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As the Cold War fades into memory, the United States’ likelihood of fighting a conventional 
fades with it.  The United States and other countries must now contend with unconventional 
warfare in places like Iraq and Afghanistan, where third-party intervention in unconventio
civil/sectarian conflict is the order of the day.  In such conflicts, an effective intelli
apparatus is of paramount importance.  The current U.S. Army and Marine Corps 
Counterinsurgency Field Manual notes that good intelligence information provides the basis for 
successful operations against the enemy, which, in turn, provide more solid intelligence, creating 
a cyclical effect.1  The Field Manual’s assessment will form the theoretical basis upon whic
this study will examine England’s successful 1
S
 
In both cases, intervention occurred to support existing governments beset by civil war.  In 
Malaya, the British military sought to defeat an insurgency waged by Communists.  In Lebano
the Americans sought to establish an environment that would permit the Lebanese military to 
secure to the Beirut area—what President Ronald Reagan called the essential precondition for 
the Lebanese government to stabilize the country.2  The British accomplished their objective, 
due in part to the effectiveness of military operations supported by an excellent intellige
gathering system in the cities and jungle villages of Malaya.  The Americans, hampered by p
intelligence support, were unable to foster a better environment for the Lebanese m
fu
 
Before going any further, it is necessary to define certain terms.  As of 2006, the U.S. 
Department of Defense defines unconventional or irregular warfare as favoring—but not limited 
to—indirect approaches with the goal of undermining or supporting the credibility and author

 
1 U.S. Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), 80 
2 Long Commission, Report of the Department of Defense Commission on Beirut International Airport Terrorist 
Act, October 23, 1983, http://www.ibiblio.org/hyperwar/AMH/XX/MidEast/Lebanon-1982-1984/DOD-
Report/index.html (Accessed 18 October 2008), 35, and “The Muddle over the Marines,” Washington Report on 
Middle East Affairs, WRMEA.com, http://www.wrmea.com/backissues/100383/831003002.html, 3 October 1983 
(accessed 18 October 2008). 
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of the government while sapping the power, influence, and will of its opponent; these tactics 
include guerilla warfare.3  This study defines civil and/or sectarian conflict as any type of armed 
onflict between groups, ethnic or religious sects, etc., within a given country. 
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t was seen by many as a stooge of foreign powers including Syria, Israel, 
r the United States.5 
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r presumably 
ther types of irregular warfare—is often employed by actors in such conflicts.7 
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 top priority, noting that they are 
…the center of gravity—the deciding factor in the struggle.”10 
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Counterinsurgency expert David Galula notes that civil/sectarian wars can be unconventional
conventional in nature, but that all insurgencies are essentially civil wars.4  Furthermore, the 
Field Manual notes that two types of insurgencies exist: national insurgencies and resistance 
movements.  In a national insurgency, one or more segments of the population seek to change the
political system, control the government, or secede from the country.  The Malayan Emergency
was a national insurgency.  In a resistance movement, insurgents seek to expel or overthrow a 
foreign or occupation government.  As such movements unite disparate groups, infighting ca
occur, which results in civil war.  The Lebanese situation conforms to this definition, as its 
indigenous governmen
o
 
American joint military doctrine holds that counterinsurgency is the military, paramilitary
psychological, and civic actions taken by a government (or third-party actor) to quell an 
unconventional civil/sectarian conflict.6  The U.S. Marine Corps Small Wars Manual states that 
third-party intervention in a country’s internal conflict may be undertaken “…to restore order
sustain governmental authority, to obtain redress, or to enforce the fulfillment of obligations 
binding between the two states.”  The manual also notes that guerrilla warfare—o
o
 
What is a successful counterinsurgency strategy?  U.S. Marine General James Amos and U
Army General David Petraeus defines it as “…a mix of offensive, defensive, and stability 
operations.”8  David Galula states that the intervening party must demonstrate its desire and 
ability to protect the citizenry in order to win their support against an insurgency.9  Sarah Sewall,
a former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Assistance, ech
Galula’s sentiment when she asserts that bringing a sense of security to the target country’s 
civilian population should be any counterinsurgency campaign’s
“
 

 
3 Joint Warfighting Center, “Irregular Warfare Special Study,” U.S. Joint Forces Command, 
http://merln.ndu.edu/archive/DigitalCollections/IrregWarfareSpecialStudy.pdf, 4 August 2006 (Accessed 28 March 
2008).  
4 David Galula, Counterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practice, (Westport, CT: Praeger Security International, 
1964), 2-3. 
5 The U.S. Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), 
102. 
6 “Irregular Warfare,” USJFC 
7 Small Wars Manual: United States Marine Corps, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1940), 12. 
8 James Amos and David Petraeus, “Foreword,” in U.S. Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual, 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), XLV. 
9 Galula, 54-55 
10 Sarah Sewall, “Introduction to the University of Chicago Press Edition,” in U.S. Army and Marine Corps 
Counterinsurgency Field Manual, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), XXV. 



 
 

The Field Manual cites the following imperatives for combating an irregular guerrilla force: 

ns 

 
• Support the host nation by helping it to stand on its own  

ns 
emented in a broader effort to ensure the safety and support of the local population. 

 

 by 

e intelligence produces effective operations, which provide 
ore solid intelligence.14 

he Malayan Emergency of 1948-1960 

ackground 

 
rs to 

 mines and rubber plantations, causing tension among the foreigners and native 
alays.16 

 
• Manage information and expectatio
• Use the appropriate level of force  
• Learn and adapt to local conditions and circumstances 
• Empower one’s subordinate troops at the operational level 

11

 
In short, the literature on irregular warfare argues that success lies in security operatio
c
 
To mount the successful military operations that bring a sense of safety to the population, one 
must devote resources to gathering intelligence.  Retired U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonel John
Nagl writes that intelligence on insurgents’ identity and location gleaned from a supportive 
populace “…is the key to victory in counterinsurgency.”12  British Army Brigadier General 
Richard Clutterbuck is even more specific, writing that the soundest investment against an 
insurgency is “…a strong, handpicked, and well-paid police intelligence organization, backed
the funds to offer good rewards.”13  For its part, the Field Manual notes that intelligence and 
operations feed each other: effectiv
m
 
T
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The British came to the Malay Peninsula in the late 1700s, seeking the vast tin and rubber 
deposits in the area.15  By the mid 1800s, England had established their Straits Settlements 
colonies in Singapore, Penang, and Malacca.  The rest of the peninsula, known as the Federated 
States of Malaya, was ruled by local sultans supplemented by British advisors who often dictated
policy to the sultans.  The British encouraged the immigration of Chinese and Indian worke
staff the tin
M
 
This arrangement, soon augmented by British officers manning the senior ranks of the Malayan 
military and police forces, endured into the 20th century until the Japanese invasion interrupted 

                                                                 
11 Field Manual, 44-46. 
12 John Nagl, “Foreword to the University of Chicago Press Edition,” in U.S. Army and Marine Corps 
Counterinsurgency Field Manual, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007), XVIII. 

uck, The Long Long War: Counterinsurgency in Malaya and Vietnam, (New York: Frederick 

ssons from Malaya and Vietnam, (Chicago: 

 2008).  

13 Richard L. Clutterb
A. Praeger, 1966), 100. 
14 Field Manual, 80 
15 John Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgency Le
University of Chicago Press, 2005), 60. 
16 “Malaysia: History, The Imposition of British Rule,” MSN Encarta, 
http://encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761558542_8/Malaysia.html (accessed 17 October



 
 

British rule during World War II.17  After the war in 1945, Malaya was 44 percent Malay, 38.5 
percent Chinese, and 10.5 percent Indian (the rest of the country was aborigine and European).18  
By 1948, ethnic tensions came to a head, resulting in attacks on European planters.  The Malayan 
government imposed emergency regulations, beginning the war against Communist guerillas that 

id not end until 1960.19 

he Insurgency and British Intervention 

uip 

urther by Force 136, the 
ritish Special Operations Executive∗ division for Southeast Asia.20 

e 

ting grievances with the Malay 
ommunity by taking sole credit for the victory against Japan.21 

ing 

 
) leaned on its connections in Malayan trade unions to stage more 

rikes throughout 1947.24 

ish 
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The Communist insurgency in Malaya had its roots in World War II.  After the Japanese 
invasion in 1941, Malayan Chinese Communists and the British realized they had a mutual 
interest in dislodging the Japanese from the country.  Thus, the British agreed to train and eq
Communist guerillas to oppose Japanese occupation troops.  From this agreement grew the 
Malayan People’s Anti-Japanese Army (MPAJA), which was aided f
B
 
When the British returned in September 1945, they found a country hobbled by ethnic strife.  
The Chinese community resented the Malays, who had largely cooperated with the Japanes
occupation forces. After the MPAJA demobilized, it formed an ex-comrades organization, 
preserving the structure and associations of the guerrilla group.  Force 136 veteran Richard 
Broome says that MPAJA veterans subsequently aggravated exis
c
 
In 1946, the British stoked ethnic tension by proposing the formation of a Malayan Union, 
stripping local Malay sultans of their sovereignty in favor of a centralized government and giv
the Chinese and Indian minorities equal citizenship rights.22  The British caved in the face of 
Malay outcry, restored the sultans’ power, and earned the ire of the Chinese and Indians, who 
staged strikes in protest.23  In addition, the Malayan Communist Party (MCP—a predominately
ethnic Chinese organization
st
 
By May 1948, the MCP had already started referring to its campaign of strikes against the Brit
administration as a revolution.  In June, the Malayan People’s Anti-British Army (MPABA—

 

948-1960 (London: Frederick Mueller, 1975), 22. 

, 19-20, and Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 41. 
 the British covert action organization during World War II, the equivalent 

 
seum (London) Department of Sound Records Accession No. 008255/06 (no date); and 

 War, 13, 27-28 

17 Richard Clutterbuck, Riot and Revolution in Malaya (London: Faber & Faber, 1973), 35-7, Anthony Short, 
Communist Insurrection in Malaya: 1
18 Richard Stubbs, Hearts and Minds in Guerrilla Warfare: The Malayan Emergency 1948-1960, (New York, 
Oxford University Press, 1989), 12. 
19 Short, 56; and  A.J. Stockwell ed., British Documents on the End of Empire: Malaya, “CO 717/167/52849/2/1948, 
f 302, ‘Declaration of Emergency,’ ” Volume II
∗ The Special Operations Executive was
of the U.S. Office of Strategic Services (OSS). 
20 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 15-17
21 Imperial War Mu
Clutterbuck, Riot and Revolution, 40. 
22 Stubbs 23-5 
23 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 24; and Stubbs, 30-1 
24 Clutterbuck, Long, Long



 
 

made up of many ex-MPAJA hands) murdered three European planters in North Perak.25  T
next day, the Malayan government declared a state of emergency, imposing the death penalty
possessing weapons and giving security forces broad arrest and 26

he 
 for 

 detention powers.   These 
mergency regulations drove the Communist guerillas into the jungle, forcing the British to 

 Malayan police force.  As a result, reliable intelligence on 
e guerillas was hard to come by and often not shared between the organizations responsible for 

s 

 
uck 

prove the Chinese community’s standard of living, giving it 
 stake in the Malayan government and the incentive to aid the counterinsurgency effort by 

 High 

alaya and 
preme commander of all its military forces in January 1952.   Templer would build on 
riggs’ innovations and leave his personal mark on the counterinsurgency strategy in Malaya. 

                                                                

e
begin a long counterinsurgency campaign to flush them out.27 
 
From the jungle, the Communist Terrorists (CTs) attacked rubber and tin mines, sabotaging 
equipment and killing workers.  They entered Chinese villages, received food and logistical 
support from sympathetic villagers, and terrorized and coerced others for the same.28  In the late 
’40s and early ’50s, British military efforts against the guerillas proved largely ineffective.  
Using World War II-style tactics, they sent large battalions into the jungle after CTs, who often 
escaped before the military could attack their camps.  Additionally, there was little integration 
between the British military and the
th
the counterinsurgency campaign.29 
 
In 1950, Lieutenant General Sir Harold Briggs became Director of Operations in Malaya, 
assuming control of the counterinsurgency effort.  He sought to dominate populated areas, thu
securing them and prompting citizens to give the military and police information on guerilla 
positions.  By securing populated areas, the government would isolate CTs from popular and 
logistical support.30  As part of these efforts, Briggs spearheaded the resettlement of 432,000 
Chinese citizens into New Villages, fencing them off from the Communists with barbed wire and
a beefed-up police presence.  Counterinsurgency expert and Malaya veteran Richard Clutterb
writes that Briggs’ plan aimed to im
a
providing important information.31 
 
As Briggs prepared to leave his post in October 1951, the guerillas assassinated the British
Commissioner, Sir Henry Gurney.32  In the wake of Gurney’s death and Briggs’ impending 
retirement, British Colonial Secretary Oliver Lyttleton concluded that the Malayan High 
Commissioner and Director of Operations positions should be merged into one.  Prime Minister 
Winston Churchill appointed General Sir Gerald Templer the High Commissioner of M

33su
B
 
 

 
25 Short, 56; and End of Empire: Malaya, “CO 717/167/52849/2/1948, f 302, ‘Declaration of Emergency,’ ” Volume 
II, 19-20; and Stubbs, 81 
26 End of Empire: Malaya, “CO 717/167/52849/2/1948, f 302, ‘Declaration of Emergency,’ ” Volume II, 19-20 
27 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 41 
28 Nagl, 64 
29 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 51-2; and Stockwell, “CAB 21/1681, MAL C(50)23 [24 May 1950], ‘The  Briggs 
Plan,’ ” Documents, Volume II, 217. 
30“The Briggs Plan,” Documents, Volume II, 217. 
31 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 57 
32 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 63-4 
33 John Cloake, Templer: Tiger of Malaya—The Life of Field Marshall Sir Gerald Templer, (London: Harrap, 1985), 
201-6; and Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 80. 



 
 

Intelligence 
 
Upon his arrival in Malaya, Gerald Templer declared intelligence to be his top priority.34  It 
should be noted that from 1946-1948, Templer served as the British Army’s Director for Mil
Intelligence (DMI) and supported a proposal to retain a permanent cadre of intelligence officers 
in the military.  In Malaya, Templer drew upon his intelligence background, stating to local 
officials that “as a former DMI, I know my onions.”

itary 

ently, Templer elevated the role 
f the intelligence services in Malaya, better positioning them to coordinate police and military 

 a director of 

ed as a 
olice.  The director’s office 

elded administrative queries and researched them, freeing the intelligence services to 

nterparts 

as on a daily basis.  
 addition, Templer allocated more money to intelligence activities, enabling the Special Branch 

.  
ext, 

 would detain the collaborator, offering him leniency and reward money in exchange 
r leading guerillas into military ambushes or providing intelligence on CT positions in the 

 

                                                                

35  Subsequ
o
information, thus enabling more effective operations. 
 
At the administrative level, Templer made two important changes.  First, he created
intelligence equal in rank to his military and police service commanders.36  This post, writes 
counterinsurgency expert John Nagl, recognized the importance of intelligence to 
unconventional operations—a first in Nagl’s opinion.37 The Director of Intelligence act
buffer between administrative leaders, military intelligence, and the p
fi
concentrate on collecting and collating information from the field.38 
 
Secondly, Templer designated the Malayan Police Force’s Special Branch∗  as the lead 
intelligence agency in counterinsurgency operations.  Previously, intelligence responsibilities 
had been divided, with the police assigned to internal security and the military dealing with 
regional matters.  Military intelligence officers worked under their law enforcement cou
and police intelligence operations were given priority over the military’s.39  After all, Special 
Branch detectives were stationed in most Malayan villages and better placed to gather 
intelligence from the Malayan Chinese who encountered Communist guerill
In
to fund operations and offer reward money to villagers and CT turncoats.40 
 
These changes manifested themselves on the operational level in the villages and jungles of 
Malaya.  As the military moved to secure and support police operations in the New Villages, 
Special Branch detectives were better able to operate effectively among the Chinese community
Detectives would identify and gather evidence against villagers who had been aiding CTs.  N
the police
fo
jungle.41 
 
As word of the reward money and light treatment in exchange for cooperation spread, the Special
Branch also recruited frustrated guerillas, known as Surrendered Enemy Personnel (SEPs) to 

 
34 Harry Miller, Jungle War in Malaya (London: Arthur Baker, 1972), 90. 
35 Cloake 169, 171, 228 
36 Short, 360 
37 Nagl, 92 
38 Short, 360 
∗ Special Branch refers to the intelligence units of many British, Irish, and Commonwealth police departments. 
39 Cloake, 198, 230 
40 Stubbs, 159 
41 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 100 



 
 

cooperate with the government.  Like the village informants, SEPs gave valuable intelligence
the police, providing the basis for small-scale military operations against CT positions and, in 
some cases, even led British troops through the jungles to ambush their former comrades-in-
arms.

 to 

 the likelihood of contact with the enemy; as a result, more 
telligence became available through these encounters, feeding the cycle of effective operations 
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iers 

 easy 
ference.   On the police end, Special Branch head Guy Madoc set up a training school for his 

 in the arts of intelligence gathering and interrogation.46 

bs 

 
 

p 
y.   The Malayan Emergency ended in 1960, when CTs were 

o longer deemed a significant threat to Malaysia’s security, though the Communists did not 
rmally surrender until 1989.51 

                                                                

42  Such information increased
in
generated by sound intelligence.43 
 
The British furthered their success by incorporating intelligence information into the training 
curriculum for soldiers and police assigned to deal with the Malayan Emergency.  Newly arrive
troops attended Jungle Warfare School, which taught soldiers the small-scale tactics necessary 
for effective counterinsurgency warfare in a jungle environment.44 In addition, British sold
were issued an instructional counterinsurgency handbook called Anti-Terrorism Operations in 
Malaya, which was compact enough to fit in fatigue pockets, making it available for

45re
detectives, instructing them
 
The End of the Emergency 
 
Templer’s reorganization efforts paid off.  Good intelligence enabled the British and Malayan 
security forces to control the insurgency, diminishing its presence in the country.  Under 
Templer’s two-year tenure, the number of Communist attacks fell from 500 per month to fewer 
than 100, and the civilian casualty rate fell from 200 per month to less than 40.47  Richard Stub
writes that bringing security to the villages and neutralizing the sources from which the guerillas 
enjoyed support enabled Templer to implement his “hearts and minds” strategy.  This strategy 
involved addressing the grievances of the ethnic Chinese, thus tying them to the government and 
giving them a stake in its preservation.48  The security gains enabled talks among the British and
various ethnic communities on issues such as equal citizenship and self-government.49  By 1957,
Malaya—now Malaysia—was an independent nation; however, British forces remained to hel
contain the Communist insurgenc 50

n
fo
 
 
 
 

 
42 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 100-111 
43 Short, 364 
44 Nagl, 69; and “PRO WO 268/116,” FTC Quarterly Historical Report, Quarter Ending March 1948, Appendix B, 
2-3. 
45 Raffi Gregorian, “Jungle Bashing in Malaya: Towards a Formal Tactical Doctrine,” Small Wars and Insurgencies, 
5/3 (Winter 1994), 358, 349-50. 
46 Cloake, 231-32 
47 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 80 
48 Stubbs, 1, 259 
49 “Malaysia: The Coming of Independence,” MSN Encarta, 
http://encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761558542_9/Malaysia.html (accessed 17 October 2008). 
50 Clutterbuck, Long, Long War, 144-47 
51 Nagl, 103; and  “Malaysia: The Coming of Independence,” MSN Encarta 



 
 

American Intervention in Lebanon: 1982-1984 
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sects.  

 prime 

ation 
rganization (PLO)—used refugee camps in southern Lebanon as a base from which to strike 
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city.   After a stalemate occurred, a multinational force of U.S. 
arines, French paratroopers, and Italian soldiers supervised the PLO’s evacuation of Beirut and 

y.57 

 

 
ut with an expanded mission: to enable the 

ebanese government “…to restore full sovereignty over its capital, the essential precondition 

 
Background 
 
The National Pact of 1943 established Lebanon’s governing structure, rooting sectarian tensio
into the political landscape by allocating government posts to the country’s major religious 
As a result, the Lebanese president and army chief are always Maronite Christians, the
minister is a Sunni Muslim, the speaker of parliament is Shiite, and the defense minister is 
Druze.52  In addition, Palestinian fighters—some linked to the Palestinian Liber
O
Israel, further exacerbating sectarian tensions, which came to a head in 1975.53 
 
In April of that year, three members of the Christian Phalange militia were killed in a drive-b
shooting near Beirut.  The Phalange held the Palestinians responsible and attacked a bus full of
Palestinian civilians in retaliation.54  The next day, Palestinian fighters and Muslim militias 
struck back against the Phalangists, initiating the Lebanese Civil War.  When the government 
attempted to quell the violence, Lebanese security forces split among sectarian lines, backing 
their respective militias and contributing to lawlessness in the country.  In 1976, the Syrian arm
moved into the country to shore up the weakened Lebanese government, making Lebanon an 
occupied country.55  In July 1982, Israeli troops invaded to dislodge the PLO from Beirut and 
occupied the outskirts of the 56

M
promptly left the countr
 
American Intervention 
 
After Phalange leader and newly elected Lebanese President Bashir Gemayel was assassinated in
September 1982, Phalangist militiamen massacred 800 Palestinians in retaliation after Israeli 
forces let them enter their refugee camps.58  By the end of the month, U.S. Marines—joined by
French, Italian, and British troops—returned to Beir
L
for extending its control over the entire country.”59 
 

                                                                 
52Elizabeth Picard, Trans. Franklin Philip, Lebanon: A Shattered Country (New York: Holmes & Meier, 2002), 70. 

 York: MacMillan 1984), 

 David Ash and Dai Richards (1998: PBS Home Video, 2000). 
orism.  (New 

man 160, 163; and BBC News, “1982: Refugess Massacred in Beirut Camps,” BBC News, 
uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/september/17/newsid_2519000/2519637.stm (accessed 25 October 

53 Picard, 86; and Alexander Haig, Caveat: Realism, Reagan, and Foreign Policy (New
320. 
54 Sandra Mackey, Lebanon: A House Divided (New York, W.W. Norton, 1989), 157. 
55 Thomas Friedman, From Beirut to Jerusalem (New York: Anchor Books, 1989), 17-18. 
56 The Fifty Years War, VHS, directed by
57 David C. Martin and John Walcott, Best Laid Plans: The Inside Story of America’s War Against Terr
York: Touchstone Books, 1988), 93-95. 
58 Fried
http://news.bbc.co.
2007). 
59 Friedman, 191. 



 
 

In short, American military forces were to demonstrate support for the Lebanese government by 
helping bring stability to Beirut.60  Military support for the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) 
included a training program conducted by U.S. Marines.61  The Americans instructed their L
counterparts in general military skills, weapons orientation, helicopter-b

AF 
orne assaults, and 

fective use of artillery.  In addition, Marines conducted patrols in southern Beirut to help 
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 that 

merican forces occurred.  By now, the Marines were actively supporting LAF units, supplying 
munition, and providing artillery cover during their battles with sectarian militias.64 

vel 
cking.  As a result, the cyclical effect of 

ound intelligence generating effective operations did not occur, hampering the ability of 

cy 
 

gence 

 official Philip Stoddard says 
ese assertions fell on deaf ears because the Reagan administration believed the bureaucracy 

 

                                                                

ef
restore security and supplied military equipment to the Lebanese.62 
  
By December 1982, the scope of military assistance grew.  The Americans sought to bring three
LAF brigades of 2,400 men each up to full strength, use these units to keep the peace, and the
expand the Lebanese army to seven brigades.  The plan was based on a U.S. military study
concluded the LAF could provide internal security in Lebanon if the militias were disarmed, 
bringing peace to the country.63  Throughout 1983, violence increased and attacks against 
A
them with am
 
Intelligence 
 
Unlike British forces in Malaya, the Americans in Beirut did not have a unified intelligence 
apparatus providing sound information to ground commanders.  From the administrative le
down to the operational level, intelligence support was la
s
Marines stationed in Beirut to accomplish their mission. 
 
On the administrative level, conflict between senior intelligence analysts and the Reagan 
administration affected the flow of information.  Senior CIA Middle East analyst Charles 
Waterman warned that the Lebanese government was inclined to favor a Maronite ascenden
rather than a return to the pre-war status quo.65  Waterman was later proved right, when the Long
Commission—the body charged with investigating the 1983 terrorist attack on the Marine 
barracks in Beirut—concluded that American aid to the Lebanese government made it appear as 
though the United States favored Christian groups over Muslims.66  The Defense Intelli
Agency (DIA) produced a study concluding that U.S. forces would face “intractable political and 
military problems on the ground” as a consequence of explicitly backing the Lebanese 
government.  State Department Bureau of Intelligence and Research
th
was full of risk-averse careerists who were afraid to do anything.67 
 
Unfortunately, intelligence problems were also apparent on the operational level.  The Long
Commission found that the American intelligence structure did not devote enough time to 

 
60 Benis M. Frank, U.S. Marines in Lebanon: 1982-1984(Washington, D.C.: History and Museums Division 

ps, 1987), 22-4. 
, 42 
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Headquarters Marine Cor
61 Long Commission
62 Frank, 38, 40-41 
63 Martin & Walcott, 103 
64 Long Commission, 40, 43 
65 Martin & Walcott, 88-89
66 Long Commission, 41. 
67 Martin & Walcott, 96. 



 
 

purging and refining masses of generalized intelligence into useful information for grou
commanders.

nd 
ng 

 their 
ytical 

ritish forces in Malaya had.  This situation left Marine commanders, like 
ieutenant Colonel Don Anderson, without any idea of what was going on outside his 

 
0 people, 

pport necessary to protect themselves, much less assist 
e LAF in securing Beirut, a point made clear by the devastating terrorist attack in October 1983 

American servicemen.74 

0.   
ize effective intelligence to feed 

ccessful security operations in support of Lebanese forces, due in part to administrative 
hat manifested themselves on the operational level. 

                                                                

68  For example, the Office of Naval Intelligence did not have any analysts worki
full-time on the Lebanon situation.69  As a result, Marine intelligence officers in Beirut 
responsible for operational matters were left to sift through mountains of information on
own, without guidance or assistance from Washington.70  In short, they lacked the anal
support that B
L
perimeter.71 
 
The Long Commission also concluded that human intelligence support for American 
commanders was ineffective, imprecise, and not tailored to their needs.72  While the lackluster 
support was due in part to bureaucratic problems, unfortunate circumstances, namely the April
1983 bombing of the U.S. Embassy, also were a contributing factor.  The attack killed 6
including National Intelligence Officer for the Middle East Robert Ames, Beirut station chief 
Kenneth Haas, and all but two of the CIA officers stationed in Beirut.  Access to these 
clandestine officers’ networks of local agents died with them, leaving the American intelligence 
community and Marine ground commanders without reliable local sources.73  As a result, the 
Marines were without the intelligence su
th
that killed 241 
 
Redeployment 
 
In February 1984, most of the Marines in Beirut were redeployed to Navy ships anchored 
offshore—the rest departed by April.75 Unlike the British in Malaya, the Americans never 
managed to accomplish their objective in Lebanon.  Despite American assistance, the LAF did 
not secure Beirut and the civil war went on until the Taif Accords ended the fighting in 199 76

During their time in Lebanon, U.S. Marines were unable to util
su
problems t
  
Analysis 
 
The effective use of intelligence by British forces as a basis for successful operations against 
Communist guerillas—a key component of counterinsurgency war theory—was an important 
factor in their success during the Malayan Emergency.  Conversely, American forces in Lebanon 

 
68 Long Commission, 65. 
69 Martin & Walcott, 130 
70James Mead, “Through the Looking Glass,” 1984, 27 (unpublished manuscript cited by Benis M. Frank); and 
Agostino von Hassel, “Beirut 1983: Have We Learned this Lesson?,” Marine Corps Gazette 87, no. 10, (2003), 
ProQuest, http://www.proquest.umi.com. 
71 Frank, 56 
72 Long Commission, 66 
73 Long Commission 39-40; and Martin & Walcott, 109 
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did not enjoy the same success due in part to intelligence problems during their ill-fated missi
Many factors can help or hinder the proc

on.  
ess of establishing a sound intelligence/operations cycle.  

wo such factors, the intelligence pipeline and the political considerations of the intervening 

ority.  
 of 

g 
ry to plan 

rther successful operations.   As a result, detectives and troops in the field had an effective 

n 
e 

e 

 
rlier, 

e 
 

formation up and down the chain of command, American forces were hard-pressed to 

alaya.  

e 
                                                                

T
nation, are worth further consideration. 
 
The Field Manual stresses that the operations, collection, and analytical sections of the 
intervening country’s intelligence apparatus must be directly linked.77  In Malaya, Gerald 
Templer’s changes to the intelligence structure moved the British toward the Field Manual’s 
model by streamlining the intelligence pipeline and giving the police service’s needs top pri
The streamlining effect came in the form of the director of intelligence, creating a clear chain
command from which Templer could enforce his edict that military and police intelligence 
efforts unify, with the police in the lead.  The reforms enabled the Special Branch to collect 
information with the combined analytical support of the police and military.  With this collated 
intelligence, the director of intelligence’s committee produced briefs and assessments, relievin
police detectives of this job and providing commanders with the information necessa

78fu
intelligence pipeline that provided them with the support necessary to do their jobs. 
 
In contrast, U.S. Marines in Lebanon did not have such a streamlined intelligence pipeline.  O
the analytical level, three agencies were tasked to deal with intelligence issues in Lebanon: th
Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA).  Any information gathered and/or put into assessments by these 
organizations would have to wind its way down a convoluted chain of command that included 
the Commander in Chief of U.S. Forces Europe based in Germany (a U.S. Army General), th
U.S. Navy’s Commander in Chief U.S. Naval Forces Europe in London, the commander of the 
Navy’s Sixth Fleet in Naples, and the commander of the naval task force parked offshore at
Beirut before reaching Marine ground commanders on the operational level.79  As noted ea
ground commanders received little analytical support from these agencies, leaving Marin
intelligence officers on the ground to sift through much of this information on top of their
operational duties—not exactly what the Field Manual prescribes as synthesis between 
collection, analysis, and operations.  Without a streamlined pipeline to carry intelligence 
in
undertake operations to carry out their mission of helping the LAF establish security over Beirut. 
 
For better or worse, politics matter.  If the intervening country’s internal political considerations 
support (or at least do not inhibit) ground commanders, then their job is much easier.  Gerald 
Templer enjoyed a favorable political climate when he became High Commissioner of M
Templer was appointed personally by British Prime Minister Winston Churchill to take the job.  
But most importantly, Churchill offered his full support, telling Templer that he’d have 
everything he might want, including “power—absolute power—civil and military power.”80  Th
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support of a popular leader like Churchill was most certainly a helpful factor for Templer, 
enabling him to reorganize his chain of command to give intelligence an elevated role befitting 

s importance. It is likely that this task would have been much harder if Templer could not point 
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it
to Churchill’s mandate to get military men, police officials, and bureaucrats to toe the line. 
 
In regards to the Lebanon deployment, support among American officials was not unanimous.
Though President Ronald Reagan ordered the mission, it was the job of Secretary of Defense 
Caspar Weinberger and Joint Chiefs Chairman General John Vessey to implement it, bot
whom were reluctant to do so.  Thus, they wanted to make the military presence in Lebanon as 
impermanent as possible.81  According to a National Security Council staffer critical of 
Weinberger, their opposition explained why the Defense Department sent Marines instead of a 
larger army unit, since they were the easiest troops to deploy, required the least (logistical and 
perhaps intelligence) support, and the easiest to withdraw.82  As a result, troops prepar
short peacekeeping mission
b
counterinsur
 
Conclusion 
 
Intelligence is an important component to a successful third-party intervention in an 
unconventional civil/sectarian conflict.  It provides the basis for effective military/security 
operations that enable the third-party’s forces to obtain more intelligence, and thus the means f
continued success.  For the intervening country, establishing an effective intelligence/ope
cycle requires a clear chain of command that closely links intelligence collectors and analysts 
with security operators and well as favorable political conditions for those charged with 
counterinsurgent warfare.  The British, under the leadership of General Sir Gerald Templer, did 
just that in Malaya through effective use of police detectives to gather information from SEPs 
and Chinese Malays for coun
b
politicians in Great Britain. 
 
In contrast, the Americans in Lebanon were unable to feed the intelligence/operations cycle. 
Marines did not receive adequate human intelligence support, a problem exacerbated when a 
terrorist attack on the American embassy killed several CIA clandestine officers, cutting off 
access to networks of local agents.  In addition, analytical support was also lacking, as no ana
at the Office of Naval Intelligence (charged with collating tactical military intelligence) w
working full-time on Lebanese issues, forcing Marine officers on the ground to shoulder the 
burden.83  These problems were exacerbated by the fact that any intelligence information 
provided to the Marines would have to work its way down a convoluted chain of command tha
spanned three branc
th
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In the end, all insurgencies and unconventional civil/sectarian conflicts are contextual: each 
conflict has unique circumstances that must be accounted for.84  What worked in Malaya is not 
guaranteed to work in Lebanon, Iraq, or Afghanistan.  However, obtaining and utilizing eff
in
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