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Over one-hundred years ago, the United States (U.S.) Arny,
out nunbered three to one, defeated an insurgency of at |east
ei ghty-thousand conbatants, making the Philippi ne War “one of
t he nost successful counterinsurgenci es waged by a Western arny
in nmodern tines.”! Today in Iraq, the U.S. military is again
i nvol ved in counterinsurgency operations with striking
simlarities to the Philippines War of 1899-1902. In both
operations, the United States toppled a di sagreeabl e gover nment
wth swft mlitary action and m nimal casualties; the U S
removed the existing governing system in a country where self-
rule was a foreign concept; and in both cases a rapid insurgency
devel oped | argely unnoti ced.

Wil e the Philippine War was resol ved relatively swftly,
the United States is struggling to devel op and inpl enent an
ef fective counterinsurgency strategy to defeat the Iraqi
i nsurgency.? Scholars and nmilitary strategists alike have pointed
to the aforenentioned simlarities and concluded that the Iraq
War shoul d be nodel ed fromthe successful strategy of the

Phi | i ppi ne war of 1899-1902.°% The conplexity of the situation in

1 Max Boot, The Savage Wars of Peace (New York: Basic Books, 2002), 126-127
Boot states that the nunber of U S. soldiers in the field averaged
24,000 during the Philippine Wr.

2 Tinothy K Deady, "Lessons from a successful counterinsurgency: the
Phil i ppi nes, 1899-1902," Parameters, Spring 2005, 53.

3 Vance Serchuk and Thonmas Donnelly, “U. S. Counterinsurgency in Iraq: Lessons
fromthe Philippine War,” American Enterprise Institute for Public
Policy Research Online, 1 Novenber, 2003,
<http://ww. aei.org/publications/filter., publD. 19408/ pub_detail.asp> (7
Decenber, 2005).



Ilrag deens this plan severely flawed, and potentially fraught
w t h dangerous outcones. The strategy to defeat the Irag
i nsurgency should not be nodel ed on the successful strategy of
U.S. Arny during the 1899-1902 Philippine War due to inherent
di fferences: population, culture, mlitary capabilities.
Population

The success of the U S. Arny in the Philippines was to a
great extent due to the actions of the Filipino people and
insurgents. In a classical insurgency, the | eadership is
critical to the strength of an insurgency. The Phili ppine
i nsurgency was |led by Emlio Aguinal do, who had fought agai nst
colonial Spain prior to U S. forces. In 1901, Aguinal do was
captured by U S. forces and forced to proclai macceptance of
U S. sovereignty. Additionally, he called on his forces to give
up their struggle against the U.S.* In contrast, Saddam Hussein
cal l ed) on—and continues to encourage the lraqi people from
prison—the Ilraqi mlitary and general popul ace to fight and
resist the U S. invasion.

The people are also a key source of strength in a
successful insurgency. Wthout the support of the popul ace, an
insurgency is less likely to succeed. After several years of

fighting and the surrender of Aguinaldo, Filipinos acquiesced to

4 Boot, 125.



U.S. rule. Accustoned to centuries of rule by the Spanish, a
majority of Filipinos rapidly becane reconciled to U.S. rule.®

Prior to inplenenting guerilla style warfare, Aguinal do
initially attenpted to fight the U S. Arny conventionally. Wen
this proved to be unproductive, Aguinaldo transferred to
guerilla warfare. However, the transition was a sonmewhat sl ow
process, and the U . S. Arnmy was quick to adapt to the tactics of
t he insurgents.

Conversely, in Iraq, Saddam Hussein waged a guerilla style

war agai nst the U S. fromthe beginning.®

Many of the regular and
elite lragi Arny units sinply dispersed into the civilian
popul ation, reorganized, and initiated the insurgent canpaign
t hroughout the country. The Filipino insurgents turned to
i nsurgency only when the U S. Arny could not be defeated
conventionally while the Iraqi strategy was to defeat the U S.
Forces by inflicting mniml casualties over a |long period of
time and space.
Culture

The Philippine insurgency, the lraqgi insurgency, and the

US. Arny then and now are all organizationally and culturally

different. The Filipino insurgents |acked weapons and ammunition

stockpiles. This served as a consi derabl e hindrance for

5 Boot, 125.

6 Certainly, the Iraqgi Arny attenpted to confront Coalition Forces
conventionally, but guerilla-style forces were trained and depl oyed
when hostilities were initiated.



i nsurgent operations.’ Being geographically isolated due to the
i nsul ar, dispersed nature of the terrain and also to the thick
jungle terrain, travel and supply of forces was difficult.
Conversely, in lraq, weapons and amrunition caches are preval ent
t hroughout the country, allow ng anple and distributed supplies.
Iragi insurgents are better arned than their Filipino
counterparts.

The U . S. Arny was wel | adapted and experienced at fighting
irregular style warfare against Native Anericans in the Wstern
United States. This frontier fighting was very simlar to the
type of fighting soldiers sawin the Philippines. In contrast,
m d and senior level officers currently in Iraq generally were
trai ned under the Cold War nentality of conventional warfare.?
Max Boot notes that twenty-six of thirty U S. Arny generals who
served in the Philippines from 1898-1902 were veterans of the
frontier Indian Wars.® Wiile the U.S. Arnmy that fought the
Phi | i ppi ne insurgents were well trained and experienced for the
type of fighting they experienced, U S. forces today are
predom nantly trained in conventional force-on-force style
warfare. The U S. Arny of the early 20'" Century woul d easily

recogni ze the type of operations that are occurring in Iraq.

7 Deady, b55.
8 Krepi nevi ch, 5.
9 Boot, 127.



Ant hony James Joes succinctly explains that the U S. Arny
defeated the Filipino insurgents because “there were no
scream ng jets accidentally bonbing hel pl ess vill ages, no B-52s,
no napalm no artillery barrages, no coll ateral damage. I|nstead,
t he Americans conducted a decentralized war of small nobile
units..hunting guerrillas who were increasingly isolated both by
the indifference or hostility of nmuch of the popul ati on and by
the concentration of scattered peasant groups into |arger
settlenents.”!® Modern equi pnment is functionally designed for
i npl enentation in conventional force-on-force engagenents, not
conventional force-on-insurgent operations.

In the Philippine War, the Filipino resistance to U S. rule
differed in character and ideology fromisland to island and
provi nce to province. Subsequently, the nethods used by the U S

Arny varied just as broadly. It

is difficult to develop a
conpr ehensi ve concept of operations for the Philippine War when
the concepts varied fromcomander to commander in order to dea

with the particular threat of a region or island.

10 Ant hony Janes Joes, America and Guerrilla Warfare (Lexington: University
Press of Kentucky, 2000), 325. Quoted in Robert M Cassidy, “Back to
the Street Wthout Joy: Counterinsurgency Lessons from Vi et nam and
O her Small Wars.” Parameters, Sumer 2004, 80.

11 Brian McAllister Linn, The U.S. Army and Counterinsurgency in the
Philippine War, 1899-1902 (Chapel Hill: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1989), xi.



Military Capabilities

Per haps the nost salient difference in the Philippine War
and the current Irag war is the degree of force enployed. During
the Philippine War, U. S. soldiers commonly utilized tactics nore
brutal than are acceptable by nodern western standards. Max Boot
notes that relative to the standard col onial practices at the
time the U S. soldiers’ conduct was “better than average.”
However, these nethods, which significantly contributed to the
successes in pacifying the insurgents in the Philippine War, are
consi dered brutal by nodern standards. '?

After an engagenent in which a U S. Marine conpany was
anbushed by Filipino insurrectos, Mrines “burned houses and
huts al ong the road where they had been anbushed” and returned
to their base.'® Wile in lraq civilian targets are not off-
limts and are subject to be attacked based on the threat, the
conbat power utilize against these civilian targets is
proportional to the threat, and nust occur when the threat is
physically present. Unlike the Philippines where U S. Mrines
burned down those areas where they were anmbushed despite the

departure of eneny conbatants, U S. forces in lIraq are prevented

12 Boot, 127. This is not a condemation of the actions of U S soldiers in
the Philippines, but rather a relative conparison to denonstrate that
the met hods used by U S. soldiers in the Philippines are unacceptabl e
by nodern Western standards.

13 Hans Schmi dt, Maverick Marine: General Smedley D. Butler and the
Contradictions of American Military History (Lexington, Kentucky:
University Press of Kentucky, 1987), 12.



fromcarrying out acts of vengeance that are not tied to a
specific tactical, strategic, or operational objective.

Wil e during the Philippine conflict the U S. Arny enpl oyed
many tactics that are now considered brutal, the U S mlitary
i's being questioned by the international community about
conventional nethods of warfare that have | ong been the
unquesti oned standard. Wil e white phosphorous is neither a
chenmi cal weapon nor banned, the use of white phosphorus in Iraq
as a conventional incendiary weapon caused a significant outcry
anongst international organizations.'* The weapon is generally
used to mark targets for destruction, and also as an incendiary
device, both |l awful nethods of enploynment. Had this weapon been
available to U S. forces in the Philippines, it is unlikely that
the U S. popul ace woul d denonstrate a noticeable | evel of
concern with its enpl oynent.

Technol ogy and the nedi a have al so added a new di nension to
the Irag conflict that U S. forces in the Philippines were not
subj ected. Wiile the U S. Arny was generally viewed in a
negative light by the nedia, the atrocities commtted during the
Phi li ppine War were |argely hidden fromthe nedia and
accordingly the Amrerican public.' Quite the opposite is true in

Irag. During conbat operations in Fallujah, Irag i n Novenber,

14 As reported by the BBC, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/m ddl e_east/4440664. stm
15 Chal ners Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire (New York: Metropolitan Books,
2004), 39.



2004, a U. S. Marine shot an eneny conbatant, (who he determ ned
to be a threat) pretending to be dead. The incident was captured
on video, and a donestic and international nedia nél ée of
outrage at the “brutality” of U'S. forces ensued.!® Mlitary
operations in the Philippines were not under the sanme degree of
scrutiny that U S. forces today are in Iraqg. Lieutenant Col one
Robert L. Howze | ed aggressive patrols that ravaged the

Phi |'i ppi ne countryside, “killing and surroundi ng the guerill as,
allowing themto die of hunger, and disease.”!’ Such patrols
today would likely result in dieing, hunger, and di sease,
ultimately underm ning the strategic mssion in lraq. Simlarly,
intelligence operations in the Philippines were not dissected as
they are in lraq. In the Philippines, Brigadier General
Frederick Funston ordered the famly of a promnent guerrilla to
be ki dnapped in order to punish and coerce the guerilla to
surrender.!® In Irag, combat operations are singularly focused on
the insurgents and their support infrastructure; innocent
friends and fam|ly are not harassed. The technol ogi cal and nedi a
inmpacts on mlitary capabilities and techniques are a
significant difference between the conflicts in the Philippines

and Iraq.

16 http://jurist.law pitt.edu/ paperchase/ 2004/ 11/ mlitary-investigating-
possi bl e. php

17 Robert D. Kapl an, Imperial Grunts, (New York: Random House, 2005), 138.

18 Kapl an, 139.



Regardl ess of howit is obtained, mlitary pacification of
the insurgent groups is essential to a successful
counterinsurgency. Brian Linn offers that the U S. Arny’'s
successful strategy of non-mlitary pacification of the
Phi | i ppi nes was only possibly after the insurgents had been
defeated or neutralized. An estimated 269,000 civilians and
insurgents died as a result of the war. The poorly arned
Filipino forces were crushed by a U S. Arny that, conpared to
modern U.S. forces in Iragq, knew few restraints.!® A heavy-handed
approach simlar to the successful nmethods inplenented in the
Philippines is no |l onger acceptable in the west, and this limts
the utility of the Philippine strategy.

Conclusion

The conpl exities and uni queness of how i nsurgencies
organi ze and operate across tinme and space nmake the utilization
of the Philippine nodel an inappropriate tenplate for holistic
application to the Iragi operating environnment. During the
Phili ppine War, the Filipino insurgents were unable to defeat
the U S. Arny because of their own mlitary m ssteps.
Additionally, the insurgent and mlitary groups of both the
Phi l'i ppines and Iraqg have uni que conplexities and cul tures that
contribute to how the conflicts are perceived and organi zed.

This results in tw distinct wars that nust be fought

19 Linn, 170.
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differently. Finally, nodern U.S. forces are constrained in ways
that U S. forces during the period of the Philippine War were
not. Subsequently a strategy of heavy-handed force cannot be
enpl oyed in the Iraq War.

Smal | wars have changed dramatically over the last fifty
years, and concomitantly so nust the utilization of past
strategies to defeat adversaries.? Mark Twain reportedly stated

“hi story does not repeat itself, it rhymes.” The sane can be
said for the Philippine War of 1899-1902 and the current Irag
War. Al though there are superficial simlarities that can be
studi ed, the application of strategies used in previous
conflicts should be meticul ously anal yzed and applied when
concl usi ons drawn support their application. Like al

i nsurgenci es, |Irag poses a uni que set of operational and
tactical challenges that require uni que solutions, not

boi | erpl at e approaches. There are striking strategic
simlarities for how the U S. becane involved in both wars and
the notivations for involvenment, but operationally and
tactically, the wars cannot be conducted according to the sane
tenplates. A winning strategy fromthe Philippine war does not

automatically equate to a winning strategy in Iraq.

WORD COUNT = 1841

20 Thomas Hanmes, “Dealing with Uncertainty,” Marine Corps Gazette, Novenber
2005, 37.
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