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   Foreword

 by Professor Sir Michael Howard, OM, MC

   
   Once upon a time there was a great nation that, after twenty-five years of conflict, emerged supreme over all its adversaries
     and prided itself on being the only global superpower. But its tranquillity was disturbed by a group of bloody-minded radicals
     in a remote corner of the world who resented its hegemony, denied the legitimacy of its rule, and rose in rebellion. The government
     believed that these trouble-makers could be easily dealt with by firm military action, and set out to do so.
   

   
   Unfortunately, as Michael Rose points out in this account of the conflict, the government in question ‘failed to develop a
     sufficiently coherent military strategy or even commit sufficient resources to winning the campaign’. Its ministers attempted,
     from a distance of 3,000 miles, to direct operations in a country, as a contemporary put it, ‘of which they have so little
     knowledge as not to be able to distinguish between good and bad and interested advice’. They sent out too few troops in the
     first place and denied their generals’ repeated requests to send out more. Such forces as they did send easily defeated the
     rebel forces in the open field, after which their commanders established themselves in comfortable headquarters to maintain
     the lifestyle to which they were accustomed at home, seldom venturing out to see what was happening in the field. Their troops,
     too few to dominate the vast countryside, settled in garrisons where they confined themselves to ‘force-protection’, issuing
     forth occasionally on punitive expeditions whose brutality lost them such local sympathy as they had hitherto enjoyed.
   

   
   The rebels, meanwhile, adopted a strategy of insurgency that involved avoiding combat against the government’s main forces,
     but dominating the areas that these were unable to protect. The inhabitants, whose sympathy for the rebellion was at first
     doubtful, found themselves unprotected by government troops and willy-nilly accepted the dominance of the insurgents, thereby
     denying the government the intelligence it needed for the successful conduct of its operations.
   

   
   At home in the metropolis, opposition to the war, at first silent for fear of appearing unpatriotic and unsupportive of the
     armies in the field, gradually became more vocal. Abroad, the nation’s global dominance dwindled to an unpopular isolation
     exploited to their advantage by her former enemies. Eventually the superpower’s government abandoned all attempt to impose
     its will on the rebellious region and withdrew its forces. Then both sides lived happily ever after.
   

   
   Yes, it is the American War of Independence that Michael Rose (a.k.a. General Sir Michael Rose, KCB, CBE, DSO, QGM) describes
     in this book, and he does so with all the expertise of a soldier whose experience both of combat and of high command is virtually
     unrivalled. But the analogy with the war that the United States has been waging in Iraq, with the British as her unhappy allies,
     is too close to be ignored, and this similarity is the central theme of the book.
   

   
   Like most of his countrymen General Rose is a staunch supporter and admirer of the United States, but like the rest of us – and like most Americans – he has been baffled and frustrated by the incompetence with which her political leaders
     have conducted the war and their inability thereafter to build a viable peace. Point by point he shows how the same hubris
     and ignorance that led George III to lose the American colonies has guided the American conduct of their war in Iraq, leading
     to the same dismal results. It is sadly ironic that a nation that won its freedom through a skilful war of insurgency should
     have proved so helpless when the same strategy was employed against its own armed forces.
   

   
   General Rose suggests that the best solution would be for the United States to abandon the struggle, as the British did in
     1783 and the Americans themselves did in Vietnam, pointing out that both parties revived astoundingly well once they made
     peace. This may be a shade optimistic. There is little prospect of the United States leaving behind an Iraqi government that
     is able to create an alternative order once the American troops have left. In the course of fighting for their independence,
     both the rebellious American colonists and the Viet Cong had created viable states. The Iraqis, at present, seem incapable
     of doing anything of the sort.
   

   
   Nevertheless, the president of the United States would do well to recall the reply of the Duke of Wellington when he was asked
     what was the most difficult task that could face a military commander. ‘To know when to retreat,’ he replied, ‘and to dare
     to do it.’
   

   
   Michael Howard, 2007
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   Preface

   
   

     A new dynasty gives domination over the ruling dynasty through perseverance, and not through sudden action.

     IBN KHALDUN, fourteenth-century Arab historian

   

   

   When I first started visiting the battlefields of the American War of Independence, it was well before the 9/11 terrorist
     attacks had taken place and President Bush had yet to declare global war against Islamic fundamentalist terrorists. My intention
     had originally been to write an analysis of the military lessons learned by the British Army in what for them had been an
     unfortunate and ultimately disastrous war. Over the next five years I came to see how great the similarities are between the
     policies being pursued by America in the present Iraq war and those of Britain in the eighteenth century. Not only do the
     same political and military imperatives apply, but also George III’s inability to recognize what drove the American colonists
     to rebel against the British Crown is exactly matched by George Bush’s lack of understanding of the motivations of Islamic
     extremist terrorists.
   

   
   There are of course many obvious differences between the two wars though on closer examination some of these are often not
     as substantial as they first appear. For example, the level of sectarian violence in Iraq seems much higher today in comparison
     to the intensity of fighting that took place between the American colonists. In fact, the American War of Independence still remains the second bloodiest conflict
     in American history in relative terms. The virulence of the propaganda broadcast by the Iraqi insurgents including Al Qaeda
     also seems to exceed anything put out by the rebels during the American War of Independence. Yet on closer examination, the
     philosophic justification used by the Boston radicals in their call to arms to the people of the 13 colonies is remarkably
     similar to that employed by the insurgents in Iraq today. In both wars appeals have been made to the laws of God, interpreted
     in the one case by the Koran, and in the other by the political theories of John Locke. Indeed, not only did Alexander Hamilton
     in 1775 refer to the ‘sacred rights of man … written by the hand of divinity’ to justify the rebellion against the British,
     but the Declaration of Independence is at heart, an extraordinary work of religious and political propaganda.
   

   
   It would, of course, be absurd to make a comparison between the leadership of George Washington and the founding fathers,
     with those of the murderous leaders of the Iraqi insurgents. Not only is it hard to discern any central leadership in Iraq
     today, but George Washington, determined though he was to end British rule in North America, always insisted on adhering to
     what were the civilised standards of warfare at that time. He condemned atrocities on whichever side they were committed,
     and admonished anyone who mistreated prisoners. He knew that at some point in the future America would want to extend the
     noble ideals of liberty and justice throughout the world, and that it would never be able to do this, if the culture from
     which the new nation was to emerge, had been one of unnecessary bloodshed and savagery.
   

   
   The notable exception to these similarities is the very different quality of military leadership shown in the two wars. Most senior naval and military commanders on the British side during the American War of Independence proved to be professionally
     inadequate. That certainly cannot be said for the many American and British officers that I have met in Iraq and elsewhere.
     They understand far better than I the complexities of modern war and the difficulties that they confront. However those serving
     in the armies of free democratic nations have to respond to the dictates of their political masters without public comment,
     no matter how much they may believe the policies and strategies being followed are flawed. They always strive to succeed to
     the best of their ability, and sadly many of them and their soldiers lose their lives in so doing. It therefore falls on those
     who have studied history, or who have spent their careers in the military, to point out where politicians decide to ignore
     the lessons of history and lead their countries into ill-judged wars.
   

   
   The failure of President Bush and Prime Minister Blair to understand the limitations of military force in combating terrorism
     undoubtedly stems from their misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the wars in the Balkans that took place between 1992
     and 1999. My own experience as the commander of the United Nations Protection Force in Bosnia in 1994 demonstrated to me just
     how far politicians are prepared to go in their efforts to alter history. Even today, in their speeches, Bush and Blair continually
     repeat the message that peace was returned to the Balkans by the use of military force, and that efforts at peacekeeping by
     the United Nations in the region had been ineffective. In this wholly inaccurate analysis, it was the bombing of the Serbs
     in September 1995 that brought peace at Dayton and it was the bombing of Yugoslavia that removed Milosevic from power in 1999.
   

   
   Nothing, of course, could be further from the truth. The decision by the Serbs to sign up to the Dayton peace accord came about, not through NATO bombing, but because the military
     balance of forces on the ground had been changed by the halting of the fighting between the Muslims and Croats the year before.
     The two previously warring factions had formed a federation and it was that federation’s military success in the autumn of
     1995, when they captured much of the territory that the Serbs had wished to trade for peace on their terms, which finally
     forced the Serbs to bring a halt to the fighting. It had been the UN that had brokered this peace and implemented the peace
     deal between the two sides.
   

   
   It had been left to the UN peacekeepers to sustain the people and preserve the state of Bosnia during three and a half years
     of bloody civil war. Although their mission was limited to the alleviation of human suffering by the delivery of humanitarian
     aid, the presence on the ground of UN troops was ultimately able to create the conditions in which peace became possible.
     Without the UN mission, Dayton would never have happened.
   

   
   But today the propaganda message – that it was force of NATO arms that delivered Dayton, not the UN – is still being plugged
     by Bush and Blair in their determination to justify the use of military force as the principal means in the war against global
     terrorists. ‘It was NATO that brought serious force to bear and gave the desperately needed muscle to end the war,’ claimed
     Blair in a speech made on the fiftieth anniversary of NATO in 1999. ‘In Kosovo we will not repeat those early mistakes made
     in Bosnia.’ Both Bush and Blair clearly remain determined to advance the logic of war.
   

   
   In spite of their confident assertions, the use of military force in Kosovo also failed to achieve its declared political,
     humanitarian or military objectives. On 24 March 1999, Javier Solana, then Secretary General of NATO, stated that the objectives of NATO’s war against Milosevic were to halt the ethnic cleansing and stop further human suffering in Kosovo.
     In spite of the most intensive eleven and a half weeks of bombing hitherto experienced in the history of war, 10,000 people
     were killed and one million people were driven from their homes. When judged on a humanitarian basis, it is clear that the
     mission failed entirely.
   

   
   At the same time, General Wesley Clark, the commander of NATO, announced that NATO air power would progressively ‘disrupt,
     degrade, devastate and destroy’ the Serb military machine to prevent it from carrying out any further ethnic cleansing. Yet,
     despite the fact that the Serb Army was equipped with 1950s Soviet technology and that it was exhausted by eight years of
     war, NATO completely failed to live up to General Clark’s expectations. It is estimated that less than twenty Serb armoured
     vehicles were destroyed in the bombing, and the ethnic cleansing continued at an accelerated pace. When the bombing finally
     halted, the Serb Army withdrew into Yugoslavia, ‘an undefeated army’, in the words of the senior British commander on the
     ground. Bombing simply had not worked. Moreover, NATO failed to deliver any political goals. For it never obtained the freedom
     of movement throughout Yugoslavia that it had sought at the Rambouillet talks in January 1999. All NATO’s other demands had
     been agreed to by Milosevic.
   

   
   For British politicians to claim today that the war in Kosovo was a success because NATO ‘did, after all, succeed in getting
     rid of Milosevic’, is to indulge in propaganda worthy of Milosevic himself. In reality, Milosevic was kept in power for a
     further eighteen months as a result of NATO bombing, which collapsed not only the bridges over the River Danube, but also
     the Serb political opposition. It was the people of Serbia who finally voted Milosevic out of power in the elections of 2001.
   

   
   
   In spite of the evident failure of their strategies in the Balkans, the politicians of NATO have reinforced the belief that
     it is possible to solve complex humanitarian, political and even international security crises through military means. This
     view has been translated into a doctrine of offensive military action, which has been now been applied in Afghanistan and
     Iraq. Yet the past clearly shows that military action unsupported by an agreed political framework, and one, furthermore,
     that is backed by adequate economic and social programmes, simply will not endure. Nearly one decade after the end of the
     Balkan Wars, European Union troops are still required to maintain a presence on the ground in order to prevent a return to
     war. Both Bosnia and Kosovo have become, in effect, protectorates of Europe.
   

   
   I have discussed the ideas contained in this book extensively with military and civilian audiences on both sides of the Atlantic.
     However, the only people who consistently refuse to discuss the invasion of Iraq and its related strategies have been politicians
     and their many apologists in the media. The quality of their argument was once well demonstrated to me during a live Channel
     Four television programme when I had put forward the view that the recently published September 2002 intelligence dossier,
     composed as it was of supposition, exaggeration and error, had failed to make a sufficient case for war. I seem to remember
     that the foreign secretary of the time, Jack Straw, limited his reply to a half-muttered, ‘Well, General Rose is entitled
     to his opinion.’
   

   
   The same sort of dismissive response from politicians was received by Captain Liddell Hart and General Fuller from politicians
     after the First World War, when they queried the continuing use of the cavalry and semaphore in battle. They believed that
     the War Office should think strategically rather than be concerned with tactics, and they suggested that the army should experiment with the combined use of tanks,
     aircraft and radio communications in order to take advantage of advances in modern technology. Their advice was ignored and
     they were frequently ridiculed as armchair critics. However, Hitler, Guderian, Manstein and Rommel did choose to listen to
     Liddell Hart and Fuller, and the technical developments that were introduced into the Wehrmacht nearly brought about the defeat
     of Britain at the start of the Second World War. The failure of the present US and British administrations to understand the
     strategic consequences of the changed nature of modern conflict has led to similar deficiencies in effectiveness when it comes
     to fighting the war against global terrorists.
   

   
   Unless major changes are made by our politicians to their failing policies in Iraq and Afghanistan, it is certain that the
     West will face disaster not only in these two countries but also in the wider war against global terrorists. This short book
     is designed to launch a new debate about when and how we should invite our armed forces to engage in the fight for freedom
     and democracy in the modern age.
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