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U.S. Air Force (Raheem Moore)

The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to the stormy present. The
occasion is piled high with difficulty, and we must rise with the occasion.
As our case is new, so we must think anew, and act anew. We must
disenthrall ourselves, and then we shall save our country.

his year marks the 10" anniversary of
the foremost professional military jour-
nal in the world dedicated to joint
warfighting. General Colin Powell in-
augurated Joint Force Quarterly in 1993 in response
to profound change in the national security envi-
ronment. He encouraged its readers to think in in-
novative ways and contribute provocative ideas.
My predecessors nurtured JFQ to spur debate.
Although the collapse of the Berlin Wall provided
a tremendous impetus for change, the journal has
emerged as a forum for examining critical ideas
on joint warfighting in the last decade. Debates
over the maturation of jointness have been
prompted by the experience of Desert Storm,
Provide Comfort, Deliberate Force, Restore Hope,

—Abraham Lincoln

Allied Force, Southern Watch, Northern Watch,
Enduring Freedom, and Iraqi Freedom. These op-
erations have also informed the discussion of the
revolution in military affairs and myriad ways to
transform the Armed Forces to meet the chal-
lenges of the 21st century.

Those contributors who rose to the occasion
and shared their ideas in the pages of JFQ illus-
trated the wisdom of Lincoln’s dictum on dogma.
They demonstrated the potentiality of creative
thinking. The journal has been instrumental in
stimulating new ideas among military profession-
als and defense analysts.

In fighting the global war on terrorism, joint
warfighting remains as important as ever. Both

(continued on page 4)
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This special tenth anniversary issue of Joint Force
Quarterly presents a selection of articles previously
published in the journal. Since the appearance of the
inaugural issue in Summer 1993, almost 600 authors
have contributed a range of feature articles and re-
views. The contributions reprinted herein thus repre-
sent only a small fraction the literature dedicated to
fostering joint culture within the Armed Forces that
has become the hallmark of JFQ. No attempt has
been made to update or otherwise amend the articles
in this anniversary issue. Similarly, the biographical
details accompanying them reflect the rank or posi-
tion of the authors at the time the articles were origi-
nally published. All contributions are reproduced
with original pagination and issue markings at the
bottom corner of each page. However, a ring folio
number 0 has been added which corresponds to the

accompanying table of contents.
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(continued from page 1)

U.S. and allied servicemen and women are not
just debating the best means to conduct joint op-
erations—they are living them each day in far-
flung corners of the world.

Joint warfighting is now the baseline of how
we conduct business. Coordination with other
Federal agencies, allied governments and mili-
taries, and nongovernmental organizations is
here to stay. But the field remains open for dis-
cussing national security policy, operational strat-
egy, military integration, and other issues as well
as joint matters.

Although younger men and women in uni-
form have become accustomed to operating in a
joint environment, we cannot afford to fall into
the trap of treating our current way of fighting as
dogma. Joint warfighting and doctrine are con-
stantly changing. The transformation of the
Armed Forces requires hard thinking. We must
continually reevaluate our progress and challenge
every notion we feel comfortable with. Comfort
leads to complacency, which we cannot afford.
The threat to the Nation and our liberties is real.
Spirited debate should never stop as we continue
striving for excellence.

Military transformation is largely an intellec-
tual process—and the pen is a forceful way of
breathing life into that process. I urge you to con-
tinue to use JFQ as a forum to challenge conven-
tional thinking and develop future strategies and
concepts for joint warfighting.

Enjoy reading the selection of articles pub-
lished over the last decade that are reprinted in
this 10 anniversary issue. I congratulate the
contributors and the editorial staff for making
the journal an influential venue for exchanging
ideas on jointness. And I thank the many hands
that helped it reach this milestone. But it is not
the time to rest on our laurels. I urge readers and
contributors alike to keep those great ideas flow-
ing into JFQ—Ilet’s continue to actively debate
those ideas essential to fighting and winning
America’s wars.

Let me iterate that challenge which General
Powell provocatively stated in the inaugural issue
of the journal: “Read JFQ. Study it. Mark it up—
underline and write in the margins. Get mad.
Then contribute your own views. We want to
hear from you. We need to hear from you. For it
is only you and your buddies who can make JFQ
one of the most thoroughly read and influential
journals in our profession.”

RICHARD B. MYERS
Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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1. This mamorandum asonfirma the intant of the Chairman of tha
Jolnt Chiafs of Btaff that NDO should refocus the Institute for
Hational Strategic Btudiss (ING8) toward joint and combined
A warfare, Ineivding production of & journel devoted to these
| Lhomes,
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By SAMUEL P. HUNTINGTON

ew issues are more important than the

roles and missions of the Armed

Forces in the post-Cold War era. We

are in the midst of major changes in
the structure of the international system and
of serious challenges to national security.
This is not, however, the first time the Na-
tion has faced such challenges. At the birth
of the Republic we had to establish the mili-
tary and naval forces to deal with threats
from Europe. With the end of the Napole-
onic era our national defense changed dra-
matically as did the Armed Forces. This situa-
tion remained fixed in its essentials until the
close of the 19t century when America
emerged as a world power. At that time the
Nation consigned the Indian-fighting Army

This article is based on an address delivered on December 1, 1992 to a symposium
on “Non-Traditional Roles for the U.S. Military in the Post-Cold War Era” which
was sponsored by the National Defense University in Washington, D.C.

38 JFQ / Autumn 1993 o

ngencies,

Joint Combat Camera Center

Joint Combat Camera Center (Terry C. Mitchell)

and the commerce-protecting Navy to his-
tory and in their stead created an Army de-
signed for big wars and a Navy for big battles.
That system served us well throughout two
world wars. But by the late 1940s with the
advent of the Cold War we needed a new De-
fense Establishment. Now that conflict is
over, and once again the Nation must debate
the nature of our national interests and the
roles of the Armed Forces, just as earlier gen-
erations did in 1784, 1815, 1898, and 1946.
In effect, we have to move on to a fifth phase
of American defense policy.

Nontraditional and Nonmilitary

The term nontraditional roles obviously
implies a distinction between traditional and
nontraditional military roles. The traditional
roles of the Armed Forces will presumably
continue, but in this fifth phase of American
military history the services will perform
new nontraditional roles. Some new roles



Unloading flour at
Waijir, Kenya, during
Operation Provide
Relief.

have evolved, others have been promoted by
the Congress, in particular by Senator Sam
Nunn, the Chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. It is largely
due to his leadership that the
Defense Authorization Act of
1993 encouraged the Armed
Forces to conduct an anti-drug
campaign targeted at inner-city
youths, to provide role models
for youth and health care to un-
derserved communities, and to
address domestic ills by improv-
ing the environment and eco-
nomic and social conditions. In a speech in
the Senate, Senator Nunn stated:

Joint Combat Camera Center (Marv Lynchard)

While the Soviet threat is gone, at home we are
still battling drugs, poverty, urban decay, lack of self-
esteem, unemployment, and racism. The military cer-
tainly cannot solve these problems. . . . But I am con-
vinced that there is a proper and important role the
Armed Forces can play in addressing these pressing
issues. I believe we can reinvigorate the military’s
spectrum of capabilities to address such needs as de-
teriorating infrastructure, the lack of role models for
tens of thousands if not millions of young people,
limited training and education opportunities for the
disadvantaged, and serious health and nutrition
problems facing many of our citizens, particularly
our children.!

These clearly seem to be nontraditional
roles. But are they really? The fact is that
there are almost no conceivable roles in this
new phase of our history that the Armed
Forces have not performed in the past. The
distinction to be made is not between tradi-
tional and nontraditional roles but between
military and nonmilitary roles or, more pre-
cisely, between combat missions and non-
combat missions. The purpose of the Armed
Forces is combat: to deter and defeat ene-
mies of the United States. That is their prin-
cipal role or raison d’étre, the justification for
expending the resources needed to establish
and maintain them. Forces created to per-
form that role, however, can be—and have
been throughout our history—employed in
noncombat, nonmilitary uses.

Samuel P. Huntington is the Eaton Professor of the Science
of Government and Director of the John M. Olin Institute for
Strategic Studies at Harvard University. Among his many
acclaimed publications is The Soldier and the State: The
Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations.

For over three decades the United States
Military Academy at West Point trained all
of the Nation'’s engineers, civilian as well as
military. Throughout the 19%" century the
Army engaged in the economic and political
development of the country. It explored and
surveyed the West, chose sites for forts and
planned settlements, built roadways, and de-
veloped waterways. And for years the Army
performed roles that now are performed by
agencies like the National Weather Service
and the Geological Survey. In the latter part
of the last century, the Army Signal Corps
pioneered the development of the telegraph
and telephone. The Navy was equally active
in exploration and scientific research. Naval
ships explored the Amazon, surveyed the
coastlines of North and South America, laid
cables on the ocean floor, and gathered sci-
entific data from around the world. They
also policed the slave trade. Naval officers
negotiated dozens of treaties and oversaw
lighthouses, life-saving services, coastal sur-
veys, and steamboat inspection. The Army
ran civil governments in the South during
Reconstruction and at the same time gov-
erned Alaska for ten years. It was, of course,
frequently called upon to intervene in labor
strikes and domestic unrest. The Army Corps
of Engineers constructed public buildings
and canals and other civil works including
the Panama Canal. Soldiers helped to com-
bat malaria in Panama and cholera, hunger,
and illiteracy in Cuba, Haiti, and Nicaragua.
They also established schools, built works
projects, promoted public health, organized
elections, and encouraged democracy in
those countries. In the 1930s the Army took
on the immense task of recruiting, organiz-
ing, and administering the Civilian Conser-
vation Corps.

After recent hurricanes in Florida and
Hawaii many people hailed the superb con-
tributions of the Armed Forces to disaster re-
lief as evidence of a new role. Nothing could
have been more incorrect. The services have
regularly provided such relief in the past. As
an official Army history puts it, in the
decades of the 1920s and 1930s, “The most
conspicuous employment of the Army
within the United States...was in a variety
of tasks that only the Army had the resources
and organization to tackle quickly. In floods
and blizzards and hurricanes it was the Army
that was first on the spot with cots, blankets,

Autumn 1993 / JFQ 39
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Guardsman securing
a food distribution
center in the wake of
Hurricane Andrew.
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and food.”? This has been true

throughout our history. It is hard

to think of a nonmilitary role
without precedent for such roles are as Amer-
ican as apple pie.

Future Roles and Missions

Throughout our history, however, non-
military roles have never been used to jus-
tify maintaining the Armed Forces. The
overall size, composition, and organization
as well as recruitment, equipping, and train-
ing of the services have been based on our
national interests and the missions—the
combat missions—to be performed. In this
fifth phase of American defense policy the
roles of the Armed Forces remain as impor-
tant as ever. There are three roles that pre-
sent themselves today.

Maintaining Superiority. For the first time
in sixty years, no major power, no rival, poses
a national security challenge to the United
States. We need defense policy and the capa-
bility not to contain or deter an existing
threat as was the case during the Cold War,
but rather to prevent the emergence of a new
threat. To accomplish this goal, we must
maintain a substantial, invulnerable nuclear
retaliatory capability and deploy forces in
both Europe and Asia to reassure allies and to
preclude German or Japanese rearmament.
We must also maintain both technological
and maritime superiority, and provide a base
for the rapid and effective development of a
new enhanced defense capability if a major

threat should begin to emerge.

=" Destruction cagsed by -

Hurricane Iniki on -
- ™Kauai, Hawaii.
-

-

DOD

Regional Security. Significant threats exist
to our national interests in Southwest and
East Asia, and we must have the capability to
deal with them as we did in the Gulf War. To
deter or defeat regional aggression the
United States needs light and heavy land
forces, tactical aviation, naval and Marine
forces designed to fight from the sea against
enemies on land, and the sealift and airlift
to deploy forces rapidly to the scene of com-
bat. Ideally the United States should be able
to fight the equivalent of the Gulf War. Sec-
retary of Defense Les Aspin’s “Option C”
purportedly would provide this capability.
Whether in five years the Armed Forces will
be able to mount an operation like Desert
Storm against an enemy similar to Iraq re-
mains to be seen.

Our decisive victory in the Persian Gulf,
however, makes it unlikely that we will be
able to repeat that victory. Major regional
aggressors in the future are likely to possess
and use nuclear weapons. This reality was re-
flected in the reply of the Indian defence
minister who, when asked what lesson he
drew from the Gulf War, said: “Don’t fight
the United States unless you have nuclear
weapons.”3 Likely aggressors—North Korea,
Iran, Iraq, et al.—are intent on acquiring nu-
clear weapons. But until they get them the
probability of stability in their respective re-
gions is reasonably high. Once they do ac-
quire these weapons, however, the likeli-
hood they will use them is high. In all
probability the first sure knowledge the
world will have that such powers possess a
usable nuclear weapon will be the explosion

-

i
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of a weapon on the territory of one of their
neighbors. Such an act is likely to be accom-
panied by a massive conventional offensive
to quickly occupy Seoul, Saudi oil fields, or
whatever other target the aggressor

In the Gulf War, the U.S.-led coalition de-
graded by more than 50 percent the capabil-
ity of the Iraqi military, and also brought
Iraqi society to a virtual standstill. But that

tremendous use of

has in mind. That is the most seri-
ous type of regional threat that we
may confront, and perhaps the
most probable.

Coping with that kind of ag-
gression will place new demands—
nontraditional demands—on the

it is hard to think of a
nonmilitary role with-
out precedent for such
roles are as American
as apple pie

force failed to eliminate
the true villains of
peace, Iraq’s govern-
ment. The elimination
of Saddam Hussein was
an established U.S. ob-

Armed Forces. They will have to

fight an enemy who has a small number of
nuclear weapons and little or no inhibition
to use them. To deter this first use by a rogue
state, the United States will have to threaten
massive retaliation, possibly nuclear. The
principal role of Strategic Command in the
coming years will be to maintain nuclear
peace in the Third World.

Foreign Internal Defense. The Armed
Forces may have to intervene quickly and ef-
fectively in countries important to our na-
tional security interests in order to restore a
government to power that has been over-
thrown, remove a hostile regime, protect
American lives and property abroad, rescue

Nontraditional Roles

What do the Armed Forces need in
order to carry out nontraditional roles?
More training, equipment? New doc-
trine? Different organization? Nontradi-
tional roles are really crisis response
roles. It is fine to call a role nontradi-
tional, but one also ought to talk about
crisis response.

The military is taught to respond to
crises, to make decisions when all the
facts are not in. This is what service
schools teach: to take action under
pressure, work as a team, and trou-
bleshoot; to organize, reorganize, es-
tablish task forces, and do task reorga-
nization and tailoring. So in many
respects the military is already pre-
pared, no matter what the service:
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, or
Coast Guard. Some additional training
may be needed, but one should not get
hung up on the idea that somehow a
whole new force is needed.

—General John R. Galvin,
USA (Ret.)

hostages, eliminate terrorists,
destroy drug traffickers, or en-
gage in other actions which
normally fall under the rubric
of low intensity conflict.
Whether or not a state is ag-
gressive or pacific, reasonably
decent or totally threatening,
depends overwhelmingly on
the nature of its government.
President Clinton has appro-
priately said that the promo-
tion of democracy should be
a central, perhaps even the
central, theme of U.S. foreign
policy. In those areas critical
to our national security, the
United States has to be pre-
pared to defend governments
that are friendly and demo-
cratic and to overthrow those
that are unfriendly and un-
democratic.

This requirement also
emphasizes a new role for the
Armed Forces: targeting dic-
tatorships and their leaders.

jective, although not
one endorsed by the
United Nations, and it was not achieved. In-
deed, during the last decade, we have at-
tempted to eliminate three hostile dictators:
Khadaffi, Noriega, and Saddam Hussein. We
only succeeded in the case of Noriega, and
that took time and caused us some embar-
rassment because it involved a tiny country
about which American intelligence must
have been the best in the world. Targeting
and incapacitating dictatorial governments
will be an important role for the Armed
Forces in the coming years, and it is one
with respect to which our capabilities are
now sadly deficient.

Future Challenges

Besides the military roles which the
Armed Forces can expect to perform in the
post-Cold War world, what are the appropri-
ate nonmilitary—or civilian—roles that
loom on the horizon? As indicated previ-
ously, these roles have been historically nu-
merous and diverse, and no reason exists to
suggest that they will not be continued. Fu-
ture missions could involve the following:

v domestic activities as highlighted by Sen-
ator Nunn and in the Defense Authorization Act

v humanitarian assistance at home and
abroad when welcomed by local governments

v peacekeeping at the invitation of the par-
ties involved in the conflicts.

There is another type of mission—one
about which questions have arisen—illus-
trated by the crisis in Somalia. Should the
Armed Forces provide humanitarian assis-
tance in those situations where such efforts
are likely to be opposed by one or more of the
conflicting parties? Clearly some form of in-
ternational authorization, presumably ap-
proval by the United Nations, is a prerequisite
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it is morally unjustifiable
and politically indefensible
that members of the Armed
Forces should be killed to
prevent Somalis from killing

one another

for action by the United
States. This occurred with
the precedent-breaking
U.N. Security Council
Resolution 688 that au-
thorized intervention by
U.S., British, and French
forces in order to protect
the Kurds in northern
Irag. The United Nations has also given ap-
proval to deploy outside military forces in
Bosnia as well as in Somalia to assist with the
provision of humanitarian assistance to the
innocent victims of civil war and anarchy.

Defining the Limits

The goal of our involvement in such sit-
uations is presumably to ensure that relief
supplies reach the intended beneficiaries.
This means that the Armed Forces should be
able to act militarily to prevent or eliminate
hostile action against efforts to deliver relief
supplies. While that is certainly an appropri-
ate response, there is a need to define the
limits of U.S. involvement in such missions,

and this gives rise to two problems.

First, so long as the conditions in the
country concerned remain violent, external
military force will be required to ensure that

Roles, Missions, and
Functions

The terms roles, missions, and func-
tions are often used interchangeably,
but the distinctions among them are
important. Roles are the broad and en-
during purposes for which the services
were established by Congress in law.
Missions are the tasks assigned by the
President or the Secretary of Defense to
the combatant commanders in chief
(CINCs). Functions are specific respon-
sibilities assigned by the President and
the Secretary of Defense to enable the
services to fulfill their legally estab-
lished roles. Simply stated, the primary
function of the services is to provide
forces that are organized, trained, and
equipped to perform a role—to be em-
ployed by a CINC in the accomplishment
of a mission.

—From the Chairman’s “Report on
the Roles, Missions, and Func-
tions of the Armed Forces of the
United States”.
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food and medical supplies
reach their intended recipi-
ents. If the United Nations is
unable to provide those
forces, this could mean an
extended if not indefinite
American commitment. This
is not a Gulf War-type situa-
tion where it was possible to
drive the invading Iraqi
forces out of Kuwait and
then pack up and go home.
In the case of Bosnia it could
mean waiting for the South
Slavs or other conflicting
parties to resolve their differ-
ences by political or military
means before extricating our-
selves. And that could take a
very, very long time.
Second, there is the
problem of becoming an ac-
tive participant in the con-
flict in the country con-
cerned. One or more parties
in that conflict may perceive

@

any outside involvement
as a hostile act. Thus by
deploying American
troops, from the view-
point of the local com-
batants, we become the
enemy. Inevitably while
we are there for humani-
tarian purposes our pres-
ence has political and
military consequences.
The United States has a
clear humanitarian inter-
est in preventing geno-
cide and starvation, and
Americans will support
intervention to deal with
such tragedies within lim-
its. When Somali clans or
Slavic factions fight each
other, we may attempt to
mitigate the horrendous
consequences that flow
from the violence. Under
such circumstances the
Nation may even accept some American ca-
sualties. But the United States has no interest
in which clan dominates Somalia, or where
boundary lines are drawn in the Balkans.
Americans will not support intervention
which appears to be directed towards politi-
cal goals. It is morally unjustifiable and polit-
ically indefensible that members of the
Armed Forces should be killed to prevent So-
malis from killing one another.

The Armed Forces can and should, if it is
appropriate, be put to a variety of civilian
uses, including domestic social and eco-
nomic renewal, humanitarian and disaster
relief both at home and abroad, and peace-
keeping operations. The military should
only be given military missions which in-
volve possible combat, however, when they
advance national security interests and are
directed against a foreign enemy of the
United States.

The possible nonmilitary roles of the
Armed Forces have recently received a good
amount of attention. Arguments have been
made that the military should be organized
and trained in order to perform such roles. A
proposal has been made, for instance, that a

Relief mission
arriving in support
of Operation Provide
Relief.
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Marine aiming at a
weapons cantonment
of Somali warlord
General Aideed.
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unified command should be established for
humanitarian assistance operations. In a
somewhat similar fashion, a commission of
former government officials has proposed cre-
ating a military command headed by a three-
or four-star officer to provide support for U.N.
peacekeeping operations and to develop doc-
trine, carry out planning, and train U.S. forces
for such operations. The United States, an-
other group argued, “should retain and pro-
mote officers whose expertise includes peace-
keeping, humanitarian administration, and
civilian support operations. . .. "4

Such proposals are basically miscon-
ceived. The mission of the Armed Forces is
combat, to deter and defeat enemies of the
United States. The military must be re-
cruited, organized, trained, and equipped for
that purpose alone. Its capabilities can, and
should, be used for humanitarian and other
civilian activities, but the military should
not be organized or prepared or trained to
perform such roles. A military force is funda-
mentally antihumanitarian: its purpose is to
kill people in the most efficient way possi-
ble. That is why nations have traditionally
maintained armies and navies. Should the

military perform other roles? Absolutely, and
as previously stated they have done so
throughout our history. Should these roles
define the Armed Forces? Absolutely not. All
such roles should be spillover uses of the
Armed Forces which can be performed be-
cause the services possess the organization,
training, and equipment that are only main-
tained to defend the Nation. JrQ

NOTES

L Public Law 102-484, October 28, 1992, sections.
376, 1045, and 1081; Sam Nunn, Congressional Record,
vol. 138, no. 91 (June 23, 1992), p. S 8602.

2 Maurice Matloff, editor, American Military History
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1969), p. 413.

3 Quoted in Les Aspin, “From Deterrence to Denuk-
ing: Dealing with Proliferation in the 1990s,” Memoran-
dum, February 18, 1992, p. 6.

4 Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and
Institute for International Economics, Memorandum to
the President-Elect, Subject: “Harnessing Process to Pur-
pose” (Washington: Carnegie Endowment for Interna-
tional Peace, 1992), p. 17; Thomas G. Weiss and Kurt M.
Campbell, “Military Humanitarianism,” Survival, vol. 33
(September—October 1991), p. 457.
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Mission to Rwanda

By RRA. DALLAIRE and B. POULIN

n early 1993, the U.N. Secretary General

drew attention to the tragedy befalling

Rwanda. In June the Security Council

passed resolution 846 authorizing a U.N.
Observer Mission Uganda-Rwanda (UNO-
MUR) which began operations in July with
approximately a hundred military and civil-
ian personnel. Its primary task was to ensure
that no military assistance reached the
Rwandan rebels—the Front Patriotique
Rwandais—across the Uganda border. In Au-
gust, the belligerents signed the Arusha
peace agreement which, it was hoped, would
bring peace. Its goals included installing a
broad-based transitional government
(BBTG); establishing transitional institu-
tions; deploying a neutral international
force; withdrawing all foreign troops; inte-
grating the gendarmerie; disengaging, dis-
arming, and demobilizing both parties; and
protecting the expatriate community. The

Efforts by the United Nations to intervene in Rwanda illustrate how hesitancy and impotence on the part of
some sovereign nations leave victims of many humanitarian disasters contemptuous of the international
community. The U.N. Observer Mission Uganda-Rwanda (UNOMUR) braved a disintegrating political situa-
tion that generated masses of refugees and fueled deep ethnic tensions compounded by drought and famine.
A new mandate established the U.N. Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) which achieved some of its
goals, especially in coordinating humanitarian aid with civilian agencies. But the late arrival of personnel,
scant resources, and a lack of international resolve led to a view of the United Nations as a paper tiger and
contributed to the death of a half million people. While withdrawal would have been tantamount to endors-
ing genocide, the lesson of Rwanda is too-little-too-late from a world organization with serious faults.

The views expressed in this article are the authors’ and do not necessarily reflect those of
the Canadian Department of National Defence, the Canadian Government, or any agency

of the United Nations.
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goals were intended to culminate in elec-
tions some twenty-two months later.

Unfortunately, the UNOMUR mandate
to prevent weapons from entering the coun-
try did little to abate human suffering. In
fact, the situation continued to deteriorate
because of the massive displaced population,
drought, famine, poor public health, and de-
clining national revenues. Large refugee in-
fluxes from Rwanda into neighboring Bu-
rundi were also a chief concern. Accordingly,
the Security Council adopted resolution 872
in October 1993 authorizing a contingent
consisting of some 2,500 military personnel
known as the U.N. Assistance Mission for
Rwanda (UNAMIR).!

UNAMIR had a multifaceted mandate
and a concept of operations with four phases.
The first phase (October 5, 1993—-January 4,
1994) promoted the installation and opera-



, w

Maj Gen Dallaire
(right) with fellow
peacekeepers and
friends.

the mission and the
Rwandans fell victim to
inflated expectations that
the United Nations could
not fulfill

tion of a BBTG. Specifically, it assisted in en-
suring the security of Kigali as well as demili-
tarizing the area in and around the city, help-
ing in mine clearance, providing security for
repatriation of Rwandan refugees and dis-
placed persons, coordinating humanitarian as-
sistance in conjunction with relief operations,
investigating alleged noncompliance with
provisions of the peace accord, and monitor-
ing security leading to democratic elections.
The second phase (January 5-April 4, 1994)
involved preparations to disengage, demobi-
lize, and integrate government and rebel

Major General R. A. Dallaire is Deputy Commander
of the Canadian Army; he was chief military
observer for UNOMUR and commanded UNAMIR;

Captain B. Poulin serves as African regional officer
in the Directorate of International Policy, Canadian
Department of National Defence.

The Globe and Mail, Toronto (Corrine Dufta)

forces. The third phase (January 5-April 4,
1995) was to be characterized by the actual
disengagement, demobilization, and integra-
tion of both parties. The last phase (January 5-
November 4, 19935) called for providing secu-
rity in the run up to elections. Interestingly,
the operation also saw an unprecedented de-
gree of cooperation with civilian agencies that
had the front-line job of providing humanitar-
ian aid which resulted in an attractive and
cost-effective way of facilitating the operation
and advancing the spirit of Arusha.

The Mission

At first glance the UNAMIR mandate
seemed feasible, and the force did acquit it-
self well, all things considered. Several con-
straints made it clear, however, that the man-
date and timetable jeopardized the ability of
UNAMIR to fulfil its mission as originally en-

Spring 1995 / JFQ 67



M-113A2 rolling onto
ramp at Entebbe,
Uganda.

Canadians arriving
via Air National Guard
C-5 Galaxy.

68  JFQ / Spring 1995

Combat Camera Imagery (Marvin Krause)

visaged. For example, the October 4 resolu-
tion called for some 2,500 U.N. personnel,
yet the force did not completely arrive until
late February. To further complicate matters,
some arrived without minimum equipment.

This problem was partly due to the over-
all pressure under which the United Nations
had to respond to a number of international
crises during 1992-93 without a commensu-
rate expansion of resources from member
states, and also due to the limited field oper-
ations staff in the Department of Peacekeep-
ing Operations (DPKO) at the United Na-
tions. In the case of Rwanda, this resulted in
problems over deployment time and budget,
not to mention the paucity of air transport
(both fixed-wing and rotary). Such deficien-
cies weakened the effectiveness of UNAMIR

©
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The Chairman visiting
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in mediating as well as reconciling differ-
ences among the two parties and also pre-
cluded developing and implementing a
structured peace process. In other words, the
mission and the Rwandans which the opera-
tion was intended to secure fell victim to in-
flated expectations that the United Nations
could not fulfil. This explains in part how a
classical peacekeeping mission degenerated
into a resumption of the conflict and how
new human rights abuses based on political
decapitation degenerated into genocide.

Raising the Stakes

The first signs of this crisis surfaced in
April 1994 when the Rwandan president died
under mysterious circumstances in a plane
crash. Fighting broke out among government
forces followed by murders as the situation
rapidly gave way to increasing lawlessness,
violence, and mass killing across most of the
country. The hands of the United Nations
were also tied; and since it possessed no
power akin to that of a sovereign state, it
could only act with the consent of the inter-
national community under the auspices of
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Rwanda: The Rebel Advance
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the Security Council. As long as the individ-
ual members of this body procrastinated and
pursued national agendas, the organization
remained relatively powerless. Consequently,
little could be done to deter fighting from
spreading throughout the country given that
some 60,000 government and rebel soldiers

were engaged in a civil war and UNAMIR had
only 2,500 poorly trained troops. At best,
U.N. presence provided local security for the
roughly 20,000 Rwandans caught between
the lines, helped preserve truces and cease-
tires, assisted both civilian agencies and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), held
ground, and prepared the way for a new
force and an increased humanitarian effort.

The situation was also exacerbated by de-
cisions on the part of some contributing
countries to either withdraw military person-
nel from UNAMIR unilaterally or not amend
the mandate under what were significantly
changed circumstances, namely a state of war
instead of peace. Thus as the United Nations
debated a new mandate and increases in per-
sonnel, the UNAMIR force—with little or no
ammunition and barely a third of the mini-
mum operational equipment needed in the-
ater, hardly any defense stores, and one of its
major contingents (Belgians) deliberately
being targeted by one of the warring fac-
tions—actually decreased from 2,500 to 450
troops through a decision by the Security
Council which reinforced the impression of
the United Nations as a paper tiger.

Despite these setbacks, a complete with-
drawal from Rwanda was out of the question
since the belligerents would have perceived it
as a green light for a more deliberate, intoler-
able escalation of hostilities. It became clear
that the term international community had be-
come a pejorative for both sides. Ironically,
while U.N. credibility was being eroded daily
by its ineffectiveness in the face of massacres
and ongoing fighting, it remained the only
conduit for the two sides to communicate
and for an objective projection of the Rwan-
dan situation around the world. Also, unlike
other international organizations, the United
Nations and the International Committee of
the Red Cross held firm.

The Response

The international community finally re-
sponded to the request by the Secretary Gen-
eral and approved expansion of the U.N.
mandate and operations in Rwanda. The Se-
curity Council passed resolution 918 in May
followed by resolution 955 in June which au-
thorized a UNAMIR force of 5,500 troops with
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a more proactive humanitarian protection
and support mandate. In fact, the mandate
provided for creating secure areas to protect
refugees and displaced persons, supporting
and securing the distribution of relief sup-
plies, and imposing an arms embargo against
Rwanda. It also called for an immediate cease-
fire and end to violence.

But once again the required personnel
and equipment were not forthcoming. For
instance, the United Nations was not given
assets to counter the inflammatory broad-
casts from the nominally independent Radio
Télévision Libre des Mille Collines which was
controlled by the so-called interim govern-
ment. These broadcasts were largely responsi-
ble for spreading panic that, in turn, drove
large numbers of people to refugee camps in
neighboring states, thereby spreading insta-
bility throughout the region. The broadcasts
also excited the Hutu population to take up
arms against Tutsis and Hutu moderates to
exterminate them and, also, regularly tar-
geted UNAMIR in general and its senior offi-
cials in particular. This last development
raised tensions between U.N. personnel and
the large Hutu population, which compli-
cated the mediation process. It also should be
pointed out that the broadcasts discouraged
survivors from returning to their homes in
Rwanda and should have been jammed. The
United Nations should have aired counter-
broadcasts to give the population a clear ac-
count of what was actually happening as it
did in Cambodia. Yet, unlike Cambodia, no
country came forward to offer jamming or
broadcasting assets.

Another example of the lack of resources
was the refugee camps. There was no con-
certed effort by the international commu-
nity to disarm refugees or segregate extrem-
ists from the general population which
moved across the border into the camps. It
was clear that aside from refugees in and
around Goma, most refugees and certainly a
majority of displaced persons in the south-
west were victims of world apathy. This be-
nign neglect was caused by the media which
as a whole opted to dispatch their reporters
to Goma, which helped alleviate the misery
there at the expense of the rest of the coun-
try. Second, with only aid to Goma being
publicized, protagonists interested in desta-
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bilizing Rwanda spread the word that one
must flee the country to obtain the means to
survive, from food to medical care.

Ironically, the net effect of providing aid
to this area was a continual increase in the
already large numbers of refugees arriving
there and considerable tension in the south-
west that could have resulted in another ex-
odus of more than a million Rwandans to-
wards Bukavu. Needless to say, these
developments further strained the already
scant resources. Finally, this concentration
of aid hampered the U.N. effort to convince
the same refugees to go home and displaced
persons to stay.

French-led coalition forces did stabilize
the southwest; but that temporary interven-
tion must be compared with the lack of sup-
port which the U.N. mission received in at-
tempting to get the revised UNAMIR
operation off the ground for a second time.
It would have been preferable to see these ef-
forts channelled differently, say towards the
UNAMIR mission itself. If this had occurred,
the entire operation would have been
shorter and more effective.
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the international community
must be capable of respond-
ing to humanitarian crises
rapidly and effectively

In hindsight the international commu-
nity reacted too late to the burgeoning
refugee situation and too late to stop geno-
cide. Moreover, the refugee camps, concen-
trated in extremely precarious locations and
replete with extremists, will play a key role
in Rwanda’s future. They will hinder the
Rwandan government from re-establishing
itself to the point where it can deal with the
challenges of the present, let alone those of
the future.

In August 1994 a cease-fire was declared,
albeit unilaterally by the rebel side. Contin-
ued reluctance by the international commu-
nity, however, either to help or to direct the
United Nations to be more proactive in areas
surrounding Rwanda will be disastrous. The
inability of various commissions (for exam-
ple, genocide and human
rights) to safely conduct
a balanced investigation
of the camps akin to that
inside Rwanda, and a
lack of technical and fi-
nancial support for the
new government to cre-
ate a semblance of a judicial process, gen-
darmerie, civil service, and schools, will only
increase the chances of failure and suffering.
The major difference this time, however, is
that if the situation is not rectified the
whole region will be affected as opposed to
only Rwanda.

The international community must be
capable of responding operationally, admin-
istratively, and logistically to humanitarian
crises like Rwanda rapidly and effectively.
Organizing a plans and policy branch within
the United Nations to conduct forward plan-
ning and providing the staff for contingency
planning would be useful. One should bear
in mind that an embryonic cell exists in
DPKO with many similar features, and it
might fit the bill if expanded. Along with
these measures, the United Nations needs
greater access to resources for field opera-
tions, possibly through something similar to
a NATO mobile force to which member
countries contribute troops on a rotational
basis for one or two years. A small perma-
nent headquarters staff could be deployed to
the field with standard operating procedures
and contingency planning, together with

Dallaire and Poulin

earmarked forces that have undergone com-
bined exercises with integrated communica-
tions equipment.

U.N. headquarters, for its part, needs au-
thority to rapidly respond to crises with a
mission-specific implementation plan devel-
oped by an adroit, reconstituted political
staff. The bottom line is that sovereign na-
tions must adapt to the new world by allow-
ing the United Nations to do things that
they do not or cannot do individually for
various geopolitical reasons. This would fa-
cilitate a response to an unfolding crisis in
weeks rather than months. By the same
token, this approach would help preclude re-
peating the lesson of Rwanda, where a terri-
ble price was extracted because the response
had to be improvised. JFQ

NOTE

1 UNOMUR was administratively integrated into UN-
AMIR at that time; it was disbanded in September 1994
with most of its personnel and equipment transferred to
UNAMIR.
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A War That

Was Not Left

and Admiral Ernest J. King.
Both favored an assault on
occupied France in 1943, not
a diversion to a secondary
theater in 1942. Both sus-
pected machinations by the
British and were contemptu-
ous of the President’s argu-
ment that action somewhere

in the European theater of
operations—even North
Africa—was essential to the

By ELIOT AL COHEN

There were two men at the top who really fought
out and finally agreed on the major moves that
led to victory. They were Franklin Roosevelt and
Winston Churchill. They really ran the war. . .
we were just artisans building definite patterns
of strategy from the rough blueprints handed to
us by our respective Commanders in Chief.

—William D. Leahy

t was more than a pious deference to
senior politicians that led Admiral
Leahy to give the credit for war leader-
ship to Franklin D. Roosevelt and his
great colleague, Winston Churchill. Rather,
the sober truth was that Roosevelt, and to an
even greater measure Churchill,

Churchill would subject exercised a directive, forceful
his generals to a merci- control of a kind that most

less cross-questioning

members of the defense estab-
lishment today would find un-

about military minutiae usual—and perhaps improper.

46

They prodded subordinates,
questioned their orders, and on occasion
drove them into paroxysms of either anger
or despair. Yet the end result was better strat-
egy, not merely better democracy.

The most notable example of assertive
control in the United States was FDR's insis-
tence on invading North Africa in 1942, a
move vehemently opposed by his main mili-
tary advisors, General George C. Marshall
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politics supporting the strat-

egy of Germany First. Yet

Roosevelt was right. Indeed,

he was even more correct

than he knew, since it ap-

pears unlikely in retrospect
that an invasion in 1943 would have suc-
ceeded against a Wehrmacht not yet bled
white by the Red Army or a Luftwaffe not yet
shattered by the Army Air Forces and the
Royal Air Force.

Churchill, who actually never overruled
his generals in such a dramatic and irrevoca-
ble fashion, once remarked to one of the
most valuable members of his wartime team,
General Hastings Ismay, that the extent to
which the generals had been discredited in
World War I meant that in World War 11
their successors could not pretend to be pro-
fessionally infallible.

In practice, this view did not translate
into arbitrary reversals of the generals’ or-
ders by Churchill, or grand and impractica-
ble designs of the kind in which Adolf Hitler
indulged. But it did mean that Churchill
would subject his generals and admirals to a
merciless cross-questioning about military
minutiae.

One illuminating example is that of Op-
eration Victor, an anti-invasion exercise held
in January 1941, which suggested that the
British army would have a difficult time
holding off a German onslaught. In March,
after reading exercise reports, Churchill in-
terrogated the Chiefs of Staff:

1. In the invasion exercise Victor two armoured,
one motorised, and two infantry divisions were as-
sumed to be landed by the enemy on the Norfolk coast
in the teeth of heavy opposition. They fought their
way ashore and were all assumed to be in action at
the end of 48 hours.



Taking Cover from
Strafing Fire on Arawe
Beach by David
Fredenthal.

2. 1 presume the details of this remarkable feat
have been worked out by the staff concerned. Let me
see them. For instance, how many ships and trans-
ports carried these five divisions? How many ar-
moured vehicles did they comprise? How many motor
lorries, how many guns, how much ammunition, how
many men, how many tons of stores, how far did they
advance in the first 48 hours, how many men and ve-
hicles were assumed to have landed in the first 12
hours, what percentage of loss were they debited with?
What happened to the transports and store-ships
while the first 48 hours of fighting was going on? Had
they completed emptying their cargoes or were they
still lying in shore off the beaches? What naval escort
did they have? Was the landing at this point protected
by superior enemy daylight fighter formations? How
many fighter airplanes did the enemy have to employ,
if so, to cover the landing places?

Eliot A. Cohen is professor of strategic studies at
the School of Advanced International Studies of
The Johns Hopkins University. His books include
Citizens and Soldiers, Military Misfortunes, and
Gulf War Air Power Survey.
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Churchill observed sardonically, “I
should be very glad if the same officers
would work out a scheme for our landing an
exactly similar force on the French coast at
the same extreme range of our fighter pro-
tection and assuming that the Germans have
naval superiority in the Channel.”

A spate of memoranda back and forth
ensued, with the commander of British
home forces, General Alan Brooke, stoutly
defending the exercise and Churchill rebut-
ting his arguments one by one. Two points
stand out. First, in part based on his assess-
ment of the difficulty of invasion Churchill
was willing to risk diverting scarce armor to
North Africa, where it could make all the dif-
ference in the spring and summer of 1941;
second, he ultimately appointed the dour
Brooke as the Chief of the Imperial General
Staff and later as the Chairman of the Chiefs
of Staff Committee.
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The examples of Roosevelt’s and Church-
ill's assertive civilian control could be multi-
plied. The American decision to aid Britain in
1940; the timing, weight, and direction of the
Combined Bomber Offensive; the allocation
of resources for combating the U-boat men-
ace in the North Atlantic—all bore the im-
print of assertive civilian leadership.

A great deal of friction resulted, and more
than one senior military figure contemplated
resignation in despair and outrage. Nor were
the civilians always in the right: indeed, it is a
mark of their good sense that they yielded,
on almost all occasions, to military argument
that met the test of massive and ruthless com-
mon sense. But the war was run by politicians
who knew that the ultimate responsibility for
victory or defeat rested with them, and who
acted accordingly.

The current models of civil-military rela-
tions are very different. We think of either
civilian micro-management, a la Vietnam, or
a supposedly hands-off and out-of-the-way
handing over of strategic responsibilities to
the military in the Persian Gulf. Both views

+
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are historically inaccurate, but what counts
here is the legend more than the reality. A
Roosevelt or Churchill would not have given
a Westmoreland a free hand to pursue a
wasteful, destructive, and politically unsus-
tainable strategy of search and destroy, nor
would he have allowed a Schwarzkopf to ne-
gotiate an armistice without guidance on the
peace terms to be exacted at the end.

In part, the situation of World War II
leaders was simply very different: the margin
between success and failure was much nar-
rower. American strategists of that war, un-
like those of late, had to allocate military re-
sources that were scarce and difficult to
replace. The Army, after all, ended up deploy-
ing almost every available division overseas,
leaving no strategic reserve in the United
States. Here were real strategic choices.

Civil-military relations in the Axis states
were either corrupted by one-man rule as in
Italy and Germany or nonexistent as in
Japan, a military dictatorship throughout

The Life Collection of World War Il Art, U.S. Army Center of Military History



Roosevelt knew that
generals could make dis-
astrous military mistakes,
not merely political ones

the war. Only among the Anglo-Saxon pow-
ers—and oddly, to a lesser extent, in Stalinist
Russia—did civilians engage military subor-
dinates in prolonged and orderly argument,
a dialogue of unequals but a dialogue
nonetheless. In the course of that dialogue
civilians learned when to ac-
cept professional opinions
proffered by their military
subordinates and when to
question or discard them. In-
deed, their very understand-
ing of professional judgment
differed from that of today.
Roosevelt and Churchill knew full well
that generals could, in the nature of things,
make disastrous military mistakes, not
merely political ones. They discriminated
clearly between those generals whom they
regarded as operationally talented and oper-
ationally incompetent and had no hesita-
tion about sacking the latter. Both would
have rejected the view, currently prevalent
in some circles, that a politician can no

more exercise critical judgment about a cam-
paign plan than about the procedure to fol-
low for open heart surgery.

The upshot was civil-military relations
fraught with conflict. Today commentators
view conflict as something dysfunctional
and dangerous, forgetting that it character-
izes many successful governments at war.
Who recalls, for example, that General
William Tecumseh Sherman refused to shake
the hand of Secretary of War Edwin M. Stan-
ton at the Review of the Armies held at the
conclusion of the Civil War? No doubt the
unequal, tension-ridden dialogue between
civilian and military leaders took a heavy
psychological, even physical, toll on the par-
ticipants. But in the end it was an essential
ingredient for victory—and in all likelihood
will be so again in the future. JrQ
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INNOVATION:

Past and Future

n_m oo

i

By WILLIAMSON MURRAY

Mid-air refueling,
Rockwell Field,
California.

DarkStar UAV.

e have entered a period of un-
certainty where threats are inde-
terminate even as changes in
technology accelerate. Rapid in-
novation—apparent in the impact of stealth
and precision weaponry in the Gulf War—ap-
pears likely to continue. Yet the Armed Forces
are not apt to receive anything close to the re-
sources enjoyed during the Cold War. With less
money and greater ambiguity on the nature of
opponents and wars in the future, we must in-
novate. Recent case studies of innovation in a
similar period—the 1920s and 1930s—when

Williamson Murray currently holds the Major General Matthew C. Horner
chair of military history at Marine Corps University and is professor of
history emeritus at The Ohio State University.
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military institutions confronted great interna-
tional uncertainty, relatively low support, and
substantial technological change, offer views on
how one might view innovation in the next
century.!

Many difficulties confront historians in draw-
ing guidance from the past. It is impossible to
replicate conditions of war in peacetime, while
war itself is so permeated with fog and friction
that it is difficult for military organizations to de-
termine what has actually happened on the battle-
field.? Since we prepare for and fight war in the
real world rather than on computers, military in-
novation and adaptation reflect the complexity of
that reality—one in which, as science increasingly
reveals, chance and nonlinear factors dominate.
For the analyst of innovation, complexities of the
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Higgins ramped
landing boat, 1941.

evolutionary innovation
depends on organizational
focus over time rather than
guidance by one individual
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process make it extraordi-
narily difficult to recover
the past in a simple, di-
gestible form. Relations
among technological inno-
vations, fundamentals of
military operations, and
changes in concepts, doc-
trine, and organization that
drive innovation are essen-
tially nonlinear. Changes in
inputs such as weapon sys-
tems—Ilarge or small—may
not yield proportionate
changes in outputs or com-
bat dynamics. And the im-
pact of changes on doctrine
or the education of an offi-
cer corps is almost incalcu-
lable.

Reading the past re-
quires understanding how
interactions actually work.
Since the 1950s, research from fields as diverse as
meteorology, ecology, physics, and mathematics
has uncovered numerous dynamic systems so
simple as to represent virtual paragons of deter-
ministic, clockwork mechanisms; yet they can
give rise to long-term behavior so complex as to
be literally unpredictable or chaotic. It now ap-
pears that stable systems with simple and pre-
dictable dynamics are in fact the exceptions in
nature rather than the rule. And most crucially,
the local randomness of nonlinear systems is
basic: gathering and pro-
cessing more information
with better algorithms and
computers cannot, even in
principle, make the unpre-
dictability go away.

The implications of
these developments sug-
gest that the world as a whole does not work in a
mechanistic, deterministic fashion; that complex
social interactions such as military innovation or
actual combat do not reduce to simple linear
processes; and that the study of human affairs—
the interplay of thousands of independent vari-
ables—is more of an art than a science. The
process of innovation in military institutions and
cultures, involving myriad actors, complex tech-
nologies, and uncertainties of conflict and
human relations, forms a part of this world and is
no more subject to reductionist solutions than
any other aspect of human affairs.

Naval Historical Center
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An Evolutionary Phenomenon

With the possible exception of the British air
defense system developed by Hugh Dowding dur-
ing the late 1930s, an innovation that flew in the
face of airpower theories, bringing new ideas and
concepts of fighting to fruition was a long process
in the interwar years. This suggests that effective
military innovation is evolutionary rather than
revolutionary. To the British and French in sum-
mer 1940, the unfolding of German exploitation
tactics, Blitzkrieg warfare, doubtless appeared as
revolutionary. But to Germans involved in the
process since the 1920s it seemed evolutionary.

While the degree of alteration on a year-to-
year basis can be relatively small, gradual and cu-
mulative change can be dramatic over time. The
contrast between French and German tactical sys-
tems could not have been more striking in May
1940, but innovations that led to this breaking
point took two decades. However gradual the
changes, a chasm existed between how these two
forces thought about, prepared for, and executed
on the battlefield.

Evolutionary innovation depends on organi-
zational focus over time rather than guidance by
one individual for a short period. Military leader-
ship can affect the process through long-term cul-
tural changes rather than short-term decisions.
Interwar development of armored warfare offers
some perspectives. The most influential leaders
were Lord George Francis Milne of Britain and
General Hans von Seeckt of Germany. Milne was
the more willing to see the army of the future in
terms of armored forces. He not only supported
armored maneuvers with scarce funds but told his
senior officers in the 1920s:

It is up to us to find some means of bringing war
back to what it was when the art of generalship was
possible. The only means of doing this is to increase
mobility on the battlefield. Now that is the point of
the initiation of the armored brigade—to revive the
possibility of generalship.?

Seeckt, though interested in motorized war-
fare, never got to that point. In 1928 he cau-
tioned the Reichswehr officer corps that he did not
foresee motorized soldiers entirely replacing
horsemen.

But the significant issue is that Seeckt fos-
tered a culture of innovation through the kind of
officer corps he created in the early 1920s and the
institutional values he inculcated. His officers de-
veloped doctrinal concepts based on past as well
as current experience.* In 1920 he established 57
committees to study the lessons of World War L.
This effort produced the basic Reichswehr interwar
doctrine manuals that had such influence on the
Wehrmacht. This is an important point. There is an
old axiom that generals prepare for the last war. In
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fact most military organizations show little inter-
est in studying the lessons of even recent con-
flicts. Rather, they ignore the past or look to an-
other paradigm. But the Germans were different.

Based on the Reichswehr study, Werner von
Fritsch and Ludwig Beck—who became the army
commander and the chief of the great general
staff, respectively, when Adolf Hitler came to
power—wrote Die Truppenfiihrung in 1932, the
chief army doctrine manual that the Wehrmacht
used with such effect during World War II. The
values Seeckt imparted to the Reichswehr placed a
high value on analysis of changes in doctrine,
tactics, and technology. In other words he created
an ideal climate for innovation.

Milne, on the other hand, took over the
British army well after World War I. That force
had done little to examine its experience in the
war, and Milne would not begin such an effort
until his last year as the chief of the imperial gen-
eral staff (CIGS). Moreover, the regimental system
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F6Cs and T3Ms aboard
USS Lexington off
San Diego, 1928.

put little value on professional study of war.¢ Con-
sequently, Milne’s influence was wholly personal
and dissipated rapidly in the 1930s after his retire-
ment and a series of unimaginative leaders took
control. These officers, particularly Field Marshal
Archibald Montgomery-Massingberd (Milne’s suc-
cessor), effectively sabotaged his initiatives.” It
thus appears that long-term decisions which affect
the culture and values of the officer corps are cru-
cial to innovation, while it is difficult for a single
individual to institutionalize change.
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since German officers took
doctrine manuals seriously
they could comprehend

combined arms
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Success in Innovation

Despite difficulties, some military institu-
tions did innovate with success during the inter-
war period. Others, however, failed dismally. The
factors that led to success thus show what will be
conducive to future innova-
tions. Perhaps the most crucial
factor is military culture. One
might define military culture
as the sum of intellectual, pro-
fessional, and traditional val-
ues possessed by an officer
corps. It is key to how officers
assess the external environment and respond to
threats. It is also crucial in how forces prepare for
combat and innovate.

As suggested above, the German officer corps
met many of these criteria. They in effect incor-
porated innovations in armored warfare through
a comprehensive and realistic understanding of
modern warfare. Steady and incremental im-
provement in tactics as well as doctrine resulted

&

Naval Historical Center

in mechanized forces with capabilities well be-
yond those of other European armies. Essential to
this success was the German ability to conceptu-
alize the operational as well as tactical levels of
war in doctrinal writings.

Thus Die Truppenfiihrung provided the army
with a coherent framework for thinking about fu-
ture battlefields. It not only offered a means of in-
tegrating the traditional branches—artillery and
infantry—but latitude to incorporate evolving
concepts of armored war and close air support
within a doctrine aimed at fighting mobile, de-
centralized battles. Since German officers took
doctrine manuals seriously they could compre-
hend the larger picture of combined arms. Once
exposed to the possibilities of armor in the Polish
campaign, many skeptics were converted.

Moreover, there was honest reflection on fu-
ture developments. For example, the German high
command and general staff subjected army perfor-
mance in Poland to a searching analysis in which
operational success was not the major criterion. In
Britain, on the other hand, Montgomery-Massing-
berd in the early 1930s suppressed the Kirk report
on the performance of the British army in World
War [ because it was critical. That would have been
inconceivable in Germany.

Naval Historical Center
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This culture of critical examination tran-
scended the learning processes about the last war.
Throughout the late 1930s one sees the same pat-
tern as the Germans conducted exercises and then
combat operations. In all cases they continued to
critically assess what had occurred in the field.
Thus they learned from mistakes. Key to their ap-
proach was the treatment of errors in using new
equipment or procedures. They saw mistakes as a
learning experience, not a cause for reproof.

During this period German army culture pro-
vided for trust and honesty among command lev-
els. Commanders were not afraid to admit that
their units had problems. The Anschluss is a good
illustration of this process, as the occupation of
Austria in March 1938 indicated weaknesses
throughout the participating units. After-action
reports from battalion to army level became ever
more critical of troop performance, training, and
discipline in higher levels of command.

But cultural problems robbed Germans of
the advantages gained in tactical and operational
innovations. The most brilliant battlefield success
could not make up for logistic and intelligence
systems that failed to function in the modern
world. Given the contempt on the part of their
officer corps for these crucial areas—the Luftwaffe
and navy were as bad as the army—the Germans
were unable to engage in prolonged struggle. If
tactical innovations gave the Wehrmacht an ad-
vantage early in World War II, they could not tri-
umph over gross mistakes in strategy, logistics,
and intelligence made largely as a result of mili-
tary culture.

German officers were not alone in benefiting
from a culture that encouraged innovation. Car-
rier aviation in the U.S. Navy offers lessons about
successful military change in the interwar period.

@
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Navy culture created a realistic relationship be-
tween annual exercises and education and
wargaming at the Naval War College. Develop-
ments in carrier aviation largely rested on acade-
mic processes. The college designed summer fleet
problems, the fleet executed them realistically,
then a careful evaluation funneled the results
back to Newport. Finally the college, well con-
nected with the fleet, kept officers informed on
developments in naval aviation and concepts for
employing it. Moreover, the Navy sent its best of-
ficers to the Naval War College.

The realism and imagination of the wazr-
games at Newport are particularly striking. As
early as 1923, a game involved a blue fleet of five
aircraft carriers against an opponent with four.
While some games cast carriers in the mundane
role of spotting for a battlefleet, the blue forces
launched a strike of two hundred aircraft armed
with bombs and torpedoes which crippled enemy
carriers and a battleship. As Steven Rosen ob-
served in his study of innovation:

Most important, concepts essential in the con-
duct of carrier war were worked out. The necessity of
massing aircraft for strikes was highlighted. Rather
than assigning aircraft to each battleship to act as its
eyes, they were launched and kept in the air until
large numbers could be assembled for an independent
strike. The need for a coherent air-defense plan to co-
ordinate the use of defensive aircraft was emphasized,
and the commander of the red fleet was faulted for
failing to come up with such a plan.?

The Navy approach to wargaming was simi-
lar to that of the German army. Neither used ex-
ercises or games to justify current revealed doc-
trine or exclude possibilities not popular among
senior officers. In other words, exercises and
games aimed at those questions that one might
ask, not at solutions. In peacetime they were edu-
cational. In war they showed possibilities. The
most important German game for crossing the
Meuse, for example, held in March 1940, did not
resolve whether Panzer spearheads should make
the breakthrough by themselves or wait for the
infantry.’

Perhaps the greatest interwar contribution
which military culture made to innovation was in
allowing officers to use their imaginations. Where
that did not exist or military colleges inculcated
an absolutist doctrine—as in the French army or
at the U.S. Army Air Corps Tactical School—the
result was flawed military innovation.

Failure to Innovate

Italians were the least successful innovators
of the interwar period. While Anglo-American
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the most glaring message
of World War | was that the
bomber only got through
under fighter escort

and German historians once blamed Italian fail-
ures on ethnic characteristics, recent scholarship
has placed it where it belongs—on an officer
corps that failed its nation and soldiers.'® A re-
mark by General Ubaldo Soddu suggests the per-
vasive culture of the Italian
military: “When you have a
fine plate of pasta guaranteed
for life, and a little music, you
don’t need anything more.” 1!
Any staff or war college that
emphasizes golf and “getting
in touch with the family” is
not about to provide the intel-
lectual climate for innovation.

Evidence throughout the interwar period
suggests a wide-scale pattern of failing to inno-
vate which reflects a larger problem of military ef-
fectiveness. As one commentator on the perfor-
mance of military institutions from 1914 to 1945
noted:

Thus in the spheres of operations and tactics,
where military competence would seem to be a nation’s
rightful due, the twenty-one studies [on separate na-
tional military experiences] suggest for the most part

France, 1918.
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less than general professional military competence and
sometimes abysmal incompetence. One can doubt
whether any other profession in these seven nations
during the same periods would have achieved such poor
ratings by similarly competent outside observers.'?

Misuses of History

Failing to innovate is more than simple in-
competence. Some military institutions may have
compelling reasons not to innovate or circum-
scribe possibilities. In the case of the develop-
ment of British carrier aviation, the arguments
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over the fleet air arm and the loss of most naval
airmen to the RAF in 1918 made innovation al-
most impossible, at least compared to events in
the United States and Japan.

Distinct barriers to innovation appeared
throughout the 1930s. Perhaps the most obvious
is a willful desire to discard history or twist it to
justify current doctrine and beliefs. In 1924 the
British air staff explicitly rejected the past in a
memorandum to the chiefs of staff committee
which argued that the force attacking an enemy
nation:

... can either bomb military objectives in populated
areas from the beginning of the war, with the objec-
tive of obtaining a decision by moral effect which
such attitudes will produce, and by the serious dislo-
cation of the normal life of the country, or, alterna-
tively, they can be used in the first instance to attack
enemy aerodromes with a view to gaining some mea-
sure of air superiority and, when this has been gained,
can be changed over to the direct attack on the nation.
The latter alternative is the method which the lessons
of history seem to recommend, but the air staff are
convinced that the former is the correct one.

This dismissal of history reflected the atti-
tudes of most air forces in those years. Unfortu-
nately for crews in World War II, the lessons did
matter. The most glaring message of World War I
was that the bomber only got through and back
under fighter escort. Yet there was a pervasive be-
lief in the RAF and the U.S. Army Air Corps that
long-range fighters were not needed, possible, or
relevant to strategic bombing. Air combat had re-
peatedly stressed during World War I that air supe-
riority was essential to all air operations, particu-
larly bombing. Without fighter support, attacking
aircraft took prohibitive losses. But it took innu-
merable Schweinfurts and Nurembergs before air
staffs of the next war awoke to that fact.

If military organizations sometimes ignore
the past, they can also misuse it. The French, see-
ing the disasters that resulted from offensives in
1914, 1915, and 1917, wrote off any approach to
offensive warfare other than their stylized, tightly
controlled “methodical battle.” Their defeat in
1940 displayed the quality and inevitability of a
Greek tragedy; but it is hard to see how they
could have developed another attitude on offen-
sive operations. Nevertheless, the French interpre-
tation was basically flawed and historically inac-
curate. During the late 1930s General Maurice
Gamelin exacerbated a faulty doctrine by shut-
ting off all debate within the French army.

More difficult to explain is the reaction of
most navies to the unrestricted submarine war-
fare during World War 1. In retrospect, Germany
almost broke Britain’s sea lines of communica-
tions in 1917. Yet when the war was over, the
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Kriegsmarine wrote the U-boat off as a major
weapon and based its hopes entirely on rebuild-
ing a high sea fleet of battleships (and virtually
no carriers). Ironically, in 1936 Admiral Karl
Doenitz and his chief engineer pushed the naval
high command to support development of U-
boats with a higher underwater speed—what
would eventually become the Walter U-boat. But
senior admirals displayed no interest in technol-
ogy for a form of naval war they had dismissed.!®
The Royal Navy also wrote off the submarine. On
the basis of their victory in World War I and their
development of sonar, the British gave up on an-
tisubmarine warfare and threw themselves en-
tirely into ensuring that Jutland would never
happen again.

But the Japanese made the most amazing
misuse of submarines despite their “long lance”
torpedo, the finest undersea weapon of the war.
In the face of the lessons of World War I and the
Battle of the Atlantic in 1940-41, they failed to
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attack U.S. sea lines of communications. At the
same time they devoted few resources to protect-
ing their own commerce. In the end they lost
their merchant shipping to U.S. submarines while
inflicting hardly any damage on enemy shipping.
Rigidity

One fact of life in many organizations that
has had a ominous influence on the institutional
capacity to innovate is rigidity. It appears in
many areas, especially doctrine. There are reason-
able explanations for French offensive doctrine
remaining rigid throughout the interwar period.
Harder to fathom is why it stayed so fixed in re-
gard to defensive warfare.

The French also believed the Germans could
not and would not ultimately perform radically
differently from their own forces. They refused to
recognize that an enemy had other options and
might exercise them. It was mirror imaging of the
worst sort. Immediately after the defeat of France
in 1940, historian Marc Bloch (a French reserve
officer who observed the collapse at highest lev-
els), identified one major cause of this disaster:
“our minds [were] too [in]elastic for us ever to
admit the possibility that the enemy might move
with the speed which he actually achieved.” #

This inflexibility was aggravated by an institu-
tional bias against feedback that contradicted exist-
ing doctrine or preparations. Exercises aimed at in-
culcating “revealed truth” into units—not at
adapting doctrine to real life. There was little learn-
ing since the high command had all the answers.
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the interwar period reveals
the need for officers to be
educated and encouraged

to innovate
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The British army showed no greater interest
in growing from exercises and had no effective
system to disseminate lessons learned through its
units. Even during the war there
is little evidence that they incor-
porated battle experience in
training.!> There was ample data
from the Middle East, but Home
Forces appeared to pay virtually
no attention to it. Divisions
working up for combat had to
innovate and adapt almost on their own. Hence
tactical innovation came on the battlefield—a
most expensive teacher. An armor officer in
North Africa described the results:

Other officers told me of how they had seen the
Hussars charging into the Jerry tanks, sitting on top of
their turrets more or less with their whips out. “It looked
like the run-up to the first fence at a point-to-point,” the
adjutant described it. The first action was very typical
of those early encounters involving cavalry regiments.
They had incredible enthusiasm and dash, and sheer
exciting courage which was only curbed by the rapidly
decreasing stock of dashing officers and tanks.'®
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Such rigidity led organizations to shut off al-
ternative paths. The belief that bombers would al-
ways get through led airmen to minimize the po-
tential of the Luftwaffe to interfere with bomber
operations. For the Royal Air Force and U.S. Army
Air Forces, it meant minimizing technological
support to aid the accuracy of attacks at night
and in bad weather. The measure of air effective-
ness thus became the number of sorties flown or
targets attacked, tonnage of bombs dropped, and
acres of cities destroyed. Air war had become an
end in itself, and real measures of effectiveness
simply failed to interest most air commanders.

Certainly the most rigid interwar military
was the Soviet army. Stalin’s purges ensured the
loyalty of Soviet military institutions. Most inno-
vation ceased and the officer corps chased after
mindless conceptions of revolutionary war which
severely damaged its capacity to fight and made it
incapable of grasping how the Wehrmacht would
fight. The outcome was the most catastrophic de-
feat in history in terms of human losses. The So-
viets escaped its consequences only because of
the appalling strategic and political misjudg-
ments of their opponent.

Implications

There are some parameters for successtul in-
novation. First, one must not think in terms of
individuals—future Mitchells, Dowdings, Guderi-
ans—in furthering change. The interwar period
reveals the need for officers to be educated and
encouraged to innovate—a far larger problem
than finding one innovative officer. Education
and values are basic factors in innovation. Profes-
sional military education (PME) was vital to
change in the interwar years and will be more so
in the future if it provides the broad conceptual
context that innovation requires.

In the larger picture, educational values
among officers require an intellectual and physi-
cal commitment. Only a willingness to think
through the business of war allows leaders to per-
ceive the long-term potential of innovation.
Moreover, officers must have connections with,
and an understanding of, civilian technologies
dominated by innovation. Military institutions
must judge future war realistically. Here the
muddy boot world of exercises and lifelike
wargames lies at the heart of effective innovation.
The development of German armor doctrine and
close air support and of American and Japanese
carrier aviation shows the relationships among
education, doctrine, wargames, and exercises.
When military organizations and high com-
mands “knew” the answers and drove the solu-
tions, the results were sometimes disastrous in sti-
fling innovations.
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B-9 bomber.

What does the past imply for those who will
innovate during periods of low budgets, major
technological changes, and uncertain strategic
conditions? First, specific, detailed plans to en-
hance innovation are probably a nonstarter.
Courses on it at staff and war colleges will offer
little, and creating innovation specialties may
only attract those interested in a safe career rather
than crusaders for change. Efforts to institutional-
ize innovation will inhibit rather than foster the
process. Change demands officers in the main-
stream of their professions, with a prospect of
reaching the top ranks, who have peer respect
and will take risks. The bureaucratization of inno-
vation—particularly in the current framework of
the U.S. military—guarantees its death.

How then to encourage it? The best route ap-
pears to be to foster change in service cultures. But
one can only achieve cultural changes over the
long haul, not a traditional American approach.

Areas where the Armed Forces might push
the process are listed in conclusion.

= The services must think in terms of fighting real
opponents, with real capabilities and real strategic and

political objectives. Exercises and gaming must take place
within concrete scenarios against realistic opponents

&

who can truly challenge blue forces. Such scenarios must
examine the impact of innovative approaches on all three
levels of war: strategic, operational, and tactical.

= The services must rethink their operational
tempo and the number of annual exercises. The value
of exercises, particularly when resources are short, lies
not just in their conduct but their planning and
lessons-learned analysis. The latter must involve more
than reports no one reads, but rather rethinking doc-
trine, training, and education at every level. The value
of exercises ultimately depends on the preparedness of
participants to think through what went well and what
did not.

= The services must ensure that lessons learned
focus on more than validating doctrine and processes.
During the interwar period the French sought seriously
to examine World War I and learn from exercises. But
they also created a system that narrowly constrained ex-
ercises and study and that ensured the sanctioned ap-
proach would again prove. They learned what made
generals and staff officers happy, a clear case of self-ful-
filling prophecy, at least until the Germans arrived on
the banks of the Meuse.

= At every level the services must think in discrete
measures of effectiveness. They need to consider exactly
what they wish to do to an opponent. And as war
changes, they will require new measures and methods.
Above all, the services must foster a climate of military
professionalism.
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= The services also need to rethink PME. Much in-
terwar innovation depended on relations between the
staff and war colleges and the world of operations. Un-
fortunately, the Armed Forces lost much of their belief in
PME following World War II despite the testimony of
Eisenhower and Spruance who credited their days at
Leavenworth and Newport for their success. But any at-
tempt to encourage cultural changes and foster intellec-
tual curiosity demands better PME. It also requires that
education remains central throughout an officer’s career.
One may not create another Seeckt or Dowding and
manage his career through the ranks, but one can foster
military culture where those so promoted have imagina-
tion and intellectual grounding to support innovation.

= Finally, the services must encourage greater fa-
miliarity with nonlinear analyses. A heavy emphasis on
engineering, which is prominent in the officer acquisi-
tion procedure of three services, reflects a mind set that
is not conducive to innovation. While some suggest
that the military needs more engineers to encourage
nonlinear thinking, they are wrong. In fact what the
services lack are biologists, mathematicians, and histori-
ans. Presently most senior officers think of innovation
the way the Luftwaffe did during World War 11, in quan-
titative and qualitative terms of techniques and plat-
forms rather than conceptually. JrQ
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it is hard to think of a nonmilitary role without precedent for
such roles are as American as apple pie
—Samuel P. Huntington

USS Seawolf (John E. Gay)

the mission and the Rwandans fell victim to inflated
expectations that the United Nations could not fulfill
—R.A. Dallaire and B. Poulin

Roosevelt knew that generals could make disastrous
military mistakes, not merely political ones
—Eliot A. Cohen

evolutionary innovation depends on organizational focus over
time rather than guidance by one individual
—Williamson Murray

to achieve more efficient use of defense resources, Congress
looked to the Chairman
—James R. Locher III

advanced courses on proliferation and counter-
proliferation reach only a small fraction of students
—Robert G. Joseph
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Taking Stock of

GOLDWATER-
NICHOLS

By JAMES RO LOCHER II1I

“One of the landmark laws of American history” is how Congressman and
later Secretary of Defense Les Aspin described the Goldwater-Nichols DOD Re-
organization Act. Speaking as the chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee in 1986, Aspin added, “[This law] is probably the greatest sea
change in the history of the American military since the Continental Con-
gress created the Continental Army in 1775.” Because he was known for col-
orful, dramatic assertions, many saw this claim as political overstatement.
The Pentagon, which did not favor the legislation, not only dismissed Aspin’s
characterizations but held an opposite view. Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger and service leaders had resisted reorganization legislation
throughout a bitter, five-year battle with Congress.

Despite DOD attitudes, Aspin and
his colleagues on the two Armed Ser-
vices Committees had high expecta-
tions for Goldwater-Nichols. Senators
Barry Goldwater and Sam Nunn, lead-
ers of defense reform, recognized that
implementation of massive changes in
the largest bureaucracy in the Free
World would take time. They predicted
that meaningful implementation of
many changes, especially cultural
ones, would require five to ten years.
The act’s tenth anniversary presents an

opportunity to judge whether the re-
sults have matched expectations. Com-
paring the performance of the defense
establishment over the last decade
against objectives for the Goldwater-
Nichols Act provides a useful yardstick
for assessing the law’s contributions.

Objectives
Congress expressed its intent in
the act’s policy section. The overarch-
ing concern focused on the excessive
power and influence of the four ser-
vices, which had precluded the inte-
gration of their

The Honorable James R. Locher Ill was a professional staffer
with the Senate Committee on Armed Services and served
as assistant secretary of defense for special operations and

low intensity conflict.
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separate capabili-
ties for effective
joint warfighting.

&

The House’s leading specialist on de-
fense reorganization remarked: “The
overwhelming influence of the four
services . ..is completely out of pro-
portion to their legally assigned and
limited formal responsibilities.”!

With its desire to create a more
appropriate balance between joint and
service interests as a backdrop, Con-
gress declared eight purposes for the
act, the last having two parts:

= to reorganize DOD and strengthen
civilian authority

= to improve the military advice pro-
vided to the President, National Security
Council, and Secretary of Defense



= to place clear responsibility on
the commanders of the unified and spec-
ified combatant commands for the ac-

complishment of missions assigned to
those commands

= to ensure that the authority of com-
manders of unified and specified combatant
commands is fully commensurate with the
responsibility of those commanders for the
accomplishment of missions assigned to
those commands

= to increase attention to strategy for-
mulation and contingency planning

= to provide for the more efficient use
of defense resources

= to improve joint officer manage-
ment policies

= otherwise to enhance the effective-
ness of military operations and improve
DOD management and administration.

Civilian Authority

In its mid-1980s examination of
defense organization, Congress found
numerous obstacles precluding exer-
cise of effective civilian authority, par-
ticularly by the Secretary of Defense.
Many members of Congress agreed
with a former defense official’s summa-
tion of the Secretary’s position: “His
real authority is not as great as it
seems, and his vast responsibilities are
not in reality matched by commensu-
rate powers.” 2

In a congressional report entitled
Defense Organization published in 1985,
the Secretary’s efforts were seen as “se-
riously hampered by the absence of a
source of truly independent military

the Joint Chiefs provided the Secretary

with watered down advice

advice.” The Joint Chiefs logrolled on
issues of concern to one or more ser-
vices and provided the Secretary with
watered down advice. This forced the
Office of the Secretary of Defense to
carry the full burden of challenging
the services, individually and collec-
tively, on policies and programs. De-
fense Organization assessed the negative
outcome:

The natural consequence has been a
heightening of civil-military disagreement,
an isolation of OSD, a loss of information
critical to effective decisionmaking, and,
most importantly, a political weakening of
the Secretary of Defense and his OSD staff.
The overall result of interservice logrolling
has been a highly undesirable lessening of
civilian control of the military.’

Confusion concerning the roles of
the service secretaries ranked next on
the congressional list of problems
hampering the authority of the Secre-
tary of Defense. In creating the posi-
tion of Secretary of Defense, the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 never
specified the relationship of the new
office to the service secretaries. The bit-
ter postwar controversy over military
unification precluded settling this

®
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Locher

issue. The 1947 law preserved consider-
able independence for the civilian
heads of the military departments. Al-
though subsequent amendments
strengthened the Secretary’s power and
staff, the act did not prescribe his rela-
tionship to service secretaries. Not sur-
prisingly, the civilian heads of services
devoted considerable energy to advo-
cating service positions, often at the
expense of the Secretary’s broader
agenda.

Numerous Goldwater-Nichols pre-
scriptions addressed these problems.
Three stand out. First, desiring to leave
no doubt as to the authority of the Sec-
retary, Congress stated in the report’s
language, “The Secretary has sole and
ultimate power within the Department
of Defense on any matter
on which the Secretary
chooses to act.” Capitol
Hill designed this provi-
sion to end claims by de-
fense officials to jurisdic-
tions that were independent of the
Secretary’s authority.

Second, in designating the Chair-
man as the principal military adviser,
Congress envisioned him becoming an
ally of the Secretary with a common de-
partment-wide, nonparochial perspec-
tive. This change sought to provide the
Secretary with independent military
advice and also end the civil-military
nature of past Pentagon disputes.

Third, the law specified the re-
sponsibilities of the service secretaries
vis-a-vis the Secretary of Defense. In
prescribing relationships among the
most senior civilian officials, Congress
filled a void that had existed for nearly
forty years.

Civilian authority has been
strengthened. Goldwater-Nichols has
empowered the Secretary to effectively
lead and manage DOD. Former Secre-
tary Dick Cheney found that the act
“significantly improved the way the
place functions.” Of continuing service
arguments against the act, Cheney
commented in an interview which ap-
peared in Proceedings in May 1996:

I know each service wants to do its own
thing, with its own authority. The fact is
that [DOD] is difficult enough to run
without going back to a system that, in
my mind, served to weaken the civilian

Autumn 1996 / JFQ 1"
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authority of the Secretary and the Presi-
dent in terms of their ability to interact
with and use that organization. I think
Goldwater-Nichols helped pull it together
in a coherent fashion. . . .*

Some critics claim that the Chair-
man’s more influential role undermines
civilian authority. Two groups have
made this argument: those who are
genuinely concerned about the health
of civil-military relations and those
who would like to regain a greater de-
gree of service influence. Both groups
are off the mark. Although Goldwater-
Nichols increased the role of the Chair-
man, it carefully ensured that the Sec-
retary could use his vast powers to
control the Nation’s top officer. One
analysis of this controversy concluded,
“No evidence exists to suggest that
civilian control of the military, prop-
erly understood, has atrophied. The
President and Congress determine pol-
icy, from force structure and acquisi-
tion to the use of military force.”®

Military Advice

In 1982 the Chairman, General
David Jones, testified that, “the corpo-
rate advice provided by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff is not crisp, timely, very
useful, or very influential.” Recalling
the pre-Goldwater-Nichols era, another
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former Chairman, Colin Powell,
pointed out in his recent memoir, My
American Journey:

Almost the only way the chiefs would
agree on their advice was by scratching
each other’s back. Consequently, the six-
teen-hundred-member Joint Staff that
worked for the JCS spent thousands of
man-hours pumping out ponderous, least-
common-denominator documents that
every chief would accept but few Secre-
taries of Defense or Presidents found
useful. ... In my judgment, this amor-
phous setup explained in part why the
Joint Chiefs had never spoken out with a
clear voice to prevent the deepening morass
in Vietnam.

In answer to the problem of inad-
equate military advice, Congress
crafted some of the most far-reaching
provisions of Goldwater-Nichols. The
act made the Chairman the principal
military adviser, transferred duties to
him previously performed by the cor-
porate Joint Chiefs, and assigned new
duties. To assist him, Congress created
the position of Vice Chairman as the
second-ranking military officer. Last,
Congress gave the Chairman full au-
thority over the Joint Staff.

The quality of military advice has
greatly improved according to its prin-
cipal recipients. The most comprehen-
sive assessment of post-1986 military

Reviewing final plans
for Haiti invasion,
September 1994.
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advice concluded that the act “has
made a significant and positive contri-
bution in improving the quality of
military advice.”® Cheney found that
having the Chairman as principal mili-
tary adviser “was a significant im-
provement” over the “lowest common
denominator of whatever the chiefs
collectively could agree upon.” Higher
civilian authority has not accepted lin-
gering criticism from the services that
their views are now under represented,
especially in operational matters.

Clear Responsibility

Congress found the operational
chains of command to be both con-
fused and cumbersome. The roles of
the Secretary and Joint Chiefs in the
chain were uncertain. Despite the re-
moval of the military departments

the act prescribed the chain
of command as running
from the President to the
Secretary to the CINC

from the chain of command in 1958,
the chiefs retained de facto influence
over combatant commands, adding to
the confusion.

To achieve its objective of placing
clear responsibility on CINCs, Capitol
Hill clarified the chain to each com-
mander and emphasized that all were
responsible to the President and Secre-
tary for the performance of assigned
missions. The act prescribed the chain
of command as running from the Pres-
ident to the Secretary to the CINC. The
Joint Chiefs, including the Chairman,
were explicitly removed.

Opinion is universal that this ob-
jective of Goldwater-Nichols has been
achieved. Senior officials and officers
repeatedly cite the benefits of a clear,
short operational chain of command.
Reflecting on the Gulf War, General
Norman Schwarzkopf said, “Goldwa-
ter-Nichols established very, very clear
lines of command authority and re-
sponsibilities over subordinate com-
manders, and that meant a much more
effective fighting force.” As Secretary
of Defense William Perry later said to
the Senate Committee on the Armed



Empowering Eisenhower’s Concept

Committee that acceptance of measures under consideration to reorganize the Joint Chiefs would be

tantamount to creating a “general staff system.” The most far-reaching proposal which was then being
contemplated would have made the Chairman an adviser in his own right instead of merely a spokesman for
the chiefs. The hearings and legislative proceedings that eventually led to passage of the Goldwater-Nichols
Act continued for four more years. During that time, Congress rejected all proposals to create a general staff.
But with enactment of the law, it decisively rejected the existing DOD structure. What organizing concept did
Congress embrace?

I n 1982, a Marine witness warned the Subcommittee on Investigations of the House Armed Services

De Jure Organization

While the answer was not explicitly stated in hearings, reports, or debate, Congress harked back to
the concept proposed under the Eisenhower administration in 1958 to guide reorganization. The National Se-
curity Act of 1947 resulted in what President Eisenhower described as “little more than a weak confedera-
tion of sovereign military units.” The amendments of 1949, 1953, and 1958 sought to overcome unworkable
arrangements. As part of the 1958 amendments, the President proposed and Congress approved the bifurca-
tion of DOD into administrative and operational chains of command. A review of the act as amended in 1958
reveals that both the President and Congress shared a concept of just how they intended to organize the de-
fense establishment.

Congress created DOD to replace the originally loose-knit National Defense Establishment. By 1958
the Secretary of Defense had metamorphosed in law from a weak general overseer to the most powerful of-
ficial with “authority, direction, and control” over all DOD. Below him, the law created two chains of authority,
one to military departments and another to joint elements. Military departments were to prepare forces for
combat—organize, train, and equip—and provide logistic, administrative, and other support. They were thus
charged with “maintaining” the Armed Forces.

The law made the joint side responsible for employing the forces provided by the military depart-
ments. The Joint Chiefs, assisted by the Joint Staff, would provide advice to the President, Secretary, and Na-
tional Security Council as well as conduct military planning and related activities.

CINCs, who headed unified and specified commands consisting of combat forces provided by the ser-
vices, were made responsible for military missions assigned by the President—winning the Nation’s wars
and coping with lesser contingencies. At those echelons below the CINCs were “employing” and “maintain-
ing” chains of authority that split under the Secretary but were rejoined.

De Facto Organization

This description of the post-1958 de jure organizational model shows that it is remarkably similar to
that found in law today. If Congress was satisfied with the legislative model of DOD it established by 1958,
why was the Goldwater-Nichols Act needed? The answer is that what exists in law does not necessarily exist
in fact.

Prior to 1986—despite the de jure model—DOD was dominated by the services, which had been tra-
ditionally responsible for planning and warfighting as well as preparing our forces for war. The services were
unwilling to relinquish operational functions to a joint system. They continued to dominate both the main-
taining and employing sides of DOD. The services exercised vetoes over JCS advice and controlled the weak
unified commands. As a consequence, joint institutions failed to become strong and effective.

Making de Facto de Jure

With Goldwater-Nichols, Congress again tried to realize the legislative model that emerged in 1958.
Though some titles of the act modified the military departments and defense agencies, the most fundamen-
tal provisions were designed to strengthen joint positions and organizations. The act designated the Chair-
man as the principal military adviser, established a Vice Chairman, created a joint personnel system, and
empowered CINCs. It attempted to make de jure and de facto more nearly one and the same.

Because Goldwater-Nichols emphasized joint institutions, one could regard jointness as the animating
characteristic of defense organization. That would be a mistake. If jointness were the basic organizing prin-
ciple, a general staff with a single chain of authority might be the concept for DOD. Congress focused on joint
institutions to achieve a counterpoise to the services suggested in the legislative model. The balance be-
tween maintaining and employing—input and output—serves as an organizing principle. Eisenhower con-
ceptualized, and the law had anticipated, this balance in 1958. Twenty-eight years later, the Goldwater-
Nichols Act made it possible.

—Archie D. Barrett
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
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Services, “All commentaries and after-
action reports on [Desert Shield/Desert
Storm] attribute the success of the op-
eration to the fundamental structural
changes in the chain of command
brought about by Goldwater-Nichols.”

Commensurate Authority

Congress found the combatant
commands to be weak and unified in
name only. They were loose confedera-
tions of powerful service components.
The services used Unified Action Armed
Forces to strictly limit the authority of
CINCs and give significant autonomy
to service component commanders.
This situation had prevailed through-
out the postwar period as evidenced by
a Blue Ribbon Defense Board report in
1970 that found unification of “either
command or the forces is more cos-
metic than substantive.”

To correct this violation of com-
mand principles, Congress specified the
command authority of CINCs. The
Goldwater-Nichols Act addressed the
command functions of giving authori-
tative direction, prescribing the chain of
command, organizing commands and
forces, employing forces, assigning
command functions to subordinate
commanders, coordinating and approv-
ing aspects of administration and sup-
port, selecting and suspending subordi-
nates, and convening courts-martial.

In prescribing the authority of
CINGCs, Congress modeled the law on
the authority which the military had
traditionally given to unit comman-
ders. Initial service claims that the leg-
islation would make combatant com-
manders into warlords quickly
vanished as the soundness of balanc-
ing authority and responsibility at
CINC level—in line with military tradi-
tion—became apparent. It is now
widely agreed that Goldwater-Nichols
has achieved its objective of balancing
the authority and responsibility of the
combatant commanders. The effective
performance of these commands in
operations and peacetime activities
provides convincing evidence in sup-
port of this judgment.

A minority view urges increased au-
thority for the combatant commanders
through a greater role in resource alloca-
tion. Not wanting to overly divert these
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commands from their principal warfight-
ing function, Congress intended that the
Chairman and Joint Staff would be ac-
tivists on behalf of the commands’ re-
source needs. This approach still appears
preferable to any scheme that would re-
quire greater involvement by the com-
batant commands.

Strategy Making and Planning

The two Armed Services Commit-
tees determined that planning in DOD
was underemphasized and ineffective.
Such planning was often fiscally un-
constrained, and strategy and resources
were weakly linked. Contingency plans
had limited utility in crises, often be-
cause they were not based on valid po-
litical assumptions.

To increase attention to strategy
making and contingency planning,

to achieve more efficient use of defense
resources, Congress looked to the Chairman

Congress formulated four principal
provisions. First, it required the Presi-
dent to submit an annual report on
the national security strategy. Second,
it instructed the Chairman to prepare
fiscally constrained strategic plans.
Turning to contingency planning,
Goldwater-Nichols required the Secre-
tary to give written policy guidance for
the preparation and review of contin-
gency plans. This guidance would pro-
vide the political assumptions for plan-
ning. The fourth provision prescribed a
role for the Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy in assisting the Secretary in
his work on contingency plans. Con-
gress intended this last prescription to
overcome the jealous guarding of con-
tingency planning by the Joint Chiefs
which had precluded sufficient staff
support for meaningful review and di-
rection by the Secretary.

The Goldwater-Nichols Act has in-
creased attention to both strategy mak-
ing and contingency planning. The
quality of strategy documents has var-
ied, but in every case their value has
been superior to their pre-Goldwater-
Nichols predecessors. The new national
military strategy, which envisioned
fighting two major regional conflicts
nearly simultaneously, provided a
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timely, thoughtful strategic response to
the end of the Cold War.

Progress on contingency planning
was modest until recently. OSD has
been inconsistent in performing its re-
sponsibility to prepare contingency
planning guidance. The continuing re-
luctance of the Joint Staff to reveal
contingency plans—both deliberate
and crisis—to civilian officials has
blocked appropriate collaboration. Al-
though DOD has surmounted these
problems lately, the required interac-
tion between policy and operational
planners is not yet assured.

Resource Use

Testimony before Congress re-
vealed that vague and ambiguous DOD
objectives permitted service interests
rather than strategic needs to play the
dominant role in
shaping resource
decisions. The Sec-
retary’s resource
management was
also weakened by the lack of an inde-
pendent military assessment of service
programs and budgets.

To achieve its objective of provid-
ing for more efficient use of defense re-
sources, Congress looked to the Chair-
man for an independent military
perspective that had been lacking.
Capitol Hill formulated six new re-
source-related duties for him. Two of
the most important were advising the
Secretary on priorities for combatant
command requirements and on how
well the programs and budgets of the
military departments and other DOD
components conformed with strategic
plans and CINC priorities. The Chair-
man was also empowered to submit al-
ternative program and budget recom-
mendations to the Secretary.

Implementation has not achieved
the potential of the Goldwater-Nichols
reforms with the exception of General
Powell’s effective use of his resource
advisory role in formulating the Base
Force. Reducing the Cold War force
structure by 25 percent represented the
most significant and difficult resource
issue faced by the Pentagon over the
last decade.
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Despite that critical contribution,
Chairmen have seldom provided defin-
itive resource advice to Secretaries of
Defense. Recent developments could
alter this. Admiral William Owens,
while serving as Vice Chairman, insti-
tuted a number of innovative changes
to improve the support by the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council
(JROC) to the Chairman’s formulation
of resource advice. Creating joint
warfighting capability assessments rep-
resents a dramatic advancement in an-
alyzing service programs against mis-
sion requirements.

Unfortunately, the JROC process
could be misused. If instead of inform-
ing the independent advice of the
Chairman JROC were used to prenego-
tiate issues in the old logrolling fash-
ion, the military would come full circle
to the wasteful, pre-Goldwater-Nichols
days. Such an approach also raises the
possibility of the services locking arms
on significant resource issues to politi-
cally overpower the Secretary and Con-
gress. If the Chairman permits these ac-
tivities and surrenders his independent
perspective, he will abandon the inten-
tions of Goldwater-Nichols. As use of
JROC in improving resource advice ad-
vances, the Secretary must guard
against such unfavorable practices.

Joint Officer Management

The 1985 report on Defense Orga-
nization concluded that, “military offi-
cers do not want to be assigned to
joint duty; are pressured or monitored
for loyalty by their services while serv-
ing on joint assignments; are not pre-
pared by either education or experi-
ence to perform their joint duties; and
serve for only a relatively short period
once they have learned their jobs.”
Viewing the Joint Staff and headquar-
ters staffs of unified commands as the
most important military staffs within
DOD, Capitol Hill found this situation
to be intolerable.

Title IV of Goldwater-Nichols es-
tablished procedures for selection, edu-
cation, assignment, and promotion of
joint duty officers. Congress and DOD
fought the last Goldwater-Nichols bat-
tles over these provisions. The services
resisted a joint officer personnel system
since they knew that loss of absolute



control of officer promotions and as-
signments would weaken their domina-
tion of the Pentagon. Congress was
equally determined since it had con-
cluded in Defense Organization, “The
current system results in incentives to
protect service interests rather than to
think in joint terms. Joint thinkers are
likely to be punished, and service pro-
moters are likely to be rewarded.”

The joint officer incentives, re-
quirements, and standards prescribed by
the act have notably improved the per-
formance of those selected to serve in
joint duty assignments. Secretary Che-
ney judged in his recent interview in
Proceedings that the requirement for
joint duty “prior to moving into senior
leadership positions turned out to be
beneficial.” He also felt that as a result of
joint officer policies “the Joint Staff is an
absolutely vital part of the operation.”

General Schwarzkopf found the
same result in his command. Of his
subordinates during the Gulf War, he
told the Senate Committee on Armed
Services, “the quality of the people
that were assigned to Central Com-
mand at all levels changed dramati-
cally as a result of Goldwater-Nichols.”

These positive results were
achieved despite indifferent implemen-
tation of the joint officer provisions by
OSD and the Joint Staff. The failure
over the last decade to develop a DOD
directive to govern the joint officer
management program confirms a lack
of commitment on the part of top civil-
ian and military organizations. The ser-
vices were not indifferent. They made
vigorous efforts to minimize the impact
of the legislation on their interests. Se-
nior joint officers—the beneficiaries of
improved joint staffs—took little inter-
est in the issue. The Chairman when
Goldwater-Nichols was enacted, Admi-
ral William Crowe, later wrote of his
unfavorable view of title IV:

... the detailed legislation that mandated
every aspect of the “joint corps” from the
selection process and the number of billets
to promotional requirements was, I be-
lieve, a serious mistake that threatened a
horrendous case of congressional micro-
management. In this instance the chiefs
were unanimous in their opposition, and I
agreed with them wholeheartedly.”

Desert Storm.

8

Not surprisingly, Joint Staff imple-
mentation of title [V was sympathetic
to attitudes of the services for many
years.

Congress had hoped that the de-
partment, after several years of imple-
menting title IV, would conceptualize a
better approach to joint officer man-
agement. That has not occurred. The
Goldwater-Nichols objective of im-
proving joint officer management has
been achieved, but DOD still lacks a vi-
sion of its needs for joint officers and
how to prepare and reward them.

Operational Effectiveness

For forty years after World War 1I,
service separateness denied the defense
establishment the unity to conduct
joint warfare. In 1983 Secretary James
Schlesinger described the problem:

In all of our military institutions, the
time-honored principle of “unity of com-
mand” is inculcated. Yet at the national
level it is firmly resisted and flagrantly vi-
olated. Unity of command is endorsed if
and only if it applies at the service level.
The inevitable consequence is both the du-
plication of effort and the ultimate ambi-
guity of command.®

As was pointed out in Defense Or-
ganization, “operational deficiencies
evident during the Vietnam War, the
seizure of the Pueblo, the Iranian
hostage rescue mission, and the incur-
sion into Grenada were the result of
the failure to adequately implement
the concept of unified command.”
Congress focused efforts on providing
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CINCs with sufficient authority to
both ensure unity of command during
operations and effectively prepare for
assigned missions. The act also as-
signed the Chairman responsibility for
developing joint doctrine and joint
training policies.

The overwhelming success of Just
Cause and Desert Shield/Desert Storm
revealed the extent to which the act
had unified the Armed Forces. Shortly
after the Gulf War, an article in Forbes
noted, “The extraordinarily efficient,
smooth way our military has func-
tioned in the Gulf is a tribute to [Gold-
water-Nichols], which shifted power
from individual military services to of-
ficials responsible for coordinating
them.”® The Washington Monthly
added, “Goldwater-Nichols helped en-
sure that this war had less interservice
infighting, less deadly bureaucracy,
fewer needless casualties, and more
military cohesion than any major op-
eration in decades.” 1°

Commenting on the impact of
Goldwater-Nichols over the past ten
years, Secretary Perry said in a speech
last summer honoring Senator Sam
Nunn, “It dramatically changed the
way that America’s forces operate by
streamlining the command process
and empowering [the Chairman] and
the unified commanders. These
changes paid off in . . . Desert Storm, in
Haiti, and today in Bosnia.”

Joint doctrine and training have
experienced more modest progress. Of
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the first generation of joint doctrine,
the Commission on Roles and Missions
of the Armed Forces critically declared
in its 1995 report, Directions for Defense,
“In many cases, it represents a com-
pendium of competing and sometimes
incompatible concepts (often developed
by one ‘lead’ service).” The designation
of U.S. Atlantic Command (ACOM) as
joint force integrator, trainer, and pro-
vider has great potential for enhancing
military operations. To date, parochial
attitudes of the services and some geo-

parochial attitudes of the services
and some geographic CINCs have
hamstrung ACOM performance

graphic CINCs and weak support by the
Joint Staff have hamstrung ACOM per-
formance.

Management and
Administration

Many of the provisions of Gold-
water-Nichols focused on improving
DOD management and administra-
tion. But in adding this objective Con-
gress had in mind specific structural
problems that were hindering sound
management. These included excessive
spans of control, unnecessary staff lay-
ers and duplication of effort, contin-
ued growth in headquarters staffs, poor
supervision of defense agencies, and
an uncertain division of work among
defense components.

The Secretary’s span of control es-
pecially concerned Congress. Forty-one
senior officials and officers, excluding
his deputy and staff, reported directly
to him. To reduce this span, the act re-
quired the Secretary to delegate super-
vision of each defense agency and field
activity to an OSD official or the Chair-
man. The Chairman’s role as overseer
of the unified commands also helped
to lessen the Secretary’s supervisory
burdens.

Other provisions consolidated cer-
tain functions in service secretariats,
limited the number of both deputy
chiefs and assistant chiefs on the ser-
vice staffs, reduced by 15 percent the
size of the headquarters staffs of mili-
tary departments including general
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and flag officer positions, and cut
some other staffs by 10 to 15 percent.

Goldwater-Nichols remedies for
these management problems were
largely ineffective. The defense bureau-
cracy remains far too large. Duplication
of effort is still a problem. DOD also lacks
a concept for the appropriate division of
work among its major components.

In the broad sweep of American
military history, the recent years have
been remarkable for the frequency and
scope of significant achieve-
ments and successes by the
Department of Defense. Su-
perb leadership played an im-
portant role as did the devel-
opment of doctrine, training,
education, and materiel that
preceded the passage of the Goldwater-
Nichols Act. Nevertheless, a significant
body of evidence and numerous public
assertions by senior defense officials
and military officers argue that the act
enormously contributed to the positive
outcomes of recent years.

During the last decade, Goldwater-
Nichols attained most of the objectives
established for it, helping to transform
and revitalize the military profession in
the process. The act validated former Sec-
retary Schlesinger’s prediction that,
“Sound structure will permit the release
of energies and of imagination now un-
duly constrained by the existing arrange-
ments.” In some areas, developments in-
spired by the act are still evolving and
adding more luster to the law’s accom-
plishments. In a few others, the accom-
plishments still leave much to be done.

Secretary Perry used an historic
yardstick in praising the law: “. . . [Gold-
water-Nichols] is perhaps the most im-
portant defense legislation since World
War II.” And, while serving as Vice
Chairman, Admiral Owens saw the leg-
islation in even larger terms: “Goldwa-
ter-Nichols was the watershed event for
the military since [World War II].”
Those assessments by Perry and Owens
do not reach back as far as Congressman
Aspin’s; but it is clear that, in accord
with congressional expectations, the
Goldwater-Nichols Act has profoundly
enhanced the joint warfighting capabil-
ities of the Armed Forces. JrQ
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on balance, our

countering the NBC threat
have been stronger than

our deeds

[Editor’s Note: From October 1994 to September
1995, the Center for Counterproliferation Research at
the National Defense University held a series of work-
shops to examine how service doctrine, operational
concepts, and capabilities take into account the threat
from the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chem-
ical weapons (NBC). The workshops represented the
first time that the majority of constituencies in the de-
fense establishment that are responsible for evaluating
and designing military responses to proliferation were
assembled. Collectively, the workshop series involved
more than four hundred participants drawn primarily
from the services but also included members of policy,
intelligence, research and develop-
ment, and other organizations. Per-
haps most unique, the workshops
included broad participation from
planners, operators, and trainers
from all the services. Although the
workshop recommendations, de-
tailed in a number of reports, cov-
ered several broad areas—national military strategy,
defense policy, and military capabilities—the central
purpose of the series was to enlighten the operational
context. Presentations, discussions, and gaming fo-
cused on service capabilities for joint and coalition
warfare in NBC environments. This article presents
those findings that are most germane to the further de-
velopment of joint and service NBC doctrine.)

proliferation is recognized as
a serious threat across the
operational spectrum—from

the deployment of forces to post-hostility activities.
References to NBC—frequently aggregated under
the rubric of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD)—appear often in policy and capstone state-
ments such as the national military strategy and
Joint Vision 2010.

At present NBC is also mentioned in service
doctrine (for example, Army Field Manual 100-5
and Air Force Manual 1-1) as well as in more tech-
nical manuals on detection, decontamination, in-
dividual protection, and biological warfare/chemi-
cal warfare (BW/CW) shipboard defense. Aspects
of the NBC threat are also the focus of joint doc-
trine publications, foremost among them Joint
Pub 3-11, joint Doctrine for Nuclear, Biological, and
Chemical (NBC) Defense, which provides a general
overview of NBC defense operations.

Furthermore, counterproliferation is being em-
bedded in the planning process, as evidenced by
the missions and functions study completed by the
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Joint Staff in spring 1996. In addition, the geo-
graphic CINCs have been charged with implement-
ing counterproliferation policy in their areas of re-
sponsibility. They are in the process of developing
counterproliferation contingency plans to define
how they intend to conduct counterproliferation
operations. The Joint Staff is also working with the
CINC:s to assist them in identifying and developing
those capabilities which they will need to accom-
plish their counterproliferation objectives.

As a framework for military counterprolifera-
tion operations takes shape, the Joint Staff and
services are focusing on the doctrine, operational
concepts, and training to better prepare our forces
for operations in an NBC environment. Further-
more, on the policy level, the recent establish-
ment of the Counterproliferation Council chaired
by the Deputy Secretary of Defense illustrates
high level interest in the NBC threat and the
commitment to respond to that threat.

The above responses begin to address many
deficiencies identified in the workshop series.
Overall, the findings suggest that the response to
the threat has been uneven. There are pockets of
strength, such as procurement of passive defense
capabilities at the individual level. There are also
more recent areas of progress, mostly program-
matic and focused on technology solutions, such
as developing light-weight suits and improving
our detection capabilities. But on balance, our
words on countering the NBC threat have been
stronger than our deeds.

The workshops surfaced a number of weak-
nesses in the areas of doctrine, force structure,
training, and education. Identifying these weak-
nesses and recommending improvements were
the main focus of this work. In that context, it
should be noted that weaknesses do not mean
that the joint community and services have failed
to address the challenge. No one should expect
them to have resolved all of the difficult prob-
lems associated with this complex and growing
threat. That said, solutions will be found only
when existing vulnerabilities are acknowledged
and the Armed Forces begin to think comprehen-
sively about how to overcome them.

Doctrine

For purposes of the workshop series, doctrine
was defined as how we think about the conduct of
war and the principles for conducting operations.
The definition found in Joint Pub 1, fundamental
principles that guide the employment of forces in
support of national objectives, is entirely consis-
tent with this working definition.

One deficiency common to service doctrine
is the failure to understand how an enemy may
employ NBC against us. Lacking such knowledge,
doctrine is silent on this point; hence, concepts of
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LeJuene.

Decontaminating F-15
during exercise.
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enemy NBC use are
absent from the rele-
vant documents and
operational publica-
tions mentioned ear-
lier. In general, NBC concerns are confined either
to very broad statements about the threat and
need to plan against “weapons of mass destruc-
tion” or to detailed technical data on how to put
on mission oriented protective posture (MOPP)
gear and wash down contaminated ships. Between
these extremes—doctrine, tactics, techniques, and
procedures (TTP) for combat in various scenar-
ios—there exists a relatively blank page on which
we must focus our attention.

Only by embedding enemy use concepts in
doctrine can the Armed Forces develop courses of
action above the individual and small unit level
to counter the NBC threat to U.S. forces. More
specifically, because doctrine does not take into
account enemy NBC employment concepts, we
also lack TTP needed to overcome key vulnerabili-
ties identified by operators and planners. These
vulnerabilities include protection of facilities
such as ports and prepositioning depots, large
groups of personnel, and essential equipment and
supplies; decontamination capabilities for large
areas and sensitive materiel such as airfields and
aircraft; and handling contaminated casualties
and cargoes. Moreover, without such concepts,

&

U.S. Air Force

we miss an opportunity to take advantage of the
vulnerabilities in an enemy’s NBC posture.

Adversary employment concepts for conven-
tional conflict are recognized as essential for the
development of service and joint doctrine and
operating principles for conventional defensive as
well as offensive operations. Concepts of enemy
conventional operations are fully embedded in
doctrine, force development, and training. Failure
to develop and embed similar concepts relating
to NBC may expose forces in the field and fleet to
risks that could have been mitigated had likely
employment concepts been understood and cor-
rective action taken.

Force Structure

A number of workshop participants empha-
sized the need to remedy identified shortfalls in
force structure, especially for forces that would be
called on for crisis response. Some questioned
whether sufficient mobile detection vehicles were
being acquired. Similar questions were raised
about the biological integrated detection system
(BIDS), and specifically its emerging employment
concept which emphasizes forward deployment
of scarce assets. Others questioned the planned
level of on-hand stocks of MOPP gear in light of
the requirement for possible suit changeouts
every other day for forces and critical civilians
needed to prosecute an operation abroad in a BW
or CW environment.

U.S. Marine Corps (C.D. Clark)



Chemical Biological
Incident Response
Force (CBIRF) washing
down M-93 FOX.

Participants also stressed the risks associated
with the current heavy reliance on Reserve NBC
defense units, again as with BIDS, particularly in
contingencies such as Desert Shield that do not
have the luxury of a buildup period. This would
be especially true if the adversary were to use
NBC early to deter the United States from inter-
vening by posing the prospect of high casualties.

Finally, some participants questioned the or-
ganizational designs of service NBC-related units.
For instance, in the Army (which has the prepon-
derance of these units) the design of division
level chemical companies appears to be incom-
patible with current responsibilities (such as
smoke generation and NBC decontamination)
which may be required simultaneously under
foreseeable operational circumstances. In high
tempo combat, commanders may be forced to
limit the use of smoke as a battlefield obscurant
to enhance force protection in favor of time-ur-
gent decontamination. Because there are few of
these specialized units in the force structure, com-
manders may be faced with an unacceptable
dilemma. A similar circumstance may occur with
Air Force civil engineering units assigned both
base maintenance and aircraft and base deconta-
mination missions. The question is not whether
units need to be dual tasked but whether the cur-
rent assignment of tasks, based on the Cold War
model of conflict in Europe, is the most rational
for regional NBC contingencies, and whether

@

these units have been properly prepared for their
secondary NBC defense roles.

In this context, one related point that came
up repeatedly was the assertion by Air Force rep-
resentatives that the Army was responsible for de-
contamination of large areas, such as air bases.
Army participants consistently responded that
they had neither the mission nor the capability.

Training

Perhaps the most critical requirement for de-
terring NBC use, and for successful operations
should deterrence fail, are forces fully trained
across the NBC threat spectrum. Training con-
verts theory into practice by preparing forces to
accomplish their mission in an operational envi-
ronment. While recognizing a number of im-
provements that have been made in establishing
training standards and programs to enhance NBC
readiness, such as training NBC defense experts
from all services at Fort McClellan, this is an area
of particular weakness.

Throughout the workshops the planners, op-
erators, and even trainers themselves cited short-
falls in their own individual and unit training ex-
periences. Most of those cited have been
previously documented, such as in the DOD an-
nual NBC warfare defense report to Congress and
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training guidance is inadequate
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needed to operate in regional
NBC environments
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by the General Accounting Office. These deficien-
cies deal with inadequacies in such basic but cen-
tral areas as the inability to handle CW and BW
casualties, improper wearing of masks, and the
inability to operate detection equipment. Such
inadequacies—which reflect the current concen-
tration of training on individual protection and
specialized units—are the subject for corrective
action.

However, participants identified other key
training shortfalls. At present, primary service
guidance on NBC attempts to ensure that person-
nel maintain their proficiency in taking individ-
ual protective measures like donning protective
garb. Specialized NBC defense units have ade-
quate guidance to perform their unique technical
functions such as decontamination. However,
there is inadequate guid-
ance within the services
or from operational
chains of command that
defines tasks, conditions,
or standards for more
complex NBC activities
such as operational planning to minimize the po-
tential effects of enemy NBC use. Even at highly
instrumented Army combat training centers
(CTCs) there are not adequate models or tem-
plates to train soldiers against likely enemy NBC
use in future conflicts. The commanders of units
undergoing training essentially determine the
scope and nature of NBC play, if any, to be in-
cluded in the scenarios by CTC controllers and
opposing forces.

During the workshops service representatives
candidly discussed difficulties encountered in
training for operations in NBC environments
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under current threat conditions. Training guid-
ance within the services and combatant com-
mands is inadequate for producing the proficiency
needed to operate in regional NBC environments.
Notably absent is useful staff training for develop-
ing combat campaigns and courses of action for
operations involving an NBC-armed enemy.

All services need more realistic NBC events
incorporated into individual, unit, and staff train-
ing. Current simulations, which form the basis of
much individual and unit training, do not realis-
tically depict potential NBC use in likely combat
and non-combat contingencies. There was con-
sensus that existing models and simulations inad-
equately portray the types of environments that
could result from the NBC proliferation threat
and, specifically, that its impact on land, sea, and
air operations—as well as civilian populations—is
routinely understated in wargames. One reason is
that current models are not capable of providing
essential information about CW and, especially,
BW effects. In workshop games, red players saw
NBC capabilities as important weapons to assail
U.S. vulnerabilities and to reduce the significance
of U.S. conventional technological superiority.
The same players, when cast in the role of blue
planners, consistently minimized the difficulties
of operations in NBC environments.

Many participants also noted that there has
been insufficient NBC play in joint and combined
exercises. While measures are being undertaken to
enhance joint training, little progress has been
made in exercising with potential coalition part-
ners. Yet coalition operations will likely be the
norm for regional conflict. It is clear that, despite
the deficiencies of U.S. forces in the NBC area,
they are relatively better equipped and trained to
operate in NBC environments than the forces of
many if not all allies and potential coalition mem-
bers. Therefore, combined exercises and training
could provide a useful foundation for operations
in the event of an actual conflict. It is essential to
work in advance with allies in the region to ensure
cooperation when hostilities begin.

On a more anecdotal basis, discussions in the
workshops pointed to the potentially harmful ef-
fects of current NBC training practices. For exam-
ple, most Army participants affirmed that they
had trained for CW events. As the conversation
developed, however, it became clear that the CW
uses against which they trained were almost al-
ways limited and discrete events in a broader exer-
cise. In almost every experience, U.S. forces were
able to go around or through such use with little
effect on operational tempo. Two explanations
were given for why the play was structured in this



advanced courses on proliferation
and counterproliferation reach
only a small fraction of students

fashion: first, the chemical event could not be al-
lowed to derail the larger exercise, and second, the
commanders who believed they would be graded
on the overall results of the exercise could not let
the CW play affect the outcome.

If these observations reflect widespread prac-
tice, one must ask whether such experiences do
more harm than good if they lead to a false sense
of complacency that a clever enemy could exploit.

Education

A consensus of workshop participants from
all services indicated that professional military
education (PME) will be key to overcoming the
NBC challenge in the long run. Put simply, in a
proliferated world in-
volving regional con-
flict, future leaders
must think differently
about deterrence and
defense. Senior ser-
vice colleges have
made notable progress in designing advanced
courses on proliferation and counterproliferation.
They reach only a small fraction of students,
however. Most important, core curricula at these
institutions require added emphasis on the politi-
cal-military and operational implications of the
NBC threat. At the intermediate and precommis-
sioning levels, where student exposure to NBC is-
sues is cursory at best, even more must be done.

To strengthen PME, the Counterproliferation
Center at the National Defense University has de-
signed a counterproliferation awareness game—in
which players act as both red and blue team
members on the operational level—that was used
for the first time in April 1996 by the National
War College. Other senior service colleges have
expressed interest in adopting the game. This tool
will also help inform us about enemy use con-
cepts and, in turn, assist in developing doctrine.
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NBC Challenges

Taken together, the workshop findings sug-
gested a clear bottom line from which obvious
challenges emerge. The first is to better know the
enemy. Here, we need to think differently about
intelligence requirements and tailor assets to the
operational needs of the supporting services and
combatant commands, placing more emphasis on
enemy NBC operational concepts, employment
doctrines, and capabilities. At the same time, it is
essential to recognize that, although important,
better intelligence alone is not sufficient.

Another promising tool is the creation of
dedicated NBC red teams with the authority to
challenge conventional thinking—both in terms
of enemy use and U.S. responses. It is especially
useful to have in place a disciplined process with
dedicated professionals for critically examining
alternative courses of action and capabilities. This
tool can be applied by operators, planners, and
trainers across a broad spectrum of activities,
from identifying critical intelligence and counter-
force capabilities for early deployment to plan-
ning for civil-military emergency response coop-
eration in contingency theaters of operation.

In the near term, interactive gaming can also
be effective. Forcing U.S. planners and operators
to think like the adversary is invaluable. The
process can generate insights about issues that
military planners and operators could face when
confronting an NBC-armed opponent.

Finally, we need to think about NBC differ-
ently than we did in the East/West context. Today
the likelihood that NBC will be used against us is
much greater. A number of factors explain this. In
the bipolar Cold War context, regional states were
less free to pursue their own aggressive political,
ideological, and in some cases religious objectives
through the use of force. The current lack of disci-
pline is compounded by the fact that proliferation
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is occurring in regions of vital interest to the
United States, regions in which we have security
commitments and forward-based forces.

In addition, within a regional context, the
prospects for traditional deterrence succeeding—

that is deterrence based on retaliation and punish-
ment alone—are problematic and in fact are more
likely to fail for several reasons: the absence of
such conditions as mutual understandings and ef-
fective communications, the risk-prone strategic
personalities of regional adversaries we are likely
to confront, and the asymmetric nature of deter-
rence in a regional contingency where U.S. sur-
vival is not at risk but the enemy likely sees his
own at stake, or at least that of his regime. This
could prompt him to use NBC with little concern
about the consequences.

Perhaps most significant is that the employ-
ment concepts of regional adversaries are also
likely to be much different than those assumed
about adversaries in the past. In this context,
NBC capabilities are seen as weapons of the weak
against the strong, as the only arms that can
overcome the conventional superiority of the
West. They are not seen as weapons of last resort,
but rather weapons of choice to be threatened or
used early in a conflict for political and psycho-
logical as well as military purposes. For this rea-
son, understanding enemy concepts of use is cen-
tral to the U.S. response to proliferation.

The second challenge is to better know our-
selves. We will not have fully met it until we un-
derstand the effects of BW/CW on operations in-
volving U.S. and coalition forces and develop
appropriate concepts of operations based on solid
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doctrine. A survey of existing data by the center
indicates several major gaps in our knowledge
base, such as effects of BW and CW use on units
above the battalion level, on key nodes such as
ports, and on civilian populations.

The accompanying illustrations (shown on
the previous page) provide an overview of some of
those weaknesses. The green symbols indicate that
we have generally good data on the effects of CW
on individual soldiers. This applies particularly to
physically fit males because relatively little infor-
mation exists on women. The red symbols tell us
where we have very little or no reliable informa-
tion about the effects of BW and CW, for example,
on large unit operations.

The third challenge is to fully train and edu-
cate the force. Several suggestions have been cov-
ered earlier, from developing standards for larger
units and complex tasks, to creating more realis-
tic models for games and simulations, to the ex-
tensive use of red teams.

The fourth and final challenge is to design
and equip forces to meet the new realities of the
NBC threat. Key to this effort is integrating ma-
teriel and non-materiel initiatives. Since 1994, the
U.S. Government has issued a Counterproliferation
Review Committee report with details on the re-
quired technology initiatives, but non-materiel ini-
tiatives remain scattered. Not until a companion
volume on non-materiel initiatives is prepared,
and comprehensive doctrine developed, will there
be essential guidance for defining the way we
equip, train, and fight in an NBC conflict. JrQ
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B-17s on daylight raid
over Germany.

By CARL H. BUILDER

9 F

trategic thinking by the American mili-
tary appears to have gone into hiding.
Planning on the tactical and operational
levels flourishes, but the strategic level is
largely discussed in historical terms rather than as
current art. Three decades ago, strategic thought
burnt bright in the sanctuary of the national se-
curity temple. And for three decades prior to
that—back to the 1930s—strategic theorizing
dominated military debates in this country.

Carl H. Builder is a senior staff member with the RAND Corporation
and author of The Icarus Syndrome, an analysis of airpower theory in
the evolution of the Air Force.
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What happened? We cannot blame the
demise of the Soviet Union since the strategic
flame began to dim during the 1960s, a quarter
century before most people believe the Cold War
ended. It cannot be a decline in the defense bud-
get, for we spend about the same amount in real
terms today as at the height of strategic thinking
in 1955.' Some may blame the Vietnam War
when the military every bit as much as our civil-
ian leadership seemed to lose its strategic com-
pass. But the cause may lie deeper in military in-
stitutions. And even if it should be found, that
may not motivate a revival of strategic thinking,
for few lament its absence today.

U.S. Air Force Historical Center



Joint Vision 2010 is a current
illustration of thinking tactically

I would like to pursue three sets of questions
about this paucity of strategic thinking:

= What is strategic thinking? How can it be distin-
guished from other kinds of military thought?

= What happened to strategic thinking? What
caused its flame to wax and now wane?

= Why should we mourn the absence of strategic
thinking today? What will it take to rekindle the flame?

I will argue that the strategic flame must be
rekindled and kept alive. It has gone out twice be-
fore in this century to the Nation’s detriment.

The Strategic Idea

The familiar terms strategic and tactical—
which act as bookends on either side of the term
operational—have accumulated lots of baggage in
this century, and some of it must be jettisoned at
the outset. The best way to do that is to start over.
General Glenn Kent, the legendary Air Force ana-
lyst, sometimes admonished those who were
about to brief him that they
could define terms in any
way they wished, but he
would hold them strictly to
their definitions. To avoid
confusion, he urged briefers to use simple dictio-
nary definitions. For the terms strategic and tacti-
cal, the ordinary dictionary definitions are close
enough and strip away some of the baggage that
encumbers them in military usage. But to
sharpen the differences, a distinction should be
made between strategic and tactical as separate
kinds of endeavors (see figure 1). Note that these
differences between strategic and tactical do not
refer to types of weapons (nuclear or conven-
tional), their range (intercontinental or theater),
or the ways in which military power is applied
(force, logistical, or surveillance).

Figure 1. Redefining Two Familiar Terms

In the game of chess

In Vietnam

Term Strategic Tactical

Objective Going to the heart of the matter Dealing with the matter at hand
Going for the jugular Playing the hand dealt

Focus on Ends Means

Nature Transformatory Engaging

Style Game-changing Game-playing

Check and mate moves Opening and castling moves

Why we went there:
Stopping the fall of south-
east Asian dominoes

What we ended up doing:
Trying to defeat an opposing
military force

&
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These distinctions beg for some comparison
with the term operational, which lies between
strategic and tactical. By contrast with the other
two, the operational enterprise has as its objective
providing the means—getting the right things in
the right amount to the right place at the right
time. This operational quality of the American
military has long been the envy of the world. Re-
peatedly during this century it has moved large
land, naval, and air forces, set them up, and made
them fully functional halfway around the globe.
It required more than logistics or support. It
meant knowing which units to send where and
when in order to create complex military forces
that could fight as well as defend and support
themselves—precisely as they were organized,
trained, and equipped to do—from the first to the
last forces sent.

If the operational thinking of our military is
secure and without peer, and if tactical thinking
has come to the fore, strategic thought has been
all but abandoned. The difficulty lies in seeing
the strategic side of national security increasingly
as the province of politicians and diplomats while
the operational and tactical sides belong to the
military, free from civilian meddling (for some ev-
idence of this development, consider the exam-
ples outlined in figure 2).

The current demand by the military for well-
defined objectives is eloquent evidence of how far
our thinking has drifted toward the tactical do-
main. The insistence on operationally planning
based on enemy capabilities, while tactically pru-
dent, is the antithesis of strategic thinking, which
should concentrate on enemy vulnerabilities. Al-
though defeating enemy forces may sometimes
be necessary to achieve our objectives, it is not al-
ways the Nation’s or the military’s best option.

Joint Vision 2010 is a current illustration of
thinking tactically. It is largely about engaging an
enemy with joint forces in the future—without
evident purpose beyond fighting and winning.? It
could instead have been about the different ways
military power, through joint capabilities, might
be brought to bear on the future spectrum of na-
tional interests. The military planning posture
that came out of the Bottom-Up Review at the
start of the first Clinton administration is a con-
temporary example of operational thinking. It ex-
plained (or argued) what kinds of forces in what
amounts are needed where and when for two
nearly simultaneous major regional contingencies.
It is difficult to find current instances of strategic
thinking from within the American military.3

The strategic flame is a metaphor for the
grand idea that military power can sometimes be
brought to bear most effectively and efficiently
when it is applied directly toward a nation’s high-
est purposes without first defeating defending
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Figure 2. Examples of Strategic and Tactical Thinking

Strategic Tactical

What are our national interests
and objectives?

What is the military objective?

What are an enemy’s
vulnerabilities?

What are an enemy’s
military capabilities?

What will it take to defeat
an enemy’s military?

What will it take to achieve
national objectives?

How can we most quickly go
to the heart of the issue?

How should we best engage
an enemy’s military?

enemy forces. It is an enduring idea latent in the
age-old precept of seizing the enemy capital, but
one which was often frustrated by the interposi-
tion of defending forces. So long as military
forces were confined to the surface of the earth
and limited in mobility, as was the case prior to
the 20%™ century, strategic thinking was mostly
positional—the occupation of capitals, straits,
ports, etc. Seizing or occupying such critical
points was a strategic objective, but access could
be denied or delayed by defending enemy forces
that typically had to be defeated before any ob-
jectives were achieved. Thus, winning a war be-
came the sine qua non for pursuing strategic aims.
Little wonder that combat was seen as a noble
contest among professional warriors over a prize,
which was a disarmed or vulnerable opponent fi-
nally opened to the strategic designs of the win-
ning state, which is pure Clausewitz.

The technological achievement of flight
through the air and then in space provided the
first plausible opportunity to test the existing bar-
riers to strategic objectives. Strategic thinking be-
came militarily actionable: national objectives
could be achieved directly, without first defeating
enemy forces. Airmen were the earliest to see,
elaborate, and promote this idea. What made air-
planes distinctive from surface forces was that ac-
cess to strategic objectives could be sudden—a
matter of hours or minutes with little or no warn-
ing—from any direction and to any place. As
with surface forces, the interposition of defenses
was still conceivable but not as certain. The
agility and rapidly increasing speed of aircraft
made the kinematics of defenses appear much
less advantageous. The advent of ballistic missiles
and space technologies in mid-century made de-
fenses against strategic actions even more remote.
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The strategic thinking made actionable by
planes and then missiles was controversial from
the outset. It first appealed mostly to aviation-
minded people such as Smuts, Douhet, Tren-
chard, and Mitchell; but aviators such as Chen-
nault and Moffett were skeptical of expansive
claims by air strategists. World War II demon-
strated these arguments in the European and Pa-
cific theaters.

The Idea in Practice

Over Europe in the 1940s, British and Ameri-
can airmen played out strategic bombardment
theories with results that ranged from failure at
worst to ambiguity at best. “Bomber” Harris and
“Hap” Arnold structured forces and mounted
bombing campaigns around their respective ideas
that the aircraft would always get through and
the industrial base of the enemy war machine
could be destroyed by precision daylight bom-
bardment from self-defended bomber formations.
Those ideas proved disastrous to aviators who
tested them over Germany. Their bomber forces
were too small to overwhelm enemy defenses;
and they found themselves in an age-old battle
with the defenders, precisely the clash the strate-
gic theorists had promised they could avoid.

The British took up bombing at night to
evade the worst of the defenses; and the Ameri-
cans found themselves in a fighter-plane battle
for control of daylight skies over Germany as
Chennault had warned. It had become a war of
attrition even in the air. By the time the United
States built up its fighter and bomber forces
enough to overwhelm German air defenses, the
forces were diverted to support tactical objectives
for the impending invasion of Europe.* Thus the
theory of strategic bombardment remained either
incompletely tested (to airmen) or discredited (to
the critics).

In the Pacific, a strategic campaign was car-
ried out on land, under the sea, and in the air. Be-
cause of the “Europe first” policy adopted by Roo-
sevelt and Churchill, the Pacific war had to be
fought with an economy of force, not by attri-
tion. On the surface, MacArthur and Nimitz pur-
sued island-hopping campaigns to seize only
bases needed to close on the strategic objective of
Japan. They did not attempt to defeat the enemy
en masse or to push back its entire perimeter.
Under the sea, American submarines closed the
waters around Japan to shipping’ instead of
scouring open seas for enemy naval forces.® In the
air, both MacArthur and Nimitz used their air
forces tactically to support strategic island-hop-
ping campaigns that led to air bases within prac-
tical striking range of Japan. It was Curtis LeMay
who then used such bases to strategically launch
aircraft over Japan.



Loading equipment for
Desert Shield.

the strategic idea appeared finally
to have come of age in the 1950s

After learning that the theory behind the de-
velopment of the B-29 wasn’t workable, LeMay
completely subverted available means to pursue
strategic ends. Since the combination of daylight
bombing from self-defended formations at high
altitude using high-explosive bombs could not
gain the desired effect, he stripped the defensive
armament from B-29s and flew them at night
without formations and at medium altitude to
maximize their loads of
incendiaries. Whatever
the legality or morality of
such bombing, LeMay
was clearly on the way to
burning down every major Japanese city when
the atom bomb punctuated his campaign with an
exclamation point.

The Strategic Bombing Survey,” conducted
following World War II to validate or refute
strategic bombardment theories, did not resolve
the dispute, although the atom bomb now
seemed to make the argument academic. It was
obvious that even a few bombers armed with
these atomic weapons could be enormously de-
structive; and defenses able to deny all the planes
access to their targets seemed all but impossible.
The advent of the ballistic missile, with access
times measured in minutes rather than hours,
simply compounded the problem of defense
against strategic actions. The strategic idea ap-
peared finally to have come of age in the 1950s.

But the strategic stalemate of the Cold War
was bypassed in a series of conflicts in which
strategic objectives were tempered by larger polit-
ical considerations than fighting or winning wars.
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In Korea, Vietnam, and elsewhere pursuit of
strategic objectives, while technically and militar-
ily feasible, was deemed too risky in its potential
impact on other foes and domestic support. Even
as strategic thinking defined the broader and
more vital framework of the Cold War, it seemed
useless for militaries mired in conflicts where the
strategic options were arrogated to their civilian
leaders.

In retrospect, however, strategic thinking did
reappear periodically, sometimes in stunning
forms—and not just in framing and sustaining
the nuclear standoff at the nexus of the Cold War.
While it may have been conceived as a tactical al-
ternative at the time, the Berlin airlift of 1948 was
a strategic masterpiece. It not only fulfilled its
tactical objective of feeding and fueling the popu-
lace of Berlin (that is, dealing with the matter at
hand); it transformed the game on the strategic
level. The Soviets blockaded land routes to Berlin,
believing that the West would have to choose be-
tween initiating hostilities (perhaps precipitating
World War III) or abandoning Berlin. Supplying
Berlin by air was inconceivable to the Soviets
based on their own limited experience with airlift
and the failed German effort at Stalingrad. What
no one on either side seemed to recognize then
or now is that an airlift would turn the tables and
oblige the Soviets to initiate hostilities. That was
check. When the sufficiency and sustainability of
the airlift became apparent, it was checkmate.
Thereafter, if the blockade was to be continued
the West could only gain international admira-
tion at the expense of the Soviets.

The Cold War yielded another transforma-
tory strategic action in the Cuban missile crisis.
On the strategic (game defining) level, the strug-
gle for world opinion focused on who was telling
the truth about missiles in Cuba. The United
States asserted their presence and the Soviet
Union denied it. Both sides had predisposed sup-
porters in the absence of contrary evidence. The
aerial reconnaissance of Cuba, clearly revealing a
build-up of Soviet missiles and facilities, trans-
formed the debate. In a dramatic moment, Adlai
Stevenson, the U.S. representative to the United
Nations, posted the reconnaissance photographs
for all the world to see and declared that he was
prepared to wait until hell froze over for the So-
viet explanation of the evidence. The aerial re-
connaissance and public release of the photos
(unprecedented at the time) was a strategic ac-
tion—the pursuit of the Nation’s highest pur-
poses without first defeating enemy forces.

Note that both the Berlin airlift and the
Cuban reconnaissance utterly transformed the
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military power can sometimes be
brought to bear when it is applied
without first defeating defending

enemy forces
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East-West games being played at the time; yet
strategic objectives were accomplished not by
force but with military capabilities that normally
support fighting forces. These cases are stunning
proof that the strategic use of military power does
not always take the form of military force. In-
deed, cases of strategic action during the Cold
War which involved the use of force are much
more ambiguous in their effectiveness. They in-
clude coercive and punitive raids on Hanoi and
Libya—the first to bring the North Vietnamese to
the negotiating table and the second to punish
Kadafi for presumed connections with terrorism.
The pertinence and impact of both actions are
still argued today.

When the Flame Is Low

With the end of the Cold War and the politi-
cal constraints imposed by the risks of nuclear
confrontation, one might have expected a renais-
sance in strategic thinking in the American mili-
tary. It hasn’t happened. Both the Persian Gulf
War and Bosnian conflict have been approached
mostly in operational and tactical terms. In the
Gulf, only the first rapid deployments into the
theater as part of Desert Shield prior to October
1990 were unambigu-
ously strategic, at least as
defined here. Protecting
oil fields south of Kuwait
was our first and highest
interest; and that was ac-
complished by force de-
ployments, not engaging
and defeating enemy
forces. Subsequent interests—ejecting the Iraqis
from Kuwait and ending the threat to the re-
gion—were largely approached operationally and
tactically: Iraq’s air defenses were temporarily
neutralized and its air force shattered. Coalition
ground forces were built up until they were capa-
ble of frontal assaults on Iraqi armies that had
been weakened by aerial attacks. Even the Scud
missile threat was dealt with tactically—offen-
sively in Scud hunts and defensively by Patriot
missiles—to keep Israel out and the coalition to-
gether, both of which were means, not ends.

Thus the Gulf War was not dominated by
strategic actions; it was mostly a demonstration of
operational and tactical virtuosity—precisely the
sort of opportunity our military has increasingly
sought from civilian leaders since Vietnam. More-
over, subsequent actions in the Gulf have been
mostly tactical: punitive strikes against an intelli-
gence facility and air defense installations. Two air
embargoes have not stopped Iraq from either
using helicopters or abusing its own minorities.?

The strategic ends to which our military
power might be applied over Iraq today are not so
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clear. Hence we default to a tactical use of force:
beating up the opposition. The strategic problem
is the Iraqi leadership, not its people nor its mili-
tary; and separating these elements for the strate-
gic application of military power is not easy. Air-
power is thus applied to tactical ends, to taking
down air defenses in preparation for what—other
tactical applications of airpower? This is evidence
that the strategic flame has dimmed.

Curiously, the American response to the
Bosnian conflict may have demonstrated more by
way of strategic thinking. Dropping supplies was
the direct pursuit of one of our highest interests
at the time—heading off winter starvation within
the Muslim enclaves—without seeking to engage
opposing forces. While the air embargo over
Bosnia appears to have been no more effective
than efforts over Iraq, Operation Deliberate Force
may have been a direct factor in ending the fight-
ing and bringing the Serbs to the bargaining
table. Moreover, it appears that the strikes in De-
liberate Force were not directed so much at mili-
tary forces as at intimidating their leaders. We
may have to wait for history to clarify the strate-
gic thinking involved in the run-up to the Day-
ton accords.

Such examples and the definition of the
strategic idea might suggest deliberate exclusion of
fighting or surface forces. Not so. Throughout the
Cold War, fighting forces—whether land, sea, or
air, nuclear or conventional, whose presence and
readiness served to deter conflict—were key to the
grand idea that military power can sometimes be
brought to bear most effectively and efficiently
when it is applied directly to the highest national
interests without first defeating defending enemy
forces. That grand idea does not exclude applying
military power directly against opposing forces if
their defeat or destruction advances national in-
terests. There are circumstances when that could
conceivably be an end in itself, without further ac-
tion, such as eliminating enemy capabilities for
employing weapons of mass destruction. But the
cases are few. Eliminating the Iraqi Republican
Guards as a power base for Saddam Hussein might
have been strategic in intent, but their power
rested in their loyalty to him more than their
arms. Thus their defeat on the battlefield may not
have been a sufficient means to that end.

