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LETTERS

To the Editor— In JFQ 57 the article by RAND’s
Seth Jones (“Community Defense in Afghani-
stan”), a scholar on and a SOF staff advisor in
Afghanistan, was particularly timely. This is not
surprising since his latest book, I the Graveyard
of Empires, is the best book on the market about
the current war in Afghanistan. In his article,
Jones argues for “the development of local defense
forces” as adjuncts to the Afghan National Army
(ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP).

While Jones is correct in noting that
security from 1929 to 1978—a golden age of
stability for Afghanistan—required the efforts
of both national and local forces, the training,
equipping, and legitimizing of local security
forces carries with it many risks. When we
considered these risks back at the start of
the insurgency, we decided not to start local
defense units for many of these reasons. While
counterinsurgency is all about protecting the
population, the formation of local militia—paid
or unpaid—in the absence of some coherent
official police or army forces could lead to score
settling, the escalation of intratribal violence,
and even, in extremis, the reinforcement of
local insurgents. Indeed, the tough problem
of warlordism that still bedevils some areas of
Afghanistan began with the consolidation of
armed units in the absence of central authority.
While it is correct to note that Afghanistan has
never had a powerful central state apparatus,
from 1929 to 1978 there were governments that
clearly controlled the major cities and were rec-
ognized as legitimate by tribal and other local
groupings in the provinces.

Local militia or community defense
forces can play an important role in protecting
the population. The Taliban’s barbaric excesses
have alienated many tribes, and they are moti-
vated to defend themselves. As Jones would
no doubt agree, however, local militias must
genuinely represent the local population, be
under the control of Afghan police or military
officials, and have the capacity to react quickly
to defend their communities. These are tall
orders. For example, the ANA and the ANP
do not have an excess of qualified officers and
noncommissioned officers that they could use
to supervise local defense units. Where will the
government’s oversight elements come from?
If they are not being paid and equipped, what
incentive will the defense forces have to well
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and faithfully carry out their duties? If com-
munity defense forces become a mere extension
of U.S. Special Operations Forces, then this
endeavor is likely to fail, or worse, backfire.

A risk even greater than standing up local
defense units comes from pundits and foreign
officials who, holding a low opinion of the Karzai
government, want to bypass the national govern-
ment and work with province, district, and sub-
district entities who allegedly show more promise.
While we need to do more work at the local level,
there will be no sane exit strategy for the United
States and its coalition partners without a national
government and national security forces that can
take care of Afghanistan’s security and welfare. To
bring this about, we need to redouble our efforts
to build Afghan government capacity—national,
provincial, and local. As we are advising and men-
toring the security forces, we need to do the same
with the national government, its ministries, and
its local appointees.

The United States for a decade has preached

in its advisory and development activities that
“teaching men to fish is better than providing
them fish.” The truth of the matter is, however,
that we are superb at “providing fish” and not
at all good at teaching and mentoring Afghans
or other indigenous folks. As we work on
building local self-defense forces, we need to
redouble our efforts at building up the institu-
tions of governance that one day will enable the
state of Afghanistan to stand on its own two
feet. If this does not come to pass, we will fail.

—]Joseph J. Collins
Professor, National War College

To the Editor—I enjoyed reading “The Accidental
Strategist” by John M. Collins in JFQ 57 (2¢ Quarter
2010). As an accidental strategist myself, I could
appreciate Collins’s story of how his calling was
more due to chance and opportunity than the
intentional efforts of his Service to educate and
train him for his future role. As I read further in
the issue, I realized that the role of strategist is not
the only one in the joint force that is often filled “by
accident.” The juxtaposition of “The Accidental
Strategist” and C. Spencer Abbot’s “Educate to
Cooperate” may itself have been accidental, but it
was a fortuitous pairing in that it calls attention toa
similar problem in the way we train and select our
joint liaisons.

While there are dedicated organizations
for joint liaison, there is often not a dedicated
force to man them. Rather than asking, “Who
has the specific skill sets to interface with other
components and organizations?” the determin-

ing factor often is, “Who is available?” or worse:
“Who is expendable?” Traditionally, liaison
assignments are temporary, with few prerequi-
sites for selection other than tactical expertise
in one’s own specialty. Liaison tours were often
seen as obstacles to advancement in one’s own
Service, and were even sometimes dispensed
as punishment to those failing to perform
athome. This kind of thinking is extremely
shortsighted and fails to appreciate the synergy
that effective liaison can create. While this has
been largely recognized, and more emphasis
has been given to sending the sharpest troops
forward, I doubt any of the Services have

fully embraced the true value of the liaison,
and changed the way they prepare and select
members to serve in these roles.

Having separate Services and functional
components is a good thing; we should never
advocate for one homogenous purple force. Spe-
cialization is good; it allows us to focus on areas
of core competency that come naturally to us
due to our organizational culture, foundational
skills, and individual areas of passion and inter-
est. It fosters the creative competition at lower
levels that encourages depth and adaptability
at higher levels of cooperation, giving the joint
force a diverse selection of tools to allow adapta-
tion to unanticipated contingencies.

However, stovepiping is bad; organiza-
tions that do not talk to one another develop
incompatible tools and concepts that do not
sync up at higher levels of cooperation, creat-
ing “either/or” dilemmas for commanders
who must either choose between incompatible
combinations of ways and means, or attempt
to create piecemeal strategies that were not
initially designed to work together.

How do we balance healthy levels of com-
petition and cooperation, and use the former to
encourage the variety that provides the long-term
ability to adapt to uncertain conditions? We
create liaison elements at appropriate levels to
manage the flow of information at levels where
they reinforce each other without destroying spe-
cialization. In the joint force, this means interface
at the operational level of organizations.

We need to create a dedicated middle
level of specialists specifically trained and
educated to serve as the translators between
different military cultures, to grease the wheels
of bureaucracy, and to help us manage flows
rather than specific pieces of the process. Prop-
erly trained liaisons should be able to speak the
languages of both the home and the assigned
service, which will also be invaluable to them
in future positions of leadership within their
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own Service. Good liaison is not a “part-time
gig”—it is a career-spanning endeavor that one
never completely masters.

The skills needed to serve as the interface
between Services and components cannot
be imparted overnight. Good liaisons need
familiarity with at least two different Services’
organizations and operational concepts to
suggest useful ways to link them. The skills
needed to do this cannot be guaranteed by
successful execution at the tactical level; it
requires managerial expertise, social skills,
historical context, and creative thinking. In
essence, we need liaisons who are strategists of
bureaucracy, who can help the strategists make
big-picture concepts into practical results at the
organizational level. By focusing specific efforts
on how we identify, train, educate, and reward
the people who serve as liaisons, we will enjoy
benefits that will take us beyond Goldwater-
Nichols to that next level of jointness.

—Major David J. Lyle, USAF

To the Editor— Professor Brent J. Talbot’s
argument in “Israel and the Iranian Nuclear
Infrastructure” (JFQ 56, 1** Quarter 2010) pas-
sively condones another Middle East war by
wrongly concluding that the only U.S. recourse
to a near-certain Israeli attack against Iran is to
“prepare for the inevitable aftermath.” Acquies-
cence to such a scenario would be as misplaced
for U.S. collective interests in the Middle East
as is Professor Talbot’s apocalyptic view of
Iran’s intentions toward Israel.

Absent from the article is any consider-
ation as to why Iran would initiate a first strike
attack on Israel. President Mahmoud Ahma-
dinejad’s spew is unconscionable, but it does
not translate into an intent to launch a nuclear
missile against Israel. Many analysts interpret
his exhortations as aimed at rallying the “Arab
street” and showing that a Persian leader cares
more about the Palestinians than Arab leaders.
But this pro-Palestinian rhetoric has proven
largely empty: during Israel’s 3-week assault
against Gaza, Iran offered no credible threats
against Israel, nor did it pressure neighboring
Arab states to intervene to stop the carnage.
Iran similarly left its Hizballah allies to their
fate during Israel’s 2006 war in southern
Lebanon. And rather than endanger larger
economic and political interests, Iran remained
relatively silent when Russia and China vio-
lently repressed militant Islamic activists in
Chechnya and among the ethnic Uyghurs in
the Xinjiang region.
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This behavior is illustrative of a regime
that calculates its national state interests. The
world understands that Israel is a nuclear
weapons state with land-, sea-, and air-based
delivery systems and that the Jewish state
would retaliate if Iran attacked. There is no
rational reason to believe that Iran’s leader-
ship would commit suicide. The political
crackdown in Iran following the June 2009
sham elections underscores Supreme Leader
Ali Khamenei and Ahmadinejad’s intent to
hold on to political power at whatever cost.

Is it reasonable to believe they would throw

it all away just to hoot from their perches in
Paradise that they stamped out the “Zionist
entity”? The substantial personal investments
of the ideologically passionate Revolutionary
Guard’s leadership in key sectors of the Iranian
economy should temper its itch to launch an
unnecessary war; even zealots want to preserve
their power and affluence.

Finally, a nuclear strike on Israel would
likely destroy Jerusalem, a revered Muslim holy
place, as well as kill a substantial portion of the
more than 1.5 million Israeli Muslim Arabs
(23 percent of Israel’s population) and perhaps
a chunk of the 4 million Muslims who reside
in the West Bank and Gaza. Such death and
destruction certainly would not be viewed as a
victory in Iran or the Muslim world.

All this does not mean that Israel should
assume that the lambs and lions of the Middle
East are about to lie down peacefully with one
another. Israel rightfully must be vigilant in
its self-defense, but Professor Talbot too easily
dismisses Israel’s preeminent military might
by invoking Israel’s so-called national security
culture. Israel may be haunted by the Holocaust,
but that has not resulted in a monolith of stra-
tegic thinking. Not all Israeli leaders adopt the
view that Iran is an undeterable mortal threat.
Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak rejects
such an argument. Why? Because “Iran well
understands,” Barak explained, “that an act of
this sort would set her back thousands of years.”

The claim that Iran is on the verge of
acquiring a nuclear weapon is similarly mis-
placed. General James Cartwright, USMC,
the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
offered a more accurate assessment. Testifying
in April 2010 before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, General Cartwright estimated
that Iran was 3 to 5 years from constructing
a nuclear weapon. Moreover, that assessment
may have been overly confident about Iran’s
technological prowess: Cartwright’s judgment
included Iran achieving simultaneous success

in acquiring a sufficient amount of highly
enriched uranium, assembling a workable
bomb, and constructing an accurate missile.
But even this presupposes that the Iranian
regime has decided to build a bomb, a verdict
lacking any evidentiary support.

The suggestion that an Israeli strike on
Iran would result in only marginal consequence
to U.S. interests is also flawed. A December
2009 Brookings Institution wargame scenario
where Israel attacked Iran witnessed the esca-
lation of fighting that broadened to include
Lebanon and Gaza, terrorist hits in Israel and
Europe, missile strikes against Saudi oil fields,
attacks on oil tankers, the mining of the Strait of
Hormuz, and ultimately, massive U.S. military
intervention in the Gulf region. The Brookings
game was silent on the possible consequences
for U.S. personnel in Iraq and Afghanistan,
but it certainly would endanger them and
complicate U.S. plans. In January, a study group
of senior military officers organized under the
direction of General David Petraeus reportedly
warned Admiral Michael Mullen that Arab
leaders believed the United States incapable of
standing up to Israel and that Israeli intransi-
gence on the Israel/Palestine conflict was jeop-
ardizing U.S. standing in the region. An attack
on Iran would only make matters far worse.

The penalty of a strike on U.S. stand-
ing in Muslim majority countries would be
destructive. Washington currently is at war
in four Muslim countries (Irag, Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and Somalia). The Arab world and
other majority Muslim countries would view
the United States as wholly complicit in any
Israeli attack. It would be viewed as a Chris-
tian state supporting a Jewish state to make
war against a Muslim state. President Barack
Obama’s vow to reach out to the Muslim
world would be dashed.

Israel and the United States must remain
close allies, and Washington must defend
the Jewish state from unprovoked attacks.
In support of Israel, Washington could pub-
licly state that it would retaliate against any
country that launched a nuclear attack against
Israel; likewise, Israel could drop its policy
of nuclear ambiguity and publicly enunciate
anuclear deterrence policy. Reining in Israel
could get politically ugly. But Washington
cannot permit itself to be drawn into a war of
Israel’s making. The costs to American inter-
ests would be too great.

— Rex Wingerter
Administrator, MiddleEastReads.com.
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Dominican Republic official, presidents of Nicaragua, Venezuela, and Bolivia, and former president of Honduras participate in celebration of Ecuador’s independence
from Spain (Left to right: Professor Nelson Jose Ramirez, Daniel Ortega, Hugo Chavez, Evo Morales, and José Manuel Zelaya)

In pursuit of [their] goals, leaders
of Al Qaeda and its regional affil-
iates frequently make appeals for
support based on a wide range of
political positions and, at times,
attempt to harness nationalist
sentiment or manipulate local
grievances to generate support for
their agenda.

— Congressional Research Service
February 5, 2010
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n this issue, Joint Force Quarterly
explores potential sources of fuel for
regional and global insurgencies,
energizing sources for which military
remedies are few. In the May-June edition of
Foreign Affairs, Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates predicted that “the most lethal threats
to [U.S.] safety and security are likely to
emanate from states that cannot adequately
govern themselves or secure their own ter-
ritory.” However, many such countries in
Africa and the Americas feature postcolonial
ethnic barriers to upward mobility, devia-
tions from which threaten castes in national
leadership. If the future effectiveness and
credibility of the United States will only be
as good as the “effectiveness, credibility, and
sustainability of its local partners,” what is
the United States to do about allies whose
domestic policies, power maintenance, and
cultural priorities generate precisely the
hopelessness and disaffection that trans-
national terror groups target for exploita-
tion? When does the objective of “building
partner capacity” to defend themselves
and fight alongside U.S. forces become an
impediment to correcting social injustice for
indigenous citizens who populate the lower
and frequently disconnected strata in these
countries? U.S. engagement strategies must
be adroitly crafted to obtain regional stabil-
ity without the unintended and undesirable
consequences of perpetuating social inequi-
ties that feed transnational terror agendas.

The Forum begins with a timely
update from the commander of U.S. Africa
Command (USAFRICOM), General Kip
Ward, teamed with the director of his action
group, Colonel Tom Galvin, who propose that
U.S. interests in their area of responsibility
are best served by the stability that follows
economic and social advancement through
good governance. The authors outline five
priority areas for U.S. regional strategy that
require long-term engagement and may
involve “occasional setbacks.” Contrary to
public perception, the activities of USAF-
RICOM are closely coordinated with the
U.S. Chiefs of Mission, and the disparity of
comparative resources and visibility should
not be misinterpreted by outside observers.
The primary role of USAFRICOM is to build
partner security capacity in constructive
competencies such as peacekeeping, counter-
insurgency, and maritime security rather than
in conventional warfare skill sets. Small-scale
incremental developments on all fronts are
being reinforced and orchestrated to promote
a more favorable climate for other critical
priorities, such as economic opportunity and
public health. America’s newest geographic
combatant command plays a quiet yet well-
coordinated supporting role in promoting
African self-determination.

Our second Forum offering comes from
Father Clement Aapengnuo, the former Direc-
tor of the Center for Conflict Transformation
and Peace Studies in Damongo, Ghana, who
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seeks to dispel the widespread perception
that Africa is trammeled to an endless cycle
of ethnic conflict developed over centuries,
presenting an irresistible inertia. While ethnic
identification is the predominant means

of social identity formation in Africa, it is
typically not the animating factor in conflict.
Father Clement asserts that ethnicity is a
favored tool of politicians intent upon mobi-
lizing “supporters in pursuit of power, wealth,
and resources.” In fact, he finds interracial
cooperation more the norm than the excep-
tion. The well-publicized strife in Rwanda
between Hutus and Tutsis is motivated more
by resources and power than barely distin-
guishable physical, language, or religious
differences. The author argues that virtually
all conflicts in Africa can be traced to emo-
tional attitudes of perceived injustice, lack of
recognition, and exclusion from resources
and power. In his own words: “People do not
kill each other because of ethnic differences;
they kill each other when these differences
are promoted as the barrier to advancement
and opportunity.” Because there is a human
tendency to reinforce intergroup differences,
a rapid response capability within the security
sector must be established to quell tensions
before they get out of hand.

In the third Forum installment, Profes-
sor Martin Andersen of National Defense
University’s (NDU’s) Center for Hemispheric
Defense Studies addresses “a new dynamism”
that has emerged between indigenous com-
munities in Latin America and their national
governments. When Europeans conquered
the native populations of Central and South
America, huge swaths of Indian groups
remained largely isolated from urban centers
where capital cities and major centers of com-
merce were located and dominated by white
and mestizo elites observing new cultural
traditions. The primary interface between
these governments and unincorporated
populations has been the military and other
assorted security forces operating in remote
areas and serving as a less than ideal conduit
for native assimilation via conscription. The
attendant training has imposed the abandon-
ment of native language and culture in favor
of “modern” traditions.

The passage of time has not served to
reconcile these populations. On the contrary,
Native Americans have grown increasingly
restive in the face of persistent social barriers
to advancement and other points of fric-
tion, challenging the status quo and thereby
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threatening those in positions of power. In
Peru and Ecuador and from Bolivia to Nica-
ragua—where the entire eastern region has
been declared an independent state by the
indigenous—there is potential for a “geostra-
tegic hecatomb.” Professor Andersen argues
that in Latin America, the military plays

a dual role of defending the state against
external foes while simultaneously enforc-
ing government control over the national
population. With millions of people in Latin
America living outside the myriad benefits
of democracy, the unfinished business of
decolonization, particularly within state
security and defense establishments, must
continue with greater haste.

As a sidebar to Professor Andersen’s
contribution, the Naval Postgraduate School’s
Barry Zellen contrasts the loss of indigenous
sovereignty through force in southern climes
with its loss and steady recovery in the Arctic
through soft power and treaty negotiation.
There are many lessons in this short yet
insightful essay that reveal the mutual value
of accommodating and preserving indig-
enous culture through mediation.

The fourth article carries the Forum’s
topical inquiry to America’s doorstep.
Ambassador Curtis Ward argues for proac-
tive measures against transnational crime in
the Caribbean to prevent the development of
“cataclysmic security events.” The Ambas-
sador underscores the increasingly urgent
refrain that the United States has not kept
pace with regional security and development
imperatives and asks: “which comes first?”
Threats from increasingly sophisticated
transnational crime and terrorism are
forcing Caribbean countries to adjust their
priorities without the necessary resources
to obtain success. The underpinnings for
stability and security on America’s “third
border” are economic growth and develop-
ment, as well as ensuring democracy, good
governance, and the rule of law.

Our concluding essay finds its way
into the Forum because it ties the preceding
manuscripts to the potential for irregular
war on new fronts, and as extensions of
current conflict. Dr. Sebastian Gorka of
NDU'’s College of International Security
Affairs wonders whether increasingly dear
national security resources should be spent
on defusing the root causes behind violent
extremism, or aimed more directly at the
irregular forces arrayed against vital U.S.
interests. If the latter, Dr. Gorka begins his

investigation where Sun Tzu would have it:
a clear-eyed self-assessment. He concludes
that despite new capabilities and doctrine,

the U.S. national security establishment is

entrenched and inflexible.

His analysis then moves to the context
of contemporary actors in the global secu-
rity environment and core assumptions that
animate U.S. strategic analysis and plan-
ning. For the balance of his work, he exam-
ines irregular warfare through a familiar,
yet evolved, Clausewitzian prism, where the
Westphalian era’s triangle of government,
governed, and defenders of the state is dis-
placed by ideologues, global sympathizers,
and nonstate threat group(s). He asserts that
the most obvious change to the Prussian
theorist’s model is the sheer magnitude of
resources that the enemy can potentially
bring to bear in the modern era. Dr. Gorka
concludes with the observation that today
we face a foe who is aware that war starts
with—and depends upon—ideas far more
than it does upon weapons.

Not unlike a virus, al Qaeda has
evolved under pressure and its affiliated
movements similarly adapt or die in the
ill-governed or ungoverned spaces of Africa
and the Americas. Hard-pressed elements of
the franchise increasingly abandon religious
pieties and join with allies of opportunity
to persevere in efforts to impose pseudo-
religious tyranny. As political scientists
Joshua Goldstein and Jon Pevehouse have
observed, when social inequities and ethnic
tensions cross the line from “who gets what”
to “I don’t like you,” conflict is harder to
resolve. This is precisely where transnational
terror meets untapped opportunities for
cooperation and safe harbor. The rise of
powerful gangs in Central America and
the self-serving activities of opportunistic
politicians insinuating the destructive inef-
ficiencies of socialism add to the complexity
of theater security cooperation.

As Secretary Gates has noted, advising
and mentoring indigenous security forces
has moved from the periphery of institu-
tional priorities, where it was considered the
province of the Special Forces, to being a key
mission for the Armed Forces as a whole.
This is a core competency that, if adroitly
executed, harbors the potential to preempt
requirements for combat operations for
decades to come. JFQ

—D.H. Gurney
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“Africa’s Future Is Up to Africans”

PUTTING THE PRESIDENT’S WORDS INTO ACTION
By WILLIAM E. WARD and THOMAS P. GALVIN

resident Barack Obama’s address in Accra, Ghana, in July
2009, signaled a pivotal moment for U.S. policy toward and
priorities in Africa. Many in the United States increasingly
recognize the growing importance of Africa in global affairs.
With the President’s address, U.S. leadership demonstrated this view pub-
licly and laid out its priorities clearly and directly to an African audience.
Our national interests lie in a stable Africa, with the peoples of its
continental and island nations living in relative peace, being governed
relatively effectively, and enjoying relative economic and social advance-
ment. Seeing Africa’s populations able to provide for themselves and con-
tribute to global economic development is good for America, as is access

General William E. “Kip” Ward is Commander, U.S.
Africa Command. Colonel Thomas P. Galvin is Director to African resources and markets in free, fair, and competitive ways.
The most significant theme of the address was that our nation’s

of the Commander’s Action Group and Special

Assistant to the Commander, U.S. Africa Command. approach would start from the “simple premise that Africa’s future is
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up to Africans.” While this may have been
implied by previous U.S. National Security
Strategies since the 9/11 attacks, much of the
national security language was suggestive of
the United States seeking to help fix problems
and correct conditions in Africa that might
foster transnational threats directed at the
homeland. Even though the statement had
been made that “overcoming the challenges
[that] Africa faces requires partnership,

not paternalism,”? African perceptions of
increased U.S. attention were very different, as
shown in the strategic communications short-
falls brought on by the establishment of U.S.
Africa Command (USAFRICOM) in 2007.

President Obama laid out his five prior-
ity areas where the United States can contrib-
ute to a brighter future in Africa—democracy,
opportunity, health, peaceful resolution of
conflict, and addressing transnational chal-
lenges*—and alluded to how this should be
done. With respect to democracy, he stated,
“America will not seek to impose any system
of government on any other nation. The
essential truth of democracy is that each
nation determines its own destiny.” The
President also noted the extent to which Afri-
cans have been dependent on international
aid, saying, “The purpose of foreign assistance
must be creating the conditions where it’s no
longer needed.” This theme of pursuing self-
reliance was resonant throughout the speech
and was well received.

But how should this new policy be
implemented from a U.S. national security
perspective? Achievement in each of these
priority areas requires long-term engagement
and can be prone to occasional setbacks.
While the President praised Ghana'’s history
of peaceful transfer of power, there have been
recent extraconstitutional changes of power in
Guinea and Madagascar. African opportuni-
ties for economic growth and development are
being shackled by longstanding corruption
that will take many years to remove. Conflict
and the threat of conflict due to longstanding
border disputes, unresolved ethnic tensions,
large refugee populations, arms traffick-
ing, and endemic poverty are complex and
difficult problems, providing fodder for
extremism. Progress against these challenges
has been measurable. But to Americans con-
cerned about threats emanating from Africa,
the pace of transformational change seems
unacceptably slow.

Making matters even more complex
is the unfortunate fact that some within the

ndupress.ndu.edu

United States, in Africa, and around the world
have come to equate USAFRICOM with the
main African effort of our nation. Those who
have worked with the command know that it
acts in support of U.S. foreign policy objec-
tives and that its activities only occur with the
input and approval of U.S. Chiefs of Mission.
But the level of resources and high visibility
that come with the U.S. military contribute
to a perception of the geographic combatant
command, rather than the Embassy, being the
“face of the franchise,” so to speak.
Operationalizing these priorities, each
of which involves diplomacy and develop-
ment, places a premium on all U.S. agencies

basic equipment to their soldiers or even
paying them. As a result, good order and
discipline suffer. Furthermore, the influence
of corruption erodes the professional sense of
ethics that is well understood and taken for
granted among developed nations.
Opportunity. Although this priority
mostly concerns economic development, there
are two areas with clear security implications:
infrastructure and protection of vital resources.
Views from space of Africa at night
clearly depict the current inadequate state of
infrastructure development across the conti-
nent. Most of the development is concentrated
on the coasts, while vast interior spaces lack

those who have worked with the command know that it acts in
support of U.S. foreign policy objectives and that its activities
only occur with the input and approval of U.S. Chiefs of Mission

working collaboratively among the so-called
3Ds of diplomacy, development, and defense.
From a security and stability perspective,

it is more than what we contribute to the
effort: it is how we contribute and whether
the ultimate goal is achieved—Africans
determining their own future.

Five Priorities for Africa

The priorities listed in the President’s
speech are straightforward and did not, in and
of themselves, signal anything new. After all,
the United States has been globally promoting
democracy and opportunity in one form or
another since the early days of the Cold War.
But it was the words behind the priorities that
were significant, and where the policy direc-
tion for the U.S. military comes from.

Democracy. The President made clear
that democracy was “more than just holding
elections. It’s also about what happens between
elections.” He described the importance
of good governance, implemented through
stable and effective institutions such as “strong
parliaments, honest police forces, indepen-
dent judges, an independent press, a vibrant
private sector, [and] a civil society.”” While
some African nations have these, others are
hampered by corruption driven by money and
ethnicity, or by an inability or unwillingness
to extend governance outside the capital and
major economic centers of activity.

The impacts on African militaries are
staggering. Lacking the means and institu-
tions to provide for effective and ready forces,
several nations have difficulties providing

adequate roads, railroads, airports, power,

or communications. Insufficient access to
food or reliable water sources is a stressor on
the people, stunting economic growth and
sowing the seeds of conflict. Meanwhile, the
continent is being robbed blind of its abun-
dant natural resources. Illegal fishing is an
excellent example, with nearly $1 billion in
lost revenues and food supply in sub-Saharan
Africa in 2009.

Public Health. Unquestionably, this is a
concern for Americans, as Africa is home to
several dangerous pandemic diseases. HIV/
AIDS garners much attention, but malaria
and tuberculosis are also major concerns. A
lesser known factor is the impact of disease
on the readiness of the security sector. United
Nations (UN) Resolution 1308 was declared
because of the impacts of HIV on UN peace-
keeping missions. Meanwhile, poorly manned
and equipped public health facilities leave
both civilian and military populations vulner-
able to illness.

Prevention of Conflict. President
Obama stated, “For far too many Africans,
conflict is a part of life. . . . There are wars over
land and wars over resources. And it is still
far too easy for those without conscience to
manipulate whole communities into fighting
among faiths and tribes.”

While many of Africa’s bloody civil wars
are over, not all of them have been resolved to
the point of assuring no return to hostilities.
Meanwhile, several known major hotspots
remain. Somalia is foremost in many people’s
minds because of piracy in the Gulf of Aden
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and east Indian Ocean, while the Transitional
Federal Government is fighting Islamic
extremist groups. The Lord’s Resistance
Army continues its horrendous assault against
the peoples among five central and eastern
African nations of the Great Lakes region.
Southern Sudan may pursue a referendum to
secede from Sudan, which could be very con-
tentious, while insurgent activity continues to
affect the Darfur region. Tensions in the Niger
Delta remain high, as does north-south fric-
tion across several nations in the Sahel.
Imposing peace from the outside
through military force or coercion is not a

“

many neighboring nations in Africa have long
histories of conflict. Building trust among
them involves developing capabilities to share
information and intelligence and operate
under common sight pictures.

What Africans Are Telling Us

The good news is that these priorities
were consistent with the expressed desires of
many African political and military leaders
with whom we have engaged since our 2007
inception. They told us they also desire
African solutions to African problems, espe-

cially in providing for their own security and

.

U.S. Marine Corps (Nicole Teat)

.

Marine teaches Ghanaian soldier to use compass during military-to-military familiarization event

recipe for success; in fact, many of the embat-
tled nations would resist. Life under colonial-
ism is still well remembered and leaves a bitter
aftertaste. Instead, keeping the hotspots cool
is better left to the Africans, although they
need assistance in the form of training and
equipping their military peacekeeping units,
as well as planning and sustaining operations.
Addpressing Transnational Challenges.
Similarly, challenges such as terrorism, drug
and arms trafficking, illegal migrations, and
the spread of extremist ideologies must be
addressed in order to prevent the onset of new
tensions or exacerbation of existing ones. The
borderless nature of these challenges must be
met by solutions based on regional coopera-
tion, which is itself a conundrum given that
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stability in ways that serve to prevent future
conflicts and promote the full resolution of
existing ones. They recognized the post-inde-
pendence legacy of some African militaries
that served as protectors of the regime first or
that have succumbed to corruptive influences,
and instead want their armed forces to be
seen as protectors of the people and legitimate
representatives of the best values of their
nations. As they provided us their views and
perspectives, four common themes emerged,
consolidated below as a shared security vision
for Africa.

1. We are all striving for an Africa whose
military elements perform professionally and
with integrity. Africans want their militar-
ies to serve as protectors of the people, not

oppressors. They want effective and honorable
armed forces that are sufficiently trained,
equipped, and sustained to contribute to
stability and that are free from corruption and
indiscipline.

2. We are all striving for an Africa that
bolsters and promotes legitimate and profes-
sional security institutions. Africans want their
militaries to generally conform in roles and
purposes to other militaries around the world.
They want an end to irregular militias or forces
loyal to the executive at the expense of the
population. They want civil authority over the
armed forces, under capable institutions that
ensure the training, equipping, and sustaining
of the units and the readiness and well-being of
the servicemembers and their families.

3. We are all striving for an Africa that
has the will and means to dissuade, deter,

the borderless nature of
terrorism, drug and arms
trafficking, and the spread
of extremist ideologies must
be met by solutions based
on regional cooperation—a
conundrum given that many
neighboring nations have long
histories of conflict

and defeat transnational threats. The African
countries uniformly express a strong desire
to have the capacity to deal with their own
security issues, including greater abilities in
peacekeeping and exporting security across
the continent. This is true at the national level
and theater-wide.

Lowering dependence on external
assistance is contingent on the demonstrated
ability to properly and proportionately employ
security capabilities when and where needed.
This is true at the national, regional, and
theater levels, such that nations facing these
threats can turn to neighbors, the Regional
Economic Communities, or the African
Union (AU) for support when needed.

African countries have been increas-
ingly demonstrating the political will to over-
come these challenges and take ownership of
their security domain. For example, several
nations banded together to dismantle signifi-
cant elements of the Lord’s Resistance Army.
The partnership developing among the Gulf
of Guinea nations to improve maritime secu-
rity is another. The AU and its five Regional
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Economic Communities are growing and
maturing rapidly and are pursuing the for-
mation of an African Standby Force of five
brigades to respond in times of crisis.

4. We are all striving for an Africa whose
militaries and governments increasingly
support international peace efforts. Africans
prefer to resolve conflicts and sustain peace in
partnerships with fellow Africans, with or sup-
ported by the international community. Over
time, they believe they can address underlying
conditions that cause conflict. They also know
that supporting peace efforts on other conti-
nents is good for Africa and for the world.

Stability: The Overarching Need

Turning this vision into a reality
requires stability in the short term that can
be self-sustaining for the long haul. Nations
must be generally free from the threat of
violence such that economic development can
continue, as seen with the continent’s overall
2008 growth of 6 percent and 2009 growth of
1.75 percent, despite significant impacts from
the global downturn.” The private sector
needs encouragement to invest in African
infrastructure, which can only happen if ten-
sions can remain calm.

Stability is not a static condition; it will
come about only through measurable progress

.' Rwandan soldiers re't_uh to tents at Rwandan Military Academy, built in part with funds
Y fl‘_Olll Af_ri91a Contingency Operations Training Assistance program
G

el Bendet)

ndupress.ndu et

in the development of African security
capacity across the spectrum: military, police
forces, border security, customs, and the insti-
tutions that recruit, train, equip, sustain, and
support them. It also comes about through the
changes in attitudes and perceptions toward
security forces among the people, through
building trust and demonstrating capability,
consistency, and proportionality when dealing
with a threat.

Stability must come together at multiple
levels—nationally, regionally, and across the
whole continent, its island nations, and sur-
rounding waters. As national governments
build trust with their own people, nations
must band together to confront common
threats, lest the enemies of peace exploit
the seams. Meanwhile, the AU is a young
but growing organization that is increas-
ingly playing a stronger political role on the
continent, especially involving itself in the
adjudication of crises. A strong AU keeps an
African face on solutions in situations that
are beyond the nations’ abilities to address.
The development of the AU African Standby
Force (ASF) is an important step toward self-
sustaining stability, as it provides a rapid reac-
tion force for the continent, although this is a
long-term endeavor to develop full capability.
The Regional Economic Communities, which

will each contribute a brigade to the ASF, are
themselves in different stages of development
and representation of their constituencies.

This form of stability fosters an environ-
ment that encourages Africans to deter the
enemies of peace, safeguard innocent civilians
from violence and theft, cause violent extrem-
ist ideologies to be repudiated, and build
mutual trust and respect between defense
establishments and the people they are
defending. Such an environment would facili-
tate the achievement of their security vision.

If we are to support the African pursuit
of stability, we must embrace the commonali-
ties while listening and learning about the
differences. We readily agree that the scourges
of violent extremism, kidnapping, piracy, nar-
cotics, arms and human trafficking, and cor-
ruption are cancers that are holding African
societies back from their fullest potential. We
recognize that the perpetrators are merciless
and cannot be appeased.

However, Africans see their environ-
ment differently than we do. In the recent
past, terrorism was the chief U.S. concern.
The current administration is equally
concerned about ensuring the protection
of innocent populations against genocide.
Our African partners often have different
priorities. We have found continuously that
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listening to and learning from our partners
are vital to resolving differences in perspec-
tive and in our ability to provide support to
African stability until they have the means to
provide it for themselves.

Pursuit of the Vision

Building partner security capacity is
the primary role that USAFRICOM per-
forms on a day-to-day basis. It is clear from
the vision and stated national priorities that
the traditional focus of security force assis-
tance—the training and readiness of units—
is but a very small part of the requirement.
Our capabilities to build capacity must
touch all domains (for example, ground, air,
and maritime) and functions (for example,
combat forces, logistics, intelligence,
command and control, and medical). The
outcomes are trained and ready forces that
are capable across the spectrum of conflict,
but are concentrated on those capabilities
the Africans are requesting: peacekeeping,
counterinsurgency, and maritime security
rather than conventional warfare. And the

Our exercise series Africa Endeavor is
a good example. Begun as a multinational
communications interoperability exercise,
the 2009 iteration hosted by Gabon involved
26 African countries, the greatest number
of participants to date. Although the exer-
cise is facilitated by USAFRICOM, it is
governed by the participating nations. The
Africans formed a steering committee that
determines the locations of the exercise and
all its planning conferences, along with the
parameters and objectives. This ensures a
steady progression in interoperability and
cooperative spirit with which the partici-
pants are comfortable. It also avoids political
challenges should the United States and any
key participating nation experience differ-
ences that would lead others to question the
exercise’s true motivation.

Another example was Natural Fire, a
combined tabletop and crisis response exer-
cise involving 650 soldiers from five African
nations plus 550 U.S. Servicemembers led
by U.S. Army Africa (USARAF). The lead
African nation was Uganda, which established

Kenyan soldier distributes medication as part of multilateral exercise Natural Fire

processes must be unobtrusive to ensure that
African ownership of newfound capacity is
instilled from the beginning, when activities
are being planned. This means that most of
our activities are necessarily small in scale,
yet their impact is tremendous.
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the locations and parameters of the tactical
portion with USARAF assistance. The other
four nations—Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda,
and Tanzania—faced common challenges in
dealing with major regional humanitarian
crises, and the exercise was tailored to help
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them through the process of formulating
plans and conducting relief operations.

The following are some of the areas
where we are concentrating our efforts.

Building Effective Noncommissioned
Officer Corps. The noncommissioned officer
(NCO) corps of the U.S. military provides
critical small-unit leadership to Soldiers and
units, and is the direct link to the senior lead-
ership. Several African nations have NCO"
corps that either are underdeveloped or are
more vulnerable to corruptive influences.
Some nations have NCOs with limited profes-
sional experience due to turmoil or transfor-
mational efforts. Our African partners, rec-
ognizing that stable NCO corps lead to more
effective and sustainable units and security
institutions, have turned to us for assistance.

By helping partners train and develop
their NCOs, we have a greater chance of instill-
ing the qualities that help those NCOs train
and guide their own units. Such an approach is
welcomed by many partners, including those
with more mature NCO corps, as it requires
fewer U.S. personnel than efforts to train whole
units, and the results are longer lasting.

some partners are saddled
with training facilities
that were sufficient for a
conscription force focused
on basic combat skills but are

inadequate for professional

forces operating across a
wider spectrum

Building Support Capabilities. Just as
the U.S. military places its core competen-
cies, such as training combat skills, first
among all priorities, so do our partners. Yet
as we know, our success has come from the
development across our battlefield operating
systems. We have won many wars through
our supremacy in logistics, intelligence, fire
support, command and control, and other
areas. We have placed a premium on caring
for our Servicemembers, providing them
with top-notch medical, dental, financial,
legal, religious, and family support that
directly improves their readiness.

Many of our African partners have only
rudimentary capabilities and must rely on
outside assistance. For example, while African
nations are receiving peacekeeping training
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through the Africa Contingency Operations
Training Assistance program, American or
other international partners are still relied
upon to deploy to and sustain peacekeeping
operations they conduct.

Building Special Staff Capabilities. An
important component of the U.S. military
includes the functions performed by its special
staffs that support the chain of command in
enforcing standards and ethics. Many African
partners have limited (if any) inspectors
general, legal counsels, public affairs or strate-
gic communicators, or chaplain programs.

Establishing these functions can have
stabilizing effects on forces facing challenges
or pressures from corruptive influences, inter-
nal ethnic divisions, or distrust from the civil-
ian population. The USAFRICOM Office of
the Inspector General develops its own capa-
bilities that help increase transparency without
sacrificing operational security and provides
an additional voice for Servicemembers to
address problems. The USAFRICOM Office of
the Legal Counsel helps partners establish and
improve their military justice systems; ensure
that their activities follow the rule of law; and
effectively, fairly, and judiciously prosecute
crimes by military members. The USAFRI-
COM Office of the Chaplain helps partners
bridge gaps across faith groups and promote
diversity within the partners’ forces.

Our special staff also promotes
regional cooperation by encouraging coun-
terparts to establish relationships with each

structure. ERC is military construction that
supports overseas joint exercises through
building or improving infrastructure in
locations with no permanent U.S. presence.
It provides great benefits for later conduct
of joint and combined exercises, enhances
the morale and quality of life among troops,
and trains our military engineers. In fiscal
year 2009, seven projects were performed

at a cost of $2.4 million, including runway
construction and improvement and
upgrades to training ranges.

Promoting Formal Regional Coop-
eration. Without question, our partners
are growing more accustomed to working
together at levels not seen before. Two Africa
Partnership Station deployments in the Gulf
of Guinea have both enhanced maritime
capacity and encouraged intelligence and
information-sharing among those partners
at unprecedented levels. The threats of the
Lord’s Resistance Army in central Africa
and al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb in the
north have similarly drawn nations together
in response, including states that once warred
against each other.

Regional solutions is a relative term that
means different things to different people. For
some, the tendency is toward the Regional
Economic Communities. For others, itis a
simple collective of one’s immediate geographic
neighbors. There are other manifestations. If
the response matches the challenge rather than
a broader abstract ideology or vision, it will

because USAFRICOM is not the lead for our nation’s foreign
policy, we do not act until we garner concurrence and approval
from the U.S. Ambassadors and Country Teams before
implementing a program

other, whether through conferences or direct
contact. This enhances interoperability and
regional cooperation among the militaries
as a whole.

Building and Improving Military
or Dual-use Infrastructure. Some of our
African partners are saddled with old or
dilapidated training facilities or bases that
were sufficient for a conscription force
focused on basic combat skills but are now
inadequate for professional forces operating
across a wider spectrum. Through pro-
grams such as Exercise-Related Construc-
tion (ERC), we leverage planned activities
to improve our partners’ military infra-
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produce stronger and more lasting partner-
ships, and we should encourage them.
Promoting African-led Strategic
Dialogue. Our experience is showing that
the African people are growing more aware
of their security challenges and feeling more
empowered to address them. While not
all will have the opportunity to contribute
equally to the solution, the fact that the
dialogue is taking place is important. We
need to encourage and sustain this dialogue
by expanding strategic communications
opportunities and ensuring our actions and
effects are consistent with what both our
partner militaries and the people they serve

Nigerian soldier prepares to raise antenna during
interoperability exercise Africa Endeavor 2008

are saying. This is also another way to foster
regional efforts, built on shared trust, shared
understanding, and shared responsibility.

Reinforce Success

Naturally, the small scale of such activi-
ties means that followup is essential to help
our partners turn the short-term gains into
self-sustaining capabilities. This is more than
a followup for its own sake; it is about helping
ensure that the short-term benefits of our
activities translate into progress toward the
vision. Some of our approaches include:

Leveraging the “Demonstration Effect.”
Although tailoring to our partners’ needs is a
must, successful programs and activities can
often be applied elsewhere. We have found
that word spreads when things go well, which
helped lead to the expansion of some of our
successful programs early on.

The Africa Partnership Station (APS) is
an excellent example. Stemming from regional
concerns about maritime security, two U.S.
ships traveled up and down the Gulf of Guinea
coast from late 2007 through early 2008, pro-
viding tailored training, exercises, education,
and partnership opportunities based on the
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requests of participating nations. Addition-
ally, APS brought along international staff
and observers from European and African
countries and nongovernmental organizations
needing transportation to access populations
they otherwise might not reach. This deploy-
ment was so successful that our partners
wanted another one, and then another. Other
nations saw the benefits and decided to partici-
pate. By the end of 2009, five APS deployments
had been conducted, with one led by the Neth-
erlands. In fiscal year 2010, we are hosting
two more APS deployments, one each in east
and west Africa, while the Belgian navy is also
conducting APS in the Gulf of Guinea.
Demonstrating African Ownership.
Although it seems counterintuitive, touting U.S.
successes can sometimes be counterproductive.
While we are clearly proud of the programs
and activities we are performing, the stronger
messages come from the successes the Africans
themselves realize. Our role is instead to enable.
A recent example is what happened
during an African Maritime Law Enforce-
ment Program (AMLEP) deployment to a
West African nation. AMLEP is a cooperative
effort with the Department of Homeland
Security, Department of Transportation, and
U.S. Coast Guard that builds partner mari-
time law enforcement capacity and detects
and deters illicit activities within partner
nation Economic Exclusion Zones. It involves
institution-building, as some nations lack
the necessary judicial and legal processes to
determine disposition of captured sailors and
ships, and processing of evidence. As it turned
out, the participating Coast Guard cutter,
with embarked partner nation naval and law
enforcement officials, found a foreign trawler
stealing fish from unpatrolled waters. The
illegal vessel was seized by host nation author-
ities, who took possession of the trawler and
its contents and prosecuted its crew. Informa-
tion gathered during the AMLEP rotation
subsequently helped the nation make more
effective use of its limited patrolling assets.
Matching Actions with Words. There
remain concerns and perceptions of the
USAFRICOM role in U.S. activities on the
continent being greater than that of other
U.S. agencies. Rather than countering words
with words, which does little to assure our
partners, we act by example. Because USAF-
RICOM is not the lead for our nation’s foreign
policy, we do not act until we garner concur-
rence and approval from the U.S. Ambassa-
dors and Country Teams before implementing

a program, and we reinforce this relationship
when consulting with partners. They find this
reassuring, as it shows them the benefits of
proper civilian authority that ensures unity in
pursuing national policy objectives and trans-
parency that fosters trust. Thus, our partners
have been comfortable working with us to
pursue their long-term goals.

The U.S. Africa Command approach
supports the defense aspects of the Presi-
dent’s priorities by fostering the development
of defense establishments—formations,
facilities, and institutions—that serve its
people in ways supportive of African goals.
In turn, this helps grow stability that facili-
tates other priorities, such as opportunity
and public health. Much of what we do is
“under the radar,” but, as the above shows,
it is for a purpose. The President stated it
best: “Africa’s future is up to Africans.” Asa
supporting partner in the U.S. Government
effort in Africa, we ensure our actions are in
keeping with that premise. By so doing, U.S.
national interests are achieved in this impor-
tant part of the world. JFQ

Contributors: Vice Admiral Robert T.
Moeller, USN, Major General Michael A.
Snodgrass, USAF, and Ms. Christina K. Dall.
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Misinterpreting Ethnic
Conflicts in Africa

By CLEMENT MWEYANG AAPENGNUO cycle of ethnic conflict. The Rwandan
genocide, Darfur, northern Nigeria,
Cote d’Ivoire, and the violent aftermath of the
controversial Kenyan elections, among other cases,
seemingly substantiate this perception. As grievances

here is a general perception that

Father Clement Mweyang Aapengnuo is a Doctoral Student in the Institute for

Conflict Analysis and Resolution at George Mason University. He is the former accumulate and are defined at the group rather than
Director of the Center for Conflict Transformation and Peace Studies in Damongo, individual level, the motivation for reprisals is never
Ghana. This article was first published by the Africa Center for Strategic Studies ending. The centuries-old inertia behind these ani-
as Africa Security Brief No. 4 (NDU Press, April 2010). mosities, moreover, defies resolution. The seeming

implication is that Africa’s complicated ethnic
diversity leaves the continent perpetually vulnerable
to devastating internecine conflict. This, in turn,
cripples prospects for sustained economic progress
and democratization.

Ethnicity, Ethnic Mobilization, and Conflict
In fact, ethnicity is typically not the driving

force of African conflicts but a lever used by politi-

cians to mobilize supporters in pursuit of power,
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Woman walks to water distribution
site set up by African Union and
United Nations Mission in Darfur
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wealth, and resources. While the ethnic group
is the predominant means of social identity
formation in Africa, most ethnic groups
coexist peacefully with high degrees of mixing
through interethnic marriage, economic part-
nerships, and shared values. Indeed, if they
did not, nearly every village and province in
Africa would be a cauldron of conflict.
Ethnicity became an issue in Kenya’s
recent elections because of a political power
struggle that found it useful to fan passions to
mobilize support. It was not an autonomous
driver of this postelectoral violence, however.
While Daniel arap Moi’s 25 years of governing
through an ethnic minority-based patron-
age network did imprint group identity on
Kenyan politics, there are many instances of
cross-group cooperation. Most prominent
were the formation of the Kenya African
National Union by the Kikuyus and Luos in
the 1960s to fight for independence and the
creation of the National Rainbow Coalition
to break the one-party stranglehold on power

in 2002. Intergroup cooperation, in fact, is the
norm rather than the exception. Intermar-
riage is common, and many of Kenya’s youth,
especially in urban areas, grew up identifying
as Kenyans first, followed by ethnic affiliation.
This is not to suggest that ethnically based
tensions do not persist—rather, that the post-
election bloodshed in 2007-2008 was not an
inevitable outburst of sectarian hatred.
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In Rwanda, Hutus and Tutsis have
intermarried to such an extent that they are
often not easily distinguished physically. They
speak the same language and share the same
faith. Indeed, ethnic identity was closely asso-
ciated with occupation (farmer or herder), and
one’s identification could change over time if
one changed occupation. Violence in Rwanda
has usually been over resources and power.
Political manipulation of these resource con-
flicts led to the well-orchestrated 1994 geno-
cide. Politicians, demagogues, and the media
used ethnicity as a play for popular support
and as a means of eliminating political oppo-
nents (both Tutsis and moderate Hutus).

In Ghana, the military government of
General LK. Acheampong decided in 1979 to
vest all lands in the northern region in 4 of the
17 indigenous ethnic groups that lived in this
area. At the time, the military was seeking
an endorsement of one-party government.
Since the proposal was subject to a national
referendum, the government needed a “yes”

Independent electoral commissions can
help-avert ethnic violence during voting

vote from the north to counter a “no” vote
from the south. The land arrangement was
the deal some northern politicians cut with
the government for their support. The issue
became a defining moment in the mobiliza-
tion of ethnic groups such as the Konkomba
and Vagla in the name of developing their
area. The first intercommunal violence began
shortly thereafter—and continued for the next
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15 years, culminating in the Guinea Fowl War
of 1994-1995 in which some 2,000 people
were killed. During that time, more than 26
intercommunal conflicts over land (resources)
and chieftaincy (power) occurred in northern
Ghana, all characterized as ethnic conflicts.

Such a classification—in Ghana as in
many other African conflicts—is an oversim-
plification. Indeed, many conflict scholars
find the ethnic distinction baseless.! Often it is
the politicization of ethnicity and not ethnic-
ity per se that stokes the attitudes of perceived
injustice, lack of recognition, and exclusion
that are the source of conflict. The misdiag-
nosis of African conflicts as ethnic ignores the
political nature of the issues. People do not
kill each other because of ethnic differences;
they kill each other when these differences
are promoted as the barrier to advancement
and opportunity. The susceptibility of some
African societies to this manipulation by
opportunistic politicians underscores the
fragility of the nationbuilding enterprise on
the continent.

In many cases, the political choices
made by states lay the foundation for ethnic
mobilization. In other words, “ethnic con-
flicts” often emerge in multiethnic, under-
developed societies when the behavior of the
state is perceived as dominated by a particular

people do not kill each
other because of ethnic
differences, they kill each
other when these differences
are promoted as the barrier to
advancement and opportunity

group or community within it, when commu-
nities feel threatened with marginalization, or
when no recourse for redressing grievances
exists.? Ethnic thinking and mobilization gen-
erally emerge from the resulting inequitable
access to power and resources and not from
an intrinsic hatred.

Periodic eruptions of violence involving
Christians and Muslims in Nigeria’s highly
diverse “middle-belt” Plateau State capital, Jos,
are a case in point. This violence is usually
reported as “communal conflict.” This char-
acterization, however, overlooks some of the
institutional arrangements of Nigeria’s federal
system that foster this violence. State and local
governments have enormous influence in this
system, controlling roughly 80 percent of the
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country’s gross domestic product.’ In addition
to the implications for resource allocation,
local governments are responsible for classify-
ing citizens as “indigenes” or “settlers.” Set-
tlers are banned from holding some positions
in state government, are not eligible for state
education subsidies, and are restricted from
owning land. In Plateau State, this translates
into Hausa-speaking Muslims being classified
as settlers even if their families have lived in
the region for generations. The ongoing and at
times violent tensions resulting from such an
arrangement are predictable.

Institutional Constraints

Recognizing that ethnicity is a tool and
not the driver of intergroup conflict should
refocus our attention to the political triggers
of conflict. That there is a mobilization stage
in the lead-up to conflict, moreover, high-
lights the value of early interventions before
ethnic passions are inflamed.

State institutions and structures that
reflect ethnic diversity and respect for
minority rights, power-sharing, and checks
and balances reduce the perception of injus-
tice and insecurity that facilitates ethnic
mobilization. The justice system is key. In
societies where justice cannot be obtained
through public institutions, groups are more
likely to resort to violence for resolving their
grievances. A just society is more than the
legal system, however. A genuine separation
of powers and the rule of law are needed to
prevent abuses of state power. Such measures
prevent state functionaries from using their
powers to benefit their ethnic groups to
the detriment of other groups. In much of
Africa, the executive rather than the legisla-
tive branch determines most land policies.
Invariably, the ethnic group of the president
benefits from these policies. In Kenya,
Kikuyus used the political and economic
leverage available to them during Kenyatta’s
regime to form land-buying companies
that facilitated the settlement of hundreds
of thousands of Kikuyus in the Rift Valley
during the 1960s and 1970s.*

An even-handed legal system also
creates space for civil society organizations to
coalesce around issues of common concern,
such as development, accountability, and
human rights transcending ethnic affiliations.
This, in turn, facilitates exchanges between
groups. Business associations, trade and pro-
fessional associations, sports clubs, and artist
groups, among others, are all civil society
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Educational systems can promote
common national identity among youth
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organizations that can cut across ethnic lines
and engage government in productive ways.
Electoral systems and elections consti-
tute another area of policy focus. Elections on
their own do not necessarily lay the founda-
tion for stability. On the contrary, they can be
asource of ethnic tensions and violence. The
practice of winner-takes-all electoral outcomes
in a multiethnic and underdeveloped state
where the government controls the bulk of
resources makes winning an election a life-
and-death issue. Accordingly, it is important
that electoral systems are independent of polit-
ical control. One of the differences between
Kenya’s and Ghana’s recent elections was the
independence and resilience of the Ghanaian
electoral commission. Furthermore, once the
Electoral Commission in Ghana has validated

AAPENGNUO

another useful institutional mechanism for
mitigating ethnic conflict. Backed by a consti-
tutional act (Act 456), CHRAJ was mandated
in 1993 to “investigate complaints of viola-
tions of fundamental rights and freedoms in
both public and private sectors, investigate
complaints of administrative injustice, abuse
of power and unfair treatment of any person
by a public officer in the exercise of official
duties.” The commission was also mandated
to “educate the public on their fundamental
rights and freedoms and their responsibili-
ties towards each other.” For the first time,
Ghanaians could take government to task and
have their grievances addressed immediately
at the local level. Coming out of 12 years of
military rule and entering a new democratic
dispensation, the formation of the commission

the practice of winner-takes-all electoral outcomes in a
multiethnic and underdeveloped state where the government
controls the bulk of resources makes winning an election a
life-and-death issue

electoral results, private groups then have the
right to challenge irregularities in the courts.
These multiple levels of accountability gave
Ghanaians confidence in their electoral system
despite a very close 2008 election.

Ghana’s Commission for Human Rights
and Administrative Justice (CHRAJ) provides

was timely. Apart from the constitutional
mandate, funding was committed to support
CHRA] offices at the national, regional, and
district levels. The fact that the commissioner
was independent of executive influence gave
the commission enormous credibility. It is also
what distinguishes the CHRAJ from similar
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i“Local security forces are often first
. responders to ethnic clashes

commissions in other countries. Since its
inception, the commission has handled high-
profile cases involving government ministers,
unlawful dismissals involving the Inspector
General of Police, and the confiscation of peo-
ple’s assets. In each of these high-profile cases,
the court ruled in favor of the commission.

Religious bodies and local nongov-
ernmental organizations have disseminated
CHRA]J messages to the grassroots through
workshops, seminars, and support for com-
munities with grievances to present their
case to the commission. With this infra-
structure, education, and resources in place,
Ghanaians have come to appreciate the value
of the rule of law and the timely response to
their grievances at the community, district,
and regional levels.

Mitigating Ethnic Conflict

Reframing ethnic conflicts as political
competitions for power and resources should
shift how we think about mitigation strate-
gies. Rather than accepting identity conflict as
an inevitable feature of Africa’s highly diverse
ethnic landscape, a number of preventative
policy interventions can be pursued.

Build Unifying Institutional Struc-
tures. At the core of ethnic conflicts is the
relationship between ethnic groups and
the state in the search for security, identity,
and recognition. How the state negotiates
these interests and needs will determine the
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level of identity conflicts. A comprehensive
legal system that protects minorities from
the abuse of state power, respects their rights,
and ensures that their grievances are taken
seriously will reduce opportunities for ethnic
mobilization. Among other things, this
requires equitable access to civil service jobs

individuals with impeccable integrity can cir-
cumscribe these ploys. As seen in Ghana and
elsewhere, the effectiveness of a competent
electoral commission can make an enormous
difference in averting ethnic violence. Inde-
pendent electoral commissions can also estab-
lish electoral rules that reward candidates

for building cross-regional and intergroup
coalitions—and indeed require them to do so.
Ensuring that electoral jurisdictions do not
coincide with ethnic boundaries is one com-
ponent of such a strategy.

Ghana’s experience with the CHRA]J
provides further lessons for institutional
responses to mitigate ethnic tension. The
CHRAJ provided an accessible government
entity responsible for documenting and
reconciling ethnic grievances. Creating
variants of the CHRAJ in other African
countries would thus be a point of first
contact for minority groups who believe they
have been aggrieved. Such a human rights
commission would then be empowered to
serve as an ombudsman for investigating
and remedying intergroup conflicts at the
local level. It would be granted access and
convening authority to draw on the assets of
all other government entities that may have
arole in resolving the grievance. In this way,
the human rights ombudsman would be an

social marketing campaigns that promote national unity,
intergroup cooperation, and “strength through diversity”
themes can help frame the ethnic narrative in a positive light

and the various services the state provides.
Key among these state functions is minority
participation within the leadership and ranks
of the security sector. The military can be a
unifying institution, building bonds between
ethnic groups, helping to forge a national
identity for all ethnicities, providing youth an
opportunity to travel and live throughout the
nation, and allowing minorities to advance to
positions of leadership through merit. Diver-
sity in the security sector also has tangible
benefits as ethnically representative police
forces are linked with lower levels of conflict
in diverse societies.’

Elections are another flashpoint of
ethnic grievances—and therefore a priority
for mitigating violence. Elections present clear
opportunities for politicians to play on ethnic
differences. Establishing an independent,
representative electoral commission led by

official mechanism through which individu-
als and communities could proactively go
to resolve intergroup differences. Given the
nature of its work and the requirement to
gain the trust and support of local popula-
tions, representatives of the human rights
ombudsman would need to be accessible
at the local level in all potentially volatile
regions of a country.

Reinforcing Positive Social Norms.
Over the medium to long term, defusing the
potency of ethnicity for political ends requires
reorienting cultural norms. Social marketing
campaigns that promote national unity, inter-
group cooperation, and “strength through
diversity” themes can help frame the ethnic
narrative in a positive light, thereby making
it more difficult for divisive politicians to play
on differences to mobilize support. Such a
communications strategy would be comple-
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mented by a country-wide, community-level
outreach campaign implemented by civil
society organizations that targets youth, rein-
forcing messages of “one country, one people,”
tolerance for other groups, and nonviolent
conflict resolution.

Targeting youth is particularly impor-
tant for breaking intergenerational attitudes
regarding ethnicity. Youth is the population
group most easily mobilized to violence. A
comprehensive and deliberate educational
system designed to promote integration and
coexistence with emphasis on civic lessons
on citizenship and what it means to be a
nation will foster this concept of a common
people with a common destiny. A social
marketing campaign also brings this unify-
ing message directly to the people rather
than relying on ethnic or political leaders
(who may be benefiting from the perceived
divisions). This campaign, paralleling the
successful efforts of legendary Tanzanian
leader Julius Nyerere, would simultane-
ously help build a common national identity
(which so many African countries still lack)
while taking the ethnicity card off the table
for political actors.

Complementing efforts to shift cultural
and political norms surrounding identity,
sanctions need to be created and applied
to those actors who continue to attempt to
exploit ethnic differences toward divisive
ends. Two groups are critical here: the media
and politicians. Penalties would take the
form of a national law criminalizing the
incitement of ethnic differences by politi-
cal actors and public officials. These laws
then need to be enforced. An independent
body, whether the electoral commission or
a human rights council along the lines of
Ghana’s CHRAJ, would be given responsibil-
ity for investigating charges of ethnic incite-
ment—and the authority to assess penalties
including fines and bans from holding public
office. The symbolism generated from a few
highly publicized cases would go far toward
shifting these norms.

The media also play a unique role in
communicating information and impres-
sions in society. As such, they have an
indispensible function in a democracy to
foster dialogue and debate. Unfortunately, in
practice, it is common in Africa for certain
media outlets to be controlled by politically
influential individuals who are willing to
whip up identity divisions to support their
interests—greatly elevating the potential
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for ethnic conflict. The media also have the
potential to escalate a local conflict to the
national level—raising the stakes for violence
as well as complicating the task of resolution.
Given the unique potential the media have
for shaping social attitudes and mass mobi-
lization, most societies accept that the media
must meet certain standards for responsible
behavior. These standards should include
prohibitions against programming that
incites ethnically based animosity. Again,
independent monitoring bodies, possibly in
collaboration with national media consortia,
should be given the authority to quickly
investigate and enact tough sanctions against
outlets deemed to have violated these stan-
dards against hate mongering.

Early Response. A key lesson learned
from experience in preventing and quell-
ing ethnic tensions in Africa is the value of
addressing these issues sooner rather than
later. Tamping down these tensions is more

as most ethnic violence
occurs at a local level—
along a faultline bordering
neighboring communities—
the value of a rapid response
before other triggers are
tripped is vital

feasible—and less costly in social and finan-
cial terms—before intergroup divisions have
been mobilized and violence ensues (which, in
turn, sets off a new and more polarized cycle
of grievance, fear, distrust, and retaliation). It
also underscores the importance of govern-
ment officials taking every group’s expressed
struggle seriously (for example, claims of
discrimination, denigration, or denial of
rights) and responding immediately. This,

of course, presupposes that the government

is competent and willing to deal with these
conflicts and is not a party to the grievance in
the first place. The creation of a human rights
ombudsman that is seen as an impartial actor
that will document and investigate ethnically
based claims provides the dual benefit of a
mechanism that addresses these claims fairly
and can help defuse tensions before they boil
over. Belief that there is a systematic means by
which one’s grievances can be fairly addressed
reduces the likelihood that individuals will
feel the need to take corrective measures into
their own hands.

Finally, preventing ethnic tensions
from escalating out of control requires a
rapid response capacity within the security
sector when intergroup clashes occur. These
police and military forces must be trained
to respond in an even-handed yet assertive
manner that builds confidence in the state’s
capacity to intervene constructively. As most
ethnic violence occurs at a local level —along
a faultline bordering neighboring communi-
ties—the value of a rapid response before
other triggers are tripped is vital. The local
nature of these ethnic triggers also points
to the need for broad-based training of the
security forces. Every local police jurisdiction
needs to have the awareness and capacity to
respond in such ethnically charged contexts,
as they will likely be the first responders.
They, in turn, can be backed up by military
forces (most likely from a provincial level)
that will, in most cases, have better transport,
communications, and firepower to bring a
situation under control. However, the initial
response by the police is critical in shaping
the trajectory of that confrontation.

There is a human tendency to rein-
force intergroup differences. Civilized soci-
eties learn ways to prevent these impulses
from becoming polarized and turning
violent. Understanding the political roots of
many of Africa’s ethnic clashes can help us
focus and redirect our conflict prevention
efforts—and in the process enhance the
effectiveness of our growing toolkit of cor-
rective measures. JFQ
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Mapuche resistance march in Santiago, Chile
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governments, particularly in terms of Indian peoples’
e e n s e belated incorporation into the region’s putative democracies
, as full citizens and their integration. From the time of the

Spanish Conquest, this relationship has largely been through

the military due to the physical and cultural remoteness of
a “ e c u r I y state capital cities vis-a-vis the Native American communities

and the lack of a real state presence, except for the military and

n “Latin” America, a new dynamism has emerged in
the relationship between indigenous communities,
representing at least 40 million people, and national

- - - other security forces (although historically the axis of contact

in k6 L atl n 7 Am erica with non-Indian society also included the Catholic Church
and more recently the school system). Commonly used as a
conduit for integrating indigenous peoples (already facing both
the promise and threat of social mobility and consumerism in

urban areas) into the national polity, the relationship with the
armed forces came at a high cost to the Indians. Military lead-

By MARTIN EDWIN ANDERSEN
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Affairs in the Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies at the National
Defense University. His most recent book is Peoples of the Earth:
Ethnonationalism, Democracy, and the Indigenous Challenge in “Latin”
America (Lexington Books, 2010).
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ership, like the rest of the nations’ elites, have
with few exceptions been white or mestizo
with an urban orientation or outlook, so the
integration was one-way: Indians were incor-
porated into the military, forced or persuaded
to give up their cultures and language, and
become mestizo citizens.

Currently, this dynamic is in rapid
flux, as Native American demands for
long-overdue political representation, as
well as the active nation-state protection of
their cultures and access to land and other
resources, surge to visible prominence. Those
in power—looking across great divides of
culture, language, geography, and history—
feel menaced by an indigenous assertiveness
that in the best of circumstances seeks to
destabilize the traditional status quo. As the
deepening of democracy has included indig-
enous communities more actively asserting
their demands, the traditional roles of the
military vis-a-vis the indigenous communi-
ties have to be carefully reexamined, as the
outcome has far-reaching implications for
positive resolution of issues ranging from
internal security and national defense to
regional hegemony.

Background

Contemporary indigenous challenges
reach into the heart of democracy itself. A
visible few manifest themselves as allies of
populist leaders who threaten democratic
institutions or who have admiration and
support from extracontinental extremists,
such as Iran and Islamist groups. In mid-2009,
political scientists Mitchell Seligson and
John Booth examined a year of polling in the
region and found that, after Honduras and
Haiti—the latter the hemisphere’s perennial
“sick man”—the next countries whose demo-
cratic political stability was threatened by the
citizens’ low perception of political legitimacy
were Guatemala, Peru, and Ecuador. They
pointed out that each, with large Indian
populations, was characterized by “low
consolidation of democratic norms and high
dissatisfaction with government performance
and institutions.” The polling data revealed
that each had “larger proportions of antidem-
ocratic, institutionally disloyal, and economic
performance-frustrated populations.” Having
large populations of disgruntled citizens
may encourage elites to risk antidemocratic
adventures, Seligson and Booth noted, which
is the most common challenge to democratic
rule. Only historically coup-prone Bolivia, the
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country with the largest percentage of indig-
enous populations in the Americas, seemed
likely to escape such a fate, in part for reasons
explained below.

In a book published 4 years earlier,
Armed Actors: Organised Violence and
State Failure in Latin America, University
of Utrecht professors Dirk Kruijt and Kees
Kooning noted that the proliferation of
“armed actors” in the region is due in part to
ethnic tensions in various countries, particu-
larly in the central Andean region of Ecuador,
Peru, and Bolivia.! It is in that context that
the warnings of political scientists Joshua
Goldstein and Jon Pevehouse become increas-
ingly urgent; when conflicts take on an ethnic
cast, they become harder to resolve “because
they are not about ‘who gets what’ but about

the ways state policies put
force in the hands of security
custodians include questions
about the trustworthiness,
steadfastness, and definitions
of citizenship of those
uniformed quardians

Tdon’tlike you. . .. Almost all the means of
leverage used in such conflicts are negative,
and bargains are very hard to reach. So ethnic
conflicts tend to drag on without resolution
for generations.”™

The ways state policies put force in
the hands of security custodians are key to
both democracy and security, and include
questions about the trustworthiness, stead-
fastness, and definitions of citizenship of
those uniformed guardians. Issues regard-
ing ethnicity, armed forces, and police have
erupted at times, particularly along the spine
of the Andes, where Indians comprise either
the majority or significant minorities in lands
where their ancestors lived before the Spanish
Conquest. At issue there and elsewhere is not
only whether the national elites in charge of
security and defense policies trust their indig-
enous countrymen enough to include them
inside the governance circle, but also whether
the indigenes trust their police and military
to serve, protect, and defend their own inter-
ests. Current and pending clashes are more
intractable because they are based not only on
material interests, but also, as Goldstein and
Pevehouse point out, on psychological and
emotional factors.

For example, militant Chilean Mapuche
Indian organizations have been placed on
the U.S. Department of State’s terrorism
list, while that country’s militarized, largely
nonindigenous national police act as the point
of the lance for state policies that allow non-
Indian national and foreign corporations to
develop on native peoples’ ancestral lands. To
some, the gathering confrontation appears to
foreshadow the dire threats to the nation-state
itself postulated a decade ago by Chilean mili-
tary theorists. In October 2008, even before
the latest round of violence and indigenous
community organization, the president of the
powerful Confederation of Production and
Commerce (Confederacién de la Produccion
y el Comercio) called on the government to
employ a heavy hand in dealing with violence
linked to the Mapuche question: “The acts
of violence are not ‘isolated incidents.” The
citizenry has been witness to the level of com-
plexity, organization, and increase in scale
that has recently become worse. This is part
of a long-term plan with ideological connota-
tions of a terrorist kind.”

In Bolivia—a country that since inde-
pendence has been synonymous with armed
coups d’etat, and where Indians have until
recently been disenfranchised although they
make up a solid majority—self-declared
Marxist-Leninist and indigenous President
Evo Morales has remodeled the armed forces
(by all accounts successfully) under his
control along the lines of his ethnic refounda-
tion of the republic. Key to his appeal is his
call for a new military-peasant pact, this time
led not by a general or a fractious colonel, but
rather by indigenous peoples themselves.

Meanwhile, Ecuador’s left-wing populist
President Rafael Correa, mindful of the over-
throw of two of his predecessors by Indian-led
unrest (in one instance in tandem with ambi-
tious senior army officers), can be seen to con-
stantly look over his shoulder to avoid their
fate. As recently as October 2009, the govern-
ment, reelected in a landslide, nonetheless
had to backtrack after a national faceoff with
protesting Ecuadoran indigenous groups. As
anthropologist Brian Selmeski has noted, the
overthrow of elected President Jamil Mahuad
in 2000 by a military-indigenous coalition
marked the debut of a new power combina-
tion on the turbulent Ecuadoran scene, as
it was the first time the key factions of the
armed forces—which for the preceding decade
had jettisoned the promotion of mestizaje, or
integration through acculturation, in favor of
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Lessons from the Far North

By BARRY S. ZELLEN

ince the modern state first encroached upon their pristine and

sparsely inhabited homeland 400 years ago, the Inuit of the

Arctic have aspired to restore their Aboriginal rights and cul-

tural traditions, and whenever possible, to reclaim components
of their indigenous sovereignty. As the Inuit learned more about the
systems and structures of governance that were exported from Europe
and later the newly independent capitals of North America, they found
new ways to reclaim many lost powers through innovative domestic
diplomacy, negotiation, and various forms of political protest.

This contrasted elsewhere in the Americas, where the modern state
collided more forcefully with the interests and sovereign aspirations of
hundreds of indigenous empires, nations, and tribes from the late 15t
century onward. The result was annihilatory warfare, genocide, forced
migrations, and coercive assimilation policies—all aiming at the general
extinguishment of indigenous identity. It was a brutal chapter in history
that pioneered the art of ethnic cleansing but that resulted through its
decisive results in domestic security and opened up an entire continent
to American power. While a part of American history that evokes much
guilt nowadays, our three centuries of Indian wars provided us with a
useful testing ground for counterinsurgency, coalition warfare with tribal
allies, balance-of-power diplomacy, and many an improvised admixture
of hard, soft, and smart power. Who we are as a nation, and how we fight
wars around the world, continues to be shaped by our experience tack-
ling the many security challenges presented by America’s first inhabitants
and their spirited defense against our inevitable expansion.

In the Far North of our continent, the state collided with indigenous
tribes much later in history, with economic contact, and later military
interaction, starting in the 17t and 18" centuries. By the time the pres-
ence of a rapidly modernizing state began to be felt in the Far North, its
methods for asserting political control began to mellow, with hard power
shifting to soft power and treaty negotiation replacing conquest for the
final integration of the last, virgin territories into the American and the
Canadian polities.

In 1867, America purchased Alaska from Russia and with it Russia’s
assertion of sovereignty over Alaska’s interior tribes, and because of its
harsh climate and remote location, most Americans thought William
Seward was foolish to have spent $7 million on these frozen acres,
dubbing the new territory “Seward'’s Ice Box” or “Seward’s Folly.” Great
Britain, and later Canada, similarly bought their way to sovereign expan-
sion, not by purchasing the land from a competing power but by entering
into a series of numbered treaties, nation to nation, that brought the
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western tribes into its expanding confederation. Thus, largely through
negotiation between two unequal parties, tribe and state, the new ter-
ritories of the Far North entered into southern control without, by and
large, recourse to war—with exceptions including the Métis rebellion
from 1871 through 1885, and the more limited armed uprising at Oka,
Quebec, in 1990. Because the political integration of the Far North was
achieved largely without war, the preferred tools for reconciling the
interests of tribe and state would remain predominantly nonviolent,
modeled on the treaty process, with negotiation helping to bring some
balance to the many other asymmetries—such as economic and military
power—that separated the indigenous tribes from the modern states
laying sovereign claim to the North.

While the expansion of the modern state into the North did not
require frontier warfare as experienced elsewhere in America’s expan-
sion, modern warfare did have a profound sociopolitical impact on the
relationship between Alaska Natives and the modern state. This was most
dramatically illustrated in June 1942 when Japan bombed Dutch Harbor
and invaded the islands of Attu and Kiska in the Western Aleutians. With
Japan'’s forcible resettlement of the surviving native Aleuts from Attu to
Hokkaido for the remainder of the war, Alaska Natives quickly recognized
that they too faced grave danger, and the crucible of war would help to
tighten the bond between Alaska’s indigenous peoples and the rapidly
expanding modern state, which mobilized for war by building new air-
strips, surging manpower, and cutting the Alaska Highway across 1,400
miles of northern wilderness in 1942.

While this rapid mobilization would create many stresses and
strains on the long-isolated Native population, including the painful
odyssey of the remaining Aleut population as it was relocated outside the
war zone to camps in Alaska’s southeast, the wartime experience would
also help bring the two peoples closer together—most evident in the
formation of the Alaska Eskimo Scouts in 1942, the famed “Tundra Army”
organized by Major Marvin “Muktuk” Marston, which would become
the Alaska Territorial Guard, with thousands of volunteers representing
over 100 Aleut, Athabaskan, Inupiag, Haida, Tlingit, Tsimshian, Yupik,
and non-Native communities. In the high North Atlantic, the dual impact
of the Battle of the Atlantic, and America’s defense of Greenland and
maritime Canada, would similarly bring modern state 