the effectiveness of some efforts. 
Analysts tended to point to the lack of interagency coordination, yet in the 
end, US troops did what they believed necessary, often unsure of the limits of 
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their authority.237 Relatively short tours of duty were another problem in Pan-
ama. The decision not to call up the reserves meant that volunteers performed 
many of the governance tasks, despite the fact that their temporary tours of 
duty averaged around thirty- nine days. As a result, by late January around half 
of the 146 civil affairs personnel had already turned over.238 On the other hand, 
as noted throughout this narrative, combat forces undertook and accomplished 
many governance tasks—albeit often under the leadership of key civil affairs 
experts or well- connected and well- informed army foreign area offi cers—
suggesting once again that governance tasks were not solely within the domain 
of specialized civil affairs experts.

Final assessments of the US intervention in Panama were mixed. Many 
criticized the United States for its failure to fully stabilize the situation before 
the bulk of US troops departed. The preinvasion period (e.g., US economic 
sanctions) and the invasion itself had economic costs for Panama, and some 
argued that the United States did not do enough to rectify the situation. And 
by August 1991, despite promises of substantial economic assistance, Panama 
had only received some $150 million in aid.239 An irony related to the invasion 
and its aftermath is that although it was considered in hindsight an example 
of the use of overwhelming superiority—a confl ict in which the philosophy of 
the US commanders was to emphasize the principle of mass—governance 
operations were a key component of this war and central to the achievement 
of US strategic objectives.

CONCLUSIONS

While diverse, the governance operations conducted by the US Army in 
Korea, the Dominican Republic, and Panama also contained many similari-
ties. Political and military leaders began US involvement with the knowledge 
that attention would need to be paid to the resulting political order and that 
the US Army would likely play a key operational role in the restoration of 
political and economic order and in establishing the foundations for new 
governments. In Korea and Panama, the army worked through existing, albeit 
weak, governmental structures, with the ostensible support of the government 
in place. In the Dominican Republic, the army played a key role in bringing a 
new government to power. The army served as a key operational link for 
ensuring that these strategic objectives were accomplished.
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Each of the three cases examined here involved political objectives that 
aimed to change or reconstitute specifi c governments. In Korea and the 
Dominican Republic, other actors were involved (the UN and the OAS), 
although their involvement did not dilute the army’s central role in accom-
plishing governance tasks. In Korea, elements of the UN relief teams, such as 
the Public Health and Welfare Detachment, were organized as integral parts of 
the Eighth Army’s fi ghting units. In the Dominican Republic, the OAS sup-
ported US troops through the creation of the IAPF. Although a Brazilian 
general led this force, it was in reality closely aligned with US leaders. Civil 
instability combined with army concerns about retaining unity of command—
or, at the very least, control over their troops in a theater of war—meant that 
the army was really the only institution capable of accomplishing the gover-
nance challenges that unfolded during the course of these three confl icts.

Despite the army’s extensive governance operations during the Cold War, 
stereotypes and misunderstandings regarding civil affairs persisted throughout 
the period. Even after the Korean War, a common belief held that “all too 
frequently, men who were involuntarily assigned to civil affairs groups .  .  . 
failed to earn their keep . . . [, leading] many to conclude that civil affairs units 
and staff were havens for incompetents.”240 Civil affairs proponents argued 
that the army needed to take “take steps to impress commanders and staff 
offi cers with the importance of civil affairs and military government” so that 
they could understand how civil affairs could affect the success of military 
operations.241 An army consultant at the time reported that many army offi -
cers had “complex misunderstandings” as to the relationship between civil 
affairs and “more traditional military responsibilities.”242 Former civil affairs 
offi cers as well as active-duty offi cers from the army’s CAMG Division realized 
that “the CA/MG operation often has been looked upon as an activity outside 
the traditional combat role of the Army,” resulting in a civil affairs organiza-
tion that has been “purely temporary and secondary” and is kept apart from 
“normal” army activities.243

The governance operations examined in these cases did not duplicate the 
more extensive military government models in Germany, Japan, Italy, or 
Korea during and after World War II. The scale of those efforts was much 
greater. Nevertheless, just as in Japan and Italy during World War II, the 
Korean War and Operation Just Cause involved extensive army efforts to 
work through existing sovereign governments, with the army providing vary-
ing degrees of supervision and control. Though to a lesser degree, as in the 
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World War II cases, army troops faced similar types of challenges—including 
establishing a foundation for holding local and then national elections, restor-
ing basic security, and restarting schools and hospitals. Even with the involve-
ment of international actors, such as the OAS in the Dominican Republic 
and the UN in Korea, the army was heavily involved in brokering among 
political actors in the theater.

Developments during the Cold War years generally reaffi rmed and formal-
ized the separation between governance tasks and the regular army. Ironically, 
Korea and Panama came to be best known as classic cases of conventional war 
or examples of the successes associated with the use of overwhelming force. 
Panama became the fi rst case to exemplify the emergent “Powell Doctrine,” 
articulated by JCS chairman General Powell in 1990 as the need to use over-
whelming military force to achieve victory. Yet both the Korean War and the 
invasion of Panama revealed the central role played by governance operations. 
The “lesson” of Panama became the determination to use overwhelming mil-
itary force to achieve one’s objectives because “decisive force ends wars quickly 
and in the long run saves lives.”244 Although Powell had made clear the need 
for clear political objectives from the start of a confl ict, the operational link 
between the two—the achievement of the political objectives and the use of 
decisive force—was not fully developed or internalized by the army. Some of 
the central lessons regarding Panama seemed to be overshadowed by the Pow-
ell Doctrine, despite the fact that the army’s governance experiences there—
such as its role in the reconstruction of the PDF and the creation of an MSG 
to oversee implementation of key reconstruction tasks—reaffi rmed the rela-
tionship between political consolidation and war and would be relevant to 
future confl icts as well. An irony of the Powell Doctrine is that while it 
emphasized the need to identify political objectives clearly and apply full mil-
itary force to meet them, it focused on the combat use of these forces, failing 
to make the operational link between the use of military forces to achieve the 
political- military objectives of the war.
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ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2001,  nineteen men driven by a perverse Islamist ideol-
ogy fl ew two planes into the World Trade Center buildings in New York City, 
one plane into the Pentagon, and a fourth into a fi eld in Pennsylvania. The 
terrorists murdered 2,996 people and set off a series of military and political 
reactions around the world that continue to reverberate today. In response to 
the 9/11 attacks, the United States launched an offensive campaign against 
the Taliban regime in Afghanistan in October 2001 and, less than two years 
later, attacked the regime of Saddam Hussein in Iraq in March 2003. Both 
invasions revealed the consistent problem with the American way of war: the 
diffi culty of integrating combat operations with the operational challenges of 
consolidating military gains to accomplish political goals. Because of many of 
the same civil- military tensions present in previous American wars, the con-
fl icts in Iraq and Afghanistan revealed the “missing middle”—the gap between 
combat operations and the steps required to achieve stability, forge a sustain-
able outcome, and permit the withdrawal of US military forces.

US planning for the interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan did not, for the 
most part, connect combat requirements with desired political end states. 
Throughout both confl icts, policy disagreements over the political outcomes 
created organizational disarray and uncertainty, weakening US and allied 
infl uence over the course of events. Regarding Iraq, uncertainty about how to 
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establish the foundations for a post- Saddam government and disagreements 
over the type of US organization best suited to oversee a transition to that 
government undermined unity of effort and created opportunities for adver-
saries. In contrast to Iraq, owing to international consensus there was a clear 
road map for a political transition to a post- Taliban Afghan government. How-
ever, the political process and military strategy in Afghanistan were discon-
nected; the initial US and allied military strategy focused narrowly on 
counterterrorism (CT) rather than a comprehensive effort to support political 
consolidation throughout Afghanistan. In addition, the stabilization activities 
in Afghanistan were mired in a complex alphabet soup of disconnected and 
often competing organizations.

AFGHANISTAN

As the war in Afghanistan began, US political leaders anticipated problems 
of governance. Washington initially limited its political objective to the 
removal of Osama bin Laden, the founder of al- Qaeda and architect of the 
9/11 attacks, who had been living in Afghanistan with Taliban support since 
1996, and the toppling of bin Laden’s sponsor, the Taliban regime led by Mul-
lah Muhammad Omar. When President George W. Bush announced US 
military strikes against al- Qaeda training camps and Taliban military instal-
lations, he explained that these were carefully targeted actions designed to 
disrupt the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist base of operations.1 This narrow 
goal, however, was short- lived, and US political objectives quickly expanded 
from ousting the Taliban to support for the reconstitution of a new Afghan 
government. US leaders recognized, albeit belatedly, that shaping a new 
regime was necessary to prevent the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist sanctu-
ary in the future.

Three main lines of effort related to governance operations developed in 
Afghanistan: political, security, and reconstruction. All were disconnected, 
overlapping, and fragmented among many state and international actors. Polit-
ical negotiations to reconstitute the Afghan political system, principally through 
the Bonn Process, constituted the fi rst line of effort. Security operations consti-
tuted the second line of effort. These military- led security operations vacillated 
between CT measures and broader stabilization efforts. Military- led stabilization 
operations fi rst focused on Kabul and were designed to provide a stable foun-
dation for the new Afghan government. Those efforts eventually expanded 
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throughout the country to support, at the local level, projects designed to gain 
the confi dence of the Afghan people and prevent popular support for the Tali-
ban, which had, by 2002, already begun to regenerate across the border in 
Pakistan with the assistance of the Pakistani intelligence organization Inter- 
Services Intelligence (ISI). CT operations in Afghanistan fi rst focused on high- 
value targets such as the leaders of al- Qaeda and the Taliban. Later these 
operations also targeted commanders of the Haqqani network and Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar’s Hezb- e Islami Gulbiddin (HIG), which, together with former 
Afghan leader Mullah Omar’s Quetta Shura Taliban, formed the three main 
armed opposition groups to the new Afghan state. The third line of effort was 
the civilian- led (primarily UN and donor country) state building and recon-
struction in which the UN and coalition countries endeavored to rebuild or 
create national institutions such as the army and police, the judiciary, the Min-
istry of Finance, the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Transportation, the 
Ministry of the Economy, and the Ministry of Education.

There has yet to be a complete account of the complexity of the gover-
nance challenges across Afghanistan.2 The following provides a broad over-
view of these three lines of effort and illustrates that problems encountered in 
Afghanistan had antecedents in previous US experience. Efforts in Afghani-
stan paralleled the observations about reconstruction and stabilization prob-
lems in Vietnam by Robert Komer, a key architect of and participant in the 
COIN strategy there: There was no integrated approach to unify the disparate 
and confl icting efforts on the ground.3 As in previous operations discussed in 
this book, problems of organization for governance operations hampered the 
achievement of US objectives. In Afghanistan the problem was particularly 
acute, given the utter lack of state capacity and the eventual involvement of 
eighteen NATO nations; non- NATO allies such as Japan, South Korea, and 
Australia; the UN; nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) with diverse 
goals; and many other US and international agencies. One analyst noted that 
at one point the NATO- led command was responsible for more than forty- fi ve 
international coalition force members, each with its own rules of engagement.4 
There was no agreed- upon concept of operations for governance operations, 
no central authority, and neither a common concept of operations nor syn-
chronicity among the various chains of command, countries, or agencies. The 
politically preferable concept of unity of effort—as opposed to unity of com-
mand—dominated.

Yet, in practice, even unity of effort was ephemeral. Across the three lines 
of effort (political, security, and reconstruction), changes in leaders and indi-
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viduals, command relationships, and organizations made the continuity neces-
sary to address problems nearly impossible to achieve. Different actors diagnosed 
problems again, reshaped efforts already under way, or started new projects. If 
one were to draw a picture of these relationships, it would look like a web. But 
not only would the threads of this web be extraordinarily complex to follow—
they would change color and direction regularly. Moreover, the disconnect 
between funding cycles in Washington and actual requirements made it very 
challenging for the United States to develop long- term plans and to follow 
through on promises. The fact that the Afghan government itself was divided 
by competing factions further complicated governance operations.

Political and Military Lines of Effort

On October 7, 2001, the United States and its British ally launched Operation 
Enduring Freedom, a military campaign designed to topple the Taliban regime 
through the use of air strikes, special operations forces (SOF), and CIA oper-
ators to support anti- Taliban Afghan groups on the ground. SOF and CIA 
operators facilitated air strikes to help Northern Alliance and other anti- 
Taliban forces advance on Taliban positions. One offi cial US Army history 
called these forces a “surrogate ground army that proved quite effective when 
provided some coordination elements and air power assistance.”5 Two months 
later, the Taliban government fell.

As the United States launched its fi rst strikes against the Taliban regime, a 
political line of effort in Afghanistan also began, with the Bonn Conference 
in October 2001. Under the auspices of the UN special representative of the 
secretary- general for Afghanistan, Lakhdar Brahimi, the conference estab-
lished the Afghan Interim Authority (AIA) to govern the country after the 
fall of the Taliban. The Bonn participants forged a coalition of leaders in 
Afghanistan who would share power and govern. Afghan delegates included 
representatives from the three main anti- Taliban groups (the Northern Alli-
ance, the Rome Group, and the Cyprus Group). A US State Department 
offi cial, Ambassador James Dobbins, who had overseen nation- building efforts 
in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo, led the US delegation. Four main 
regional powers (Pakistan, India, Iran, and Russia) participated as well.

Just two months later, on December 5, 2001, the Bonn participants signed 
an agreement and developed a road map and timetable for the creation of a 
new constitutional order and national elections. Thus, from October to 
December 2001, US military and political objectives were closely intertwined, 
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with the United States engaged in combat operations and intense political 
negotiations, with both aligned to bring down the Taliban and reconstitute a 
new and inclusive Afghan government. By early December, military opera-
tions had defeated the Taliban government, and a few weeks later the AIA 
took offi ce in Kabul. It paved the way for a loya jirga in June 2002. Following a 
tradition that dated back hundreds of years, this grand assembly gathered 
representatives from across the country to make important political deci-
sions. Through the summer of 2002, districts across Afghanistan chose dele-
gates to the loya jirga, and the delegates chose Hamid Karzai to lead Afghanistan 
as interim president. He and a constitutional committee drafted a new con-
stitution, which was approved by a reconvened loya jirga in January 2004. 
Nine months later, in October 2004, millions of Afghan men and women 
voted in Afghanistan’s fi rst presidential election and elected Hamid Karzai as 
president.

But even as the AIA took power in December 2001, the problem of how 
ongoing military operations should support the new government emerged. 
The situation in early 2002 posed two fundamental challenges. First, insur-
gents, assisted by the ISI, had already begun to regroup. To address this imme-
diate problem of terrorists gathering in the east, the United States launched 
Operation Anaconda in March 2002, with the goal of destroying Taliban and 
al- Qaeda forces concentrated in the Shahikot Valley. Originally planned as a 
three- day offensive for which only light resistance was anticipated, the battle 
instead lasted about two weeks. Eventually US forces called in substantial 
numbers of air strikes as US soldiers and Afghan militia fought against the 
enemy in rugged terrain.6

Second, a leaked CIA report warned that Afghanistan could succumb to 
violent chaos if US and coalition partners did not act to mitigate tribal and 
ethnic tensions and competitions among rival warlord organizations.7 The 
special presidential envoy to Afghanistan, Zalmay Khalilzad, believed that 
the challenge was to “prevent a return to warlordism.”8 Yet coalition military 
operations remained focused on raids associated with more narrow CT objec-
tives, as competing militias began to infi ltrate Afghanistan’s nascent security 
forces and its Ministry of the Interior (MOI) and Ministry of Defense (MOD). 
Although Operation Anaconda had succeeded in clearing the area of insur-
gent forces, many of the enemy escaped to Pakistan. US military operations 
focused exclusively on the enemy in remote areas did not address the larger 
problem of how to consolidate combat gains and harden Afghanistan against 
the regenerative capacity of the Taliban. At this time, there was still little 
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debate among offi cials in Washington about how to shift from predominantly 
CT raids to a more comprehensive strategy that would align combat opera-
tions with stabilization efforts. Such a shift would require a new operational 
plan and more troops.

Concurrent to US- led combat operations, the UN authorized the estab-
lishment of the International Security Assistance Force for Afghanistan 
(ISAF) in December 2001. Originally the UN called it a “coalition of the 
willing,” and its role was narrow: It would comprise about fi ve thousand troops 
from eighteen countries and would deploy just to Kabul to maintain security 
and to support the AIA. Thus, by 2002, two separate military missions—a 
US- led coalition and an ISAF mission (led fi rst by the United Kingdom and 
then Turkey)—operated in Afghanistan under distinct military commands, a 
division that became more pronounced as ISAF’s mission expanded beyond 
Kabul to the rest of the country.

By the end of 2002, ISAF’s initial focus on Kabul became a point of con-
tention as civilian and military offi cials debated the evolution of the war. Two 
fundamental arguments unfolded. Some State Department offi cials argued for 
a larger peacekeeping force of about twenty- fi ve thousand—in contrast to 
ISAF’s fi ve thousand or so troops in Kabul. They believed that more forces 
were required to fi ght insurgents and foster security so that key political 
steps—such as holding elections—could unfold with a reduced chance of 
violence. They argued that the United States and its allies needed to shift 
from an exclusive focus on the hunt for Taliban and al- Qaeda leaders to a 
broader effort that recognized the requirements of improving security across 
the country. Ambassador Dobbins, supported by Special Envoy Khalilzad 
(who would later serve as the US ambassador in Kabul), argued that it would 
be “irresponsible” to think that “Afghanistan could be secured adequately by 
Afghans in the immediate aftermath of a twenty- three- year civil war.”9

Other senior US offi cials continued to view the problem as primarily a 
terrorism situation, rather than one stemming from a contest for political 
power and control of the Afghan state. They tended to separate the targeting 
of terrorists from the need to undertake stabilization tasks and to see the 
campaign as an opportunity to validate the theory that new technologies had 
revolutionized warfare and allowed for more of a “light footprint.”10 An offi cial 
army account noted that in early 2002, when American troops still numbered 
around fi ve thousand, US commanders believed that they were operating 
under an informal force cap of around seven thousand personnel.11 Secretary 
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was reluctant to provide US support to a larger 
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stabilization force. While he acknowledged the importance of security, he 
argued against expanding ISAF and believed that the emphasis should be on 
helping Afghanistan “develop a national army so that they can look out for 
themselves over time.”12 The problem, of course, was time. The creation of the 
Afghan National Army (ANA) would not occur overnight. Stabilization 
efforts were necessary in the near term to support the political process and 
prevent the resurgence of insurgent forces as the Afghan security forces grew. 
The development of a strong ANA and stabilization measures needed to occur 
simultaneously. But there were ongoing debates about the time it would take to 
build a new and effective ANA, as well as disagreements about the size of such 
a force. The mismatch between ambitious objectives and the desire to limit the 
size and scope of the coalition effort persisted as the Taliban regenerated power 
and began to regain control of territory and populations in Afghanistan.

Moreover, reluctance to involve US forces in a larger stabilization mission 
was consistent with the Bush administration’s wariness about nation building. 
As a presidential candidate in 2000, Bush had expressed the view that Amer-
ican troops should not be involved in nation building. Two years later, in the 
midst of the war in Afghanistan, the White House maintained that the pres-
ident continued to believe that “the purpose of the military is to be used to 
fi ght and win wars, and not to engage in peacekeeping.”13 This thinking 
among top civilian (and military) leaders was consistent with the lack of oper-
ational planning for how a desired political objective—the establishment of a 
capable Afghan government—would actually be accomplished.

Eventually, a change of course occurred. In May 2003, Secretary Rumsfeld 
announced a shift from “major combat activity” to stability and stabilization 
activities and projected that ISAF troops would expand. (By the end of Octo-
ber 2009, ISAF would have an estimated seventy- one thousand troops from 
forty- two countries, with the twenty- eight NATO members providing the 
core of the force and the largest deployment of over thirty- four thousand from 
the United States.14) In August 2003, NATO assumed command of the ISAF 
mission and eventually oversaw the expansion of the force to the north, west, 
south, and east of the country.15 Over time, a different NATO member led 
each regional command, which corresponded, roughly, to Afghanistan’s main 
regions. The ISAF expansion sought to implicitly recognize that wider stabi-
lization measures would be required in order to achieve the political goals set 
forth at Bonn.

As this expansion took place, ISAF and US- led coalition forces operated 
under different rules of engagement (ROEs). The ROEs differentiated between 
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coalition forces, which were prosecuting the “war on terror,” and ISAF forces, 
which focused on the stabilization mission. This distinction allowed NATO 
nations with political sensitivities to limit their involvement to stabilization 
activities, as opposed to combat operations. This distinction was one example 
of the extremely complex array of national caveats that limited the activities 
of various national forces and that, in turn, undermined their ability to adapt 
to the evolving confl ict in Afghanistan.16

The creation of ISAF as a separate organization to address stabilization 
treated the problems of stabilization and consolidation as distinct from combat 
operations. In the theater, however, stabilization challenges stemmed mainly 
from the instability generated by the Taliban and other insurgent groups. This 
artifi cial separation between political and security efforts sought to make the 
Afghan mission attractive to a broad range of international actors, many of 
whom were wary of CT or COIN operations. But it also made it quite hard to 
integrate stabilization efforts into the overall campaign plan—a requirement 
for achieving a sustainable outcome.

In addition, as in other confl icts, US soldiers found themselves conducting 
governance tasks by necessity early in the confl ict, well before “real” guidance 
emerged. For example, the soldiers in Combined Joint Task Force 180 (CJTF- 
180) had been meeting local leaders, interacting with local populations, and 
undertaking reconstruction projects, such as the digging of wells, despite the 
ambivalence concerning US forces engaging in stabilization missions and 
laborious approval and funding processes for emerging governance tasks.17 
Moreover, CJTF- 180 and the Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force 
(CJSOTF) empowered some local leaders at the expense of others through 
support for their militias and the awarding of contracts for logistics and recon-
struction. The Taliban took advantage of the exclusionary political economies 
that the United States and ISAF unwittingly created, portraying themselves 
as patrons for tribes and leaders who considered themselves losers in the post- 
Taliban order.

Against the backdrop of this expanded and broader stabilization mission, 
the United States reconsidered its command arrangements. As in previous 
wars, thinking about how to integrate governance tasks as combat operations 
unfolded did not occur in advance. Until October 2003, CJTF- 180 provided 
the command structure for Operation Enduring Freedom, controlling all US 
forces in the theater. It had wide geographic responsibilities—Afghanistan, 
parts of Tajikistan, parts of Uzbekistan, and parts of Pakistan. And although its 
mission then expanded to stabilization, it remained responsible for the tactical 
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operations of SOF and conventional forces. In addition, Central Command 
(CENTCOM) also had responsibility for SOF operations through the new 
CJSOTF, which included not only US units but also SOF units from allied 
countries. To add to this complexity, separate “black” SOF activities were tak-
ing place under SOCOM’s command. (SOCOM had global SOF capabilities 
that could and did deploy into Afghanistan.)18 Combat activities were not 
always well synchronized or consistent with the political design underpinning 
stabilization efforts. Indeed, US commands were not only divided between the 
two types of security missions (i.e., counterterrorism and stabilization), but they 
were also divided within these missions since there were diverse authorities 
directing the varied counterterrorism efforts.

In the summer of 2003, the United States improved its command structure. 
US Army general John P. Abizaid assumed command of CENTCOM and 
created a headquarters in Kabul to improve the synchronization of strategic 
political- military issues. This new command, Combined Forces Command–
Afghanistan (CFC- A), would now serve as the higher headquarters for the 
original CJTF- 180. CFC- A coordinated efforts among regional strategic part-
ners, members of ISAF, the UN, the Afghan government, and numerous other 
actors involved in political- military activities. US Army lieutenant general 
David Barno led the new command, which quickly grew from six to around 
four hundred joint service and coalition members.19 Military operations for 
CFC- A continued to be led by a subordinate headquarters located in Bagram.

This shift recognized the need for an alignment of tactical theater com-
mand priorities with broader governance and consolidation issues. Barno 
wanted to shift from an “enemy centric approach,” which emphasized raids 
against enemy forces, to one that would isolate the Taliban and its allies from 
the Afghan people.20 Before the development of the formal US COIN doc-
trine (which would be implemented in 2007 under the direction of US Army 
general David Petraeus and US Marine Corps general James Mattis), Barno 
developed a “fi ve- pillar” approach for Afghanistan: to defeat terrorism and 
deny sanctuary, enable Afghan security structures, sustain area ownership, 
enable reconstruction and good governance, and engage regional states. 
Barno argued that “interagency and international unity of purpose” was 
essential to achieving those goals. And he moved his offi ce onto US embassy 
grounds in order to facilitate integrated civil- military cooperation. The move 
refl ected a growing appreciation among Washington policymakers that the 
confl ict had “moved from a major combat activity to a period of stability and 
stabilization and reconstruction activities.”21
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Despite a consistent emphasis on “unity of purpose” throughout Barno’s 
tenure, his efforts to work closely with the US embassy did not outlast him. 
Several years later, when US Army general Stanley McChrystal conducted his 
assessment of the situation in Afghanistan, he identifi ed better unity of effort 
as one of two principal areas that warranted a “dramatic shift.” The United 
States struggled to achieve this objective within its own government, let alone 
among the dozens of other actors in Afghanistan. By then, the NATO- led 
ISAF had taken over all combat and stabilization efforts in the country. And 
even though a US four- star general led ISAF, the integration of military and 
civilian efforts remained decidedly uneven. This was largely because each 
NATO nation was effectively designing its own “comprehensive” strategy for 
Afghanistan. As General Barno later observed, over “two dozen comprehen-
sive approaches” were under way, leading to a breakdown of integration and 
wasted and overlapping resources.22

As CFC- A’s role in Afghanistan expanded (even though in the summer of 
2003 US troops were actually drawing down, owing to the pressure to shift to 
Iraq23), newly created provincial reconstruction teams (PRTs) further compli-
cated the stabilization landscape. In 2003 US Army lieutenant general Dan 
McNeill, the commander of Coalition Forces Afghanistan, established these 
civil- military teams to address stabilization and reconstruction requirements 
in the fi eld. The early PRTs were based on more modest civil- military oper-
ations teams that had been composed of around six reservists (mainly civil 
affairs personnel) who had been working from US military bases to rebuild 
schools, wells, and other damaged infrastructure.24 PRTs were designed to 
improve stability in an area by helping to build the capacity of the host nation. 
Under General Barno’s leadership, the PRT model expanded, but the teams 
differed in size, structure, and manning depending on each country’s involve-
ment.25 A US team might be composed of fi fty to one hundred people, led by 
a military offi cer (typically a lieutenant colonel). It initially stressed force 
protection and small, quick- impact reconstruction and assistance operations. 
Civilians on the team included specialists from the State Department, 
USAID, the Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Justice. The 
British PRT model was similar to the US model in size but stressed security 
reform efforts, while German PRTs strictly separated the military and civilian 
functions of the teams. At various points throughout the war, more than two 
dozen PRTs operated in Afghanistan with great variation.

With the expansion of PRTs around the country, tensions arose around 
the issue of whether predominantly military teams should even be leading 
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reconstruction tasks. Pressure grew in Washington to increase civilian pres-
ence on the PRTs. Although the PRTs were supposed to be integrated civil- 
military teams, the US model, according to one expert, featured a complement 
of seventy- nine American military and three civilian government representa-
tives.26 The State Department hoped to grow the number of US civilians in 
Afghanistan from 320 to 1,000 by 2010.27 As in other wars, however, there was 
no signifi cant civilian operational capacity to deploy to a war zone on a large 
scale.

In addition, many international NGOs were skeptical of the military’s role, 
questioning the “motivations” of assistance activities since they were not 
“delivered according to the core principles of: the primacy of the humanitarian 
imperative; the independence of humanitarian aid: [sic] and the impartial pro-
visioning of aid.”28 This type of refl exive “neutrality” was common among large 
NGOs operating in Afghanistan. This was problematic because the United 
States sought to partner with NGOs, even though many refused to work with 
the US military. Indeed, in 2002 the US Army’s Peacekeeping and Stability 
Operations Institute (PKSOI) had discussed the idea of “wholesale aid distribu-
tion,” which would rely on civilian networks to provide aid across the country. 
Yet relationships among military forces, the UN, and the NGOs were not 
always collaborative at the operational and strategic levels, though “accommo-
dations occurred at the tactical level.” CENTCOM’s approach favored provid-
ing support to NGOs conducting humanitarian assistance so that the coalition 
could “continue its campaign against international terrorism.”29 The United 
States thus relied on key outside entities—many of which had different priori-
ties—to conduct operations central to its mission in Afghanistan.

While sensible on paper, the PRT model in practice refl ected many of the 
problems of previous experiences with divided authorities and illustrated 
the familiar US ambivalence as to whether these missions were a core part 
of the war effort. Initially, the PRTs deployed across the country reported 
through chains of command different from those of the coalition’s maneuver 
units in the same geographic area or “battlespace.”30 Yet PRTs were often on 
the front lines of the continuum between combat and stabilization because 
the villages that they operated in were often contested. As in the past, dual 
chains of command created confl icting lines of authority, which in turn 
obstructed the implementation of initiatives, programs, and activities critical 
to the achievement of US and ISAF goals.

Disconnected stabilization efforts in Afghanistan suffered further follow-
ing the invasion of Iraq. As General Barno later observed, CENTCOM was 
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under enormous pressure not to commit additional resources to Afghanistan.31 
The requirements for Iraq were straining the active army, which had to fi nd 
ways to stretch its forces. For example, the army could no longer afford to 
continue assigning active- duty units to the Afghan National Security Force 
(ANSF) training mission and instead gave this critical reconstruction task to 
a range of National Guard units, many of which did not have suffi cient expe-
rience or training for this mission. Also, the United States relied more on a 
multinational model, which meant employing NATO forces whose capabili-
ties and willingness to accept risk varied widely. To make matters worse, the 
insurgency escalated dramatically in late 2005 and early 2006. Afghan and 
international forces had increasing diffi culty maintaining security in the east 
and south. As the insurgency grew stronger, the United States could reinforce 
operations only on the margins.

When President Barack Obama assumed offi ce in January 2009, one of his 
fi rst major national security decisions was how to pursue the war in Afghani-
stan. The view in the White House was that that United States did not have 
a strategy. One of the fi rst presentations to Obama’s national security team, 
made by army lieutenant general Douglas Lute (who had been the White 
House special coordinator for Afghanistan since 2007), said that the United 
States did not have a “strategy that you can articulate or achieve.”32 Thus, in 
the fi rst days of his presidency, Obama asked Bruce Riedel, a former CIA 
offi cer with deep knowledge of the region, to lead a review. Riedel, serving as 
an independent scholar at the Brookings Institution, had been critical of 
President Bush’s “half- hearted” efforts in Afghanistan. His review argued that 
the United States should adopt a more fully resourced COIN strategy that 
would (1) reverse Taliban gains and secure the population, particularly in the 
most contested southern and eastern regions; (2) provide Afghan national 
security forces with the training and the mentoring needed to expand rapidly 
and ultimately take the lead in providing security; and (3) provide a secure 
environment to enable governance and development efforts to take root and 
grow. The Riedel review emphasized not just the military aspects of the war 
but also the need to “provide the kind of civilian support that this mission has 
always needed.”33

General McChrystal, who had assumed command of ISAF in 2009, com-
pleted his own assessment of requirements in Afghanistan. From his perspec-
tive, improving security was essential to achieving durable improvements in 
governance and development. McChrystal outlined three options: eighty 
thousand additional troops to conduct a COIN campaign throughout the 
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country, forty thousand troops to reinforce the south and east simultaneously, 
or ten to fi fteen thousand troops to train Afghan forces.34 Earlier, he had 
argued that success was possible but that it was not merely about “trying 
harder” or about additional resources; it was also about an “urgent need” for a 
change in strategy and in how “we think and operate.”35 McChrystal rejected 
the incrementalism that characterized American strategy, observing that 
“incremental decisions to provide forces over time are not the same as a clear 
decision up front that facilitates effective force employment.”36 His emphasis 
was on a campaign to secure the population and to speed up the training of 
Afghan security forces, including closer partnering with Afghan forces until 
they were able to secure populations in contested areas.

In the end, the president decided in December 2009 on an “escalate then 
exit strategy” of thirty thousand additional troops.37 He effectively rejected 
McChrystal’s concern about incremental escalation and set an arbitrary dead-
line of eighteen months for the withdrawal of troops. He explained that the 
goal would be to use these additional forces to reverse some of the Taliban’s 
momentum and that they would allow the United States to accelerate “hand-
ing over responsibility to Afghan forces.” Obama would now focus on three 
elements: a military “effort to create conditions for a transition; a civilian 
surge that reinforced positive action; and an effective partnership with Paki-
stan.” Obama justifi ed the articulation of a time frame as a way to inject a 
“sense of urgency in working with the Afghan government.” But he did not 
address the fact that such a publicly announced timeline raised doubts about 
American determination. In essence, the president equated strategic restraint 
with tactical restraint. By rejecting the use of force to overwhelm and defeat 
enemy forces, he not only emboldened the enemy but also encouraged in 
friends and neutrals a tendency to hedge their bets and consolidate power in 
advance of post- ISAF Afghanistan. This short- term mentality frustrated 
reform efforts and drove unchecked corruption and organized- crime activity 
that perpetuated state weakness.

Even with additional troops, therefore, there was no fundamental commit-
ment to consolidation. The White House began to back away from its already 
limited approach by not following through with a commitment of resources 
required for the so- called surge recommended by his military advisers. With 
that thirty- thousand- troop increase, it was not possible to simultaneously 
secure the south and the east—it now would be done sequentially. And with 
the arbitrary deadline set by the president, this sequential approach was also 
effectively undercut. Top White House offi cials, including Vice President Joe 
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Biden, advocated avoiding reconstruction and population protection and 
instead focusing on disrupting the Taliban, improving the ANA, and pursu-
ing reconciliation with the Taliban.38 By 2011 President Obama had announced 
that most major US goals had already been achieved.39 The US mission 
would change from combat to support. It would start to withdraw ten thou-
sand troops, with thirty- three thousand back in the United States by June 
2012. Essentially, by mid- 2011 the US had shifted back toward a CT 
approach, reinforcing the pattern throughout the course of the intervention 
since early 2002 that had shifted between CT and stabilization. Fundamen-
tally, there was never an overarching campaign plan to link the two opera-
tional approaches and connect them to other lines of effort and strategic 
objectives.

State Building

State building represented a third line of effort in Afghanistan. Initially, it 
was predominantly led by the UN but involved many national country efforts 
as well. After decades of war, years of Taliban rule, and extreme poverty, vir-
tually all of the institutions of a functioning state had been destroyed, includ-
ing most of Afghanistan’s health and educational systems, the courts, the 
parliament, and much of its civil service. Women and girls, who made up the 
majority of the population, had been denied the right to education and to 
work. In the spring of 2003, President Karzai, seeking support for reconstruc-
tion, hoped that the country could develop the “institutions that will provide 
it with the administration that it needs.”40

At the January 2002 Tokyo donors’ conference, eight nations and various 
international actors gathered to consider Afghanistan’s reconstruction needs. 
As one observer noted, donors were more eager to fund some tasks over oth-
ers: While support for “schools and hospitals” were “safe bets,” support for 
armies and police were less politically popular in donor countries.41 The divi-
sion of donor efforts proved to be problematic. Dobbins later criticized the 
effort: “No nation, including most notably the United States, made the effort 
necessary to get these institutions up and running. Neither were lead nations 
able to secure signifi cant support for their programs from other donors, for few 
wanted to accept another government’s oversight.” Dobbins later observed that 
having liberated Afghanistan, the United States was proposing to provide 
Afghans the same amount of assistance they would have received had they 
remained under the Taliban.
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In April 2008, President Karzai approved the Afghan National Develop-
ment Strategy (ANDS), which was soon also endorsed by the international 
community. Three broad pillars constituted the plan: security, governance, 
and economic and social development. It also specifi ed eight subpillars, seven-
teen sectors, and six cross- cutting issues. Efforts to help the Afghans carry out 
the ANDS were hampered by an extraordinarily complex array of donor 
organizations, different requirements across the regions of Afghanistan, and 
lack of human capital. Not only were civilians constantly under fi re, but the 
entire reconstruction effort was also characterized by divisions of authority 
and resources over different sectors. It was bureaucratic anarchy, with no one 
in charge or providing order to the overall effort. Perhaps even more than the 
military combat and stabilization problems described previously, unity of 
effort was virtually impossible to achieve simply because it was almost impos-
sible for one actor or organization to know all of the other actors involved in 
seeking to improve a particular sector. In 2009 key US offi cials admitted that 
they were still searching for ways to refocus international assistance in a way 
that was “more coordinated and more rational.”42

All of the actors underestimated the scale of the task. There was virtually 
nothing left of the Afghan state: Ministries were empty shells destroyed by 
twenty- fi ve years of war, and most basic infrastructure was absent. There was 
a persistent inability to scale particular tasks and to resource them. There was 
neither an overarching picture of the situation nor an effective information- 
management system or other means to track programs undertaken by various 
entities in Afghanistan.43 Moreover, the programs and actions of major donors 
were carried out by an array of contractors and NGOs, with varying degrees of 
expertise, commitment, and effectiveness. No one had a clear sense of how 
many other private companies or individuals were involved in various aspects 
of reconstruction (and many were mainly providing security to workers). 
Overall, this country- led model of reconstruction was fragmented and deeply 
fl awed.

In addition, to make progress more quickly, donors tended to focus on 
opening their own management offi ce at the expense of building local insti-
tutions through local actors. The vast majority of economic and security 
assistance bypassed the government, with nations and international organiza-
tions fi nding it more expedient to work through NGOs and contractors.44 
This hollowed out an already weak Afghan government since most capable 
personnel went to work for contractors and international NGOs, who could 
pay more and who controlled more resources. The Afghan minister of fi nance 
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and later, president, Ashraf Ghani, denounced this pattern of creating “paral-
lel structures” to the Afghan government. From the US perspective, Secretary 
of War Marcy’s instructions during the Mexican- American War—to work 
through existing administrative structures—would have been equally apt in 
Afghanistan over 150 years later.

Moreover, there was no serious planning related to sustainment.45 This gap, 
combined with myriad complex regulations, made it diffi cult if not impossible 
to correct problems that were identifi ed on the ground. Even though the mil-
itary emphasized “mission command”—the need to devolve authority to lower 
levels—this was not a philosophy that dominated in the civilian- led recon-
struction efforts. Indeed, the modern contingencies of Afghanistan and Iraq 
differed from those in the past. While General Wood in Cuba could, in the 
absence of guidance, fi gure out what was needed and work to fi x it, the US 
government was infl icting constant and often crippling regulations, reducing 
the fl exibility of operators. Congress established the Offi ce of the Special 
Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) to provide over-
sight and address contracting abuses but focus was on how much money was 
spent rather than on how projects and spending contributed to the mission as 
a whole. Moreover, regulations were so complex it was extremely diffi cult to 
respond to local circumstances. Thus, for example, even though a road project 
was under way and in use by local Afghans and coalition forces, DOD regula-
tions did not allow for commanders’ funds—from the Commander’s Emer-
gency Response Program (CERP)—to be used for the maintenance and 
sustainment of the road (and other infrastructure projects), even though fi xes 
were needed.46 And although state- building efforts were primarily led by civil-
ians, US soldiers were involved from the start on the tactical level, working 
with locals on the actual implementation of specifi c initiatives decided in 
Kabul, Washington, and the capitals of coalition forces. As the level of vio-
lence in Afghanistan grew, through 2009 (and beyond), gains across most of 
the ANDS pillars and sectors were limited owing to security issues and a lack 
of governing capacity to manage programs.47

As in previous wars, one of the most important components for longer- 
term stabilization and political consolidation was the shift to local security 
forces. The creation of the ANA and the Afghan National Police (ANP) was 
central to the long- term success of the central government. Without a national 
army and local police forces, the country would not be able to the fi ght the 
insurgency or create the local conditions for security to prevent the growth of 
insurgent strongholds. This was recognized at Bonn, where participants had 
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agreed that the ANA would be a volunteer force numbering no more than 
seventy thousand.

The challenges were immense. The United States and its allies needed to 
start a program essentially from scratch. Three fundamental problems weak-
ened the effort. First, there was a mismatch between stated US preference to 
shift more responsibility for stability and security to the ANA and actual 
resources applied to this goal. In mid- 2002 US Army Special Forces began 
training ANA personnel. At the time, the plan was for around 2,500 new 
recruits to complete training by the end of 2002. The DOD intended to train 
up to 14,400 Afghan troops by the end of 2003 at a cost, including establish-
ing a general staff and a headquarters staff, of about $135 million.48 In 2002 
the objective was to support an ANA of 70,000. But the ability of the ANA 
to reach this goal was seriously hampered by diffi culties in fi nding qualifi ed 
candidates, by critical equipment shortages, and by shortfalls in trainers.49

This goal remained unchanged until 2006, even though by then Afghani-
stan was in the midst of a serious insurgency and war.50 In 2006 Afghan 
defense minister Abdul Rahim Wardak maintained that the assessment of 
seventy thousand for the ANA had been “unrealistically low” and had under-
estimated the threat, which was then exploited by enemy forces.51 Violence 
escalated through 2005 and 2006. In 2008 the ANA reached the seventy- 
thousand threshold, but it was clear that, overall, Afghan security force end 
strength remained too low. The ISAF commander at the time, General 
McNeill, stated that ANA and ANP troop numbers would not be suffi cient to 
allow for a US drawdown until 2011.52 In 2008 a Government Accountability 
Offi ce (GAO) report called on the Defense and State Departments to develop 
detailed plans for completing and sustaining the ANSF, since there was poor 
interagency planning and no sustainable strategy for the development of the 
forces.53 Regarding police forces, it took until fi scal year 2004 to start provid-
ing more serious funding for Afghan police. Given the lead time required to 
train and equip such units, results would not be visible until fi scal year 
2006.54 By 2008, although an investment of over $6 billion had been made, 
no police unit was considered fully capable.55 Eventually, in March 2009, 
President Obama promised to increase ANA forces to 134,000 and police 
forces to 82,000. Overall, the United States kept changing its plans regarding 
ANA (and then ANP) force numbers, even though in many cases the reasons 
were unclear.56 It was not until the McChrystal review in 2009 that a proposal 
was designed to build Afghan forces suffi ciently to meet the threat level. 
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McChrystal proposed a combined ANA and ANP force of 400,000; the pres-
ident later approved a plan for only 352,000.

Similar to the political and economic reconstruction tracks, the security 
track was beset by divided authorities. So not only were Afghanistan’s indig-
enous problems formidable but the international efforts in the area of build-
ing security forces alone were also complex and divided among NATO, US, 
Afghan, and lead- country priorities. The lead nation concept, developed in 
early 2002, divided the problem of security- sector reform among several coun-
tries. It addressed home- country priorities, not necessarily requirements on 
the ground. The United States served as the lead for the Afghan army; Ger-
many focused on the national police forces; the United Kingdom focused on 
counternarcotics; Japan led disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration 
(DDR); and Italy focused on the justice system. Not only did these divisions 
undercut the linked nature of all of these tasks, but they also resulted in a lack 
of common procedures and priorities among the coalition forces, as well as 
constant rotations of new people. It is hard to imagine that this approach 
could produce a cohesive system.

Despite the promise of the Bonn process, which successfully fostered coop-
eration among Afghans, the United States, and NATO countries, operational 
approaches were never able to connect disparate efforts in Afghanistan. 
Without unity of command, unity of effort never took hold and, quite simply, 
failed as an operational concept in wartime. Yet, because of political con-
straints—made immutable by the attitudes and historical understanding of 
civilian and military leaders—concepts and strategies that might have priori-
tized unity of command could not be or were not put into place. Most civilian 
and military offi cials did not accept that stability and reconstruction were 
fundamental to the war effort—indeed, coalition partners insisted that they 
could or would do only bits and pieces of various reconstruction tasks, depend-
ing on their domestic political proclivities. The United States, in the midst of 
an ongoing war, persisted in transferring responsibility for coordination on 
“all things Afghanistan” to the State Department. Even key offi cials such as 
Ambassador Dobbins expressed “serious doubts” about the workability of an 
arrangement whereby the State Department would take the lead for activities 
where most of the assets were bound to come from the DOD. But instead of a 
military lead, even his view was that the White House needed to take more 
responsibility.57 There was a consistent and fundamental reluctance to allow 
the military to take the lead in areas that were directly linked to the success 
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of the war effort as a whole. And the strategic vacillation between CT and 
stabilization never allowed for the necessary consolidation of gains. As the 
United States intervened in Iraq, despite a common refrain that Afghanistan 
and Iraq were different confl icts—and indeed the specifi cs of each were differ-
ent—many of the same constraints that hampered the US ability to undertake 
governance tasks emerged in both wars.

IRAQ

Two months after 9/11, President George W. Bush directed army general Tommy 
Franks, the commander of CENTCOM, to begin planning for the removal of 
Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq. US leaders identifi ed regime change in 
Iraq as a key strategic goal if Saddam did not agreed to destroy his weapons of 
mass destruction (WMDs). This objective was not new. The 1991 Gulf War 
had pushed Iraqi troops out of Kuwait but stopped short of removing the 
Saddam regime. Since then, the United States and the international commu-
nity had remained concerned about Iraq’s WMD program. In January 1998, 
then–secretary of state Madeleine Albright stated that the US saw no alterna-
tive to using military force against Iraq if Baghdad did not comply with UN 
efforts to end its WMD development program.58 A few months later, President 
Bill Clinton approved the bipartisan Iraq Liberation Act, which stated that 
the US would “support efforts to remove the regime headed by Saddam Hus-
sein” and “promote the emergence of democratic government” there. Even 
after Operation Desert Fox, which involved air strikes against WMD sites, the 
Iraqi leader remained intransigent, and high- level policy debates continued in 
Washington about whether to continue to contain the regime or to replace 
it.59 In his 2002 State of the Union address, President Bush described an “axis 
of evil” and identifi ed Iraq as a continuing state supporter of “terror” that was 
developing chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons. A few months later, 
Congress passed a joint resolution to authorize US force against Iraq, setting 
the stage for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF).

US civilian and military leaders articulated fi ve objectives for OIF: to 
demonstrate that the United States aspired to liberate, not occupy or control, 
Iraq; to eliminate Iraq’s WMDs and related facilities; to eliminate its terrorist 
infrastructure; to safeguard its territorial unity; and to begin the process of 
economic and political reconstruction.60 Despite these stated goals, the plan-
ning for and implementation of the stabilization of Iraq was disconnected and 
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ad hoc. Although US civilian and military leaders considered regime change 
a goal, they failed to develop a concomitant operational (and resourced) plan 
for how to reconstitute an Iraqi regime and stabilize the country. Five years 
after the invasion, the inspector general for Iraq observed that the United 
States had not “developed a legislatively sanctioned doctrine or framework for 
planning, preparing and executing contingency operations in which diplo-
macy, development and military action all fi gure.”61 This disconnect created 
the conditions for a political vacuum of power that violent actors quickly 
fi lled, generating a competition that set the conditions for the emergence of a 
tenacious and deadly insurgency.

Several elements of American denial syndrome emerged during the course 
of the war. Despite considerable work by military planners, military and civil-
ian actors tended to reinforce the separation between combat operations and 
those tasks associated with stabilization. The regional combat commander at 
the time, General Franks, later wrote that “you [the civilian bureaucracy] pay 
attention to the day after and I’ll pay attention to the day of.”62 Even well after 
US forces were engaged, US military and civilian leaders did not resource the 
requirements for the political consolidation of combat gains nor did most fully 
understand the operational problems of this challenge. Yet, as in the past, the 
need to restore basic order and undertake some reconstruction arose in tan-
dem with combat operations. And the military was the only agency with the 
scale and the logistical capacity to carry out these tasks. The phased approach 
to the war separated combat operations (Phase III) from postwar stabilization 
(Phase IV) and reinforced the view that “postwar” problems were not integral 
to the war itself.63 Thus, as American troops arrived in Baghdad, a vacuum of 
authority arose, since the restoration of security did not fall squarely into the 
realm of what American troops perceived to be part of their mission.

As in previous governance operations, dual command structures emerged, 
adding complexity to an already diffi cult mission set. In Iraq, this dichotomy 
refl ected contentious policy differences over how to rebuild an Iraq govern-
ment and the timeline for doing so. As in the past, political concerns about 
military control over governance functions contributed to the decision to 
avoid ceding full operational control of these tasks to the military, leading to 
a tendency to rely on civilian capabilities that never materialized. In effect, a 
strange hybrid organization was created whereby civilian DOD organizations 
had oversight over reconstruction, but in reality these civilian- led and civilian- 
staffed organizations lacked the resources and capabilities to accomplish the 
missions in a confl ict zone. Moreover, the military forces in the theater were 
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not subordinated to these civilian leaders. The lack of unity of command, 
one of the most enduring principles of war, created serious operational prob-
lems and undermined US efforts from the start.

Elements of this denial syndrome can be seen in four main phases of the 
war: (1) the planning phase, which lasted from approximately November 2001 
to March 2003; (2) the arrival of US forces in March 2003 until dissolution of 
the US civilian governing body (the Coalition Provisional Authority [CPA]) 
in June 2004; (3) the transition to Iraqi sovereignty, which was marked by the 
growing insurgency, from June 2004 to January 2007; and (4) the surge period, 
which began in early 2007 and ended with the complete withdrawal of Amer-
ican forces from Iraq in 2011.

Planning for War

Before the March 2003 invasion, at least four related but disconnected plan-
ning efforts considered the problem of how to remove Saddam from power 
and install a new government in Iraq. Civilians led three of these planning 
efforts, and the military led a fourth. First, on the civilian side, in the sum-
mer of 2002 the NSC created the Executive Steering Committee (ESG) to 
plan for a new Iraqi regime. The ESG coordinated among senior offi cials and 
their staffs at the State Department, the DOD, and the Offi ce of the Vice 
President, and various intelligence agencies. Despite the attempt to create an 
integrated planning apparatus, it was a loose structure that did not include 
the full range of activities or actors, nor did it exert unifying control or direc-
tion over participants. Indeed, ESG meetings were not always attended by 
every agency, nor did the same representatives attend meetings, reducing 
continuity.64 Second, the State Department led the Future of Iraq Project, 
involving US experts and Iraqi nationals. This effort examined sixteen 
areas of transition and resulted in volumes of papers.65 It was supplemented 
by planning processes at USAID and other agencies. Third, the Offi ce of 
the Secretary of Defense created within its Near East Bureau the Offi ce 
of Special Plans, which developed ideas for political and military aspects of 
Iraq policy.

Fourth, in addition to these civilian initiatives, CENTCOM developed the 
overarching military campaign plan for Iraq, called 1003- V.66 General Franks 
affi rmed that success would be a “destroyed” regime followed by the creation 
of an “acceptable provisional/permanent government.”67 CENTCOM’s subor-
dinate command, the Combined Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC), 
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developed the land component of this plan, called Cobra II. Both 1003- V and 
Cobra II outlined four phases of operations: deter and engage, seize the initia-
tive, decisive operations, and the transition to a post- Saddam government. 
This last phase, which the military referred to as Phase IV, meant the range of 
activities required to stabilize and reconstruct Iraq.68 Army offi cers who later 
completed an extensive study of OIF observed that there was an “incorrect 
belief that stability and support operations took place only after major offen-
sive and defensive combat had ended, and that full spectrum operations meant 
the sequential instead of simultaneous use of offense, defense, and stability 
operation.”69 Top military leaders such as Gen. Peter Pace, the chairman of 
the JCS, believed that the consideration of the political aspects of a confl ict 
were “outside his lane.”70 The deputy director for military affairs of the JCS 
echoed this view, acknowledging that CENTCOM was “not resourced to [do] 
military administration.”71

Using World War II as a guide, staff- level military planners thought through 
details of Phase IV. CENTCOM’s 1003- V plan anticipated that the postcom-
bat phase would involve three stages: (1) a military- led stabilization of Iraq, (2) 
oversight to a joint task force, and (3) transition from US authorities to Iraqi 
leaders. The plan assumed that the United States would work through exist-
ing Iraqi organizations (an assumption also held by many US policymakers) 
and that US forces might be required to undertake an occupation lasting up 
to two years. War games had shown that because the “joint campaign was 
specifi cally designed to break all control mechanisms of the regime,” instabil-
ity would likely ensue and that planners would thus need to allocate “adequate 
resources to quickly re- establish postwar control throughout Iraq.”72 Through 
this war gaming, planners realized that “Phase IV was becoming more and 
more complex” and would require even more detailed consideration.73 Despite 
these reasonable predictions, these plans were not resourced or linked in a 
meaningful way to the main military campaign plan or to the evolving civil-
ian plans and organizations.

Across these civilian and military efforts, serious policy disagreements 
unfolded over how the United States should reconstitute a new Iraqi state and 
over the timeline for a transition. Some argued that a transfer of sovereignty 
to Iraq should take place at the earliest possible time. This was, in a sense, an 
application of the Afghan model, where the Bonn process established the 
AIA within weeks of the US intervention. A quick transfer in Iraq would 
require advance preparation or the rapid development of a Bonn- like political 
process after Baghdad fell. Others, however, believed that a signifi cant period 
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of time would be required before a transfer of authority to a new Iraqi govern-
ment would be possible and that a US occupation would be required. This 
included some CENTCOM planners.

President Bush failed to make a clear decision before the war. Thus, his 
January 2003 National Security Presidential Directive 24 essentially codifi ed 
a muddled middle ground. It designated the DOD as the lead agency for the 
reconstruction of Iraq but did so through the creation of the new, civilian- led 
Offi ce for Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA), which 
would be responsible for reestablishing basic services, “reshaping the Iraqi 
military,” and supporting the transition to Iraqi- led authority “over time.” But 
the DOD did not give the new planning offi ce adequate resources or authori-
ties to accomplish these ambitious goals. A civilian, Jay Garner, was placed in 
charge of ORHA. Notably, however, Garner was a retired army general offi cer 
who had overseen humanitarian and security efforts in the Kurdish region of 
northern Iraq after the Gulf War. With ORHA, the DOD would technically 
not be conducting a military occupation, since military forces did not run 
through ORHA’s chain of command. Thus, from the start, two military and 
civilian chains of command existed within the DOD, and a “continual battle” 
ensued over “who worked for whom.”74 There was a clear aversion to giving 
the military unity of command. According to one authoritative report, Gar-
ner suggested putting himself and Army lieutenant general David McKiernan 
(then the CFLCC commander) under CENTCOM’s authority because Gar-
ner acknowledged that he “didn’t own any helicopters, and I didn’t own any 
fuel, and I didn’t own any trucks.”75

At the same time, President Bush had tasked Special Envoy Khalilzad to 
lead a political process to foster discussions among Iraqi groups opposed to 
Saddam. These included organizations such as the Iraqi National Congress, 
which was composed of exiles. It also included Kurdish leaders. Khalilzad 
convened conferences in London, Turkey, and northern Iraq before the inva-
sion and in Nasiriya and Baghdad afterward, to advance thinking about the 
selection of leaders for an Iraqi Interim Authority. This process, however, was 
never brought to fruition.

In the three months between the creation of ORHA and the start of the 
war, Garner had to “build an organization, develop interagency plans across 
the administration, coordinate them with CENTCOM and the still undeter-
mined military headquarters that would assume the military lead in post- 
Saddam Iraq, and deploy his team to the theater.” Garner later observed that 
it “proved to be an almost impossible set of tasks.”76 He was right. According 
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to ORHA offi cials, the organization “never had enough people,” and individ-
ual agency plans were done in vertical stovepipes without much interrelation-
ships to other agencies.77 One ORHA offi cial observed that “no lessons seem 
to have taken hold from the recent nation- building efforts in Bosnia or 
Kosovo, so we in ORHA felt as though we were reinventing the wheel.”78

The decision to create ORHA revealed several elements of American 
denial syndrome. It refl ected the traditional US ambivalence about military 
oversight over governance tasks. Bush, supported by Rumsfeld, had appointed 
a “civilian” (albeit a retired general) in charge of governance in Iraq at the 
time that military planners still assumed that a military occupation was likely. 
And CENTCOM itself did not want to conduct occupying duties. One mili-
tary planner observed that CENTCOM never “wanted to have military 
administration and the Joint Staff and OSD [Offi ce of the Secretary of 
Defense] had not decided what it would look like.”79 But, as in the past, mili-
tary necessity prevailed, since the United States faced the practical problem 
of how to exert control in the theater given that only the military had the 
required manpower. And as in the past, ambivalence about overseeing gover-
nance operations translated into uncertainty about how to transition from 
combat operations to organizations that could oversee and implement stabili-
zation activities. Even as the various Phase IV plans were being written, the 
kind of headquarters organization that should emerge remained undeter-
mined. A vacuum developed: The military was not tasked with governance 
operations, and ORHA lacked the capacity to conduct them as well.

War and Occupation

On March 20, 2003, the US Army (V Corps) and the US Marine Corps (the 
First Marine Expeditionary Force) initiated OIF. Coalition air forces had 
struck a wide range of Iraqi political and military targets in advance, and 
within three weeks coalition forces toppled Saddam’s government and secured 
Iraq’s oil fi elds. The military historian John Keegan called the offensive “a 
lightning campaign” that was so complete in its results that it was almost 
“unprecedented.”80 The speed of Iraq’s collapse, however, meant that the prob-
lem of stabilization emerged quickly. Later several defense analysts would 
observe that because the combat phase of the war succeeded so quickly, US 
forces were not able to “control events throughout some semblance of a tran-
sition to stability operations,” and the United States quickly lost infl uence.81 
This was not helped by the fact that US troop numbers were dropping as 
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instability grew. From a high of around 148,000 US troops in May 2003, US 
troop strength dropped to about 121,000 by the fall of 2003 and to 108,000 by 
January 2004.82

As US troops departed Iraq and the Iraqi security forces (ISF) collapsed 
and were dissolved, the United States faced the interrelated problems of how 
to address the emerging political and security vacuums of power and how to 
begin the complicated process of reestablishing governing institutions. US 
policy leaders remained undecided about the kind of new governing structures 
to support and how to ensure representation by Iraqi political, ethnic, and 
religious communities within these new organizations. Some US offi cials began 
to realize that it could take “more than six months to cede power to an Iraqi- led 
civilian authority.”83

Amid this uncertainty, the United States continued to change its own 
organizations in Iraq. The DOD abruptly disbanded ORHA after only a few 
weeks and replaced it with the CPA in May 2003. The CPA would govern Iraq 
until a transition to a new Iraqi government took place. As with ORHA, US 
leaders were reluctant to install a military occupation. Secretary Rumsfeld 
had decided there should be a civilian administrator to oversee governance 
and reconstruction (e.g., the CPA) and a separate military commander 
responsible for security. Thus, the president tapped a former ambassador, Paul 
Bremer, to lead the CPA, in effect establishing a civilian governor as the 
senior civilian offi cial in charge of all policy efforts. Bremer insisted on full 
control of the planning for a new Iraqi state. As a result, the political process 
led by Khalilzad abruptly ended. Bremer instead pursued an indefi nite US 
occupation of Iraq, although the CPA as a civilian agency lacked the capacity 
to staff and run effective governance operations. Bremer did not have control 
over military forces, which remained under the command of CFLCC (and 
then Combined Joint Task Force 7 [CJTF- 7]). Overall, the CPA’s ability to 
undertake activities in Iraq was fundamentally limited by fact that it was 
understaffed and was not an “expeditionary” organization that could imple-
ment plans and connect tactical accomplishments to strategic goals. The 
CPA lacked the capability to secure areas and establish security and the con-
ditions for reconstruction and stability tasks.

The CPA fl oundered. Bremer had not played a role in the prewar planning 
efforts and, when he assumed his role, acknowledged that “we were far from 
identifying honest, energetic, and patriotic Iraqis who could govern post- 
Baathist Iraq.”84 He did not have a plan for effecting a political transition and 
creating an inclusive government among distrustful Iraqis. The minority 
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Sunnis who had been favored under Saddam, felt disenfranchised by the shift 
in power to the Shi’ites and by US plans to place the latter, who represented 
60 percent of the population, in a more powerful political position.85 Kurdish 
political parties wanted to achieve autonomy and pursed a recidivist agenda 
at the expense of Arab and Turkmen populations in the north. Over time, 
the Sunni Arabs and Turkmen began to back insurgents because they 
believed that they could protect their interests only through violence. What 
started as a localized, decentralized hybrid insurgency coalesced, supported by 
foreign fi ghters who arrived in greater numbers. This gave rise to al- Qaeda in 
Iraq (AQI).

One of the most controversial decisions of the war exacerbated these secu-
rity problems. On May 23, 2003, CPA Order No. 2 disbanded Iraq’s military, 
security, and intelligence infrastructure. The directive refl ected a “perfect 
storm” of dysfunction rooted in the “dual authority problem,” which led to 
improvised and disconnected decisions. While the US military had assumed 
that it would work through existing Iraqi security structures (a view that other 
senior offi cials such as National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice shared), 
the CPA disbanded those institutions without considering the consequences.86 
The United States did not have enough forces to fi ll the growing security 
vacuum, which Sunni Arab insurgents and Shi’a militias began to fi ll. CPA 
Order No. 2 also revealed a lack of an understanding of the internal situation 
in Iraq, since the plan was to build a small Iraqi army focused on external 
security (e.g., in regard to Iran) as opposed to a force able to address Iraq’s 
burgeoning internal instability. Finally, Bremer’s order highlighted the opera-
tional weaknesses of US civilian organizations in the country. Although the 
CPA had formal authority for reconstituting the ISF, it had none of the 
resources or expertise to accomplish this goal. Yet at the same time, Bremer 
and DOD offi cials rejected the CJTF- 7’s efforts to assist with the training 
mission.87 With the disbanding of the Iraqi military, a US offi cial later 
observed that “we [had] made 450,000 enemies on the ground.”88

The violent actions of Iran- backed militias exacerbated fears among the 
Sunni population. By early 2004, Sunni insurgents controlled the city of 
 Fallujah, and the uprisings of Shi’a groups led by religious extremist Muqtada 
al- Sadr against coalition troops in Baghdad, Najaf, and Karbala made the 
prospect of a strengthening insurgency and a sectarian civil war increasingly 
likely. The insurgents sought to compel the United States to withdraw from Iraq 
and to recapture political power that the Sunnis had lost to the Shi’a Arabs and 
Kurds. In this context, Bremer began to rethink the timelines associated with 
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the transfer of authority back to Iraq and sought to expedite such a transfer to 
quell growing unrest.

The policies and actions of the CPA exacerbated the interconnected prob-
lems of insurgency and sectarian tensions. To begin a shift to Iraqi authority, 
the CPA created the Interim Governing Council (IGC), composed of twenty- 
fi ve representative members of the Iraqi body politic: Shi’ites, Sunni Arabs, 
Kurds, Assyrians, and Turkmen. The IGC, however, suffered from a lack of 
political legitimacy, with most viewing it as a puppet of the CPA that had little 
capacity to deliver results to the Iraqi people.89 The United States formally 
committed to turning sovereignty over to an interim Iraqi government by July 
1, 2004. The UN, Iraqi leaders, and the CPA created a road map for transition 
to Iraq rule. They adopted the Transitional Administrative Law in March 
2004, which set forth a timetable for a transition: Elections would be held for 
a transitional National Assembly by the end of January 2005, a constitution 
would be drafted by August 2005 and then put to a national referendum by 
October 2005, and national elections for a full- term government would take 
place by December 15, 2005.90

Through the winter and spring of 2004, sectarian violence continued to 
grow throughout the country, refl ecting a growing insurgency and increasing 
distrust among Iraqi Sunni and Shi’a groups. Under Abu Musab al- Zarqawi, 
AQI took advantage of that distrust and formed tactical alliances with many 
Baathists and disenfranchised Sunni Arabs. The growing violence undercut 
the CPA’s ability to undertake its work. Because of the lack of security and its 
dependency on military forces, which were outside Bremer’s chain of com-
mand, the CPA’s reach was fundamentally limited. Military commanders set 
the rules for transportation. The CPA’s missions would often be “scrubbed” if 
the military could not provide the requested convoys.91 Critics argued that the 
CPA made promises that it could not keep. In one of many examples, it had 
agreed to provide equipment to local police in Anbar Province, but the aid 
did not come through, thus undermining the credibility of US troops operat-
ing in the region.92 The CPA also tended to focus on “big ticket projects” that 
had long lead times and therefore did not affect ordinary Iraqis. Maj. Gen. Ray 
Odierno, at the time the commander of the army’s Fourth Infantry Division, 
observed that if coalition authorities could not start “paying” those who were 
sitting on the fence, through their inclusion in reconstruction efforts, “we 
might as well arrest them right now.”93

The US emphasis on civilian control without concomitant attention to the 
CPA’s operational weaknesses had strategic effects. It fundamentally reduced 
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early reconstruction successes. And because of the lack of civilian capacity, 
the military was pulled into reconstruction projects quickly. By the fall of 
2003, in order to build support among Iraqis, the military tackled hundreds of 
reconstruction projects. Units such as the 101st Airborne Division carried out 
school repairs, road and water projects, the repair of buildings such as police 
stations, and the construction of small Iraqi army training and operating 
bases. This was undertaken with CERP funds. CERP allowed soldiers to 
respond to reconstruction needs more fl exibly, since it was not tied to normal 
government purchasing rules. General Petraeus and others would emphasize 
that in Iraq, “depending on the situation, money can be more important than 
real ammunition.”94 CERP refl ected the growing view among senior offi cers 
that you can’t “shoot yourself out of an insurgency” and that “bureaucracy 
kills.”95 Many later criticized CERP efforts for not being linked to more sus-
tainable projects. Yet it would have been diffi cult to have connected local 
successes to the broader operating landscape in the absence of a campaign 
plan linking the reconstruction part of the war to the fi ghting effort.

Complicating civilian and military reconstruction efforts was that fact that 
there were confusing military combat lines of effort as well. One general offi cer 
later observed that “we had all these transitions of organizations and com-
mand and control—CENTCOM, CFLCC, V Corps, CJTF- 7—on top of a 
transition in the campaign from Saddam to post Saddam” and that was “not 
how we would plan normally.”96 Three different coalition military commands 
and four separate military campaign plans existed since early 2003.97 When 
the Phase III combat phase “ended,” new personnel transitioned in quickly, 
with top leadership changes at both CENTCOM and CFLCC. General Abi-
zaid now commanded CENTCOM, while army lieutenant general Ricardo 
Sanchez replaced General McKiernan as the commander of the US- led CJTF- 
7, which commanded all coalition forces in Iraq. CJTF- 7 had initial responsi-
bility for providing “security, law and order,” securing WMD sites, eliminating 
terrorist infrastructure, and providing emergency humanitarian relief. San-
chez would observe that he had arrived in theater “stunned” to “fi nd that 
there had been a complete lack of Phase IV post- invasion planning by the 
administration and the military.”98

In fact, however, as previously noted, CENTCOM and CFLCC planners 
had developed plans for Phase IV, but these plans were not resourced or opera-
tionalized and were often replaced. An early CFLCC Phase IV planning team 
had identifi ed key challenges that would likely emerge and identifi ed lines of 
operation to deal with these problems—security, rule of law, governance, 
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administration, infrastructure recovery, perception, humanitarian assistance—
but this effort became so complex that CLFCC initiated a new plan, called 
Eclipse II.99 Eclipse II referred to the Eclipse plan for the US military gover-
nance of Germany after World War II. However, Eclipse II was then replaced 
when the new CJTF- 7 commander, General Sanchez, initiated his own efforts. 
The CJTF- 7 plan sought to neutralize destabilizing infl uences in order to “cre-
ate a secure environment in direct support of the CPA” and to “concurrently 
conduct stability operations” in order to set the conditions for a transfer of 
authorities.100 These Phase IV planning efforts remained apart from the over-
arching military campaign plan. It was never clear what troops would be used 
to implement the tasks identifi ed in the various plans.

As the date for the transfer of sovereignty to the Iraqi Interim Authority 
approached, US policy suffered from several contradictions. The United 
States sought to transfer responsibility to a new Iraqi authority, but the dis-
mantling of the ISF meant that a new government would not have the capac-
ity to provide security. In addition, the rising violence meant that it would 
take longer to prepare a new Iraqi army to provide security. Yet the US had 
not created programs capable of building the ISF rapidly and at suffi cient 
scale. Nonetheless, amid a growing insurgency, political pressure continued to 
grow in Washington for a reduction in US forces. High- level offi cials dis-
patched to Baghdad warned the CPA that “politics were not going to permit” 
a longer US presence in Iraq.101 And in late 2004, the Defense Science Board 
report warned that the US military lacked suffi cient personnel to meet the 
nation’s “current and projected” commitments.102

Transition to an Iraqi Sovereignty

As power shifted formally to the Iraqi Interim Authority in June 2004, Ayad 
Allawi became Iraq’s interim leader. He would govern the country until the 
January 2005 national elections. The US role shifted from an occupying 
power to one that would support a host government through its new embassy 
in Baghdad. The new US ambassador, John Negroponte, established US- Iraqi 
diplomatic relations for the fi rst time since January 1991 and led an embassy 
of over one thousand. The United States was now operating in a “normal” 
bilateral relationship.103 In reality, of course, this was far from the case, given 
the presence of around 130,000 US troops and US efforts to rebuild the ISF 
and other institutions from the ground up.104
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With this transition, the United States continued to pursue two lines of 
effort: political and military. On the political side, the main effort consisted of 
pressing Iraqis to create an inclusionary government and to undertake recon-
struction efforts to help the new Iraqi state establish normalcy. However, when 
the Sunni Arabs largely boycotted the January 2005 elections, this effort fal-
tered because the new government was dominated by Shi’a Arab Islamist 
parties and the Kurds. Under Prime Minister Ibrahim al- Jaafari, sectarian 
confl ict escalated.

The military line of effort focused on two objectives. The coalition sought 
to suppress the growing insurgency and to transition security responsibilities 
to the ISF. Two subordinate commands were established under army general 
George W. Casey Jr.: Multi- National Corps–Iraq (MNC- I), to focus on day- 
to- day operations, and Multi- National Security Transition Command–Iraq 
(MNSTC- I), which would be commanded by General Petraeus. MNSTC- I 
would build and train the ISF (both police and army) with the goal of 
“leaving Iraq able to secure its streets, its borders and its Citizenry without 
Coalition help.”105 MNSTC- I was also charged with developing the MOD 
and the MOI, both critical parts of a new security force. One of the fi rst 
steps Petraeus took was to replace with military personnel many of the US 
contractors who had been doing most of the training. Petraeus was suc-
ceeded by army lieutenant general Martin Dempsey, who commanded as 
MNSTC- I from September 2005 to June 2007. Under Dempsey’s tenure, 
force generation improved: By 2007 the Iraqi army had grown to almost 
195,000, while the police reached close to 242,000 men. In addition, the 
use of foreign military sales accelerated the fl ow of military equipment to 
the ISF.106

The political and military tracks were closely linked. Absent enough US 
forces and reliable ISF forces to keep the violence at bay, political progress 
would remain diffi cult to achieve. And without an inclusionary government 
that was trusted by Iraq’s three main groups (Kurds, Shi’ites, and Sunnis), the 
cycle of violence would escalate. Ambassador Negroponte and General Casey, 
his military counterpart, recognized that security and political progress were 
mutually reinforcing. But there was still a disconnected view of the problem. 
In an interview at the time, Negroponte commented that “George [Casey] has 
the lead on the purely military part,” while he would take the lead on the 
“political and reconstruction pieces,” but that both were “intertwined,” since 
if coalition forces “go into one of these towns, clear them of rebels, but don’t 
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have the other pieces in place, it’ll be a Pyrrhic victory. So it is a combined 
thing.”107 However, in fact there was no “purely military part” to the prob-
lem—Casey’s troops were very much involved in the day- to- day problems of 
reconstruction and politics, and the State Department was fundamentally 
limited in its ability to conduct reconstruction and governance- related mis-
sions given the security problems throughout the country.

This division was refl ected in the operational arrangements for reconstruc-
tion, which fell under two separate chains of command with overlapping 
authorities. Concurrent with the transfer of sovereignty to Iraq and the 
appointment of Negroponte as ambassador, National Security Presidential 
Directive 36 created the Iraq Reconstruction Management Offi ce (IRMO) in 
the embassy to provide strategic direction to reconstruction efforts, as well as 
the Project and Contracting Offi ce (PCO) to manage the specifi c projects. It 
directed the State Department to control IRMO and the DOD to oversee the 
PCO. Thus, the directive institutionalized dual authority over critical recon-
struction efforts. State controlled strategy, while the operational plan to 
accomplish specifi c tasks was largely in the DOD’s hands, through its over-
sight of troops and contracting authorities. In addition, the DOD controlled 
about 87 percent of the fi ve major funds allocated for Iraq’s reconstruction.108 
One of the early directors of the PCO did not even believe that he reported to 
IRMO.109 The directive gave State the lead for all US activities except for 
military operations and the development of the ISF, which fell under DOD’s 
lead. This reinforced the dual- authority problem throughout the war.

In the fi eld, embedded PRTs were microcosms of the civil- military discon-
nects at the operational and strategic level. The PRT idea had been exported 
from Afghanistan in order to bring integrated civil- military reconstruction 
efforts to the Iraqi countryside. Ten teams were deployed to assist provincial 
governments with developing a capability to govern, promote increased secu-
rity and rule of law, and spur political and economic development.110 But like 
most other efforts to integrate civil- military resources, in practice the effort 
did not achieve its potential. Disagreements about command- and- control 
relationships delayed team deployments for a year. The Offi ce of the Special 
Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR) later observed that “coax-
ing the Departments of State and Defense to set the terms of their fi rst major 
operational collaboration in Iraq required a herculean effort that touched off 
frequent arguments between MNF- I [Multi- National Force–Iraq], the embassy, 
and Washington.” The agreements that described how the reconstruction 
teams would function did not allow the teams to “work for the military” except 
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if security was involved.111 Yet working on governance and economic matters 
required mobility, even though the State Department’s culture created serious 
restrictions on movements. Regional security offi cers (RSOs) imposed severe 
restrictions on travel by State civilians. One former PRT offi cial noted that 
State civilians had to fi nd ways around such restrictions because, as a PRT 
civilian explained, if “left to the RSO, our mission would have failed.”112 As in 
the past, civilians were hampered by their inability to operate under fi re and 
could only accomplish their missions when protected by the military. Later 
Negroponte would admit that although the US embassy had “moved into the 
reconstruction phase,” it was actually still “in a confl ict phase.”113

Negroponte’s political line of effort aimed to ensure that the January 
2005 elections took place with minimal violence, and through the summer 
of 2004 his military counterpart, General Casey, developed plans to support 
this goal.114 The January 2005 elections did take place, despite a boycott by 
many Sunni Arabs. Jalal Talabani, the Kurdish leader of the Patriotic Union 
of Kurdistan, became president, and Ibrahim al- Jaafari, the leader of the 
Shi’a Islamist Dawa Party, became prime minister of the transitional gov-
ernment. In the midst of the intensive Iraqi political transition, after just 
nine months the president called Negroponte back to Washington to take 
over as the director of national intelligence. A new US ambassador, Zalmay 
Khalilzad, arrived in Baghdad in June 2005. (He himself was pulled away 
from the important and highly relational- based work of forging political 
progress in Afghanistan.) At both the tactical and strategic levels, US 
approaches toward key personnel changes were perhaps best refl ected by 
young offi cer who later wrote about the challenges of “getting past the fi rst 
cup of tea” and of the “Lazy Susan style rotation of American leadership.”115 
This highlighted a problem throughout both wars in Iraq and Afghanistan—a 
lack of continuity

Khalilzad continued the effort of mediating between Kurdish, Shi’a, and 
Sunni leaders. He sought to foster a national compact of political groups and 
communities that could agree on a national- unity government, encourage 
broad participation in the December 2005 elections, and work on issues that 
divided the country. One focus was on identifying parts of the Sunni Arab 
insurgency that could be reconciled. Almost a year later, Sunnis did turn out 
for elections to the National Assembly, and Khalilzad declared that it looked 
like “a fi rst step toward politics breaking out in the region.”116 Although he 
acknowledged that the transition would be diffi cult, the US goal remained to 
create a “multi- ethnic, multi- sectarian democratic Iraq that will be unique in 
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this part of the world, where traditionally the dominant ethnic or sectarian 
group has sought to suppress others.”117

Some of this apparent progress on Iraq’s political transition was under-
mined by shifting drivers of violence. Despite changes in the character of the 
confl ict that jeopardized the entire effort, the United States remained deter-
mined to get the Iraqi Transitional Government “to begin to accept the coun-
terinsurgency lead.”118 There was no countrywide approach to the population 
security necessary to rebuild political trust with the Sunni minority popula-
tion and reduce popular support for insurgents. Increasing sectarian violence 
limited the prospects for political progress. Through 2005 and 2006, key 
ministries in Iraq, including the powerful MOI and many of its security forces, 
were viewed as parties in what had become a civil war. For example, Minister 
of the Interior Bayan Jabr ran death squads and militias, many of which were 
connected to the Islamic Revolutionary Guards of Iran. These death squads 
operated under the cover of Iraqi police uniforms. Atrocities abounded and, 
along with AQI mass murders of Shi’ites, accelerated the cycle of sectarian 
violence. In November 2005, front- page news stories focused on an American 
raid that discovered 173 mostly Sunni prisoners whom the MOI held secretly 
and tortured in a bunker.119 During this period, Shi’a and Sunni death squads 
operated throughout Baghdad, intent on cleansing previously integrated neigh-
borhoods.120 The chaotic environment associated with sectarian violence 
served the interest of AQI as well as the Shi’a Islamist militias. The actions of 
Shi’a militias actually strengthened AQI. By the end of 2005, the semiannual 
MNF- I Campaign Progress Review observed that the level of insurgent attacks 
and the capacity for “spectacular acts of terrorism” remained “stubbornly 
high.”121

Senior military leaders remained focused on the transition to Iraqi forces. 
New command arrangements refl ected that priority. In the summer of 2004, 
MNF- I replaced General Sanchez’s CJTF- 7. General Casey assumed command 
of MNF- I, which was to provide theater- strategic and operational- level com-
mand and control for all coalition forces in Iraq and direct support to the 
coalition political authority and the emerging Iraqi government. MNF- I was 
tasked to coordinate, synchronize, and deliver security, economic, diplomatic, 
and information operations with the US embassy and the new Iraqi govern-
ment, leaving tactical combat operations to its subordinate headquarters.122

On paper MNF- I’s new campaign plan emphasized full- spectrum COIN 
operations to isolate extremists and to train and equip the ISF. It replaced the 
phase construct of “offensive operations” and “stability operations” used in 
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the CJTF- 7 plan with the simultaneous conduct of offensive, defensive, and 
stability operations. The plan described four lines of operation (LOOs): secu-
rity, governance, economic development, and strategic communications. In 
light of the level of violence, security became the leading priority.123

But in practice, although US troops were increasingly faced with the need 
to tamp down the growing insurgency, these efforts were not integrated into a 
countrywide COIN campaign plan. As Kalev Sepp, a member of the Iraq 
Study Group, observed, the strategy “did not talk about what you had to do to 
defeat an insurgency. It was not a counterinsurgency plan.”124 Casey’s priority 
was to transition to Iraqi- led operations, not to defeat the insurgency. By the 
spring of 2006, Casey argued that the longer the United States continued to 
“bear the main burden of Iraq’s security,” the more it lengthened the time that 
the Iraqi government had to “take the hard decisions about reconciliation and 
dealing with the militias” and the more likely it was that they would “continue 
to blame us for all of Iraq’s problems.”125 Later, critics would maintain that 
Casey was more focused on withdrawal than victory and was, therefore, inured 
to the shift in the confl ict from an insurgency to a sectarian civil war that 
undermined the legitimacy of security forces essential to effective transition.

As in previous governance operations, the US military was faced with the 
need to rebuild local security forces. No institutionalized knowledge, however, 
was carried over from those previous experiences, and the Iraq effort started 
essentially from scratch. The effort of building capable and legitimate security 
forces was beset by the usual interagency rivalries and divisions, made more 
complicated in Iraq because of the initial US decision to divide the training 
of the army and the police. Also, both efforts were disconnected from justice-  
and rule- of- law- related reforms until 2007. Even during the earlier CPA days, 
the US military fought for control of decisions related to Iraqi police. At that 
time, General Odierno believed that the US military should have been 
entrusted with key decisions related to the police, since not only was the secu-
rity of American soldiers jeopardized by poor decisions but the United States 
also lost key windows of opportunities as a result of the divided authorities.126 
The divisions of responsibility between the police and the army refl ected US 
bureaucratic priorities as opposed to actual security requirements. In reality, 
the missions of the two were fundamentally linked. Iraq was facing a civil war, 
and both security arms had to be professionalized, trusted, and shaped into 
effective forces.

The MNSTC- I program increased the pace of ISF training and focused on 
rebuilding tactical skills among Iraqi forces. By the end of August 2006, the 
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goal was that some 75 percent of Iraqi army battalions and brigades would lead 
COIN operations, with coalition forces playing only training and supporting 
roles.127 A key part of the effort involved the embedding of military transition 
teams into Iraqi army and police units. Many units lacked the willingness to 
improve or professionalize, owing to infi ltration by militias and political groups 
determined to capture institutions and use them to advance narrow interests. 
Police forces were a particular concern as Shi’a Islamist militias used them in 
sectarian- cleansing campaigns in Baghdad and other mixed sectarian areas.

Without a comprehensive counterinsurgency effort, US commanders in 
the fi eld had to develop strategies to deal with the insurgency themselves. 
Soldiers were directly involved with politics, and they began to adapt and 
apply new approaches to respond to the growing violence and to understand 
the politics driving that violence. In 2005 a well- known example unfolded in 
the northwestern city of Tal Afar, where US Army colonel H. R. McMaster’s 
Third Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR) applied classical COIN tech-
niques.128 About 75 percent of the city’s two hundred thousand people were 
Sunnis, and about 25 percent Shi’ites. Al- Qaeda was determined to foment 
sectarian violence, and terrorists employed brutal tactics to control the popu-
lace. In response, a purely Shi’a police force responded with extrajudicial 
killings that perpetuated a cycle of fear and violence. As McMaster arrived, 
he explained that the purpose of his operation was to “secure the population 
so that we can lift the enemy’s campaign of intimidation and coercion and to 
allow economic and political development to proceed here and to return to 
normal life.”129 His campaign emphasized the simultaneous application of 
offensive, defensive, and stability operations. Defeating al- Qaeda fi ghters was 
just one effort in a larger campaign to reform and build security forces, recon-
struct the city, restore services, and most important, build confi dence between 
the city’s communities. McMaster and his regiment worked with Iraqi leaders 
to address the political drivers of violence and reduce popular support for 
Sunni insurgents and Shia militias. Tal Afar illustrated that effective COIN 
requires unity of effort between the military and police and that security must 
be connected to courts and prisons as well.

Another example of initiative taken by combat commanders took place in 
2006 in Ramadi. Col. Sean MacFarland’s First Brigade Combat Team of the 
US Army’s First Armored Division arrived in May 2006, after initially reliev-
ing McMaster’s Third ACR in Tal Afar. In Ramadi, insurgents operated 
openly, using violence to control local tribes. The tribes, according to Mac-
Farland, “had adopted a passive posture, not wishing to antagonize a powerful 
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Al- Qaeda presence in and around Ramadi.”130 The challenge was to introduce 
suffi cient Iraqi and US forces to secure the city and thereby enable the tribes 
to oppose al- Qaeda. Without the support of locals, any security gains would 
be temporary. US soldiers had to convince tribal leaders to rejoin the fi ght 
against the al- Qaeda insurgents. As tribes broke with al- Qaeda, in what 
became known as the “Anbar Awakening,” they agreed to work with US 
troops, which reinforced MacFarland’s efforts to operate within the city and 
among the people. The approach succeeded, and the city became a place 
where citizens could again walk the streets.131

But the successes of Tal Afar and Ramadi were not linked to a broader 
campaign plan that might have allowed a consolidation of these accomplish-
ments across the country. The military as a whole had not shifted to a 
population- security model, and there were not enough troops to consolidate 
local gains around the country. The internal political “glue” of Iraq remained 
fragile, and insurgents continued to undermine prospects for a new unity 
government. Al- Qaeda–linked groups, Shi’a militias, Iranian- backed militias 
and actors, and criminal gangs continued to foment sectarian violence. By the 
late summer of 2006, the CENTCOM commander warned that Iraq was on 
the verge of civil war.132

Amid the security crisis, a new prime minister, Nouri al- Maliki, came into 
offi ce, heading a national unity government. Though this marked important 
progress, the level of violence remained unabated. Sunni and Shi’a legislators 
accused each other of supporting terrorists and militias. Even though the 
ranks of the ISF were growing, their effectiveness was uneven.133 Police forces, 
especially in Baghdad, had militia components, and some units took direction 
from militia leaders. Factions within the ISF fed the growing confl ict, and in 
many respects, as the SIGIR later observed, MNF- I faced a moving target: As 
it trained and equipped the ISF, it was feeding the sectarianism in the coun-
try.134 Although by the fall of 2006 some three hundred thousand ISF person-
nel had been trained and equipped, experts observed that many of them had 
deserted, were on unauthorized leave, were not operational, or had died in the 
ongoing violence. Sunnis left in large numbers because of Shia domination of 
many units and because AQI controlled much of the Sunni population and 
threatened the families of those who served in the ISF.

Thus, from the summer of 2004 through the fall of 2006, the United States 
was not able to consolidate its gains across Iraq. The military focus on transi-
tion was incompatible with the increasing sectarian violence and the inability 
of the ISF to reduce the violence. The push toward transition did not account 
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for the timing and diffi culty of creating a new ISF capable of maintaining 
security and achieving a trusted status among the populace. President Bush 
summed up the US strategy: “As the Iraqis stand up, we will stand down.” But 
as one analyst put it, the president was describing a withdrawal plan rather 
than a strategy.135 Weak security, in turn, was exploited by insurgents and 
sectarian militias—many of which were supported and fostered by outside 
powers such as Iran. The violence made it harder to achieve progress on the 
political front, where US political efforts also suffered from a lack of continu-
ity, thus making it diffi cult to build trust among Iraqi political leaders. By the 
end of 2006, the US effort to turn over responsibility for security to the Iraqis 
was failing. National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley summarized the situa-
tion: “We could not clear and hold. Iraqi forces were not able to hold neigh-
borhoods, and the effort to build did not show up. The sectarian violence 
continued to mount, so we did not make the progress on security we had 
hoped. We did not bring the moderate Sunnis off the fence, as we had hoped. 
The Shia lost patience, and began to see the militias as their protectors.”136

The Surge

President Bush’s decision to deploy more troops to Iraq in January 2007 for-
mally reversed and rejected the transition approach that had dominated US 
policy in Iraq since June 2004. He changed the US approach after a consider-
ation of the fi ndings of three main strategy reviews that took place in the fall 
of 2006. A review by the independent and bipartisan Iraq Study Group issued 
seventy- nine specifi c recommendations and ultimately argued that unless Iraq 
made “substantial progress” toward an Iraqi- centric approach to security and 
rebuilding, the US presence in the country should be reduced. In contrast, a 
closely held review by the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Marine Corps 
general Peter Pace, argued for only a modest increase in forces. And an inter-
nal White House review led by National Security Adviser Hadley, with input 
from a range of outside experts, determined that an increase in the number of 
troops in Iraq was required and recommended increasing numbers to 150,000 
by 2007. In the end, the president overruled his senior military advisers and 
adopted the recommendations of the reviews that argued for more troops and 
a change in strategy. President Bush stated that additional US troops would 
give the Iraqi government “the breathing space it needs to make progress in 
other critical areas.”137



Afghanistan and Iraq 257

The surge involved not only the deployment of fi ve additional brigades but 
also a shift to a new strategy that emphasized population security and sought 
to establish the security conditions that would allow for the growth of a more 
inclusive Iraqi government. It recognized that a transition to Iraqi forces 
would need to take place, but by emphasizing population security and provid-
ing the troops necessary to accomplish this goal, it also acknowledged the 
intertwined nature of the problem. Population security would lay the ground-
work for a political accommodation between Iraq’s warring factions that 
would, in turn, remove support for al- Qaeda and Shia militias. Only after that 
accomplishment would the US transition to Iraqi control.

The plan for the “new way forward” unfolded in several steps. Initially the 
goal was to reduce violence in Baghdad. As one military expert explained, 
“chaos in the capital” made a negotiated political compromise impossible. If a 
safe space in Baghdad could be created, the hope was that the national leaders 
of Iraq’s Sunnis, Shi’ites, and Kurds could afford to take the risks inherent in 
compromise.138 Accordingly, General Odierno, now commanding MNC- I, and 
General Petraeus, the MNF- I commander, focused on improving security in 
Baghdad by defeating insurgents in the surrounding areas, referred to as “belts,” 
and by focusing on population security within the city itself. Odierno focused 
on the Baghdad belts and support zones that had “always been the generator of 
violence.”139 Before 2006, the coalition had not made control of the belts a 
priority, thus allowing enemy forces to project forces and funnel supplies into 
the city.140 As the military analyst Kim Kagan observed, the earlier focus had 
been on AQI’s safe havens inside Baghdad but had largely ignored the ones 
outside the city. In addition to measures to secure communities through the 
use of concrete barriers, the surge strategy called for getting more US troops 
into local communities. With the additional troops, an approach of “clear, 
hold, build” took over, allowing US forces to retain control over areas that had 
been cleared of insurgents.141 Military operations were conducted to support 
the political objective of forging a political accommodation across sectarian 
and ethnic communities. As forces broke the cycle of violence physically, they 
targeted “irreconcilables” such as AQI terrorists and Iranian- backed militia 
leaders while brokering cease- fi res and mediation between factions.

Petraeus became MNF- I commander in February 2007, and soon afterward 
Ambassador Ryan Crocker arrived to lead the US embassy. During this period, 
even though civil- military command arrangements remained divided, dual- 
authority tensions dissipated because Crocker and Petraeus worked so well 
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together. The general and the ambassador commissioned a joint strategic 
assessment team that delivered a civil- military operational plan that synched 
population security and stabilization efforts to the desired outcome of the war. 
One reporter of the confl ict likened it to the “miniature version of the Penta-
gon Papers” that was a “merciless chronicling of problems that needed fi xing 
under Petraeus.”142 Although organizational structures remained fl awed, Pet-
raeus and Crocker fostered unity of effort through a well- conceived plan and 
force of personality. Civil- military fusion cells integrated previously discon-
nected programs, plans, and initiatives.

The growth in the quantity and quality of the ISF was also a key develop-
ment that contributed to the success of the surge. Indeed, orchestrating an 
accelerated growth of the ISF—both military and police—in size, capability, 
and confi dence contributed signifi cantly to the success of counteroffensive 
operations.143 US Army lieutenant general James Dubik, who commanded 
MNSTC- I from June 2007 until July 2008, later observed that the responsibil-
ity for defeating an insurgency rested not only with US troops but with indig-
enous forces as well, since “passing on an active insurgency to weak indigenous 
forces is a failing strategy.”

This shift was signifi cant. During the early days of the CPA, there had been 
virtually no operational plan for how to rebuild the ISF. The earliest efforts, 
led by army major general Paul Eaton in May 2003, were nested in the CPA 
but had minimal resources. He led a group of about fi ve individuals called the 
Coalition Military Assistance Team (CATT), which was in charge of building 
the ISF. It initially had only four trainers. Eaton’s team was essentially an 
“orphan in the military system.”144 Five years later, however, important improve-
ments had been made, setting a foundation for the surge to take place. Dubik 
oversaw the accelerated generation and training of the ISF, which had built 
on the needs identifi ed by General Odierno, the operational commander in 
Iraq, and by Dubik’s MNSTC- I predecessor, General Dempsey. In addition, he 
worked closely with the Iraqis and NATO. The Iraqi minister of defense, the 
chief of the Iraqi Joint Forces, the minister of the interior, and the command-
ing general of the Iraqi National (now Federal) Police all made signifi cant 
contributions, as did the NATO Training Mission–Iraq. The funding plan 
intertwined ISF funds with those of the MOD and MOI, and the NATO 
contingent conducted both staff training and, through the Italian Carabin-
ieri, much- needed leadership training for the Federal Police. As Dubik later 
explained, “In spending our money in a complementary way, we could accom-
plish more, faster.”
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One of Dubik’s fi rst steps was to reverse the false dichotomy that had taken 
hold. This was that MNF- I’s job was to fi ght the war, while MNSTC- I’s role 
was to transition to Iraqi control by training and equipping the ISF. Instead, 
in reality, both MNF- I and MNSTC- I were “in the security business,” and as 
Dubik observed, the challenge both commands faced was akin to “building an 
aircraft while in fl ight.” Dubik led an important conceptual shift that recog-
nized the reality that the US fi ght against the insurgency and the preparation 
of Iraqi forces to provide local security (police) and to fi ght better (military) 
were intertwined missions: Success depended on both being conducted simul-
taneously.

Dubik’s approach emphasized that there were no separate “MNSTC- I pri-
orities” and that, as a result, MNSTC- I should abandon its separate campaign 
plan and accept the overall plan developed by Crocker and Petraeus. The 
MNSTC- I goal was to generate new units and replenish units already formed 
and fi ghting “when, where, and at the pace the operational commander needed 
them,” which also required that it expand the output of Iraq’s training bases. 
If Iraqi forces could be trained and deployed to contribute to the counterof-
fensive, the “end result would ultimately be the indirect effect we all sought: 
transition of security responsibility to Iraqi control.” Dubik’s MNSTC- I devel-
oped a disciplined plan that focused on spending and growth, new units and 
replacements, partner units, and embedded advisers. Overall, he refocused the 
mission from transition to security, from training and equipping to enterprise, 
and from quality- versus- quantity to suffi ciency.

The surge and new strategy delivered results. A more effective civil- 
military effort, combined with AQI’s brutality and innate Iraqi resistance to 
Iranian subversion, reduced popular support for sectarian extremists and 
helped to bring communities together. The Anbar Awakening of Sunni 
tribes initiated during Colonel MacFarland’s operations in Ramadi spread 
across Sunni areas into the Baghdad belts and beyond. Actions by the 
Iranian- infl uenced militia of Muqtada al- Sadr in Baghdad, Najaf, Karbala, 
and Basra triggered a strong response by Nuri al- Maliki that led some to hope 
for a new period of nonsectarian, inclusive governance. Violence dropped 
precipitously, with a signifi cant reduction in daily security incidents by 
2009.145 When General Odierno replaced General Petraeus as MNF- I com-
mander in September 2008, US offi cials were optimistic but guarded. Secre-
tary of Defense Robert Gates refl ected on this success, observing that “19 
months ago, darkness had descended” in Iraq, “merchants of chaos were gain-
ing strength,” and at that time most questioned whether a new strategy could 
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make a “real difference.”146 He concluded that a new strategy did make a 
difference, with attacks falling to their lowest point in four years and eleven 
of eighteen provinces turned over to the ISF. Yet supporting the fragile polit-
ical accommodation would require an active and sustained US effort to 
consolidate gains and prevent the return of large- scale communal violence.

CONCLUSIONS

Robert Komer might just as well have commented on the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan when he observed that “the way in which the counterinsurgency 
response was organized and managed greatly infl uenced how it was carried out 
and even led to reshaping the response itself from what was originally 
intended.” He described the real- life constraints “largely inherent in the typi-
cal behavior patterns” of the US institutions involved in the confl ict, “which 
made it diffi cult for them to cope with an unfamiliar confl ict environment 
and greatly infl uenced what they could and could not, or would and would 
not, do.”147 The problems were cognitive as well as structural and organiza-
tional. He did not call it American denial syndrome, but that is what it was.

In Afghanistan and Iraq, all of the features of American denial syndrome 
emerged and seriously undermined the ability of the United States to achieve 
strategic success. Clearly other factors, such as internal struggles for power and 
resources, malign interference by hostile neighbors, and corruption, were 
important drivers of the diffi culties encountered. Nonetheless, many problems 
were self- generated and limited US ability to respond to and consolidate mili-
tary gains. US decisions related to reconstruction and stabilization in both 
countries compounded the diffi culty of achieving sustainable security in Iraq 
and Afghanistan and created serious obstacles to the achievement of US goals.

The need for simultaneous efforts to defeat enemy organizations and con-
solidate gains was lost on civilian and military leaders in both confl icts. In 
Iraq, consistent with past experiences, the early emphasis on phased opera-
tions separated combat from political stabilization. And in Afghanistan, the 
vacillation between CT- centric approaches and stabilization did not account 
for the need to extend military operations beyond conducting raids against 
the enemy to security efforts essential to achieving political outcomes, such as 
securing populations and developing capable and legitimate security forces. 
The belief that a phase would be “completed” before beginning a new one 
encouraged a myopic fi xation on killing and capturing terrorists and insur-
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gents. Indicative of the failure to consider military operations as integral to 
consolidation was the US declaration that the end of major combat operations 
in Iraq had arrived, illustrated by the “mission accomplished” sign that greeted 
President Bush as he arrived on the USS Abraham Lincoln in May 2003. That 
failure, the military’s emphasis on transition, and the absence of a compre-
hensive counterinsurgency plan left many soldiers wondering why, if the “war 
is supposed to be over,” they were still being shot at.148

The idea of a “postwar” phase contributed to the illusion that civilians 
could retain and execute more control than was in fact realistically possible 
during an ongoing armed confl ict. Washington spread responsibility for 
reconstruction and stabilization among dozens of actors. None had complete 
authority over their mission or control over the resources needed to accom-
plish it. The “unity of effort” that predominated on paper remained weak in 
practice and could never, in reality, substitute for an operational concept. 
There was no coordination across civilian and military organizations on even 
some of the most important decisions—such as how to reconstitute security 
in the theater. Regarding security forces, General Dubik acknowledged that 
no single organization, headquarters, or agency could do all that was necessary 
but that a “single organization should be given the responsibility for develop-
ing police and law enforcement systems.”149 Partnerships are key but must 
operate under a unity- of- action model.

The political stabilization on which strategic success depended was not 
considered fundamental to the war effort. Good ideas met with resistance, 
and without unity of command there was often no one to champion those 
ideas. For example, with respect to Iraq, the Joint Staff developed important 
insights concerning political consolidation in a war game (Prominent Ham-
mer II). The recommendation that emerged from the game was to create a 
three- star headquarters staffed by civilian experts to oversee the reconstitu-
tion of the Iraqi army and the restoration of basic services. Another idea 
advanced by then–director of the Joint Staff General Abizaid was to use the 
army’s III Corps to oversee Iraqi reconstruction.150 But in the end, no unifi ed 
headquarters existed to direct a war effort that combined combat operations 
and reconstruction tasks. As in previous governance operations, this com-
mand transition had not been well thought out. Moreover, bureaucracy 
undermined missions that were also beset by poor planning and fl awed com-
mand structures. Procedures, such as contracting rules, designed for noncon-
fl ict environments were applied in a war environment, making it impossible 
for actors to respond quickly to evolving needs.151 Commanders, frustrated by 
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their inability to act quickly enough to effect local drivers of confl ict, warned 
repeatedly that “bureaucracy kills.”152

The historical reluctance to put the military in charge of governance- 
related missions reappeared, despite the fact that no civilian organization 
existed with the capability to accomplish reconstruction tasks in wartime. 
Although offi cials tried to create umbrella organizations to tie together the 
various initiatives, numerous planning efforts were conducted in parallel, not 
as part of an integrated campaign plan that identifi ed the resources and capa-
bilities needed to implement requirements. Planning, said a former State 
Department offi cial, “never got to the point where things were in place that 
could be implemented.”153 As in the past, soldiers found themselves trying to 
make sense of a situation that required both reconstruction and combat 
efforts. Lt. Col. Scott Rutter, then commander of the US Army’s Second 
Battalion, Seventh Infantry, Third Infantry Division, which helped take the 
Baghdad airport, stated, “We knew what the tactical end state was supposed 
to be at the end of the war, but we were never told what the end state, the goal 
was, [sic] for the postwar.” He observed that his unit was faced with making 
decisions on its own, from “everything from how to deal with looters to 
whether and how to distribute food.”154

In Afghanistan, as in other confl icts, some senior military leaders believed 
that they could avoid the politics of the confl ict. General Franks explained 
that while the United States supported the interim government in Afghani-
stan, “we were not going to be picking sides between groups.”155 And the US 
did not even focus intelligence suffi ciently to understand political competi-
tions for power and resources with which multiple groups, including many 
hostile to US interests, were engaged. Those competitions extended beyond 
the physical battleground and carried over into governmental institutions and 
security forces. As the former director of national intelligence Dennis Blair 
observed later, the United States lacked intelligence about the power struc-
tures inside the country and other basic information.156 It was, as in previous 
confl icts, impossible for the military to remain apart from the “politics on the 
ground” in both countries. Without understanding the nature of political 
competitions, however, US programs and actions often strengthened rather 
than weakened adversaries. And when soldiers began to understand how to 
mobilize groups whose interests aligned with those of the United States, they 
were often frustrated when civilian leaders rebuffed or did not take seriously 
their recommendations to cooperate with certain groups. Early outreach by 
Sunni leaders before the Iraqi insurgency coalesced and gained strength is just 
one example.157
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American denial syndrome undermined key US efforts from the start and 
perpetuated the belief that governance operations were not an integral part of 
war. This directly affected both the planning processes before both wars and 
the campaign plans that emerged during them. This was a view that appeared 
consistently throughout the Bush and Obama administrations and was later 
supported by a sometimes strident literature that saw reconstruction tasks as a 
distraction from the military’s core task of winning conventional confl icts. 
Such articles often portrayed proponents of COIN as part of a “hubristic plan 
to manage the international system.”158

These critics failed to understand the operational implications of the 
political drivers of the confl icts and their interactions with combat opera-
tions. And top policy leaders consistently underestimated the time it would 
take and the types of organizational arrangements needed to consolidate 
political gains. In 2003 Rumsfeld contrasted Iraq and Germany after World 
War II. He pointed out that “within two months, all major Iraqi cities and 
most towns had municipal councils—something that took eight months in 
postwar Germany. Within four months, the Iraqi Governing Council had 
appointed a cabinet—something that took 14 months in Germany.”159 Pres-
ident Obama may have been right when he observed that “since World War 
II, some of our most costly mistakes came not from our restraint, but from 
our willingness to rush into military adventures without thinking through 
the consequences.” But he himself did not apply that admonition to his 
decision making: He did not understand the requirements of consolidation 
in wartime.
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AMONG HIS MANY  observations and refl ections about World War II, Win-
ston Churchill wrote that it was “not possible in a major war to divide military 
from political affairs. At the summit, they are one.”1 Beneath the summit too, 
politics continue to shape the character of a war, from its tactics and opera-
tions to its wartime organizations. This book has shown that in virtually all of 
its experiences with war, the United States has faced the problem of how to 
consolidate combat successes into a desired political end state. It has shown 
how ground forces, usually soldiers, have been the critical operational link 
to achieve America’s political objectives in wartime and set a foundation for 
the development of longer- term strategic outcomes. When done well, as in the 
World War II cases of Germany, Japan, and Italy, lasting strategic successes 
have resulted. When done poorly, the failure to consolidate gains resulted in 
protracted confl icts, increased costs, higher causalities, and the loss of public 
support for the effort. Governance operations are central to strategic success 
in war. Despite the need for these operations, American civilian and military 
leaders have been reluctant to think through, operationalize, and resource 
efforts needed to consolidate political gains in war. Civilian and military 
leaders consistently refused (or failed) to make consolidation an integral part 
of campaign planning from the start.

CONCLUSIONS
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When criticized concerning the US Army’s unpreparedness for aspects of 
the intervention in Iraq, former secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld made 
the oft- quoted observation that “you go to war with the Army you have.” The 
question is, why do we have the army we have? The case studies in this book 
explain why, despite having to consistently grapple with the problem of recon-
stituting political order during and following combat, US political and mili-
tary leaders resisted taking the steps needed to institutionalize the lessons of 
governance operations. The army remained reluctant to embrace these oper-
ations as an integral part of war. And US political leaders reinforced that 
reluctance and remained hesitant to allow military forces to serve as the main 
instrument for political consolidation. Civilian and military reluctance to 
acknowledge the requirement for governance operations as a fundamental 
dimension of war has resulted in a denial syndrome that precludes effective 
war planning and perpetuates unpreparedness for this aspect of war. This 
book has described the denial syndrome as fundamentally a problem of civil- 
military relations. Improving US planning for and outcomes in future inter-
ventions will require a fundamental change in the way that the United States 
plans for war. The fi ve recommendations presented here will require overcom-
ing this denial syndrome in order to prepare the army and the nation for the 
demands of future armed confl ict.

First, if we are to achieve our strategic objectives in a confl ict, American 
policymakers must accept that the political dimension is indispensable across 
the full spectrum of war. Policymakers must appreciate the complexity of politics 
as they relate to all wars and recognize that governance tasks are not separate 
from “conventional” war. Governance operations and combat operations often 
occur simultaneously, with the defeat of the enemy forces in rear areas requir-
ing a consolidation of the political situation while remaining troops continue 
to fi ght. In Iraq in 2003, for example, US Army forces vacated the southern 
portion of the country as it continued the offensive to Baghdad. In the mean-
time, Shi’a Islamist militias under Iranian control began to execute consolida-
tion tasks, greatly complicating coalition efforts to forge a political settlement 
consistent with US interests. Eight years into the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
the then secretary of defense Leon Panetta admitted that there did not appear 
to be a sustained vision of how to address the political problems of reconstruc-
tion. Tellingly, he still saw the problem as distinct from war proper, observing 
that the US “military was in Iraq to fi ght a war. They were not USAID. That’s 
not their role.”2 Although the policy and academic literature on COIN, small 
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wars, and low- intensity confl ict acknowledged, to varying degrees, the impor-
tance of governance tasks and their relationship to the achievement of desired 
political outcomes, this connection was not made for war as a whole. In Viet-
nam this artifi cial distinction was crystallized in the division that emerged 
between the “regular war” and “the other war.”3

Yet many of the specifi c activities associated with pacifi cation in Vietnam, 
such as rebuilding security forces, were not very different from many of the 
governance tasks undertaken by the army in its “regular wars.” Given this 
separation, policymakers tended to view governance tasks as those to be con-
ducted by specialized units, such as the army’s civil affairs units, which were 
located primarily in the reserve (and later in the special operations commu-
nity). The push toward specialization—a view held by civil affairs propo-
nents—tended to place governance missions further away from the regular, 
conventional force structure and perpetuated unpreparedness for the tasks 
essential to prevailing in war.

The January 2015 Defense Strategic Guidance document suggests that the 
tendency to separate politics from war remains. It asserts that US forces would 
“no longer be sized to conduct large- scale, prolonged stability operations.”4 
This ignores the reality that the requirements for consolidation are a part of 
war. It suggests that troops can depart a confl ict on a predetermined schedule 
without creating opportunities for the enemy and risking the reversal of com-
bat gains. Certainly, responsible leaders do not deliberately seek to “prolong” 
the commitment of military forces. Yet, paradoxically, the propensity not to 
plan or size forces for stability operations increases the possibility of “pro-
longed operations.” Because war is inherently political, wars of all kinds 
involve fi ghting in deeply political terrain. And because wars are fundamen-
tally human endeavors, wars do not end until one’s enemies are convinced 
that they have been defeated.

Second, given the centrality of politics to war, the United States must 
realize that unity of command is essential to operational and strategic success 
in war. A fl awed view of the nature of war and politics in Washington com-
bined to dictate organizations, rather than the operational requirements on 
the ground. The United States adopted what might be called a “divide and 
fail” model that prevented unity of command over critical parts of the war 
effort that needed to be integrated to order to achieve objectives. Because 
most policymakers did not consider the consolidation of political gains an 
integral part of war, they created dual and often competing chains of com-
mand to conduct governance tasks.
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Lack of unity of command is a long- standing problem. During World War II, 
General Eisenhower remarked that he was “having as much trouble with 
civilian forces behind aiding us as I am with the enemy in front of us.”5 A 
senior offi cial writing to President Roosevelt lamented that much more was 
needed than “the mere addition of another authority with broad, vague pow-
ers of coordination and integration” and that it was the “confusion in the 
basic war jobs—the multiplicity of operating agencies—which complicates 
the task.”6 Years later Robert Komer observed that the “diffusion of authority 
and fragmentation of command” that characterized the US pacifi cation effort 
in Vietnam “did much to explain why it proved so hard for so long to .  .  . 
convert our overwhelming superiority in manpower and resources into opera-
tional results.”7 Today the situation remains dishearteningly similar. Absent 
unity of command in Iraq and Afghanistan and given the myriad actors in 
each theater, it became virtually impossible to coordinate, track, or direct 
resources to lines of effort on which political outcomes depended. Unity of 
effort became the catchphrase to emphasize the need for improved coordina-
tion. But unity of effort is not an effective operational concept in war, and no 
integrated campaign plan linked these important dimensions of the wars 
(combat and politics) until very late in both confl icts. Even then, lack of unity 
of command made the execution of those plans wholly dependent on person-
alities and relationships between key civilians and military leaders. The 2004 
National Military Strategy document recognized that “winning decisively will 
require synchronizing and integrating major combat operations, stability 
operations and signifi cant post- confl ict interagency operations to establish 
conditions” favorable to the United States.8 Command arrangements, how-
ever, did not refl ect that imperative.

Third, although civilians formulate and drive policy, they must give the 
army operational control over governance operations in war. To achieve this, 
two interrelated obstacles need to be overcome. First, policymakers must 
acknowledge that civilian organizations are not capable of operating in con-
fl ict zones in suffi cient scale over time. This is because civilians are neither 
prepared nor predisposed to operate in dangerous environments. The mili-
tary’s advantages in this area extend beyond the ability operate in a violent 
environment: They include scale, logistics, communications, and experience 
managing larger institutions. When the army established its fi rst school of 
military government in 1942, it did so recognizing that it was the “sole agency 
capable of initiating the reconstruction process.”9 Not much has changed 
since then. Military control over governance operations was considered a 



276 Conclusions

necessary (but ideally short- term) endeavor. Gen. Lucius Clay, as military 
governor in Germany, expressed the hope that the occupation would not last 
long but realized that it would be diffi cult for the army to leave quickly because 
no organization except the army had the capacity to take over. He thus worked 
to build an organization that could “be transferred bodily to a civil branch of 
government.”10 Civilians such as John McCloy, who later became the civilian 
high commissioner in Germany, initially rejected the oversight job in 1945, 
believing it was too early for civilians to lead events in the theater. Ironically, 
in recent years there seemed to be a fundamental misunderstanding of role of 
civilian administrators in the past. Paul Bremer said that he had used the 
German model for his CPA role and that he had studied “the handover of 
state institutions during the 1945–52 occupation of Germany.”11 But McCloy 
assumed his post much later in the war, after General Clay had accomplished 
key governance tasks.

Years later, similar problems emerged in Iraq and Afghanistan. In 2004 the 
State Department created an offi ce to address the need to grow and integrate 
more civilians into efforts to stabilize confl ict zones. Political leaders, includ-
ing President Bush, commented that civilian agencies needed to “step up to 
the task,”12 since more civilian expertise was needed to “win the peace.”13 

Although many dedicated civil servants and Foreign Service offi cers volun-
teered, the State Department was never able to deploy enough civilians. At 
the time, close to half of the State Department positions required in Iraq had 
to be fi lled by military personnel.14 The 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance 
continued to advance the view that in confl ict situations, the United States 
would seek to “emphasize non- military means” and “reduce the demand for 
signifi cant US force commitments to stability operations.” This underscores 
the myth that there are signifi cant nonmilitary, deployable capabilities in 
suffi cient scale that have the training and skills necessary to undertake sus-
tained operations in insecure environments. The very fact that “stability” is in 
question in a particular contingency gives pause to this idea and remains 
wishful thinking.

Second, these persistent concerns are rooted in an American political cul-
ture that makes policymakers uncomfortable with placing the military in charge 
of governance- related tasks. American offi cials often acknowledged that the 
military was best equipped to undertake such tasks in confl ict zones, but at the 
same time they expressed hesitancy about placing the army squarely in charge. 
One analyst, Carnes Lord, explains this as an American unease with creating 
a Roman precedent of “proconsuls” and giving army leaders a “proconsul” 
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role.15 In Iraq, General Franks realized the effi ciency inherent in military 
control but also recognized that such “pluses” were outweighed by the per-
ceived political drawbacks, since “civilian control of government has long 
been an American value.”16 Civilians led ORHA and then the CPA but had 
no real operational capabilities to accomplish critical governance tasks. With 
this model, Washington took the “politically correct” decision rather than 
one that would have allowed greater operational effi ciency.

Fourth, American leaders must not be seduced by the idea that they can 
achieve policy objectives from afar by kinetic means alone. Technology is an 
important element of the military’s differential advantage over potential ene-
mies, but it cannot deliver victory. Winning requires consideration of the 
political outcome of the war. The so- called CT approach is a modern- day 
version of strategic bombing theory. It ignores the drivers of confl ict and the 
conditions (e.g., state weakness and civil war) that allow terrorist organiza-
tions to operate or to control territory, populations, and resources. Favored by 
the Obama administration, a CT approach seeks “quick and easy” outcomes 
that avoid the uncomfortable fact that air strikes destroy but do not reclaim 
territory, secure, or rebuild.17 We need to look only to Libya and the sectarian 
civil war across the Middle East for recent evidence of how raids by drones and 
special operations forces are insuffi cient to defeat enemy organizations and 
address the causes of violence. CT is a powerful operational capability that 
can kill individuals and degrade organizations at the tactical level (ideally in 
a way that advances a broader political strategy), but it can never, and has 
never, had strategic effects on its own. Army leaders such as H. R. McMaster 
have pointed out that it is a “conceit” to think that “lightning victories” can 
be achieved by “small numbers of technologically sophisticated American 
forces capable of launching precision strikes against enemy targets from safe 
distances.” Such theories were initially applied to the wars in Afghanistan 
and Iraq, clouding our understanding of the confl icts and delaying the devel-
opment of effective strategies.18

Fifth, the United States, especially the military, must have some standing 
capabilities and organizations that are prepared to conduct key governance 
tasks. The army must be large enough to conduct operations of suffi cient scale 
and for ample duration to consolidate gains. But just the size of the army is 
insuffi cient. The army’s view of what constitutes its fundamental competen-
cies must expand to include the broad range of activities necessary to achieve 
sustainable political outcomes in war. The army must reject the narrowly cir-
cumscribed view of the profession of arms as the “management of violence” 
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and reconsider its persistent hope that, in the next war, civilians will generate 
the capability to take over governance tasks. And army leaders must recognize 
that, in the past, efforts to escape the diffi cult and often unglamorous tasks 
associated with consolidation by deliberately avoiding preparation have failed 
and only served to make those tasks more diffi cult.

The army faced remarkably similar governance- related challenges in all of 
its interventions. Army personnel played key roles in rebuilding local police 
forces to assist combat troops with the maintenance of law and order as well 
as bolster the stability and security of that particular country. Soldiers oversaw 
local and/or national elections and often negotiated with new members of 
governing elites. In many earlier cases, army personnel were directly involved 
in the development of new constitutions, which were then submitted to the 
local populace for a referendum. Army personnel oversaw or worked to rebuild 
the judicial and legal systems of countries and undertook improvements in 
public welfare infrastructure, including the health care, educational, and 
often, sanitation systems of countries. Army personnel often oversaw eco-
nomic and industrial reform programs and tried to improve and stabilize the 
immediate situation to ensure adequate food supplies. Because those wide- 
ranging efforts are a consistent part of consolidation, developing and retaining 
expertise in key areas makes sense. If the army fails to do so, it is likely to 
experience the same diffi culties it has experienced historically. The cost of 
failing to build those capabilities is not only greater in time and money but 
also leads to the protraction of armed confl ict and greater casualties. It is 
necessary to avoid what an offi cer now in Iraq (dealing with the crisis of ISIS) 
observed: “It is as if the lessons we learned from 2003–2011 in Iraq have been 
wiped clean.”19

Unless the United States considers the problem of order from the start of a 
confl ict, worse outcomes are likely. Obviously no one wanted Iraq to turn into 
a protracted large- scale COIN campaign. It seems clear that the failure to 
prepare for the reestablishment of political order after the collapse of the 
Hussein regime in Baghdad allowed what was initially a localized, decentral-
ized, hybrid insurgency to coalesce over time. The presence of US regular 
forces unable to restore political stability despite their advantages in fi repower 
created a vacuum of power that the insurgents exploited. Policies that exacer-
bated the fears of the minority population and initially ineffective efforts to 
generate security forces tied to rule of law created more opportunities for 
Sunni insurgents—who later allied with AQI. Weak governance, corrupt 
security forces, and the absence of rule of law also allowed Iran- sponsored 
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militias to subvert state institutions and establish control of territory and 
resources, conditions that set conditions for the large- scale communal vio-
lence of 2006–9. Presumably, a better understanding among civilian leaders of 
the deeply political dimension of war might give them pause before they 
decide to enter one. But once a decision is made, they should have confi dence 
that the force being deployed is prepared fully for all kinds of contingencies. 
This requires preparation, not wishful thinking. As one prominent strategist 
put it, after over fourteen years of undertaking stabilization and governance 
challenges in Iraq and Afghanistan, “we have never been able to never do 
this again.”20

Despite the remaining obstacles to the adoption of these recommenda-
tions, the army has made progress toward fundamentally rethinking the role 
of governance operations in war. This progress has occurred at the tactical, 
operational, and strategic levels. The army’s concept of “unifi ed land opera-
tions” advances the idea that military operations are a combination of offen-
sive, defensive, and stability tasks.21 Its manual Stability Operations (which is 
currently being updated) explains that restoring basic order and rebuilding 
institutions provides the “foundations for enduring peace and stability.” It 
elevated stability operations to a status equal to that of offense and defense in 
war.22 Perhaps most important, army documents that drive decisions about 
how to educate and train soldiers have introduced the term “consolidate” to 
describe the importance of translating combat successes into political gains.23 
These documents explain that soldiers will need to undertake several types of 
operations—offense, defense, and stability—at once. In this vein, the army is 
also playing a leading role advancing the view that the “phasing” construct 
used to plan for wars should be rethought and that campaign plans must con-
sider the continuum of confl ict. A goal is to replace the fl awed phrase “post-
war” with the concept of consolidation and the need to support combat gains 
with political and economic measures that lead to the accomplishment of 
desired aims.

Army leaders have also expanded the concept of combined arms—which 
traditionally focused on combining various kinetic capabilities such as fi re-
power and airpower—to include the integration of efforts “critical to consoli-
dating gains and ensuring progress toward accomplishing strategic objectives.”24 
These might include tasks such as building security forces, restoring essential 
services, and facilitating political and economic development. Finally, the 
army has also adopted a new warfi ghting function, called “engagement.”25 
Warfi ghting functions are important because they drive the kind of training 
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and education soldiers receive. Before 2014, there were six: mission command, 
movement and maneuver, intelligence, fi res, sustainment, and protection. The 
adoption of the new warfi ghting function recognized that the existing six 
did not adequately capture the full range of army experiences during war-
time and that a new one was needed to describe the lessons of Iraq and 
Afghanistan.

FINAL THOUGHTS

These are important steps forward, but American denial syndrome remains 
powerful. The goal of a statesman must be to avoid war. But there will be 
times when war will be necessary to protect American interests. As Henry 
Kissinger has observed, “Confl icts within and between societies have occurred 
since the dawn of civilization.”26 And with the decision to go to war, Ameri-
can forces must understand and infl uence the populations among whom the 
war is fought. Military intervention also requires American leaders to develop 
a strategy that defi nes what that intervention seeks to achieve and how all the 
elements of national power are to be combined to accomplish wartime goals. 
Because the cause of confl ict most often entails political competitions for 
power, resources, and survival, accomplishing wartime goals requires the con-
solidation of military gains politically. Violence removes and destroys but does 
not reconstruct. In recent confl icts a failure to reconstruct in the wake of 
apparently successful military operations has perpetuated rather than reduced 
threats to national and international security.

Shortly after the US- led coalition bombing in Libya and the death of its 
dictator, Muammar Qaddafi , Secretary of State Hillary Clinton observed, “We 
came, we saw, he died,”27 a pronouncement that sounded eerily like George 
Bush’s announcement of “victory” as American troops entered Baghdad in 
April 2003. We do ourselves an enormous disservice to think that we can 
“come, kill, and leave.” It is an opprobrious waste of lives if nothing better 
results. In the United States, elected civilian leaders take the decision to inter-
vene in a country, and it is their responsibility to understand the factors—
political, military, social, and economic—that are likely to reduce the success 
of an intervention and that may thus give pause before committing to war.

As the cases in this book have shown, the problem of political consolida-
tion following war is intertwined with debates about “nation building,” the 
“export of democracy,” and “state building.” During the World War II period, 
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offi cers worried that “our military government plans have been attacked as 
unprecedented, un- American, imperialistic, grandiose and personally ambi-
tious.”28 Similar concerns are voiced today. Scholars argue that it is “time to 
lay to rest the 100- year- old Wilsonian drive to democratize the world.”29 The 
highly respected development economist William Easterly criticized military 
efforts to conduct stability operations as “social engineering,” which, “if put 
into practice,” creates “delusions” of excessive ambition and generates the 
“excessive use of military force, which kills real human beings.”30 Partly owing 
to such concerns, there is often pressure to strike enemy targets from afar. 
This technology- centric approach to war is rooted in an understandable con-
cern about sacrifi cing American lives but also in the deep ambivalence about 
thinking through the relationship between violence and political order.

Such arguments, however, leave us with several uncomfortable questions. 
Without some idea of what one wants to leave behind—and how to create a 
certain order—war is disconnected from politics and becomes a purely 
destructive act. Fighting wars requires a connection to political order to fulfi ll 
the moral and practical requirement to establish a just end and baseline of 
stability following combat operations. This does not mean that the United 
States must impose its system or engage in elaborate state building. It does 
mean that the United States, multinational partners, and local actors must 
work together to establish a sustainable baseline of stability such that people 
can proceed to reconstruct their lives. While countless debates have unfolded 
over the immorality and wrongheadedness of war, what is the morality of 
leaving behind chaos? Oxford University’s Paul Collier has estimated that the 
cost of a failing state over the entire history of its failure, for itself and its 
neighbors, is $100 billion, not counting civil wars or the horrors generated by 
disorder. Because threats to security emanate from disorder in areas where 
governance and rule of law are weak, defeating enemy forces and networks 
requires integrated efforts that aim to strengthen institutions that are essen-
tial to sustainable security. Knowing what you are getting into and preparing 
for it does not make you more prone to war; it ensures that you are prepared 
better for its demands and are able to achieve an outcome worthy of the cost 
and sacrifi ce that are inherent in armed confl ict. An emphasis on early and 
effective consolidation activities as a part of a campaign can shorten a war.

During the entire period of President Obama’s time in offi ce, he oversaw 
two wars in which success hinged on the problem of consolidation. Nonethe-
less, he apparently embarked on new operations without thinking about the 
centrality of how to consolidate combat successes. On October 20, 2011, the 
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day that Qaddafi  was killed, Obama announced that we had “achieved our 
objectives.” Three years later, he regretfully spoke of the “lesson I had to learn 
that still has ramifi cations to this day.” While he affi rmed that the interven-
tion was “the right thing to do,” he acknowledged that he had “underestimated 
the need to come in full force” and that there had to be a “much more aggres-
sive effort to rebuild societies that didn’t have any civic traditions.” He 
explained that that was “a lesson that I now apply every time I ask the ques-
tion, ‘Should we intervene, militarily? Do we have an answer [for] the day 
after?”31 That question, astonishing after well over a decade of war in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, sadly suggests that American denial syndrome persists. And 
that the themes explored in this book remain salient today.
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