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Foreword

John McGrath’s Troop Density is a very timely historical analysis.
While the value of history is indeed timeless, this paper clearly shows the
immediate relevancy of historical study to current events. One of the most
common criticisms of the U.S. plan to invade Iraq in 2003 is that too few
troops were used. The argument often fails to satisfy anyone for there is
no standard against which to judge. Too few troops compared to what?
Too few troops compared to which historical analogy? Too few troops
compared to which policy maker or retired general’s book?

A figure of 20 troops per 1000 of the local population is often men-
tioned as the standard, but as McGrath shows, that figure was arrived at
with some questionable assumptions. By analyzing seven military opera-
tions from the last 100 years, he arrives at an average number of military
forces per 1000 of the population that have been employed in what would
generally be considered successful military campaigns. He also points out
a variety of important factors affecting those numbers—from geography to
local forces employed to supplement soldiers on the battlefield, to the use
of contractors—among others.

A segment of the American military historian population and policy
makers have been and are enamored with a genre of military history which
seeks to quantify war, reduce it to known variables, and posit solutions
to future military conflicts based on mathematical formulae. It would be
tempting to seize upon McGrath’s analysis and brandish it as a club with
which to beat one’s opponents. This study should not be looked at in that
light.

The practice of war contains a strong element of science and social
science, but in the end the practice of war is an art. This study cannot be
used to guarantee victory by simply putting a certain number of soldiers
“on the ground” relative to the indigenous population. The percentages and
numbers in the study are merely historical averages, with all the dangers
inherent in any average figure. One would do well to remember that old
adage about the six-foot tall statistician who drowned in the river, which
was on average only five feet deep.

Policy makers, commanders, and staff officers should use the numbers
in this study as a guide, a basis from which to begin their analysis of the
particular campaign at hand. They will still have to apply their understand-
ing of the objectives, of the nature of the conflict, and of local and regional
culture and conditions to the analysis in Troop Density to create a winning
military plan. It is our belief at the CSI that this kind historical analysis



will inform and educate today’s military and civilian leaders as they carry
out our nation’s most important policies. CSI—The Past is Prologue.

Timothy R. Reese
Colonel, Armor
Director, Combat Studies Institute
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Foreword

John McGrath’s Troop Density is a very timely historical analysis.
While the value of history is indeed timeless, this paper clearly shows the
immediate relevancy of historical study to current events. One of the most
common criticisms of the US plan to invade Iraq in 2003 is that too few
troops were used. The argument often fails to satisfy anyone for there is no
standard against which to judge. Too few troops compared to what? Too
few troops compared to which historical analogy? Too few troops com-
pared to which policy maker’s or which retired general’s book?

A figure of 20 troops per 1000 of the local population is often men-
tioned as the standard, but as Mr. McGrath shows, that figure was arrived
at with some questionable assumptions. By analyzing seven military op-
erations in the last 100+ years, he arrives at an average number of military
forces per 1000 of the population that have been employed in what would
generally be considered successful military campaigns. He also points out
a variety of important factors that affected those numbers — from peak
troop levels, to geography, to local forces employed to supplement US
troops, to the use of contractors — among many others.

A segment of American military historians and policy makers has
been and is enamored with a genre of military history that seeks to quan-
tify war, reduce it to known variables, and posit solutions to future military
conflicts based on mathematical formulae. The practice of war contains
a strong element of math, science, and social science, but in the end, the
practice of war is an art. The numbers and percentages in this study are
merely historical averages, with all the dangers inherent in any average
figure. This study cannot be used to guarantee victory simply by putting a
certain number of soldiers on the ground relative to the indigenous popu-
lation. One would do well to remember that old adage about the six-foot
tall statistician who drowned in the river that was on average only five
feet deep.

It would also be tempting to seize upon Mr. McGrath’s analysis and
brandish it as a club with which to beat one’s opponents in the current
debate over troop levels in Operation Iraqgi Freedom. This study should
not be used in that way. As the author notes in Appendix C: A Special
Note on Irag, there are several reasons not to jump to definitive conclu-
sions in the midst of this ongoing war. The number and effectiveness of
Iragi Security Forces have been steadily increasing since the summer of
2004. This creates a continually increasing troop density ratio in a struggle
whose outcome is not yet known. Appendix C was added to this study as it



went to print precisely to include the very latest numbers in this complex,
evolving conflict. Poorly reasoned, presumptive judgments may very well
be proved wrong by events.

Policy makers, commanders, and staff officers should use the num-
bers in this study as a guide, a basis from which to begin their analysis of
the particular campaign at hand. They will still have to apply their under-
standing of the objectives, the nature of the conflict, and local and regional
culture and conditions to the analysis in Troop Density to create a winning
military plan. It is our belief at the CSI that this kind historical analysis
will inform and educate today’s military and civilian leaders as they carry
out our nation’s most important policies. CSI—The Past is Prologue.

Timothy R. Reese
Colonel, Armor

Director, Combat Studies Institute



Chapter 1
Introduction

Recent Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) operations in Iraq have fo-
cused attention on the issue of the number of deployed troops needed to ef-
fectively conduct contingency operations. While pundits, military observ-
ers, and serving officers frequently address this issue, there seems to be
no concise, systematic approach to this subject. Planning factors appear to
be either extremely vague or nonexistent. Since historical analysis can be
used to seek out examples from past similar operations to determine trends
or estimates based on historical precedent, this work fills that gap with a
brief but intensive study of troop strength in past contingency operations.

While there are no established rules for determining troop density,
since 1995 several military observers, analysts, and civilian journalists
have promulgated general theories on troop density. Most theorists gen-
erally cite historical precedent when proposing ratios for troop density
levels. Most density recommendations fall within a range of 25 soldiers
per 1000 residents in an area of operations (1 soldier per 40 inhabitants) to
20 soldiers per 1000 inhabitants (or 1 soldier per 50 inhabitants). The 20 to
1000 ratio is often considered the minimum effective troop density ratio.

However, are these estimates supported by historical data? This work
will study a selected sample of successful military contingency operations
to answer that question. Scenarios, like Vietnam, that were not clearly de-
fined as either a conventional or a contingency operation, and the success
of which is still debated, will not be considered. Several smaller opera-
tions, such as Haiti, Grenada, the Dominican Republic, and other simi-
larly ambiguous operations like Algeria, Panama, and Somalia will also
be excluded from this analysis. In addition, since many of the activities of
military forces in contingency operations are similar to the daily functions
of civilian police forces, this work will also consider size and density fac-
tors for police forces. Accordingly, a review of the organization and de-
ployable strength of several large municipal and state police forces in the
United States will determine if there are any discernible planning factors
used when deploying these forces.

Finally, a comprehensive analysis of all areas will be conducted to
determine trends and commonalities. The analysis will then provide a rec-
ommended planning estimate for future contingency operations based on
this review of historical experience in similar operations. The current op-
eration in Iraq will be analyzed using the recommended planning estimate.



Additionally, this analysis will look at US troop strength planning esti-
mates made prior to the Iragi operation in relation to past similar opera-
tions.

Factors Involved in Determining Troop Density

The size of an area where troops will be conducting contingency opera-
tions and the population density of the area are key factors in determining
troop density. For example, the greater the number of troops and the smaller
the geographic area of responsibility, the greater the likelihood a contingency
operation will succeed. In this work, historical examples will be examined to
determine if this logical assumption is accurate and to determine any trends
in troop deployment strength based on geography and demographics.

Various types of geographical settings may affect decisions regard-
ing troop density. For example, while the land mass of the Philippines is
115,000 square miles, this mass covers an area of 700,000 square miles and
consists of over 460 islands larger than one square mile and 11 islands larger
than 1000 square miles. The noncontiguous nature of the land area of this
archipelago would, therefore, require more troops and more separate de-
tachments than a contiguous area of similar size not separated by bodies
of water. While densely populated urban and suburban areas will require a
greater troop density (and will be analyzed both as part of a larger example
and separately), large, underpopulated areas with covering terrain such as
jungles, forests, or mountains may require more troops than an analysis of
the population density alone may indicate. Covering terrain provides ideal
assembly areas and sanctuaries for insurgents, terrorists, and foreign ad-
venturers. For the purposes of this work, however, geographical variations
(except for population density) will be studied by exception and only as
necessary.

In addition to population density, specifics of demographics may play
a significant role in troop density considerations. Dr. Richard Stewart has
rightfully pointed out the number of young adult males and the unemploy-
ment rate may be key factors to consider when determining troop density.?
However, detailed demographic analysis is beyond the scope of this work.
Nontraditional demographic models will be analyzed in this work only by
exception, as necessary, to help explain anomalies in the analysis.

Mission and Roles

Major contingency operations are a bundle of closely related opera-
tional, civil affairs, and police-type activities. Table 1 lists the functions of
contingency operations as outlined in US Army Field Manual (FM) 7-30,
The Infantry Brigade:?
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Table 1. Types of Contingency Operations

Type

Missions

Peace Operations

Peacekeeping: employ patrols, establish
checkpoints, roadblocks, buffer zones,
supervise truce, EPW exchange, reporting
and monitoring, negotiation and media-
tion, liaison, investigation of complaints
and violations, civil disturbance missions,
and offensive and defensive missions.

Peace Enforcement: separate belliger-
ents; establish and supervise protected
zones, sanction enforcement, movement
denial and guarantee, restoration and
maintenance of order, area security, hu-
manitarian assistance, civil disturbance
missions, and offensive and defensive
missions.

Operations in Support of Diplomatic
Efforts: conduct military-to-military con-

tacts, conduct exercises, provide security
assistance, restore civil authority, rebuild
physical infrastructure, provide structures
and training for schools and hospitals,
and reestablish commerce.

Foreign Internal Defense

Indirect Support: military-to-military
contacts, exercises, area security.

Direct Support: civil-military opera-
tions, intelligence and communications
sharing, and logistical support.

Combat Operations: offensive and de-
fensive missions.

Support to Insurgencies

Show of force, defensive missions, raids,
area security, employ patrols, and pro-
vide Combat Service Support.

(continued on next page)




Table 1. Types of Contingency Operations

Type Mission

Counterdrug Operations Liaison and advisor duty, civic action,
intelligence support, surveillance sup-
port, reconnaissance, logistical support,
and information support.

Combating Terrorism Conduct force protection, offensive and
defensive missions.

Noncombatant Evacuation | Attack to seize terrain that secures evac-

Operations uees or departure area, guard, convoy
security, delay, and defend.
Arms Control Seize and destroy weapons, convoy es-

cort, assist and monitor inspection of
arms, and conduct surveillance.

Show of Force Perform tactical movement, demonstra-
tion, defensive operations, and perform
training exercises.

Domestic Civil Disturbance | Assist law enforcement activities and se-
Operations curity operations.

The above figure illustrates how the functions of contingency op-
erations are varied and often specialized. However, for the purposes
of determining general troop densities in such operations, this analysis
presumes a troop deployment will primarily consist of general purpose
forces that can be either retrained quickly or reoriented to conduct spe-
cific functions.

In addition to the various missions soldiers conduct during contin-
gency operations, a deployed force includes troops employed in com-
mand and control, and administrative and logistic functions. As with the
varied demographic factors, these supporting elements will not be dis-
cussed in this analysis unless required by exception.

External Factors

This work will use past military and civilian police experience to
develop planning factors or estimates for troop densities in contingency
operations. However, in many cases, external factors affected troop den-
sities and the result was deployment numbers either greater than or fewer
than ideal. For example, political considerations may affect the size of a
deployed force. In the Philippines from 1899 to 1901, for instance, the
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number of deployed troops was twice reduced, based not on military
considerations, but solely on the desire to expeditiously return volunteer
soldiers to civilian life at the end of their enlistments. In this work, the
role of external factors will be discussed as necessary as part of the anal-
ysis of the historical record of troop density in contingency operations.

Methodology

In order to determine the number of troops needed for future contin-
gency operations, this analysis contains five sections. First, past successful
contingency operations are analyzed based on geographical area, terrain,
population density, troop deployment and organization, and indigenous
support. Second, the size and organization of various municipal and state
police departments in the United States will be reviewed individually and
then in comparison with each other. Third, the accumulated data will be
analyzed using several factors including population density, troop avail-
ability, recruitment and rotation, intensity and duration of the conflict,
police versus military troop densities, and the relative importance of in-
digenous and substitute forces in the conduct of the operation. Fourth, the
above information will be synthesized to identify trends in determining
troop densities in past contingency operations and to formulate recom-
mended troop levels for estimating deployment densities in future contin-
gency operations. This is a brief analysis of a complex issue. For a more
in-depth study, additional research would be required. However, this work
offers an immediate answer to the question of how many troops should be
deployed for successful conduct of a contingency operation.

Contingency operations are complex and vary in intensity and scope,
making comparisons between past operations possibly problematic. How-
ever, for the purposes of this study, the historical examples used are con-
sidered equal in scope and intensity, although intensity will be analyzed
as one of the factors when the various historical examples are compared
with each other. Additionally, troop quality can vary among regular serv-
ing soldiers, indigenous forces, substitute forces (such as contractors), and
police. For the purposes of this study, soldier quality is assumed to be
equal for all operational forces serving in a full time status.
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Chapter 2
Historical Examples

The Philippines, 1899-1901
Situational Narrative

In May 1898 as part of global operations in the Spanish-American
War, a small American naval force under Commodore (later Rear Admi-
ral) George Dewey defeated a Spanish naval squadron based in Manila
Bay in the Spanish colony of the Philippines, an archipelago in the Pacific
Ocean off the East Asian coast. Following Dewey’s success, Major Gen-
eral Wesley Merritt led a 5000-soldier expedition to secure the base at Ma-
nila. Merritt subsequently received reinforcements and his command was
designated the Eighth Corps. With these reinforcements, he attacked the
Spanish position at Manila and captured the city in August 1898. Mean-
while Filipinos, led by former insurgent leader Emilio Aguinaldo, who the
United States had recently returned from exile in Hong Kong, revolted
against the Spanish. Aguinaldo’s forces played a supporting role in the
capture of Manila. While the American forces, now led by Major Gen-
eral Elwell S. Otis, held an enclave around Manila throughout the last
half of 1898 awaiting the results of peace negotiations with the Spanish,
Aguinaldo organized an “army of liberation” and an independent Filipino
government.

When the 10 December 1898 Treaty of Paris ceded the Philippines
to the United States, conflict with Aguinaldo and his forces became in-
evitable.! Hostilities between the Filipino forces and Otis’ troops formally
began in early February 1899. The conventional phase of operations lasted
until the end of that year and primarily centered on the largest and most
populous island of Luzon. While early US successes included securing the
area around Manila, the redeployment in mid-1899 of almost half of his
force, most of whom were limited-term volunteers, hindered Otis” ability
to execute offensive operations.

Over a period of several months, an expanded Regular Army force
and a newly raised force of 24 US national volunteer regiments gradu-
ally replaced these troops. With these reinforcements, Otis renewed of-
fensive operations, focusing on Aguinaldo’s stronghold in northern Luzon.
These successful actions from October through December 1899 forced
Aguinaldo to declare an end to conventional fighting and revert to a gue-
rilla campaign. Simultaneously, under the terms of the peace treaty, the
remaining small Spanish garrisons prepared to leave the outlying islands
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of the archipelago. Fearing the void, which had already been filled in many
areas by Aguinaldo supporters or allies, Otis deployed forces throughout
the archipelago in early 1900, extending the geographical arena for opera-
tions across the full 7100 islands and 115,000 square miles of the former
Spanish possession.2 The War Department and Otis formalized the shift to
contingency operations in April 1900 by discontinuing the Eighth Corps
and setting up a geographically based Military Division of the Philippines,
with four subordinate departments, each containing multiple districts. De-
partment and district commanders and their subordinate commanders had
both operational and civil affairs functions. Otis was both the commander
of the military division and the military governor of the Philippines.®

With this new structure, stability operations were conducted on a de-
centralized, local level with great success in 1900 and 1901, continuing
after Major General Arthur MacArthur replaced Otis in May 1900. During
this time, the insurgency gradually declined, culminating in the capture
of Aguinaldo in March 1901 and his subsequent appeal for a cessation
of hostilities. By mid-1901 major resistance was limited to the Batangas
Province of Luzon and the island of Samar.* At about the same time, a
smaller, Regular Army force replaced the national volunteer regiments
that then redeployed and mustered out of federal service. Major General
Adna Chaffee replaced MacArthur in July 1901. Limited hostilities con-
tinued until President Theodore Roosevelt officially declared them over as
of 4 July 1902.

Geographical Area, Terrain, and Population Density

In 1899 the Philippines was an archipelago of over 7000 islands, with
460 islands larger than one square mile and only 11 islands larger than
1000 square miles. The land area was 115,000 square miles. At that time,
over 90 percent of the population lived on the largest 11 islands and to-
taled about seven million.> Most of the 11 large islands contained at least
one large urban area; Manila on Luzon was the largest urban area. Terrain
away from the cities varied from rugged mountainous areas to forests,
jungles, open plains, and agricultural areas where rice and hemp were the
predominate crops. Overall, the climate was tropical.

In 1899, 2.8 million people, or approximately one-third of the Filipino
population, lived on Luzon, the largest, northernmost island.® Aside from
being the most densely populated island, Luzon was also the most militar-
ily significant, containing the city of Manila and the heart of the Filipino
insurgency. The leaders of the insurgency were predominately from the
Tagalog ethnic group on Luzon. Filipino population density throughout
the islands was about 61 persons per square mile. However, in the more
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densely populated regions of central and northern Luzon, this rose to 67
persons per square mile.

US Troop Deployment and Organization

Otis, then US commander in the Philippines, wrote to the Adjutant
General in Washington in August 1899 stating he felt no more than 50,000
troops could successfully quell the Philippine Insurrection and conduct
occupation duties. Otis felt an additional 15,000 troops would be needed
if the insurrection spread to the southern islands of Jolo and Mindanao.
His force at the time numbered about 30,000, with projected reinforce-
ments of 10,000. This total included 12 US national volunteer regiments
recently raised specifically for service in the archipelago. To meet his de-
mand for more troops, Otis requested and received approval for the cre-
ation of an additional 15 regiments of national volunteers for garrison duty
in the islands.” Otis based these figures on his military knowledge, gar-
nered from his career, which began in the large mass armies of the Civil
War and extended for decades in the frontier Army. At the time of his
estimate, Filipino insurgents still fielded a substantial conventional force,
so Otis based his figures on defeating that force, the need to conduct any
subsequent guerilla operations, and garrisoning the archipelago.

While the southern regions would, to some extent, ultimately join the
insurrection, Otis and his successors would deploy far less than the pro-
jected 15,000 soldiers to those areas, giving the departmental commander
of Mindanao and Jolo at most 2600 soldiers.® However, theater-wide, peak
deployment would exceed Otis” maximum estimate of 65,000, reaching
68,816 in October 1900. Troop strength would remain above 60,000 dur-
ing the peak months of the guerilla campaign from January to December
1900.° Additionally, the troop strength numbers were greatest following
the defeat of Aguinaldo’s conventional forces. Figure 1 illustrates monthly
US troop strength numbers.

Even though a large component of the deployed force consisted of
nonprofessional volunteers, these troops proved to be very effective. Their
high level of training and professionalism meant, in practical terms, there
was no distinction between their operational deployment and employment
and that of the recently expanded Regular Army. However, unlike the reg-
ulars, the volunteers had a limited tour of service. Table 2 depicts troop
density, geography data, and troop strength numbers for the Philippine
Insurrection.

As can be seen from table 2, US soldiers were spread thin through-
out the archipelago, averaging slightly more than one soldier for every
two square miles of territory, and 1 soldier for a little over 100 Filipino
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Figure 1. Deployment of US forces in the Philippines, 1899-1901

inhabitants. However, US commanders did not deploy these soldiers evenly
throughout the islands. As previously cited, the majority of the garrison was
deployed on Luzon, specifically in the northern Luzon area, where the troop
density averaged more than 1.5 soldiers per two square miles and about 10
soldiers per 1000 residents. In fact, the relative importance of Luzon is ap-
parent in the deployment of 35,000 US troops, a little over half of all US
forces deployed to the Philippines, to the island at the peak of US troop
strength.X® Figure 2 illustrates the troop deployment allocations of the Mili-
tary Division of the Philippines in 1900.
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The initial estimate for the number of troops required as garrison
forces during the post-insurrection phase was 40,000 Regular Army
troops, including 30,000 infantry, 9000 cavalry, 8 companies of coast
artillery, 2 field artillery batteries, and 3 mountain artillery batteries.™
However, despite the outbreak of a new insurrection among the Moslem
Moros of southern Mindanao in 1902, the size of the US garrison in the
Philippines soon fell below the 40,000 figure to approximately 23,000
by 1903.*2

Indigenous Support

The recruitment of Filipino forces to support US stability operations
during the insurrection began slowly in 1900 when MacArthur expanded
the role of the preexisting Filipino police and established a force of na-
tive scouts. These forces together numbered about 3400 in May 1900.2
Though relatively small in numbers, the friendly Filipino forces often
spearheaded or assisted in US counterinsurgency operations, particularly
in the latter stages of the insurgency.

Conclusion

While operating with minimal indigenous support over a period of
less than three years, American forces subdued insurrection in the Phil-
ippines by employing an area troop density of 0.59 soldiers per square
mile throughout the archipelago and a population troop density of 9.8
soldiers per 1000 inhabitants. In the sections of Luzon where insurgent
activity was most intense, US forces were more concentrated, and the
troop density ratio for the area equated to 0.83 soldiers per square mile
and a population to troop density ratio of 12.5 soldiers per 1000 North-
ern Luzon inhabitants.

Postwar Germany
Situational Narrative

As early as 1942, Allied staff officers began preparing for the postwar
occupation of Germany, a projected mission made an operational necessity
when the Allies demanded Germany’s unconditional surrender at the Janu-
ary 1943 Casablanca Conference. After the presumed surrender of Ger-
many, the Allied powers (the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union) intended to occupy the entire territorial expanse of Germany until
civil German government was reestablished. The Allied powers did not
identify an end date or duration for the occupation. The amount of resis-
tance expected from the German populace and former military elements
was unknown, but Allied combat troops would be available initially in
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sufficient numbers if such resistance appeared. At the Yalta Conference,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt stated the United States politically could
only field an occupation force in Germany for two years. However, most
planners considered five years to be a more realistic minimum duration
estimate.

Not anticipating future animosity from Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin,
US planners intended to leave the minimum necessary force in Germany to
conduct stability and reconstruction operations. The remainder of the force
would redeploy from Germany to the Pacific to help defeat Japan or back
to the United States for discharge. Operation Plan (OPLAN) ECLIPSE
detailed occupation responsibilities and national sectors of those forces
remaining in Germany. At the end of the war, US troops occupied large
areas of the projected British, French, and Soviet sectors as well as the en-
tire projected US sector. This necessitated a US troop withdrawal into the
American sector by July 1945. The redeployment of US troops from the
Soviet sector was delayed until the Soviets agreed to withdraw from the
portions of Berlin previously designated as British, French, and American
occupation sectors.®®

Even though 780,372 soldiers quickly deployed out of the theater for
service in the Pacific, over two million troops remained to conduct oc-
cupation duties. This, coupled with the complete defeat of enemy military
forces and the destruction of the Nazi government apparatus, resulted in
US forces adopting a system of blanket or “army” occupation.'® Under
this system, US units deployed throughout the American sector to conduct
occupation duties, and corps and divisions assumed responsibility for spe-
cific German counties (Landkreise).

With the surrender of Japan in August 1945 and the subsequent rapid
demobilization of troops, it soon became apparent the Army could not
continue to support the army-type occupation; military government of-
ficers preferred a less dense style of occupation. Therefore, beginning in
October 1945, the US forces in Germany gradually adopted a style of oc-
cupation similar to that implemented in Japan, the so-called police-type
occupation. In this kind of occupation, the preexisting Japanese police
force remained in place to conduct law and order operations under Ameri-
can supervision, backed up by US tactical units consolidated in regiment-
size cantonments.*’

In Germany, where the police force was nonexistent or was tainted
with the brush of Nazism, converted American units formed the equivalent
force. By 1 July 1946 the 4th Armored Division and the remaining mecha-
nized cavalry groups in Germany reorganized as the US Constabulary, with
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a total strength of about 30,000 troopers. The Constabulary was designed
specifically for policing postwar Germany and guarding the new border
with the Soviet zone. Apart from the Constabulary, by September 1947
the Army retained only one infantry division and several separate infantry
battalions and companies in Germany with a total strength, including the
Constabulary, of 117,224 soldiers. From January 1947 until November
1950, the strength of the US ground forces in Germany remained between
91,000 and 117,000 soldiers.*®

Different authorities cite various time frames for the actual duration
of the occupation. Officially, it lasted until March 1955 when the Treaty
of Paris formally established West German sovereignty. However, after
the 1948 Berlin Airlift, the nature of the occupation gradually shifted into
a defense of Europe against the Soviets, as opposed to oversight of the
German recovery, and the Constabulary gradually transformed back into
a standard tactical organization. The political and economic unification of
the French, British, and US sectors into the Federal Republic of Germany
in 1949 was the next major step. However, the communist invasion of
South Korea in June 1950 marked the real beginning of the end of the
occupation. The subsequent American troop build-up in Germany, which
began in November 1950 with the reactivation of the 7th Army headquar-
ters, clearly marked the shift away from occupation to defense. For the
purposes of this work, therefore, November 1950 will mark the end of the
occupation.

The occupation of Germany posed unique problems not generally
seen in other occupations or contingency operations. While there was no
insurgency, troops not only had to police large areas of Germany, they also
had to fight black marketeering, and support, guard, and process hundreds
of thousands of prisoners of war and 2.5 million displaced persons (DP).%°
Additionally, millions of dollars of American and captured materiel had to
be guarded and disposed of. During the occupation, the United States had
to redeploy a large contingent to fight the Japanese, and then later redeploy
a significant number of soldiers to the United States for discharge and re-
turn to civilian life, while maintaining a suitably sized occupation force.
Simultaneously, a large portion of the occupying force had to be retrained
and converted into the Constabulary.

Another unique aspect of the occupation was the arrival of American
dependent family members beginning in May 1946. The arrival of families
meant the creation of permanent quarters and garrison posts and was a
key indicator the occupation was transforming into a permanent defensive
force for Western Europe.?
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Geographical Area, Terrain, and Population Density

The initial sector of Germany allocated to the United States for occu-
pation purposes consisted of the German state of Bavaria in the east, and
what later became the state of Hesse in the north and the northern portion
of the state of Baden-Wirttemberg in the west.?! Original US planning
figures estimated the US occupation zone of Germany to be 45,600 square
miles and to contain a population of 17.8 million.?? Thus, the proposed
occupation zone had a population density of 372.8 inhabitants per square
mile. While the French assumed part of the original zone in July 1945,
later figures, including prisoners of war, refugees, and DPs, estimated the
population to be about 19 million, or a population density of 416.7 persons
per square mile. The US zone also included a sector in Berlin and a small
enclave at the port of Bremerhaven in the British sector. Bremerhaven
provided the main port and supply hub for the US forces in Germany. The
US occupation zone in Austria will be discussed separately.?

Army-Type Occupation Force

On V-E Day, 8 May 1945, there were 1,622,000 US troops in Germany
organized into 59 divisions, 15 corps, 5 armies, and 2 army groups. The
total theater force was 3,069,310.2* This force had been assembled to defeat
the Germans. However, only a small number were earmarked for subse-
quent occupation duties, while up to 1.5 million were designated for im-
mediate transfer to the Pacific and another 600,000 to be sent back to the
United States for discharge as excess. By July 1945 the two army group
headquarters and one army headquarters had been disbanded and 1 army
headquarters, 3 corps headquarters, and 11 divisions had redeployed to the
continental United States for service either in the invasion of Japan or as a
strategic reserve.?

As originally conceived in OPLAN ECLIPSE, the occupation force
would be a strong force capable of responding to all contingencies, later
referred to as the army-type occupation force. The required strength of this
force, called the Occupational Troop Basis (OTB), was determined to be
404,500. Originally, this would include 2 army headquarters, 3 corps head-
quarters, and 10 divisions that would be in place within a year and a half fol-
lowing the German surrender. The army-type occupation force would rely
on conventional tactical units to serve as the occupation force.?

The sudden defeat of Japan in August 1945 resulted in the reduction of
the OTB for the occupation of Germany long before it could be implement-
ed. The projected strength was decreased to 370,000, and eight divisions.
Three divisions would be in Bavaria (which later became the Western [then
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First] Military District), four in Hesse and Baden-Wirttemberg (which
together became the Eastern [then Second] Military District) and a divi-
sion (minus) in Berlin with one of its regiments in Bremerhaven. One
armored combat command and one paratrooper regiment were earmarked
as a mobile reserve. The rest of the OTB force would be concentrated in
regiment-size units at various posts. The deadline for OTB implementa-
tion was shortened from a year and a half to one year.?

In addition to the OTB, an additional 337,000 troops were designated
to be in place by July 1946 to guard and liquidate over six million tons of
excess and captured materiel located in the American zone. By July 1946
the total force, including the OTB and those soldiers designated to liqui-
date materiel, was projected to be 707,000. A clear indication this required
figure was not seriously considered is the fact that as early as the end of
December 1945, total troop strength in Germany was 93,000 less than the
614,000 projected for July 1946. New projections counted the number of
divisions rather than the total number of troops, with the total projected
force reduced from eight to less than five divisions by the end of June
1946 and further reductions after that date. However, even these projec-
tions would prove to be overly optimistic because concurrent with these
reductions, the Army was adopting a new theory of occupation force size
in Japan that would require even fewer troops.?

Police-Type Occupation Force

Within several months following the Japanese surrender, the OTB
would be radically reduced. A new occupation theory, called the police-
type occupation, was developed to cope with both the lack of a strong Ger-
man resistance and the fact that concurrent rapid demobilization would
soon result in the unavailability of a large force.?®

The theory behind the police-type occupation was for a highly mobile,
highly trained police-style force to maintain primary control of the oc-
cupied area. Once formed, this force, the US Constabulary, would patrol
the American zone and the border with the Soviet zone much like police
forces in the United States patrolled cities and states. A mobile combat
force of three divisions stationed in centrally located, regiment-size con-
centrations would back up the Constabulary. Military government plan-
ners determined the authorized size of the Constabulary at 38,000 by using
the rough estimate of providing one Constabulary trooper for every 450
Germans, using prewar census figures to determine the German popula-
tion. This provided a ratio of 2.2 Constabulary soldiers per 1000 German
inhabitants.*® The projected end-strength of the OTB for the police-type
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Figure 3. Organization of the American zone, July 1946.

occupation force was 203,000, including the Constabulary, one army head-
quarters (Third Army), three divisions (1st, 3d, and 9th Infantry Divisions)
and the previously excluded occupation forces in the adjacent US zone in
Austria.® The police-type occupation was projected to last five years and
the Constabulary was scheduled for inactivation by 1 July 1950.%

By 1 July 1946 the 4th Armored Division and the remaining theater
cavalry groups reorganized into the Constabulary, made up of three bri-
gades of three regiments each. One brigade was responsible for one each
of the three German states located in the American zone based on area.
Constabulary squadrons deployed across the zone and along the border
with the Soviet zone, while the three-division tactical force deployed in
regiment-size concentrations across the American zone. Figure 3 depicts
the organization of the American zone in Germany in July 1946.

Concurrent with the adoption of the police-type occupation force,
demobilization and drawdown rapidly continued. The 316,000-member
closeout force, whose mission it was to liquidate stocks of surplus or cap-
tured equipment, redeployed over the first half of 1946. The Constabulary
would never reach its target strength of 38,000, attaining a maximum size
of only 33,076 before demands for an even smaller occupation force af-
fected its strength.®
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Upon becoming operational in July 1946, the Constabulary’s 27
squadrons were arrayed throughout the sector with a brigade of three
regiments (nine squadrons per brigade) in each of the three states of the
American zone. The three-division tactical force was consolidated primar-
ily into regiment-size groupings, with the 3d Infantry Division in Hesse
and northern Baden, the 9th Infantry Division in southwestern Bavaria and
northern Wirttemberg, and the 1st Infantry Division in western and north-
ern Bavaria. A separate infantry regiment garrisoned Bremen and Berlin.
However, the continued downsizing would soon transform this scheme.

After July 1946 the pace of the drawdown slowed. In September the
OTB for July 1947 was reduced to 117,000, including the Austrian occu-
pation force. The three-division mobile combat force was reduced first to
two and then to a single division.** Completing the move from a tactical to
a police-style system, Third Army headquarters was inactivated in March
1947 and the Constabulary headquarters assumed most of its functions.®
By June 1947, two years into the occupation, actual troop strength stood
at 117,224, including 11,345 troops in Austria.*® The Constabulary was re-
duced in size soon after its establishment. As part of a revised strength au-
thorization of 18,000 by September 1947, the Constabulary was reduced
by 1 brigade, 4 regiments, and 11 squadrons. The remaining elements were
reorganized and spread out even farther across the US zone.® Figure 4 il-
lustrates the reduction in force strength from 1945 to June 1947.

Concurrent with these reductions, the nature of the occupation began
to change from police-type operations to defense from external threats.
Tensions increased between the former western Allies and the Soviet
Union, culminating in the Berlin Blockade in March 1948. The shift to a
defensive posture began with the consolidation of a regiment of the 1st In-
fantry Division at the Grafenwohr training area in late summer 1947. The
1st Infantry Division had served as the American tactical reserve force and
had been widely dispersed across the zone after the departure of the other
two divisions. At the same time, the increased role of the German police
in local law enforcement allowed the Constabulary to function as an emer-
gency reaction force or to provide police coverage for areas not under the
German police. As a result, the 5th Constabulary Regiment consolidated
at Augsburg simultaneous to the 1st Division’s regimental concentration
at Grafenwohr.®®

The 1948-49 Soviet blockade of West Berlin and the subsequent Ber-
lin Airlift marked the beginning of the change in the mission of the Army
in Europe from occupation to defense. This completed the reorientation of
the Constabulary from a police to a tactical force. In December 1948 the
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Constabulary was accordingly reduced and reorganized into a two-brigade
force. Under the brigades, three former regiments and nine squadrons con-
verted to three armored cavalry regiments. The Army retained only two
Constabulary squadrons, one in Berlin and one near the border with the
Soviet zone. The Communist attack on South Korea in June 1950 final-
ized the shift from occupation to defense. The Constabulary headquarters
converted into a reactivated Seventh Army headquarters on 24 November
1950.%° This new defensive mission required a build-up of combat forces.
Two corps headquarters, V Corps in June and VII Corps in October, and
four divisions deployed to Germany from the United States between May
and November 1951.4

Organization of the Occupation

Apart from the tactical units, a military community structure devel-
oped in Germany based on two decisions made in the fall of 1945: the plan
to restation US forces in larger, regimental garrisons, and the decision to
allow the dependents of occupation soldiers to live in the occupation areas.
In April 1946 the construction of military communities, including fam-
ily housing, commenced. Additionally, a system of schools for dependent
children was established and various support facilities were created.

Following stateside practice, the communities were initially called
military posts and sub-posts.** Each post command was responsible for
a certain geographical area, and included all US installations in the area.
With a small headquarters staff, colonels, typically the commander of the
senior tactical unit in the area, commanded the military posts, which were
similar in size to US counties. The post command conducted all admin-
istrative functions, leaving the tactical and Constabulary units free to ex-
ecute their primary missions. Following German practice, several mili-
tary posts were organized into military districts. In 1947 there were two
military districts, one in the states of Hesse and Wiirttemberg-Baden under
the Headquarters, US Constabulary, and another in Bavaria under the
headquarters of the 1st Infantry Division.*?> The districts controlled the
military posts in their areas operationally, while European theater staff
and units worked with each post directly to provide logistic and admin-
istrative support. Initially, there were 19 military posts in the American
sector, illustrated in figure 5. The post of Frankfurt, staffed by the Army
theater headquarters, US Forces, European Theater (USFET) and the
post of Wiesbaden, staffed by the Army Air Force theater headquarters,
US Air Force, Europe (USAFE), did not fall under any district. As the
drawdown continued, posts were consolidated and the district headquar-
ters were eliminated.*®
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Higher organization in the theater initially included two army head-
quarters, an army theater headquarters, and a parallel military government
structure. The USFET commander was also the US Military Governor of
Germany. As such, he commanded a separate military government organi-
zation, the Office of Military Government for Germany (US) or OMGUS.
USFET was redesignated the European Command (EUCOM) in March
1947. EUCOM was a joint command, and in November 1947, a separate
Army theater command was created under EUCOM called US Army, Eu-
rope (USAREUR).#

While initially soldiers in units who had fought the war together con-
ducted the occupation, the demobilization process, based on individual
replacements rather than unit replacements, soon transformed the oc-
cupation force units into a mix of individual fillers who had the lowest
priority for demobilization. Over time, individual replacements refilled
the force. While conceptually the Army’s elite soldiers were to fill the
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Figure 5. US occupation military districts, June 1947.
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Constabulary’s ranks, it too was filled with individual replacements who
received no special training or selection.*®

Austria

US forces also participated in the occupation of Austria. As in Ger-
many, the United States occupied sectors, one around around Salzburg
and one in the capital city of Vienna. The US zone in Austria covered an
area of 6200 square miles and contained a population of 1,297,700.4 Un-
like Germany, occupation planning for Austria was initially marked by
uncertainty concerning participation and troop levels. Initial estimates for
Austria consisted of the projected deployment of a corps with one armored
and two infantry divisions totaling 73,000 soldiers. This force would be
in place for a period of time between 4 and 12 months after the end of the
war, and then be downsized to a force of 28,000 with one division and a
regimental combat team. Despite the projected requirements, the OTB for
the Austria occupation was soon reduced to a starting figure of 28,030 sol-
diers and included a corps headquarters and one or two infantry divisions.
This was further reduced to an occupation headquarters and one infantry
division, still with a maximum strength of 28,000.%

In the first six months, the occupation troops deployed to Austria were
in a state of constant flux. Initially, the XV Corps was responsible for the
projected US zone in Austria, but in July 1945, the Il Corps, with the 42d
and 65th Infantry Divisions and the 11th Armored Division, replaced XV
Corps. The XV Corps, part of the original blanket occupation, contained
about 70,000 soldiers and included at various times the 101st Airborne
Division, the 14th Armored Division, and the 83d and 26th Infantry Divi-
sions. By the end of October 1945, the 83d Infantry Division had become
the main element of the occupation force in Austria, with the 4th Cavalry
Group attached. By early 1946 the occupation force was roughly 41,000
in size.

The 83d soon redeployed to the United States for inactivation, re-
placed by the separate 5th Infantry Regiment (April-November 1946) that
was then replaced by the 1st Infantry Division’s 16th Infantry Regiment
(reduced to only two battalions). Concurrently, the 4th Cavalry Group
was converted into the 4th Constabulary Regiment with two subordinate
squadrons (the 4th and 24th). By June 1947, two years into the occupation,
actual US troop strength in Austria was 1345 soldiers. In June 1948, the
1st Infantry Division was concentrated in Germany, and the 350th Infan-
try, formerly of the 88th Infantry Division, was reactivated to become the
chief occupation force in Austria. The 350th remained in Austria until
1955 when the US occupation ended.*®
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Indigenous Support

Initially, civilian support to the American contingency operation was
nonexistent in Germany. However, the revival of the German border po-
lice force in 1946 and the expansion and increased role of German police,
both locally and along the zonal borders, released American forces for
other missions or inactivation.

New German border police forces were established on a state basis in
early 1946 to assist US forces in controlling the borders between the states
and zones. The planned total size was 4000, a strength figure which was
almost achieved by July 1946. With the activation of the Constabulary that
same month, the border police were under the control of the new organiza-
tion, instead of local civilian state governments as originally planned. The
border police and local police gradually expanded as the Constabulary
downsized.

In March 1947 the border police were rearmed and placed under the
operational control of the US military government. The Germans soon
assumed complete control over border patrol operations, culminating in
August 1948 with the complete withdrawal of the Constabulary from the
border.*

Concurrent with the development of the border police, the local po-
lice (Landespolizei) were organized on a state-by-state basis in 1946. The
downsizing of the Constabulary in August 1947 led to the expansion of
German police authority as the Germans assumed all local police functions
for German nationals, while the Constabulary continued as an emergency
reaction force and as the police force in areas not under German police
jurisdiction. DPs and other foreigners remained under the jurisdiction of
the Constabulary.®®

In Austria the situation contrasted greatly with the situation in the
American sector of Germany. The Soviets had established a civilian gov-
ernment almost as soon as their forces captured Vienna. This government
was retained when US, British, and French forces subsequently joined the
Soviets in the occupation of Austria. It ultimately evolved into the neutral-
ist Austrian government, which attained full sovereignty in 1955.

As part of this civil government, federal and local police forces, es-
tablished from the start, played an important role in local law enforcement
from the early days of the occupation. The local Austrian forces numbered
about 6000 police officers in the American sector in 1947.5
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Conclusion

Initial occupation planning estimates for one year following the Ger-
man surrender projected a force of 21.28 soldiers per 1000 German inhab-
itants. The large army-type occupation plan was never fully implemented
due to the adoption and implementation of the smaller, police-type oc-
cupation plan. At its maximum, the total force size of the police-type oc-
cupation was projected to be 203,000, or a ratio of 10.68 soldiers per 1000
inhabitants, roughly half the size of the army-type occupation. At the heart
of the police-type occupation was the US Constabulary, whose projected
strength of 38,000 was based on a rough estimate of 1 soldier-policeman
per 450 German residents, a ratio that would deploy 2.2 troopers per 1000
residents.

Actual deployment numbers were lower than the planning estimates.
The total one year after the German surrender of 299,264 was slightly
higher than both the planned police- and army-type occupation final fig-
ures, but was soon reduced within a year to 117,224, a figure that remained
constant for the remainder of the occupation. The actual maximum Con-
stabulary strength of 33,076 provided a ratio of 1.74 troopers per 1000 of
population.

Originally, the occupation forces in Austria were counted separately,
but were later added to the total for the entire occupation. The initial army-
type occupation planning estimate for Austria of 73,000 troops equated to
a high ratio of 56 soldiers per 1000 of population. However, the original
planning figures were based more on geographic area than population, as
the area soldier density ratio of 11.77 is similar to the army-type area den-
sity estimate of 8.87 for Germany.

The initial uncertainty about the size of the US occupation zone in
Austria, part of which was later added to the French sector, and the moun-
tainous terrain of some of the territory may account for the initial, higher
planning estimates. In any event, actual deployment numbers were much
smaller and within two years, there were only 11,345 US forces in Austria
or 8.74 soldiers per 1000 of population. This lower, actual figure provided
54 soldiers per square mile. See table 3 for the projected versus actual
troop densities for the US occupation of Germany and Austria.

Indigenous support to the occupation forces only became a factor in
the later stages of the occupation. Initially, occupation forces counted on
no local support; however, as the occupation continued, indigenous forces
were capable of providing support, allowing occupation forces to redeploy
or to assist in the reconstruction of the new democratic Germany.
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Postwar Japan

Situational Narrative

In contrast to the situation in Germany, at the time of the Japanese sur-
render in August 1945, the enemy government and armed forces remained
largely intact. The surrender occurred suddenly as an immediate result of
the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the Soviet invasion
of Manchuria. The United States had been assembling forces for a pro-
jected two-phase invasion of the Japanese home islands. These assembled
forces formed the initial basis of the occupation force.

By October 1945, 15 divisions, 7 corps, and 2 army headquarters had
deployed to Japan.5? These units were spread across the three major islands
and the 46 political subdivisions referred to as prefectures. In the initial
stages, multiple divisions were concentrated in urban settings, while in ru-
ral areas, divisions had responsibility for much larger areas often contain-
ing multiple prefectures.®® This initial occupation force was almost imme-
diately downsized to a more permanent force of four American divisions
under one army and two corps headquarters, and a division equivalent of
British Commonwealth troops who started arriving in February 1946.%

Despite the Commonwealth presence and unlike Germany, the Allied
powers did not divide Japan into zones. The occupation was firmly under
the control of American General of the Army Douglas MacArthur, the Su-
preme Commander for the Allied Powers, who governed Japan through
the existing government structures. One of the primary goals of the oc-
cupation was the democratization of the government while removing the
vestiges of unbridled militarism.®

In addition to occupying Japan, the US and Allied forces were respon-
sible for securing the overseas territories occupied by Japanese forces and
demobilizing the Japanese armed forces. The latter was a challenging task
as there were over six million Japanese servicemen in uniform at the time
of the surrender. Overseas, soldiers and Japanese civilians totaled six mil-
lion, and all required repatriation. This mission was completed swiftly and
by the end of 1945, all 4.3 million Japanese armed forces personnel in the
home islands had been demobilized and all but 700,000 overseas person-
nel had been repatriated.®

The occupation force soon stabilized as a force of four American di-
visions and the division-size British Commonwealth Occupation Force
(BCOF). While this structure continued through 1947 and 1948, the Com-
monwealth forces began downsizing as early as February 1947, with
BCOF strength below 16,000 by the end of that year. The BCOF area of
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responsibility was adjusted accordingly. Though the US force structure
remained intact, most of the divisions were somewhat skeletonized.”

By late 1948 MacArthur and his staff felt most of the goals of the occu-
pation had been accomplished and executive policy officially sought to shift
responsibility from the military government to Japanese civil authorities
as soon as possible. As tensions in the region increased resulting from the
communist victory in China, the orientation of the occupation forces shifted
to tactical training. The outbreak of war in Korea in June 1950 effectively
ended the occupation, although the official end would not come until the
1952 signing of the Peace Treaty of San Francisco.

Geographical Area, Terrain, and Population Density

Excluding Okinawa, which was occupied separately and ultimately
converted into a US forward military base, the Japanese islands consist-
ed of a total area of 142,859.73 square miles. The population in 1945 was
72.147 million, providing a national population density of 505 inhabitants
per square mile.*® The Japanese archipelago consists of four main islands
referred to as the home islands. From north to south, the islands of Hok-
kaido, Honshu, Shikoku, and Kyushu extend 1300 miles from end to end.
The island of Honshu takes up over 60 percent of the land mass and is 808
miles in length and 143 miles across at its widest point. Three-fourths of
Japan’s major cities including Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka, Kyoto, Hiroshima,
and Sendai are on the island of Honshu. The Japanese population is not dis-
tributed evenly across the home islands, largely because 73 percent of the
land area is mountainous and, accordingly, far less settled. In 1945 therefore,
most of the population was located in the less rugged coastal regions.*

Troop Deployment and Organization

Original planning estimates for the number of troops needed to occupy
Japan called for a total of 600,000 soldiers, 315,000 American forces and
contingents from China, the Soviet Union, and the British Commonwealth.
These planning estimates were soon reduced to 340,000, of which 145,000
would be American forces.®® As late as August 1945, MacArthur estimated
a force of 500,000 would be required initially but he projected that number
could be reduced to 200,000 within six months.5*

Despite these planning estimates, the occupation force reached its peak
strength in December 1945 with 354,675 forces deployed. However, de-
mobilization and downsizing rapidly continued in early 1946. Despite the
deployment of 40,236 British Commonwealth troops, total occupation force
strength in August 1946 was roughly 192,236. Figure 6 illustrates how US
forces were arrayed in Japan in August 1946.
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Figure 6. US troop deployment in Japan, August 1946.

After August 1946 the occupation force stabilized as the units that
would remain in the islands were identified. However, the American
divisions lost roughly one-third of their authorized strength, while the
Commonwealth forces were also reduced, resulting in total strength num-
bers in June 1948 of 132,828.52 This was approximately the troop strength
in June 1950 when the start of the Korean War resulted in the deploy-
ment of all the major units in Japan to the Korean peninsula. Because the
local government and police were still functioning, the American forces
did not set up a new national, geographically based, military government
structure as in Germany. Instead, divisions and regiments were stationed
in the major cities in each prefecture, usually at former Japanese military
installations.

Initially, the standard chain of echeloned headquarters was retained
from division to corps to army to theater command. For most of the
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occupation, the Army retained two corps headquarters, one controlling
the forces in the south, the other in the north. Early in 1950 on the eve
of the Korean War, both corps headquarters were inactivated and almost
immediately reactivated for deployment to Korea.

At the local level, the division was the basic occupation unit. Each
subordinate element within the division was typically responsible for
several prefectures based on population density. Then each of the sub-
ordinate regiments and the division artillery command delegated area
responsibility to their subordinate battalions. This force structure con-
tinued even as units were downsized, when most regiments lost their
third battalion and most division artilleries lost two or three firing bat-
teries. As in the occupation of Germany, the rapid demobilization at
the end of the war and the implementation of a peacetime individual
replacement system resulted in the high turnover of personnel in most
units. See figure 7 for the US troop strength during the occupation of
Japan.

Indigenous Support

While the Japanese armed forces were quickly disbanded at the
beginning of the occupation, the civil police force of 94,000 was al-
lowed to remain intact and would continue at that level throughout the
occupation period, although it was organizationally decentralized to
the local level. No Japanese armed forces were raised during the oc-
cupation.5®

Conclusion

The police-type occupation eventually implemented in Germany
took its cue from the occupation of Japan. However, initial troop pro-
jections for Germany were slightly higher proportionally than projec-
tions for Japan. In terms of actual numbers deployed, the size of the
force for the occupation of Germany was proportionally greater than
the size of the force for the occupation of Japan, even if the Japanese
police are included in occupation figures. The size of the Constabulary
in Germany, as planned and executed, was also proportionally greater
than the size of the existing Japanese police.

When considering the population of Japan, the occupation there
was the largest ever executed by the military forces of the United States
and the largest such operation analyzed in this work. However, despite
the large Japanese population, the troop density was proportionally the
lowest of any of the operations examined. Table 4 contains the popula-
tion, area, and density information for the occupation of Japan.
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The Malayan Emergency, 1948-60
Situational Narrative

Between 1948 and 1960, British and Commonwealth forces fought an
extended, successful campaign against communist insurgents in the for-
mer colony of Malaya, which, in 1957 in the middle of hostilities, gained
its independence. The Malay Peninsula is located at the southern extremity
of the Southeast Asian mainland. Its strategic maritime position between
India and China and its proximity to the Dutch East Indies (now Indone-
sia) had become of British colonial interest late in the 18th century. In ad-
dition to its strategic importance, the peninsula’s natural resources made it
a major supplier of tin and rubber.

Before the beginning of British interest in the area, Malaya had been
divided into a number of smaller states. Throughout the 1800s, British in-
fluence grew, built upon the establishment of the trading city of Singapore
on an island at the southern end of the Malay Peninsula in 1819. Singapore
quickly prospered, and in 1867 that port as well as Malacca and Penang,
two small port enclaves on the western Malay coast, formally became the
British colony of the Straits Settlements. Between 1874 and 1914, the in-
dependent Malay states north of the British colony developed into a fed-
eration of states under a loose British protectorate known as the Malayan
Union. In the 1930s the British began initiatives to unite the Malayan
Union and the Straits Settlement, excluding Singapore, into one state with
the intent of eventual independence. Internal Malayan politics and World
War |1 delayed this process.®

In late 1941, during the early days of the war in the Pacific, a Japanese
force of about 30,000, moving on foot and on bicycles, invaded and occu-
pied Malaya in a rapid, 10-week campaign, forcing the surrender of over
100,000 British and Commonwealth troops at Singapore. This marked the
greatest British military defeat of World War 11. The Japanese occupied
Malaya and Singapore until the end of the war in mid-1945.

After the Japanese surrender, the larger of two former anti-Japanese
guerilla forces, the Communist Malayan Peoples’ Anti-Japanese Army
(MPAJA) attempted to fill the government void and, with its 10,000-
man army, take control of Malaya. However, a force of 100,000 British
Commonwealth troops, originally earmarked to retake southern Burma
and Malaya from the Japanese, moved in and soon restored the prewar
colonial government structure. Most of the guerilla forces, which had
been largely ineffective against the Japanese because they had spent the
war years primarily fighting among themselves, were demobilized after
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the British retook control of the peninsula. British administrators moved
quickly to unify Malaya and establish the Malayan Federation under a
British governor on 1 February 1948, despite Malay resentment of the
Federation government that took powers away from the rulers of the local
states. In the postwar era, the British, primarily for reasons of economy,
sought to grant independence to most of their colonies. However, in Ma-
laya, the growing communist threat among the Chinese segment of the
Malayan population delayed this until the security threat could be elimi-
nated or substantially reduced.

Though for the most part demobilized immediately after the war, the
communist guerillas were quickly back in action, this time opposing the
British and British-supported Malayan government. The Malayan com-
munists were primarily ethnic Chinese, and soon gained support among
the large Chinese portion of the Malayan population because of fears of
ethnic Malay domination in the new federation. Additionally, Soviet sup-
port spurred the Malayan communists into action in early 1948, coinciding
with communist initiatives in Berlin, Italy, and Greece and the pending
communist victory in China.

Initial acts of violence soon escalated to the point that, in June 1948,
the Federation government declared a state of emergency. This condition
would continue until July 1960, three years after Malaya gained complete
independence. The former MPAJA initially renamed itself the Malayan
Peoples’ Anti-British Army (MPABA), and then, in 1949 as the Malayan
Races’ Liberation Army (MRLA). The Commonwealth forces knew their
enemy simply as the communist terrorists. The insurgent forces fluctuated
in strength between 3000 and 10,000, generally averaging about 6000,
until the success of counterinsurgency operations reduced their forces to
less than 1000.%

The Malayan campaign can be divided into three general phases, an
initial, disorganized phase (1948-50), a middle phase (1950-57) in which
the British forces systematically destroyed the insurgency, and a final,
mopping-up phase (1957-60).

In the initial phase from approximately June 1948 to June 1950, the
British, expecting swift success and underestimating the insurgency, ex-
ecuted a disorganized, nonsystematic approach to their counterinsurgency
operations, depending primarily on large-scale sweep operations executed
by multiple battalions. However, such ponderous operations too often al-
lowed the enemy to merely slip away and reappear elsewhere.® In spite
of this, early triumphs over an equally disorganized insurgency fed the
British expectations for a short campaign.®” Initial British success resulted
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from the availability of a relatively large force in Malaya, after British
withdrawals from India and Burma caused a reshuffling of their forces in
Asia. Early successes included a July 1948 raid that killed the communist
military leader, Lau Yew, and a September 1948 sweep through Johore
province that destroyed 12 insurgent camps.®®

Nevertheless, late in 1948, after a minor terror campaign against Eu-
ropeans and Malays working in the rubber and tin industries, the MRLA
withdrew to regroup and retrain. When the insurgents reemerged in force
towards the end of 1949, they were operating in smaller, more self-con-
tained groups. Renewed insurgent offensive operations began in Pahang
province and spread throughout the country including attacks on rubber
plantations, tin mines, railroads, convoys, and police and government of-
ficials. Counterinsurgency forces could not respond fast enough to prevent
the attackers from melting away into the jungle wilderness. Instead of de-
stroying insurgent forces, operations in this phase were merely driving
them into the jungle.®®

The middle phase (1950-57), when the counterinsurgency effort trans-
formed into a highly successful, systematic approach, arose from the situ-
ation at the end of the initial phase. In early 1950 the insurgents seemed to
be gaining the upper hand. The number of insurgent-led incidents increased
in February by 80 percent, and continued to increase over the next eight
months, demonstrating a higher level of coordination than ever before. At
this point, the British command realized something had to change. While
continued pressure on the insurgents had forced the MRLA to operate in
smaller units, operations on both sides were resulting in almost equal ca-
sualties, a situation obviously unacceptable to the British.™

In response to this crisis, the senior British official in Malaya, High
Commissioner Sir Henry Gurney, established the new post of Director of
Operations. In 1950 the British government appointed retired Lieutenant
General Sir Harold Briggs, an officer with extensive Asian experience, to
the post. After assessing the situation, Briggs adopted a methodology, re-
ferred to as the “Briggs plan,” that outlined the general counterinsurgency
blueprint and would ultimately bring success to the British and Common-
wealth forces.

In essence, the Briggs plan was a systematic approach designed to pro-
vide security for the rural population while simultaneously removing the
primary sources of MRLA supply, food, and recruitment. Security forces
would concentrate on completely removing the insurgent threat from a spe-
cific geographical region then move on to the next region. Briggs persuaded
Gurney to set up coordinating committees comprised of representatives
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from all civil and military agencies involved in the campaign to formulate a
coordinated response to the terrorists. Civil and military authorities would
work in tandem and with complete coordination at all levels. A systematic
approach to intelligence gathering was similarly adopted, with the civil
police agencies and military intelligence agency taking the lead and work-
ing closely together.

The first major policy implemented as part of the Briggs plan was
the resettlement of 500,000 Chinese squatters into more secure areas and
settlements called New Villages. Gurney had already started resettling
the squatters, but Briggs systemized and accelerated the process. The in-
surgents had long depended on the passive support of the squatters for
supplies and recruits, using both persuasion and coercion. Resettlement
proved to be a successful attempt to split this segment of the population
from the insurgents. The New Villages provided proper sanitation, housing,
schools, and hospitals, as well as security from insurgent encroachment.
This resettlement project alone took until the end of 1952 to complete.™
Another key element of the Briggs plan, designed to work in tandem with
the resettlement, was Operation STARVATION, a comprehensive program
implementing strict controls on food distribution to prevent the smuggling
of foodstuffs to the insurgents. Food control operations were initially con-
ducted in phases and decentralized in coordination with military opera-
tions, but were eventually centralized and executed countrywide.”

Operationally, instead of the haphazard assignment of missions and
areas of operation seen in the past, beginning in July 1950, Briggs imple-
mented a program of clearing Malaya state by state from south to north,
designating each state in turn as a “priority area.” Eventually, areas freed
of insurgent activity would be designated “white areas,” and all emergency
restrictions would be removed.”

The Briggs plan took over three years to implement and encountered
several obstacles along the way. At one point in late 1950, Briggs believed
the situation had so deteriorated he flew to London to plead his case direct-
ly with the prime minister. It would take the arrival of a new High Com-
missioner for Malaya to maximize the effectiveness of the Briggs plan.
Nevertheless, once a systematic, coordinated approach was implemented,
providing security for the populace while at the same time concentrating
on insurgent strongholds one at a time, the insurgency soon declined.™

After Gurney’s death in a non-targeted MRLA ambush in October
1951, followed by Briggs’ retirement for health reasons a month later,
their posts were consolidated in February 1952 when the new Conser-
vative Party government under Winston Churchill appointed General
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Sir Gerald Templer as the new High Commissioner, Federation of Ma-
laya.™ After the setback caused by this personnel turbulence at the top of
the British command, Templer reinvigorated the Briggs plan, adding more
energy to its implementation through the unified, coordinated command
structure his appointment created. For the first time, this new leadership
unified military and civil functions of the counterinsurgency operation
under one commander. Even more so than Briggs, Templer emphasized
winning the support of all ethnic groups among the population of Ma-
laya, with projected independence as the major incentive.”® He continued
Briggs’ systematic approach to combat operations, but modified the origi-
nal south-north axis approach after the southern state of Johore proved to
be a difficult first step to take.

The MRLA was firmly entrenched in Johore and progress there was
slow. In fact, Johore would not ultimately be cleared until 1958. Accord-
ingly, a new approach was adopted which designated priority areas designed
to divide areas of active insurgency in half. Once divided, a combat division
would be concentrated each in the northern and southern sections to clear
the now isolated insurgent strongholds. The first white area was declared
in Malacca in September 1953, followed by four more areas over the next
year and a half. By April 1955 the insurgent area had been successfully di-
vided into two smaller sections, further degrading the communists’ ability
to coordinate their operations. This insurgent partition would be solidified in
August 1957 when most of the state of Selangor would be declared white.”

As early as May 1954, when Templer departed Malaya, it was clear the
British and Commonwealth forces had defeated the insurgency and Malaya
was ready for self-government.”® However, the insurgents remained a dan-
gerous force and Templer strongly recommended the continuation of the
emergency status in Malaya until the communist threat was totally elimi-
nated.” In July 1955 the Malayan people held their first nationwide general
elections and the chief minister selected from the electoral results, Tunku
Abdul Rahman, soon sought surrender from the MRLA through peace talks.
However, these talks ended in failure in December 1955 and the insurgency
continued.

By the time Malaya gained independence in 1957 and Rahman became
the country’s first prime minister, over 60 percent of the national area had
been cleared of active insurgents. In the final phase of the Emergency, from
1957 to July 1960, British, Commonwealth, and Malayan forces concen-
trated on the two insurgent strongholds, first in the south in Johore and then
in the north near the Thai border. Former insurgents surrendered en masse,
while terrorist incidents and contacts were reduced to only a handful by
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Figure 8. Counterinsurgency operations in Malaya, 1951-1960.

1959. The last major operations in the southern states of Johore and Perak
ended in mid-1958, leaving a cadre of about 1000 MRLA stalwarts in
the north near the Thai border. Cooperation and coordinated operations
with the Thais cut this force in half by 1960 and on 31 July 1960, the new
Malay government officially declared the Emergency over, retaining only
emergency restrictions in a few isolated areas along the Thai border. An
MRLA remnant of approximately 500 insurgents took refuge across the
Thai border, awaiting better conditions to return to Malaya, effectively
ending the insurgency.®Figure 8 illustrates the British and Commonwealth
forces counterinsurgency operations in Malaya.

Geographical Area, Terrain, and Population Density

Malaya extends 500 miles from the border with Thailand to the island-
city of Singapore. At its maximum width, the peninsula is 200 miles wide.
The insurgency was nationwide, consuming the entire 50,850 square miles
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of Malaya, an expanse of slightly less than half the size of Italy. The moun-
tain range in the center of the peninsula reaches 7000 feet in elevation and
is covered by thick jungle. Numerous streams and rivers flow east and west
from the mountains. Away from the mountains, most of the rest of Malaya
consists of a lush, trackless, evergreen rain forest and undergrowth. The
jungle consumes four-fifths of the area of Malaya, and the remaining one-
fifth is the area along the southern and western coasts, where during the
time of the Malayan Emergency, the majority of the population lived.®

The Malay people are the original population on the peninsula. Eco-
nomic prosperity in the 19th and 20th centuries brought thousands of for-
eign laborers and settlers to Malaya, resulting in the establishment of large
ethnic Chinese and Indian communities within the Malayan population.
In fact, by 1948 the Chinese population in Malaya was 1.9 million, while
the Malay population was only slightly larger at 2.4 million.®2 This size-
able Chinese population included the more than 500,000 squatters who
lived and farmed land to which they had no title along the edge of the jun-
gle. The communist insurgency in Malaya during the Emergency worked
among and recruited almost exclusively from the Malayo-Chinese popu-
lation. The squatters provided a fertile population base from which the
insurgents could draw and given their remote locations, a security problem
for the counterinsurgency forces who had to defend those areas.

Combining all ethnic groups, Malaya had an estimated population of
4,856,000 in 1948.8 Given the land area of Malaya and the extensive size
of the jungle areas, the relative population density of 95.49 inhabitants per
square mile may be somewhat misleading since large areas were virtually
uninhabited. However, because the insurgents worked among the popu-
lace and moved around the entire country, this relative figure will be used
here for comparative purposes.

British Troop Deployment and Organization

For the Malayan Emergency, the British government initially deployed
a force of 16 infantry and armored car battalions and later a maximum of
30 battalions. Once the full force was assembled in early 1952, its size,
in spite of unit rotations, remained roughly between 26 and 28 battalions
until late 1956 after which the deployed force was gradually downsized to
21 battalions by the end of the Emergency. Including a force of about 5000
support troops, the peak British and Commonwealth strength was about
30,000. At any given time, three deployed battalions could be expected to
be refitting or retraining in rest areas in Singapore, while the rest would be
conducting counterinsurgency operations.8

39



The British force package in Malaya consisted of three major com-
ponents: a group of British Army battalions, which rotated in and out of
Malaya during the Emergency, a large force of Gurkha infantry battalions
deployed for the duration of the conflict, and battalions and smaller units
from the British Commonwealth, including Malaya. The non-Malayan
units rotated in a manner similar to the British battalions.

The British infantry battalions and supporting units formed part of
the regular establishment. However, as the British had adopted its first-
ever peacetime conscription, or “National Service,” in 1948, many of the
soldiers and officers of these units were non-regular National Servicemen.
The maximum term of service for National Servicemen was two years.®
By 1951, with the deployment for the Emergency in full swing, British and
non-Malayan Commonwealth units deployed for tours of approximately
three years. For the British units, this meant, given the short periods of
service for the National Servicemen who made up to 60 percent of the
enlisted strength of the infantry battalions, and the longer three-year troop
rotations of the battalions in which they served, these battalions had to
endure internal turnover during their tours in Malaya.%

Early on, the British deployed an elite force of three Guards infantry
battalions under the command of the 2d Guards Brigade. However, these
battalions, after serving tours of less than two years, were replaced by
regular infantry units that did not have ceremonial duties in Britain. In ad-
dition to infantry and armored car units, the British employed a battalion-
size special operations unit, the 22d Special Air Service (SAS) Regiment.
The SAS, a former World War ll-era unit was reconstituted in Malaya
from a combination of smaller special operations units and a British Ter-
ritorial Army (i.e., reserve component) unit made up of war veterans of the
original SAS. After Malaya, the British would retain the SAS as their elite
counterterrorism, special operations unit.®’

While the British rotated their own regular units of conscripts through
Malaya, they also employed the only remaining portion of the former Brit-
ish Indian Army still serving the Crown: eight battalions of a combination
of Gurkha enlisted men and British and Gurkha officers. The Gurkhas are
descendents of fierce tribal warriors from Nepal, the mountainous king-
dom situated between India and China. In the days of British rule in India,
Gurkhas formed a large component of the British-run Indian Army. During
World War 11, there were 40 Gurkha battalions, totaling 112,000 soldiers.
After Indian independence in 1947, an agreement with the Kingdom of
Nepal divided the Gurkhas between the new Indian Army and the British
Army. The Indians retained six regiments of two or more battalions each,
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and the British incorporated eight battalions in four regiments directly into
their army for the first time.®®

The redistribution of Gurkha forces was effective 1 January 1948 and
the British Gurkha units were stationed in Malaya, Singapore, and Hong
Kong when the Malayan Emergency began. For the most part, all eight
Gurkha battalions spent the majority of the next 12 years in Malaya con-
ducting counterinsurgency operations, although two battalions later gar-
risoned other posts in the Far East. Gurkha soldiers served initial four-year
enlistments, although most stayed for standard 15-year careers.®® There-
fore, the Gurkha units in Malaya ultimately provided a large part of the
continuity and stability in the British forces stationed there. The generally
superior efficiency of Gurkha units in counterinsurgency operations was
clearly indicated in statistical analyses maintained by the British com-
mand.*® The British command formed larger Gurkha headquarters units,
including a division headquarters and four brigade headquarters. These
units usually controlled other units, not just Gurkha battalions.

The Commonwealth contingent included battalion-size elements from
East Africa, Fiji, Australia, and New Zealand. These units, like the Brit-
ish battalions, rotated through Malaya for tours of one to three and a half
years. The British chain of command considered the Fiji battalion to be the
best unit to participate in the Emergency, followed closely by the East Af-
rican units.®® In addition to these overseas nations, Commonwealth forces
included an expanding force of Malay soldiers.

The Malay Regiment, a force recruited only from men of Malay ethnic
background, had been formed before World War 11 but was destroyed in
the 1941-42 Singapore campaign. After the war, the regiment was rebuilt
with two battalions. In 1948 a third battalion was formed. Starting in 1952,
another four battalions were formed in succession. All seven would be
committed to counterinsurgency operations. In preparation for Malayan
independence, the British authorities formed a new organization, the Fed-
eration (of Malaya) Regiment, which did not have the ethnic restrictions
of the Malay regiment.

Despite the inclusion of the other ethnic groups in Malaya into the
new regiment, recruiting was slow and only one battalion had been raised
by late 1953. Nevertheless, once this battalion deployed, it marked a sig-
nificant event in the Malayan Emergency. For the first time, Malayan bat-
talions formed the majority of the units engaged in counterinsurgency op-
erations. After Malayan independence in 1957, the battalions of the Malay
and Federation regiments would form the backbone of the nation’s new
military forces.®? See figure 9 for a time line of force deployments in Malaya.
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Organizationally, the British command in Malaya was separated ini-
tially into a decentralized, colonial civil government and separate police
and military functions. Eventually, a director of military operations was
appointed to coordinate all operations against the insurgents using all
available forces. However, civil government remained separate until, un-
der Templer, a completely unified command was adopted.*

Initially, the counterinsurgency effort was divided into three area com-
mands called subdistricts.®* However, as troop strength grew, a more con-
ventional division/brigade structure was adopted. In its mature structure,
the British and Commonwealth forces employed two division headquar-
ters, the 16th Gurkha Division in the north and the 1st Federation Division
in the south. Under these two divisions, there were up to eight brigade
headquarters to control the battalions engaging the enemy.®

Paralleling the standard military chain of command and as a coordi-
nating measure between civil, police, and military authorities, Briggs had
formed war executive committees (WEC) at the state and district levels,
which were responsible for all decisions and actions related to the Emer-
gency in their respective districts and states. Later, members of Templer’s
staff regularly toured the WECs with the authority to make on-the-spot
decisions in Templer’s name.%

The British employed about one soldier for every two square miles
of Malaya and 1 soldier for about every 162 inhabitants, equating to 6.17
soldiers per 1000 of population. Because operations against the insurgents
were primarily focused in remote, sparsely populated areas, the geographic
figure may well prove to be more significant than the demographic figure.
Table 5 charts deployed troop density in relation to population and geo-
graphic area for the Malayan Emergency at maximum deployment.

Indigenous Support

From the start, the British depended on extensive indigenous support
in their counterinsurgency effort. As mentioned above, eight regular battal-
ions of army troops were organized from Malayan personnel. In addition
to these soldiers, the British command also established large paramilitary
and police forces. A new Malayan police force, initially 10,000 strong,
was organized in August 1948. This force ultimately grew to 40,000. The
large police force eventually freed military forces so that the latter could
be massed to eradicate the guerillas in whole areas. However, while the
police were less expensive to equip and train than units of soldiers, sta-
tistics collected by the British command showed that army forces had a
comparatively better performance in counterinsurgency operations than
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the police did. This meant the police, while valuable for specific types of
missions, were no substitute for soldiers in counterinsurgency operations.

To provide local self-defense, in 1949 the British formed a force of
30,000 Special Constables and 15,000 part-time village Home Guards.
These forces would ultimately grow to 44,000 and 250,000 respectively.
In particular, the police forces provided intelligence and participated in
counterinsurgency operations. By 1952 a 4000-member federation police
field force was operational. The Special Constabulary was organized to
guard vital installations, plantations, and mines, and to enforce the food
control operation. This force’s became vital when the relocation of Chi-
nese squatters forced the insurgents to turn to the mines and plantations for
supplies. The Home Guards, sometimes called the Kampong Guards, were
designed purely for local self-defense.®

The primary intelligence agency in Malaya was the federal police
force’s Special Branch. After a slow and disorganized start, under Templer
this agency took the lead in gathering intelligence on the insurgents, and
during the later stages of the Emergency, was a highly effective organiza-
tion. They were particularly adept at gaining information from captured or
surrendered insurgents and from locals in areas of insurgent activity. By
1954 most counterinsurgency operations were based directly on Special
Branch intelligence, and Special Branch officers were attached directly to
higher army headquarters. As Templer’s policies began to take effect, the
flow of information increased substantially.%®

Templer increased the involvement of the local population in the fight
against the guerrillas. He strengthened a preexisting, unarmed Chinese
Home Guard force designed to defend the New Villages by arming them
and increasing their size so that, by 1954, 150 New Villages were able to
conduct their own defense. Additionally, he implemented a three-phase
plan for the overall improvement of the Home Guard which ultimately re-
sulted in that force taking over for the police in village self-defense, while
even providing some offensive capability of its own. This latter element,
the Operational Home Guard, functioned in areas where military or police
forces were in short supply, and provided local expertise to military units
conducting nearby operations. Templer also reorganized the Special Con-
stabulary for offensive operations by forming them into an effective local
patrol force called area security units.*

Conclusion

The British operated in Malaya with extensive indigenous support
and executed counterinsurgency operations for 12 years, defeating the
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communist insurgency while granting Malaya independence. The period
from 1952-54 was the most decisive for British operations in Malaya. It
was at this time that a unified, systematic approach to counterinsurgency
operations broke the back of the insurgency.

For military forces, at the maximum, the British employed an area
troop density of 0.59 soldiers per square mile throughout the country and
a population troop density of 6.18 soldiers for every 1000 Malayan in-
habitants (or 1 soldier per every 161.9 inhabitants). While the insurgency
existed nationwide, most counterinsurgency operations were conducted in
remote, underpopulated areas, and, over time, indigenous forces became
available to provide local security for the populated areas.

The Balkans: Bosnia and Kosovo
Bosnia

Situational narrative

With the dissolution of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s, most of the for-
mer, ethnically based states of that country became independent entities.
However, the state of Bosnia-Herzegovina was a mixture of three ethnic
groups: Catholic Croats, Moslem Bosnians, and Orthodox Serbs. These
factions came to blows after a referendum in early 1992 resulted in a Bos-
nian declaration of independence. The Bosnian Serbs boycotted the refer-
endum and then began an armed insurrection, with the goal of partitioning
Bosnia along ethnic lines and annexing the Serbian area to neighboring
Serbia. The three ethnic groups warred against each other from 1992 to
1995, supported by Serbia and to a lesser extent by Croatia. Serbia later
merged with Serbian Montenegro to create a new Yugoslavia.'®

In March 1994 the Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Moslem inhabitants
joined forces to form the Federation of Bosnhia and Herzegovi