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Introduction 
 
Within the Department of Defense (DoD), each service is assigned military police officers, 
special investigators, and special agents charged with countering every kind of criminal activity.  
These personnel are highly skilled in obtaining evidence (i.e. actionable intelligence) to disrupt 
and neutralize criminals and their illicit networks.  It is precisely this skill set that when applied 
to an insurgency simplifies the process of targeting and neutralizing insurgent leaders, 
subsequently leading to overall more effective security operations.   Using current cultural 
training and linguist support, this DoD capability could be organized immediately and assigned 
to jurisdictions (i.e. battle space, province, or theater level) in a given occupied country.  By 
adopting a military government and law enforcement (LE) command and control (C2) structure, 
military forces would be able to focus on restoring security and justice to occupied areas using 
police techniques.  Organized within a proper military government C2 structure, security 
operations could be kept in lock-step with local, provincial and theater-level counterinsurgency 
(COIN) campaigns.  With no interagency support available for the foreseeable future, the DoD 
must turn to its own organic capabilities immediately and organize appropriately to support the 
functions needed to maintain security while properly identifying and neutralizing insurgent 
leaders and groups. 
 
Background 
 
In order for the U.S. to succeed in current and future counterinsurgencies, the use of organic 
DoD LE capabilities must be leveraged in every facet of COIN security operations.  A manhunt 
entails the use of complex police tactics, special investigative techniques, and the recruitment 
and cultivation of indigenous sources to locate and neutralize1 rebel leaders.  The goal of a 
manhunt within a COIN campaign is the successful capture of enemy operatives with minimal 
disruption to the local civilian population.  This remains among the most complex of irregular 
warfare (IW)2 tasks.  These investigations are highly dependent upon proper overall security 
procedures3 so an organizational solution for one is directly linked to the other.  Therefore, both 
manhunt and overall security (i.e. peacekeeping) operations will be discussed throughout this 
paper with emphasis on special investigative operations and the use of indigenous people in 
pursuit of the enemy.  Organic DoD LE organizations possess both peacekeeping and special 
investigation capabilities. 
 
Throughout history conventional military forces have faced insurrections by indigenous 
populations across the globe just as the U.S. currently faces rebel forces in Afghanistan and Iraq.   
Beginning in the 19th century, key theorists and doctrine emerged from various IW experiences 
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from British and French colonies in Africa to the U.S. in Vietnam.  Pioneering theorists and 
practitioners laid a foundation for how to succeed in what the current Commander of 
Multinational Forces - Iraq, General David Petraeus refers to as, “war at the graduate level”.4 
 
A counterinsurgent must always take into account the effect an action will have on the local 
population.  No two insurgencies are exactly alike but in every case victory is defined the same 
way: the people must choose the counterinsurgent’s cause over that of the insurgents.  This end 
is invariably dependent on the government’s ability to organize forces to provide a foundation of 
security and stability.  Only then can the necessary social and economic reform programs thrive.  
This cannot be achieved while COIN forces are not properly organized and insurgent leaders 
remain elusive.  Large conventional military organizations often use excessive force to neutralize 
one insurgent leader or group.  Such large operations have a limited success rate and often have a 
negative effect on civilian populations.   This negative effect is then used as enemy propaganda 
in the ever-present struggle between rebels and counterinsurgents to win the support of the 
people.  COIN forces must organize themselves for successful security operations that will 
enhance manhunt capabilities, minimizing disruption to incidental civilians. 
 
The U.S. generally uses conventional chains of command to conduct IW in Afghanistan and Iraq 
and lacks a standard construct for investigative operations.  Ad-hoc organizations have been 
established with varying degrees of success but they remain largely compartmentalized either 
within Special Operations Command (SOCOM) or as part of service specific efforts like those of 
the Department of the Air Force, Office of Special Investigations (OSI). Some organizations 
include the use of U.S. State and Justice Department personnel along with other civilian 
governmental organizations to bolster investigative capabilities.   These interagency initiatives 
are not nearly robust enough to address the countrywide needs for standardized security and 
investigations.5  It is more likely that, as the former commander of Multinational Forces, Iraq, Lt 
Gen Peter Chiarelli stated “the interagency will be broken for our lifetime.”6  Therefore, a single 
construct must be established to place the properly trained military personnel in the right 
organizational construct to conduct peacekeeping missions and manhunt operations as part of a 
greater COIN campaign. 
  
Irregular Warfare Theory and Doctrine 
 
To understand why police operations and manhunt capabilities are necessary and how it is 
employed as part of COIN, theory as documented by successful practitioners must be examined.   
Lessons learned from French, British, and U.S. counterinsurgents resulted in some baseline 
theory, books and publications, and doctrine that can be applied for successful contemporary 
campaigns. 
 
French Theorists 
 
Three COIN experts and theorists evolved from the French colonial experiences.  Marshals 
Thomas Bugeaud (1784-1849), Joseph Gallieni (1849-1916), and Hubert Lyautey (1854-1934) 
are considered fathers of French IW theory whose experiences and subsequent teaching had a 
lasting impact on IW students and practitioners.  Their basic theory can be summarized by 
understanding the challenge of irregular war in the following way:  “The problem is not so much 



‘to defeat the enemy in the most decisive manner’ as to subordinate him at the lowest cost and in 
a way to guarantee permanent pacification.”7  Therefore, occupation forces existed to secure and 
support the social and economic reconstruction programs and “military operations and the use of 
force were consigned to the background”.8  Strong emphasis on working with local populations 
and transforming enemy insurgents into allies was a critical element of this theory. 
 
Also inherent within French theory is revolutionary thinking and organizational flexibility within 
military and civilian systems in order to achieve political objectives.  Considered the most 
brilliant of the three French theorists, Lyautey believed success depended on placing the right 
person in the right place at the right time.  He felt a true COIN leader “must have an open mind 
on everything that honors mankind”.9  Lyautey preached patience and faith in closely screened 
and selected leadership.  The organizations and methods created and employed by French COIN 
pioneers and their pupils became a blueprint for success in irregular wars globally. 
    
British Theorists 
 
The theme of flexibility continues with Small Wars author and British COIN theorist, Colonel 
C.E. Callwell.  According to Callwell, “irregular warfare must generally be carried out on a 
method totally different from the stereotyped system.  The art of war, as generally understood, 
must be modified to suit the circumstances of each particular case”.10  Callwell differed 
significantly from the French theorists in his belief that the objective of COIN operations was a 
decisive defeat of the enemy by whatever means necessary which could include the destruction 
of the people and land if necessary.  While a “decisive defeat” approach is not germane to 21st 
Century IW, Callwell’s research regarding the tracking and neutralization of insurgents remains 
relevant.  He gives considerable attention to the need to gain trustworthy intelligence from 
natives and cautions COIN operators against misinformation that can be used to exploit and 
attack friendly forces.11 
 
Inherent within French IW theory and covered in some detail by Callwell is the specific need for 
reliable intelligence.  This theme is prevalent among many 20th century and contemporary 
theorists as well.  In his book Defeating Communist Terrorism, British COIN theorist Sir Robert 
Thompson stated: “It is not the aim of the intelligence organization merely to penetrate the 
insurgent movement.  Its aim…must be the total eradication of the threat”.12  He further states 
that while the Army is one of the main consumers of information in an insurgency, “it should not 
be a collector except in so far as its units obtain tactical intelligence through their operations”.13  
There should be one single organization responsible for security intelligence and the best 
organization for that mission is the special branch of the police force.14 
 
U.S. Doctrine 
 
U.S. theory and IW doctrine stems from experiences dating back to the first colonial 
confrontation with the indigenous tribes.  Following the Civil War, there was no direct threat 
posed to the existence of the U.S. and “neither Army officers nor government officials found it 
necessary to work out comprehensive doctrines to be used in dealing with Indians”.15  As a 
result, several years of IW lessons were not captured in policy or doctrine.  The U.S. Marine 
Corps Small Wars Manual,16 first published in 1940, and the U.S. Army Counterinsurgency 



manual17 have gained popularity since the U.S. invasions and occupations of Afghanistan and 
Iraq.  These doctrinal works have been produced and/or reissued in an attempt to refocus efforts 
and to apply lessons learned from previous wars.  These documents combine elements of British 
and French theory.  
 
Currently, there is no clear protocol in either document for gathering evidence and conducting 
effective manhunt operations.  In spite of the specific recommendations from men like 
Thompson regarding the use of police special branch personnel for this mission, present U.S. 
doctrine calls for conventional military intelligence capabilities and/or SOCOM to accomplish 
this COIN task.  Strict DoD policies govern the recruitment and cultivation of an informant for 
operational purposes making the process constraining and arduous.  The difficulty in the process 
subsequently drives leadership to come up with work-arounds or to be all together risk averse.  
Unfortunately, U.S. doctrine remains extremely conventional and generally vague regarding the 
proper employment of native informants. 
 
21st Century Theory 
 
Of late, students and practitioners of IW have expanded and adapted colonial-era and anti-
communist COIN lessons of the early theorists to the now globalized, post cold-war 
environment.  In Parameters, the U.S. Army War College Quarterly (Winter 2007-08), Dr. 
Steven Metz makes the following argument: 
 

Contemporary insurgencies are less like traditional war where the combatants seek 
strategic victory; they are more like a violent, fluid, and competitive market.  This 
circumstance is the result of globalization, the decline of the overt state sponsorship of 
insurgency, the continuing importance of informal outside sponsorship, and the nesting 
of insurgency within complex conflicts associated with state weakness or failure.18 

 
Metz’s goes on to explain that pre-21st Century insurgencies are less complex than today’s 
insurgencies, which are caused by communal conflicts and usually involve various armed 
militias and organized criminal elements. 
 
These changes in the character of IW identified by Metz illuminate several shortfalls in current 
U.S. IW doctrine.  Metz argues that contemporary enemies are now organized more along the 
lines of criminal networks under new leadership with potentially selfish financial ambitions.  
These criminally opportunistic motivations often supersede any traditional insurgency desire to 
overthrow or replace the targeted regime. Criminal networks must be countered using arduous 
policing protocols at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels of war in order to gather 
evidence against illicit networks to be presented within publicly sanctioned judicial systems.  
Current U.S. doctrine fails to mention any direct use of traditional LE capabilities against IW 
networks. 
 
Nineteenth and twentieth century, French, British, and American IW theories and doctrine have 
some elements that can still be applied to modern COIN operations.  French theorist views on 
flexibility, leadership, and a respect for persons and property remain critical to successful 
contemporary campaigns.  While Callwell’s decisive victory at any cost may not apply anymore, 



his thoughts on the use of indigenous scouts and informants later expanded upon by Thompson, 
remains extremely relevant.  U.S. doctrine regarding the use of native sources and subsequent 
policy remains conventional and vague.  Metz’ observations about the evolution of 21st Century 
insurgency highlight the unique organized crime aspects of today’s wars.  These complex 
criminal-like networks highlight the need for COIN operators to gather relevant and credible 
evidence.  British theory suggests the use of special police branch capabilities, a suggestion not 
considered or addressed at all in U.S. IW doctrine.  With today’s widespread media coverage, the 
pressure on counterinsurgents to act justly and prove their actions both in local judicial 
proceedings and in the court of public opinion has increased exponentially.  In fact, the process 
by which evidence is gathered could serve to prove or disprove the U.S. legitimacy in future 
irregular wars.   COIN theory and doctrine must be updated to reflect the change in character of 
post-cold war insurgencies and the impact U.S. operations have when viewed by a global 
audience. 
 
Examples of Irregular Warfare Operations 
 
Throughout history, several organizations have been designed to identify and neutralize 
insurgent leaders in COIN campaigns.  The following manhunt programs and their organizations 
will be analyzed and compared:  (1) Pseudo-gangs operations in Kenya (1955-1956).  (2) 
Provincial Reconnaissance Unit (PRU) operations in Vietnam. (3) Selous Scouts operations in 
Rhodesia (1978). (4) Joint Task Force Balad (JTFB) operations in Iraq (2006-2007).    Each 
example is unique to a specific time and conflict.  Many resulted only in tactical victories whose 
strategic effects were never fully realized due to a lack of overall COIN campaign leadership.  
The programs employed in these IW campaigns can provide insight in to (1) the proper 
employment of indigenous scouts and informants and (2) the appropriate organization and 
structure of forces for future conflicts. 
 
Kenya 
 
By 1954, the British government had declared a state of emergency in Kenya as the Mau Mau 
extremist group continued its violent insurgency against white-European rule.  Using primarily 
conventional military and local security forces to that point, the local government had achieved 
enough stability to begin necessary social and economic reform programs.  However, the Mau 
Mau were able to maintain freedom of movement throughout the vast jungles surrounding Mount 
Kenya and therefore were capable of carrying out violent attacks on the local population and 
undermining government legitimacy.  Conventional military forces had reached a culminating 
point in their capabilities and another method was needed to gain access to native extremists. 
 
In 1954, British Army Major P.M. Slane of the Royal Inniskilling Fusiliers made the following 
observation: “Certain police units have lately been working in the forest and within a battalion 
area it is not unusual for one rifle company to be stationed in the reserves, well back from the 
forest, so that they can assist the Police and Home Guard”.19   As time went on, the Army 
became almost entirely dependent on the police for up-to-date intelligence and eventually 
became a supporting effort for what is referred to as pseudo-gang operations.  Pseudo-gangs 
were captured insurgents that agreed to work under the control of counterinsurgents and were 
organized into gangs trained to identify and neutralize insurgent groups.  Pseudo-gangs 



operations were placed under civilian control via the Kenyan Police special branch so that police 
special agents could directly handle key informants.  Police operations were coordinated via 
civil-military operations centers to fuse efforts.  Overall C2 resided with General Sir Gerald 
Lathbury who controlled all military and civilian security operations for the campaign.  He 
created a Special Forces police section specifically to enhance pseudo-gang operations and 
guarantee full military and civilian police support.  This tactic when used by the local police 
force “proved probably the most successful of all methods employed”.20  By creating a separate, 
focused special police branch and coordinating operations in a civil-military fusion cell, British 
civilian and military efforts could be coordinated in order to ensure full support of the manhunt 
effort while de-conflicting operations with on-going military, social and economic reform 
programs. 
 
Vietnam 
 
In 1967, CIA officers working with provincial leaders throughout Vietnam recognized the need 
for a localized capability to hunt down enemy guerrilla leaders and groups.  Local Vietnamese 
leaders complained that “the formal military units in their areas were either not under their 
command or were ill armed and poorly trained for aggressive operations”.21  Local leaders took 
note of CIA’s flexibility and welcomed their aid.  In response, a number of provinces developed 
Provincial Reconnaissance Units (PRU), comprised of tough local militia paid by the CIA.  The 
CIA screened and hand-picked U.S. military officers to command the PRUs.  These units were 
capable of gathering their own intelligence and conducting their own direct action operations and 
therefore constituted, as was recommended by Sir Robert Thompson, a single organization able 
to both “penetrate” the insurgency and “eradicate” threats.  PRU teams were designed to fall 
under the direct control of the local provincial leader allowing him to effectively campaign 
against the insurgency within a specific area.  The PRUs became extremely effective as a 
localized initiative working within the dispersed villages and populations.22 
 
PRUs were designed to complement and enhance other local police capabilities with all efforts 
synchronized via district intelligence operations coordination cells (DIOCC).  While DIOCCs 
were aptly positioned and organized to fuse operations, they were rarely universally embraced.  
Former Tay Ninh province PRU commander Col (Ret) Andrew R. Finlayson (USMC) explained 
that the single most frustrating aspect of PRU operations was the bureaucratic barriers and 
competitive infighting that existed between similarly capable local entities: “Petty jealousies 
between the Vietnamese National Police, the Vietnamese Special Branch Police, and district 
chiefs often prevented the transmission of good operational leads to the PRU.”23  The benefits of 
working together were often overcome by competitive personalities that preferred stove-piped 
operations to the risk of having another organization potentially steal credit for a successful 
operation. Downward-directed national level policy eventually reduced the amount of friction 
between the various offices but institutional synergy via the DIOCC was never fully achieved.24 
The creation of the PRU came at a time when the CIA was struggling to convince conventional 
military leadership of the importance rural populations played in supporting or countering the 
Vietcong Infrastructure (VCI or shadow government) that existed in southern Vietnam.   
Operating within southern Vietnam, PRUs were careful to employ police protocols and use 
judicial processes to properly discriminate and validate targets for neutralization.25  Coalition 
police and military units were simultaneously furnished with a plethora of current intelligence 



and threat information.  The success of PRUs was eventually recognized at the national level and 
led to the establishment of the infamous Phuong Hoang (Phoenix) program.  This national 
affiliation was quickly exploited by enemy propaganda both within the U.S. and in Vietnam that 
deceitfully advertised PRUs as assassination squads.  In reality most PRU operations ended in 
the successful capture and prosecution of VCI personnel with just “14 percent” killed in 
skirmishes or as a result of resisting arrest.26  In fact, PRUs were so effective that by the time the 
communists laid siege to Tay Ninh during their 1975 invasion, just six VCI members could be 
mustered from an entire province.  Nonetheless, effective enemy-backed IO campaigns pushed 
widespread misinformation about PRUs and the U.S. in turn terminated support for the program.  
As with many COIN programs, local initiatives like PRUs are often misunderstood and 
subsequently terminated in spite of their significant strategic effects for provincial and theater-
level COIN campaigns.27 
 
Rhodesia 
 
In the 1970s in Southern Rhodesia (now known as Zimbabwe), the Selous Scouts were formed 
from the Rhodesian special forces to counter the black nationalist guerilla forces who were 
conducting effective raids into Southern Rhodesia from safe havens in the now seceded 
neighboring states of Zambia and Mozambique.  Rhodesia was a country independent of direct 
British rule, but was still governed by a small white population that imposed oppressive laws on 
the predominately black indigenous peoples.28 
 
Faced with a growing movement against the government and equipped with a small, overworked 
military force, the Selous Scouts were formed to hunt down guerilla groups in the toughest 
terrain and across recognized enemy borders.  They were comprised of 1000 men with a large 
majority of blacks and some mercenaries.  The Selous Scouts were largely local peoples and 
masters of the terrain.  Using their hunting skills, Selous Scouts would often track groups of 
guerillas through the jungles for up to a week at a time.  A typical Selous Scout team was 
comprised of six personnel.  The makeup of the team included a white controller and a turned 
guerilla operating as a scout under the direct control of the team.29  Selous Scouts were capable 
of disguising as guerrillas and entering enemy encampments to gather information and neutralize 
guerrilla groups.   The Selous Scouts were widely viewed by those who supported the Rhodesian 
regime as “a group of experts providing the eyes and ears of the main body of security forces”.30 
 
The Selous Scouts were a function of the Rhodesian Special Forces, which included other 
elements like the Special Air Service and Grey’s Scouts (a horse mounted 200-man dragoon 
unit).  However, the complexity and political risk associated with Selous Scout operations 
required close civilian oversight and C2.  For this reason, the C2 of Selous Scouts fell within the 
Special Branch of the British South African Police chain of command that, like in Kenya, 
utilized joint operations centers for coordination of civil and military COIN efforts.31 
 
Iraq32 
 
Joint Task Force Balad (JTFB) was first established in 2004 and based out of Balad Airbase in 
central Iraq.  The task force was designed to provide enhanced freedom of movement and 
security to OSI augmented by U.S. Army counterintelligence and human intelligence 



(CI/HUMINT) personnel for the conduct of information gathering missions for base defense.  In 
the fall of 2005 the task force was shut down and later reinstituted in May of 2006.  In June 
2006, in accordance with Air Force Mission Directive 39 (AFMD 39 – OSI Mission, signed 3 
January 2006), JTFB expanded its mission to include counter-threat operations (CTO).  As 
defined in AFMD 39, a CTO includes both the identification and neutralization of threats.  JTFB 
relied on the experience of OSI special agents trained in counterintelligence and criminal 
investigations as well as U.S. Army National Guard personnel with civilian law enforcement 
experience.  In accordance with the base leadership’s priorities, JTFB launched a yearlong 
campaign to identify and neutralize insurgents and the support networks responsible for indirect 
fire (IDF) attacks on the base. 
 
The specific methods and operational details of JTFB cannot be discussed due to sensitivity and 
classification but the results can be closely examined.  The refocus of JTFB resulted in a 312 
percent increase in intelligence reporting and the neutralization of 53 insurgent leaders and 
operatives (a 221 percent increase from the year prior).  IDF attacks hitting the base were 
reduced by 50 percent over a 12-month period including a four month period from November 
2006 to February 2007 with a 78 percent reduction.33  JTFB precision targeting of only the most 
capable insurgents and networks conducting IDF drove the percentage of accurate enemy attacks 
down from 64 to 31 (a 53 percent reduction).34  JTFB also initiated a process whereby the 
Coalition Criminal Court of Iraq (CCCI) in Baghdad reviewed investigative target packages for 
legitimacy within the COIN campaign prior to any kinetic action being taken.   JTFB was a 
highly effective organization that was also greatly enhanced by other base defense initiatives. 
 
JTFB was the beneficiary of a unique, state-of-the-art joint defense operations center (JDOC) at 
Balad Airbase.  The JDOC was supported by both Army and Air Force leadership and served as 
a single center for coordination of all local base defense assets, ground and air.  Through the 
JDOC, JTFB missions were coordinated with other maneuver units operating in the areas 
surrounding the airbase to minimize the risk of fratricide.  The JDOC was serviced by a joint 
intelligence center (JIC) that assisted JTFB in fusing all-source intelligence for target packages.  
The overall success of JTFB was directly linked to this unique fusion of local base defense 
capabilities that supported and enhanced investigative operations. 
 
JTFB was a local initiative chartered by local base leadership but was not embraced within a 
single battle space or provincial COIN campaign.  Unfortunately, as an ad-hoc organization 
without a sanctioned C2 structure, many of the efforts of JTFB were not incorporated into 
specific information operation (IO) plans as part of an overall COIN strategy.  Additionally, 
JTFB operations represented redundant capabilities on base that never fully integrated or fully 
shared information due in part to the same challenges faced by PRUs in Vietnam.  Nonetheless, 
JTFB experienced tactical success in neutralizing enemy cells and disrupting lines of logistics for 
carrying out attacks against the base and was even named the DoD Antiterrorism Program of the 
Year (base-level category, 2006-2007).  Still, while not employed strategically within a 
provincial COIN campaign, in lock step with other similar capabilities, JTFB’s long-term 
contributions to a strategic victory in Iraq remain undetermined. 
 
JTFB faced another common challenge in IW: the conventional military’s traditional disdain for 
unconventional programs.  Faced with tremendous bureaucratic barriers and unprotected by any 



SOCOM-like organization, JTFB had to struggle to maintain freedom of movement across battle 
space boundaries in pursuit of enemy networks.  JTFB leadership, strongly backed by local Air 
Force senior leaders, had to regularly justify the task force’s existence to the Army base 
bureaucracy.  Army base senior leadership routinely prioritized other defensive programs and 
struggled to accept the risks associated with crossing battle-space boundaries in pursuit of the 
enemy.  This conservative approach to COIN security operations often resulted in restraints on 
the Army members of JTFB. 
 
The organization itself was ad-hoc and did not last.  JTFB ran on a handshake agreement 
between the Army base security battalion and the OSI detachment.  C2 of actual source 
operations remained within OSI channels while C2 over the Army security element remained 
with the base security battalion.  This worked primarily as a result of enlightened leadership on 
the part of the Army battalion commander responsible for supporting JTFB.  Still, a small 
number of Army officers assigned to provide security for JTFB struggled to understand this 
COIN initiative and grew increasingly frustrated with supporting JTFB missions.  This is a 
theme present throughout IW operations where specialized units work with and around 
conventional military forces.  JTFB eventually faced the same dilemma as the Selous Scouts who 
met significant resistance from conventional Rhodesian forces 30 years prior: “Inevitably, 
because of the tight security that surrounded [their] operations, members of the regular forces, 
already resentful of their ‘special’ treatment and casual dress, began to question their worth.”35  
In spite of hard data, measurable successes against the enemy, and rare DoD-level recognition, 
local commitment to JTFB withered and with the rotation of OSI and Army personnel, the task 
force as a joint entity stood down operations in June 2007. 
 
Examples from wars past and present raise critical items for consideration.  First, placing the 
unique scout and confidential informant operations capability within the special police branch, as 
was done in both Kenya and Rhodesia, leverages the special investigation skill set within a 
proper C2 structure supported by the military.  The civil-military cells used in Kenya and 
Rhodesia, the DIOCC initiative in Vietnam, and the JDOC/JIC in Iraq were well designed to 
support and fuse special branch operations with other kinetic and non-kinetic aspects of the 
COIN campaign.  By defining CTO and assigning this mission to OSI, Air Force leadership took 
an unprecedented step toward understanding the threat environment and aptly employing 
security capabilities in 21st Century IW operations.36  This Air Force doctrinal initiative enabled 
both Army and Air Force field-level leadership to create JTFB, a special police/PRU-like branch, 
in spite of other insufficient DoD doctrine.  Nonetheless, specialized security initiatives like 
JTFB, PRUs, or Selous Scouts are consistently misunderstood, poorly supported, and/or 
terminated throughout history when they should be enhanced.  These examples illustrate key 
points that must be addressed for future COIN success. 
 
Proposal for Future US Operations 
 
Military Governance 
 
There is one gaping problem in current U.S. COIN operations, perhaps the most salient of our 
shortfalls, that must be addressed before moving on to any others.  The problem is the selection 
process for battle space ownership (military governance).  This report admittedly cannot cover 



the details of how to select and structure a military government yet most certainly any attempted 
change in U.S. operations would be largely ineffective without a better process for picking and 
organizing battle space owners.  The process must include a formal, in-depth review of whether 
or not the individual is fit for military governance in a complex COIN environment.  
 
A process is needed that, as Lyautey would say, identifies leaders with “an open mind on 
everything that honors mankind”.37  I would recommend a constabulary38 force aligned in a 
military governing chain of command.  Military governors should be selected from the entire 
DoD (military guard, reserve, and DoD civilian) with emphasis on picking the best-qualified 
person for the job regardless of career field or rank.  Selectees could be brevetted to the proper 
rank when necessary. Attachés, Foreign Area Officers, and Special Forces personnel should be 
given special consideration due to their specific exposure to other cultures.  Reservists should be 
closely screened for pertinent civilian professional experience.  Through proper screening and 
selection, a pool of individuals could be indentified that is better equipped to understand cultural 
nuances and the effects of political decisions on local populations. 
 
Additionally, this force should be organized into an autonomous governing chain of command 
with authority over all military assets within each assigned jurisdiction.  Battle space owners 
must manage their military assets as mayors or governors within the U.S. assume responsibility 
for the actions of local and state police, medical, fire department, and other public service 
organizations.  Under the current construct, battle space owners are tied too closely to their 
kinetic forces resulting in their overuse while limited civil-military capabilities atrophy.  This 
autonomous military governing structure would assign a mayor to each battle space who reports 
to one of several provincial governors (depending on the size of the theater), who in turn reports 
directly to the country (or theater) level commanding general.  The various national level assets, 
organizations, and other government compartmentalized initiatives would no longer exist unless 
adapted to support the new governing structure.  While this thesis does not include a detailed 
solution to the problem of selection and structure of military governance, like every aspect of 
COIN operations, it is absolutely dependent on one being established. 
 
Personnel 
 
In order to maximize the efficacy of security operations within a COIN campaign, all DoD police 
capabilities must be placed in the frontline of IW operations.  All military police trained 
personnel should be dispersed among line units when possible to train and promote police 
protocols throughout all COIN forces.  These units should be organized into battle space security 
forces (BSF) and assigned to battle space areas.  Adopting the above discussed concept of 
military governance, the BSF commander would report to the military mayor (i.e. battle space 
owner).  Trained military police investigators augmented by counterintelligence and human 
intelligence (CI/HUMINT) officers39 should be formulated into special police branches and 
assigned by battle space to work with the BSF and indigenous police forces to investigate and 
resolve insurgent criminal activity. 
 
DoD capabilities can also be employed to provide provincial and theater-level special 
investigations and advanced tactics. While in the case of Vietnam, the CIA chose highly trained 
military officers from conventional units and Special Forces to manage their PRUs, the learning 



curve faced by these line troops when asked to fulfill a police investigations mission was 
extremely steep.40  It was this same dilemma in Kenya and Rhodesia that eventually influenced 
COIN leadership to align the specialized manhunt mission under police leadership within the 
special branch.  Therefore, DoD special agents (again augmented by CI/HUMINT personnel) 
from the U.S. Army Criminal Investigations Division (CID), Naval Criminal Investigations 
Service (NCIS), and OSI should be organized into provincial and theater-level special police 
branches.  This higher-level organization would investigate trans-provincial felony level 
insurgent activity and theater level targets. As with every police organization, hostage rescue 
units (HRU) and special weapons and tactics (SWAT) teams are needed to support advanced 
operations.   SOCOM would assume the HRU and SWAT missions as well as providing various 
other advanced capabilities as needed.41  Provincial and theater-level special investigative offices 
with advanced tactics support could be employed theater-wide as needed to enhance COIN 
security operations. 
 
COIN success ultimately requires building effective local and federal level police capabilities.  
Col Michael Page of the British Royal Marines, and a veteran of COIN operations in Northern 
Ireland, made the following statement during a COIN leadership panel at the United States 
Marine Corps University, Quantico, VA:  “Establishing police primacy is the military exit 
strategy.”42  Therefore, training of indigenous police forces must occur simultaneously within 
the proposed construct as follows: (1) BSF units train local police within each battle space; (2) 
special police branch investigators train local investigators in each battle space; (3) provincial 
and theater special police branches train the indigenous state and federal special agents 
respectively; (4) SOCOM train HRU, SWAT, and other necessary capabilities. This construct 
would also greatly simplify interagency support as the construct mirrors closely stateside police 
and government structures.43  In this way DoD law enforcement (LE) and SOCOM trained 
personnel can be employed to rebuild and train indigenous LE capabilities. 
 
The training and rebuilding process must occur contiguously with on-going security and 
investigations, until such time as the locals are ready to operate independently.   Plugging in to 
local national police source networks enhances special police branch operations.  This system 
would encourage special police branch investigators and special agents to leverage indigenous 
police informant networks to develop effective COIN manhunt operations.  The desired end state 
for COIN security forces is to work themselves out of a job by eventually handing off all 
missions to independent, fully operational indigenous police forces.  Currently, if organized 
properly, DoD possesses the capabilities necessary for success. 
 
Basic military LE missions must still be completed.  The following suggestions attempt to 
address some of the issues that would arise following the assignment of COIN security 
operations to military policemen.  Conventional line soldiers must be tasked to accomplish the 
current deployed military police (MP) duties in order to free up MPs to work COIN security 
operations.  Memorandums of agreement and contracts must be established to cover traditional 
LE and security missions when and where possible.  The forward deployment of nearly all MP 
capabilities will have a significant effect on the resolution of crime within the ranks.   Therefore, 
formal agreements at all stateside locations must be reached to allow local, state, and/or federal 
police agencies to assume security and investigative jurisdiction on military facilities.  Contracts 
should be pursued for all overseas locations.  While this presents a significant challenge, it is not 



uncommon even today to have military bases under local civilian jurisdiction complimented by 
contract security services.  Additionally, more misdemeanor crimes must be solved within the 
ranks via command directed inquiries.  While the military would suffer with organic LE assets 
employed elsewhere, the solutions to cover for this capability are viable. 
 
Command and Control 
 
C2 must be organized along police lines as well.  When possible and appropriate, field grade 
officers (FGO) of joint police disciplines should be granted tactical control (TACON)44 of the 
BSF within the provinces.  The BSF commander should report directly to the military mayor (i.e. 
battle space owner).  This in effect delegates the day-to-day kinetic and maneuver capability to a 
police-minded FGO allowing the battle space owner to focus on the political, social, and 
economic COIN programs within a particular area. 
 
The local, provincial, and theater special police branches should operate under the priorities and 
guidance of their assigned military mayor, governor, or theater commander.  Special police 
branches should be manned with trained military investigators at the local level and CID, NCIS, 
or OSI special agents at the province and theater levels.  Special police branches should be 
augmented by CI/HUMINT, SOCOM, and psychological operations (PSYOP) personnel to 
support on-going operations.  PSYOP personnel must ensure all special police branch personnel 
are cognizant and responsive to the existing IO programs of the local and theater-wide leaders’ 
COIN campaigns.45 
 
Supported and supporting relationships between the various disciplines assigned within the 
special police branch should be codified in joint doctrine to eliminate confusion.  Actual 
TACON, however, when possible should remain within the respective specialized C2 chains 
with all military assets ultimately aligning under the theater COIN commander.  This C2 
construct would use authoritative doctrine to empower military mayors and provincial governors 
to prioritize special police branch activities and targets without disrupting proper supervision and 
employment of these unique capabilities.  As did General Lathbury in Kenya, SOCOM assets 
should be organized to support special police branch operations both locally and nationally as 
needed.  Understanding supported and supporting functions and the proper oversight and 
TACON of specialized capabilities is critical to their successful employment. 
 
From his experiences as a PRU commander in Vietnam, Col (Ret.) Finlayson felt the single most 
important element that must be included in future COIN C2 constructs is an effective and 
doctrinally sanctioned intelligence operations coordination cell.  Under this proposal, the 
coordination cells should be co-located with each special branch.  These coordination cells must 
fuse all-source intelligence for targeting and manage kinetic and non-kinetic COIN operations as 
part of local, provincial, and theater COIN campaigns.  The coordination cells should include 
judicial representatives from the local military governance office.  The judicial representatives 
must review each target package and obtain authorization for actionable targets from the 
appropriate military mayor.  Military mayors and governors should also use the coordination cell 
to examine second and third order effects of all COIN operations.  Effective coordination cells to 
fuse police and military, kinetic and non-kinetic operations are absolutely critical to the success 
of this proposed model.46 



 
When DoD assets are organized within an LE C2 construct, indigenous forces working with the 
U.S. need only mirror each capability and office to build their own respective local, state, and 
federal police organizations.  This model once employed by the COIN security forces would 
serve as the blueprint from which indigenous forces can build their own security infrastructure 
and achieve police primacy.  By harnessing special investigative, conventional and SOCOM 
capabilities within a LE-like construct, military mayors and governors would have the control 
needed to conduct an effective COIN campaign. 
 
Conclusion 
 

Guerilla wars cannot be won without first capturing the hearts and minds of the people.  
That’s not done through a show of conventional force. Small units must track down and 
arrest perpetrators of any civil disobedience, much as policemen would.  That takes 
more skill than U.S. line squads now possess.  Those squads need specially trained 
point men, man-trackers, and forward observers.  All must be well versed in police 
protocol.47 

 
Effective security operations in IW depend on military forces using police protocols to promote 
justice and legitimize the counterinsurgents cause.  The term “hearts and minds”, as Lost Victory 
author William Colby felt, implies “pleasing the population as an almost inert audience rather 
than engaging its participation in a common effort,” and I tend to agree.  Successful COIN 
campaigns require more than just winning “hearts and minds.”  Still, without digressing on the 
semantics therewith, the desired end state can be surmised within the context of both authors’ 
works.  The local population must come to know justice and have a stake in the outcome of that 
justice. 
 
IW success depends on solid security operations and policed-based protocols.  U.S. forces cannot 
achieve success in IW through traditional CI/HUMINT-based operations and continued 
excessive use of conventional military force.  Current DoD doctrine and policy encourages an 
approach to COIN that is supposed to function within existing conventional military structures 
with help from SOCOM.  The result has thus far been a continued emphasis on large scale 
operations where the risk to U.S. forces is minimal.  Meanwhile the indigenous people our forces 
were sent to liberate and protect continue to suffer.  U.S. forces are supposed to see to the safety 
and security of the people in places like Iraq and Afghanistan just as policemen do here in the 
U.S. and, “if American policemen could so easily resort to bombs, no bystander would be 
safe”.48 
 
Properly employing military policing capabilities will require nothing short of a revolution in 
military affairs and, “the most profound changes require significant bureaucratic acceptance and 
institutional change.”49  A complete psychological shift in how our U.S. military leadership and 
line units think and act is required for 21st Century irregular wars.  Soldiers traditionally trained 
to identify and destroy the enemy must adopt the policeman’s paradigm of self-defense and the 
gradual escalation of force.  The pursuit of truth and justice within a governing judicial system is 
the policeman’s purpose.  The recruitment, development, protection and lawful employment of 
confidential informants are the vehicles used by special agents to proactively track down the 



perpetrators of violent acts and felony crime.  These traditional DoD LE methods limit the 
impact of kinetic operations on innocent citizens and when organized properly will directly 
support COIN leaders’ overall campaigns.  BSFs and DoD special police branches should be 
implemented and organized within an autonomous military governing C2 structure immediately.  
There will be no interagency solution to this complex challenge in our lifetime and no whole-of-
government effort to save the day.  The Department of Defense must place organic police 
capabilities traditionally used for stability and internal preservation of order and discipline at the 
forefront of 21st Century COIN operations. 
 
Major Matthew R. Modarelli is a special agent with the OSI.  He served as the first OSI 
commander in Baghdad, Iraq, moving from a classified location on the border forward with joint 
U.S. forces to Baghdad establishing OSI operations in April 2003.  In the Spring of 2005, he 
served at Headquarters, United States Air Force, as the Air Staff Counterintelligence (CI) Policy 
representative.  He was on the planning team for and was the principle scribe of Air Force 
Mission Directive 39 (new AFOSI Mission Directive that includes counter-threat operations) 
and was the USAF CI representative during the rewrite of Joint Publication 2-01.2 (DoD 
CI/HUMINT Operations).  He served as the OSI commander at Balad Airbase, Iraq from Jun 
2006 – Jun 2007.   He currently serves as the CI Branch Chief for U.S. Africa Command, 
Stuttgart, Germany.  He has a BA in History from VMI, a Master of Science in Management 
Information Systems from Bowie State University, MD, and a Master of Military Studies from the 
United States Marine Corps University, Quantico, VA. 
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