2 |

FRAMING A SPECIAL OPERATIONS UMBRELLA CONCEPT
FOR LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MARK S. RACE

AD-A217 248

AIR UNIVERSITY -
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE RELEAS[ DISTRIBUTION
MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA 1 uyren

LAV W .

i 4 A - 2
NP A g AL




A

AIR WAR COLLEGERE
AJR UNIVERSITY

FRAMING A SPECIAL OPHERATIONS UMBEKELLA CONCEPT

FOR LOW INTeNSITlY CONFLICT

b‘}

Mark S. Race
Lieutenant Colomel, USAF

DEFENSE ANALYTICAL STUDY SUBMITTED TO THE

oy

HQUIRKEMENT

Adviscr: Celoneyr Charles J. Jernigan

MAXWELL AIR FORUE BAJSE. ALABANM.

Mav Lugd

-~



DISCLAIMER

This study represents the views of the author and does
noct necessarily reflect the official oplnion of the Aixr War
Coliege or the Department of the Alr Force. In accordance
with Atr Force Regulation 110-8, it is not copyrighted but is
the property ct the initad States goverument,

Loan <copies of this document may be cbtained through
the Interilbrary loan desk or Alr Univeréity Library, Maxwell
Air Force Base, Alabama 36112-9564 (Telephone: [208] 203-7223

or AUTCVON 8785-7224) .

ii




BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Lieutenant Colenel Mark 8. Race (B.A., Syracuse Univer-
sity; M. A, Webstar College) has spent most of his career in the
Military Airlift Command. He completed pilot training at Craig AFB,
Alabama in 197G. Since then he has flown as an airecraft commander,
inetructor pilot, and tlight examiner in the C-1d41, C-22, and C-23
aircrate. He flew 8% combat migsion in EC-~-47's tfrom Nakhon Phanon

RTAFR 1u 1973, Besides hiig Youtheast Aszia tour he has been stationed

overseas in Germany and the United Kingdom, He is a Command Pilot

with over 5000 flight hours. He is holder of the Distinguished Flving

Cross, Defense Meritorious Service Meadal, Meritorious Service Medal
and Air Medal. Lieutenant Colonel Race is a graduate of the Air WVar

College class of 1989.

l A.eesaioﬁ For

JUES |

o _
Dig‘fib“‘ioqiywﬂﬂ,*_—ﬂl
Ayailtbility Codys
svals and/of
Special

Diae




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: Framing a Special Operationc Umbrella Concept for Low
Intensity Contlict
AUTHOK: HMark & Race, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

_-* This paper examines some cf the major isesues facing the !, =
United States.Special Cperations Command (USSOCOM) as it frames an
umbre.ila concept for operations in low-intensity conflict (LIC>. A
orier historical perspective prov.des insight on the evolution of the
U.u. policy and stiratexy that has led to the current shortcomings in
U. 5. capability te right in LiC. The author then siresses both the
importance of doctrine to the developrnent of a special operations

capability in L1C and the necessity to develop an umbrella concept.

S,

The curregf'approved @;bartment of Defensé)definitign of LIS is found
suitable for daveloping doctrine. A review of the principles of war
establighes the principles of the obiective, uﬁity pf command, and
security'aéddémiﬁapﬁ";n-LLC. The author then examines the debate

=iy

over the appiicability o6f #%e tenets of the AirLand Battle to LIC and

TS 4
finds the tenets Uh¥iltamie as a foundation for LIC doctrine. The
ﬁ:’ix.'o.';.' i

importance of other imperatives on military aperations in LIC are

. n R ! .
reviewed. The autggyyggbpqsizes the relevancy of the LIC imperatives
found in Army Hléid”ﬁaﬁﬁﬁl§100~20: Miiitary Operations i

$ ) T

gq>jirtggggﬁingéjfiicg,'f%ﬁo additional principles are recommended

for inciusion as LIC inmperatives. Finally, the author stresses that
thorcugh knowledge of the application of both the principles of war
and LiL imperatives are necessary to fight and win. The principles

ct war and LIC imperatives are strongly recommended as foundations

for UsSZSCCOMN's umbrella concept for LICG. & -
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION §
The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense

Re-organization Act of 1986 makes the United State Special

Operations Command (USSOCOM) responsible for developing
strategy, doctrine, operational concepts and requirements
for Special Operations Forces (80F). (45:--) To provide a
logical, systematic approach for fulfilling its
.tsponsibiiities USSUCCM developed a Joint Hisslon Analvsie
(JMA) process similar to the Army's Concept Based
Requirenents System. The purpose of the JMA is to provide
an orderly process that will take national security policy
and transiorm i1t into useful operational concepts,
capabilities and requirements to be uéed as the foundaticn
for the development of SOF strategy and roles. (44:6-3)

An integral part of the JMA 1s the requirement %o
umbrella ccncept to articulate a phiioscphical
strategy base that can be integrated with national pclicy

to provide meaningful capabilities and plans thrcughcut the
£l

O

onflict spectrum. (44:6-6) The Arny's Airland Battle
concept and the Navy'e Maritime Strategy are current
umbrella concepts that provide the broad philcsophical base

under which SCF operations in mid-~ to high-intensity

conflict can be conducted. For low-intensity conflict

(LIC)

no satistactory umbrella concept currentliy exists.

Heated debate and disagreenent has accompanied



every attempt by the nilitary services to provide doctrimnal

guidance for operations in LIC. The diverse components of

possible SOF missions in LIC make development of doctrine

difficult. This difficulty is magnified by intense debate 3
between trose that believe the principles of war and the

tenets of Airland Battle should form the foundation for LIC

doctrine and those that believe there are other LIC

imperatives that should predominate.

This study will examine the major issues being
debated as USSOCOM frames an umbrella concept for LIC.
Specifically, it will address: the importance of SOF
doctrine to LIC, the necessity of a LIC umbrella concept,
the suitability of the current Departmwent of Defense (DO
definition of LIC, the dominant priheiples of war in LIC;
the applicability of the Airland Battle tenets to LIC, and
the other imperatives that are applicable to military

operations in LIC. Resolution of these issues will provide

a useful tramewcrk for USSOCOM's umbrellia concept for LIC.




CHAPTER 11
HISTURICAL PERSPECTIVE

Any analysis of LIC doctrinal concepts must begiln
with a brief historical perspective on how United States
(U.8.) strategy evolved. This will offer insight into the
thought that led to our current shortcomings for fighting
in L1C. This chapter brietly examines the changes ir U.S.
military thought and strategy. particularly since World VWar
Two (WWID).

Beginning with the American Revolution, the U.S.
has had a variety of éxperiences tighting unconventional
wars; however. since the Civil War the American military
kaz focused 1ty tactics aand dnctrine on conventional
warfare. In World VWar 11 special operaticns forces played
pivotal roles in the Desert . .paign of Northern Africa,
with the French Resistance, on the Burma Road, and in the
Baikanz. However, these special operations were primarily
adijuncts to the conventional battle.

With the explosion of the atomic bomb at Hiroshira
and Nagasaki the U.S. became unquesticnabiy the most
powerful military in the world. It was assuned immediately
aiter WWll that the atomic bomb would make tuture war so
horrifying that it would become unthinkable. U. S military
doctrine began to develop arocund nuclear deterrence. Even

small wars were unthinkavle because or the likeiihood tney




vould escalate to nuclear war. The nuclear dominant
sirategy was considered the most economical and effective
way to prevent war and to achieve policy goals.
Conventional forces were relegated to little more than home
guard and follow-on forces after a nuclear engagement. The
strategic Air Force and Navy became the mainstay of US
defense because 0f their abilities to deliver rnuclear
weapons on any target. (33:1837

The Korean War destroyed the myth that nuclear
superiority would ceter all contlicts. The U.sS. discovered
how difficult it was to use nuclear weapons to end a
contlict. Further conflicts in Southeast Asia and in
other parts of the world revealed the inappropriateness and
inetfectiveness of the nuclear dominant policy. Could the
U.5. use nuclear weapons against even the smallest country
tc challenge the U.S.power? The nuclear dominant strategy
lost its credibility. (31:183>

In 1959 Krushchev announced the strategy of
supperting wars of national liberation: a low cost effort
of using surrogate forces in order to avold a direct
confrontation with the United States. (1:63)> The U.S.
response to this challenge, under President Kennedy, was a
new emphasis on the need for a counterinsurgent capability.
In tie early sixtins through the :irst vears of Vietnam,

Special Forces and Green Berets became the vogue. The

Cpecial Forces perfovrmed admirably Lln Vietnam as the




operations escalated from counterinsurgency to g@nvéntignal
warfare., Vietnam was a major wound in the psyche of not
only the American people but the U.S. Armed lorces.
Military leaders searched to rediscover the Army's
fundamental roles, principles and precepts.
Counterinsurg . ncy doctrines were swept away by a
re-enphasis on cunventional war.

The response following the Vietnam war was the
turning as~ay from virtual y anythiig that resembled
counterinsurgency or the Vietnam situation. Vietnan becare
the forgotten war as the U.S, military concentrated all its
etforts tcwérds European type wars., The Special Forces
which conducted a variety of unconventional operations,
became the symbol of what went wrong with the war. I[n the
late 1960s there were 13,000 Special Forces and by the late
19708 there were fewer than 4000. (31:185)

In the aftermath of Vietnam, U.S. strategy becamne
orne of flexible respconse in which the focus wa~ on Eurcpe,
with the main attention given to conventional capability
and extended nuclear deterrence. The Army developed new
initiatives in nuclear strategy and scphisticated
battlefield weapons.

While the U.8. scaled back its SOF during the 70s
the Soviet Union continued its support of “"wars of national
liberation” and directly or ind:rectly intervened to

overthrow legitimate governmente. In face of this threat,
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by 1981, U.S. capability to conduct low-intensity coaflict

was almost nonezistent. The disastrous Iranian hostage
rescue attempt forced civilian and military leadership to
iook at the consequences of a decade of SOF neglect.

The Defense Guidance issued by the President in 1981
directed the Armed Services to dev .lop a special operations
capability.

Historically., U.S. policy and strategy have
emphasized preparation for war in mid- to high-intensity
conilict. The result o0t this higher spectrum preparaticn
is seen in the success of nuclear and conventional
deterrence which has prevented wartare at the higher levels
of conflict. However, the acticns and prograns used €for
deterrence in mid- and high-intensity conflict are not
successful in LIC and peacetime contingencies. The failure
of the Iran hostage rescue attempt. the Marine tragedy in
Beirut and the frustrations cf feeling helpless to react to
terrorist actions and threats led to a resurgence in
congressional, nmilitary and public councern over the
military's capability to deal with events on the low end of
the conflict spectrum.

Today. there is a proliferation of events in the
lower levels of contlict that impact on U.S. national
interests and alec require the same kind of deterrence and
successes found in mid- and high-intensity conflict. These

events include terrorism, limited conventional wars,
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gubversion, propaganda and disinformation. Tﬁéy acaiy
under a different set of rules and therefore require unique
weapons to oppose them.

Low-inteﬁsity conflicts are expectéd to be more
pravalent during the remainder of the 20th century, and in
this arena, U.8., policy recognizes that indirect
applications of military power are the most appropriate and
cost effective ways to achieve national goals. The first
step in realizing these capabilities must cone from the
development of sound doctrine and concepts that will ensure
the proper strategy, force structure, training and
equipmeﬂt. The-propcsed 50F umbrella”édncépt'for"LIC is
the firast step toward identifying how USSOCOX plans to

fight in low«ihtensity conflict.




CHAPTER 111

TERMS

Before framing an umbrella concept for LIC, USSOCOM
nust consider, first, why doctrine is important; second,
why an umbrella concept is necessary: and finally, how LIC
should be defined. To help understand their importance
this chapter will examine the terms doctrine, umbrella
concept and low intensite contlict. Additionally, at the
end of the chapter 1s included a brief description or each
0f the four major LIC canmponent categories.

Doctrine o

The 1986 Defense Reorganization Act made CINCSéC
responsible for fhe developnment of LIC strategy, doctrine
and tactics. A discussion on the importance of doctrine
must answer the guestions: what is doctrine? What is its
purpose? And why is 1t impertant to LIC?

There are a nunmber 0of definitions of doctrine.
Vebster’'s simply defines 1t as "something taught as a body
ot principles one considers to be the truth."” (47:208)
The U.S. Army officially defines doctrine as:

a compilation of principles and policies
applicable to a subject, which have been
developed through experience or by theory, that
represent the best avaiiable thought and indicate
ani guide but do not bind in practice.
Essentially doctrine is that which 1s taught
....... a truth, a fact, or a theory that can be

defined by reason ....... which should be taught
or accepted as basic truths. (9:328)




Colonel Dennigs Dvew 6f the Alr University and -Dr.
Ronald Spow, of the University of Alabama, provide perhaps,
the best description of doctrine in their book_Making
Strategy:

Perhaps the best doctrine is also the simplest.
¥ilitary doctrine is what we beiieve about the
best way to conduct military afifairs. It's what
wa believe is the best way to do things. It
should be time tested and based on experience.

The importance of doctrine is that 1t 1O

provides a tempered analysis of experience and
determination of bellefs, 2) teaches those
bellefs to succeeding generations, and 3)
provides a common basis ©of knowledge and
'ndersianding can be used for puidance for all
acticrs. (l0:163,17L)

The development of SOF doctrine for LIC is crucial.
Special operations forces do not fit easily in the
conventional military structure and their capabilities and
requirenents are poorly understoond. If SOF is to become
truly effective its doctrine must be clearly articulated
and understood. Doctrine provides the justification in
peacetime for force structure, weapons system procurement,
strategy and tactics.

The lack of a philosophical base has had a profourd
effect on S0OF capabllities. Feor example, the delays
experienced in the procuremeni of the MC-130 Talons have
thelr roots 1in doctrinal disagreement. The regulrerent for
the aircrafi was never clearly stated. Disagreement on

which ccmmand should own the aircraft, what the Talon

missior was, how many aircraft were required, and what
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specialized equipment should be installed on the ailraraft,

all stemmed from the lack of sound dostrinal prineiples.

As a result, eight years later, in 1989, the first Combat
Talon has yet to be delivered. (18:104)

Umbrella Concept

As previously described the JMA is the process of

E

translating national security policy into strategy. plans
and requirements. The development of umbrella concepts for
S0 is essential tc this process because it provides the
brocad guidance from which operational plans, capabllities
and requirements are derived.
Using the U.S8. Arnmy's definition, an umbrella

concept is:

a broad concept which describes what operations

are to be executed by Army forces on the future

battlefield. It applies to the development of

mission area and battlefield cuncepts. An

umbrella concept is written in general terns,

capable of bveing implemented worldwide and

provides the basis of developing future

warfighting capabilities. (40:2-3)

The Army's current umbrelia concept, the Airland

Battie., as described in Army Field Manual 100-5, _Operations
(FM 100-5), 18 also the Army's keystone doctrine. It
describes, in general, tbhe way the Army plans to fight.

A\l strategy, tactics and operational concepts nust be
firmiy grounded in the Airland Battle umbrella concept. It
insures that all missions, force structure, and logistics

support the Airland Battle. ‘o a great extent it




guarantees a unity of purpoee and an integrated effort
throughout the Army.

The Airland Battle is zuitable as an unbrella
concept for SOF in mid= to high-intensity conflict. The
AirLand Battle recognizes the importance of SDF. civil
affairs and psychological units in the conduct of special
operations supporting the conventicnal battletield. 41:40)
The AirlLand Battle provides a sufficient caonceptual base
for USSOCOM forces to develop capabilities to cperate in
mid- te high-intensity contiict.

Low~intensity conflict is another story. There is
significarnt difference between military operations in LIC
and military operations at higher levels of conilict.
Low-intensity conflict defies simple applicatiéﬁ of
traditional milita. y thought. The imperatives for military
success are different and the LIC environment must reflect
and address unique coustraints. Therefore, the Airland
Battle umbrelia concept is less than adequate when
addressing the LIC environment.

Without an unmbrella concept that provides a general
philosophical base for SOF cperations in LIC, the JMA
process would fall to provide a logical step down from
national policy to USSOCOM strategy and tactics.
Additionally, the lack of a broad unifying LIC concept and

doctrine makes it difficult for units to develop

coordinated operatiaonal concepts. standardized equipment

i
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and mutually supporting strategy and tacticsa.

Low Intengsity Conflict

No siangle issue has held up the development of
wolicy, strategy, trailning and organization than lack of
congensus in the meaning of LIC. (39:1-2) Different
definitions and guestions on the form of LIC abound. Is
LI war, or as manv believe cunflict short of war? [£f LIC
i war, is 1t conventional or unconventional? Is there
ev2lhoa need fcr the term LIC?Y These and other arguments
Lave made the prouviem cf providing clear doctrine and
concepts at the lower end of the conflict spectrum
ditficuit.

Just how difficult it is to come tc agreement on a
delfinition for LIC was demonstrated when Loyola University
0t Chicago professor Sam Sarkesian held a workshop on U. S,
resicy and lcw-intensity confiict in 1979. The
participants never reached an acceptable definition of the
AERREE fhey nad to settie on a working term ifust to keep
the ceonterence going. (9:xiin

in the late 1970s there was a proliferation of LIC

iniricns. Scme referred to L

5+
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C in terms of risk; a
coariict that was relavively low-risk to the stability of
Lre dnited Stames. but in long-term strategy had to be
foudhit Lo vrevent wrowth inte higher intensity war.

Sodetined Lt as counfiich ranging trom domestic

ciolurbances and tetrorism through insurgeuncy and guerilia




warfare. One that was characterized by small unlt acuiong

and was geographically contined, usually to one country.
General Paul F. Gorman, U.S. Army, Retired, formner
comnander in chief, U.%. Southern Command provided another
view. He separated LIC from mid-intensity conflict at the
point where one began to use conventional forces for
support or maneuver. He felt that entry of U.S. combatants
into the coniflict weulid auvtomatically transform it into a
higher level of conflict. (36:92
Dr. Farkesian commented on the eveiutiocn of the
concept or LIG:
Eariier attempts at defining or explaining this
term/concept were in the main, based on the size
0f {forces engaged and purpose of the conflict.
The prinary distinction, however, rests more with
the character of the conflict than with its level
of intensity or the specific number of forces
involved. Some include both limited wars and
terrorism in the concept, but the substantive
dimension of such conflicts evolve primarily fromn
revolutionary and counter revolutionary strategy
and causes. (9:12)
In the early 1980s as the Department ot Defense
(L0L) grew more sericus about military capabiliities at the
iow end of the conflict spectrum, it recognized the 1
importance of defining LIC. In 1985 the DOD approved the
following definition of low-intensity conflict:
Lcw-intenslity cenflict is a limited
pciitico-military struggle to achieve peoiiltical,
social, econonic and psychclogical obiectives.
It 1s often protracted and ranges fron
diplomatic, economic and psychosocial pressures

through terrorism and insurgency. Low-intensity
conflict is generally confined to a geographic




area and is often characterized by constraints on
weaponry, tactics and level of viclence. {(39:12)

Publication of an official definition did not end
the debate on what LIC entailled or how useful the term was.
Many experts concluded that the DOD definition was too
broad and as a result, too diverse to stimulate development
cf a single doctrine. OQthers felt that LIC ought to be
reterred to as conflict short of war.

Colonel Richard M. Swain in a 1987 article for
ilitary Review proposed that LIC was not war but a
parallel levei of national activity designed to resolve
conflicts with bther external polities. He felt that the
activities of military forces generally could be
categorized one of two ways; those directed towards
prosecution nf war and those involving the applicafion of
nilitary forces short of war. He believed that operations
short of war better described LIC than intensity. (36:10)

Contrary views were delivered in another Military

Review article. Liautenant Colionel Charles Mclnnis
eschewed the idea of military operations short of war. He
called it a noncsense phrase. His concern was the 1dea that

the Army's doctrine on warfighting had nn application in
timited war. He ciaimed that one of the major reason the
.5, lost the war in Vietnam was because it was thought ol
ac operations ghort ot war which resulted in a failure to

appiv the principies of war. (£5:64-69)




Professor john M. Gates,

in another Military Review
article didn't like the term LIL., He felt the lermn
distorted the perceptions of Americans who used the term
if & majority of the world's wars were continually referred
to as LIC some officers may ét some point actually believe
the tern provides an accurate description of the intensity
of war ur that the concept is a valid one on which to build
doctrine. Gates also didn't like the tern short of war
because he felt it might foster a state or nind that such
cperations would be free of risxs associated with a war or
it might demand lese attention Lo security than in wartime
operations. (1%5:59-63)

Finally, several military experts including
General Brucz Palmer, U.S. Army, Retired, thought maybe
there was no need for the term LIC. Palmer states that we
should get away from trying to invest generic terms to
ccver a multitude of limited nmissions. He suggests that we
write manuals applying only tc the specific kinds of
limited operations such as insurgencies. We should
recognize the shortcomings of the wocrd intensity and drop
it when referring to conflicts. Low-intensity is misleading
because people get killied and maimed and it implies the
conflict is less important. He prefers the term short of
war because at ieast 1t recognizes that combat can occur
regardless of whether the country is at war. (29:102-3)

The continued disagreements over whether LIC ig




war or operations short of war demonstrates the critical

reed for concepts and doctrine that cover LIC. If LIC is
treated as war, where the solution is essentially military,
than wrong strategy can result. For example, large amounts

of combat power employed where the center of gravity is not

the battlefield but in the political/social system gf an
indigencus state can be counterproductive,

The official DOD definition of low-intensity
contlict has been under attack from every direction.
However, there 1s no tine, compact, neatly packagca way to
detrine LIC. No definition can cover every situation: there
wiil always be some low-intensity conflict that doesn’'t
satisfiy part of the definition, but there is an
overwhelming need for doctrine that will provide the
toundatien for the concepts and requirements needed to
fight at the low end aof the conflict spectrum.

Vecpite the less than unanimous agreement over the
zuizabllity of the current DCD definition of LIC, the term
is usetful as a starting point for doctrinal development.
The DOD definition recognizes the key difference that
distinguishes LiC trom higher levels of conflict. It
inciudes the admission that LiL is not solely a military
operation. It recognizes that the primary instrument of
U.s. power in LIC is not military, but social, political,
econonric, and diplomatic strength. The definitiun implies

another important distinction; in LIC the center of gravity

_16_




may not be the destruction of an enemy army. but instead,
winning the hearts and minds of the people. [f this is so,
than the applicability ot current military doctrine comes
into question.

Finally, the DOD definition does not identify LIC
as war or operations short of war because LIC i contlict
where both combat and noncombat operations may occur. The
developnmnent of an unbrella concept for LIC is clearly
needed because as the arguments demonstrate current
dectrine is inadequate.

LI1C Conponent Categories

The Joint Low Intensity Conflict Project Final
Report divided low-intensity conflict into four major
categories. A brief description of each category is now
provided to facilitate LIC discussion in the following

chapters.

1) Insurgencys/counterinsurgency.
Insurgency/caounterinsurgency is generally an
internal dispute. The dispute 1s usually between
the government and those seeking to radically
change the government rather than by foreign
belligerents. The twn opposing sides are
normally trying to either establish or destroy
the legitimacy of the government in power.
Insurgencies are usually protracted military
operations, and at least in the beginning,
consist of terrorist acts, hit and run raids and
small unit operations. Insurgents try to destroy
the legitimacy of the existing government in the
eyes of the civilian population.
Countertinsurgency operaticns, in contrast, try
to legitimacize the government by providing
security against insurgents, and taking actions
to reduce any social, econcmic, or political
grievances against the government. U.S. support

-1/~




for counterinsurgency is normally indirect
congigting of economic, c¢ivie and military aid.
Insurgency operations usua.ly are aimed at the
ovaerthrow of a constituted government., U.S.
support for Insurgencies is usually covert and
indirect in the form of money, wespons, and
intelligence.

2) Terrorism counteraction. This normally is
composed of antiterrorism whiclh is a defensive
measure to reduce vulnerability to a terrorist
act. Counterterrorism (CT) consists of offensive
measures to respond to terrorist acts.

3) Peacetime contingencies. These contingencies
cover a wide range of direct and indirect
nilitary actions. Operations include short-term
power projections short of conventional war.
Exanmples are military stirikes, raids, shows of
force and intelligence operations. Noncombat
operations such as humanitarian efforts, rescue
and recovery .are also included in this category.
Manvy of these operations are politically
censitive and are brief and rapidly executed.

4) Peacekeeping operations. Peacekeeping
operations are conducted in support of diplomatic
efforts to achieve, restore or maintain peace in
areas of potential conflict.

_18_




CHAPTER 1V
PRINCIPLES QF WAR

Regardless of the debate over the detinition of LIC
there is no doubt that military operatiins are an lmportant
national policy instrument that can be used in LIC. The
arsenal of national power includes political. econcmic,
intormational and military lInstruments.

In the ambiguous environment of LIC the
contributions of military force to the strategic aim can be
ditect or indirect. Most often military operations support
noncombatl activities such ac civic actions and numanitarian
support; however, they may include tactically direct
operations such as diraect assistance, strikes, raids, and
shows of faorce or demonstration eveﬁ though political
restraints are placed on the activity.

It must be recognized that frequently in LIC, the
military is faced with providing security assistance
against a foe waging total unlimited war, while the
povernment being protected is trying to nation build.
Strict adherence to certain principles cf war can, without
attention tc other constraints, such as those imposed by
political, econonic, soclal,and psychological operations
bankrupt a nation building program. Commanders in LIC must
exercise self-restraint 1n the use of firepower and have
the ability to cpnerate within complex political

constraints.

_1')_




The principles of war are, of cour=ze, appliecable in
any LIC operation where combat is involved; howaver, a
large part of LIC does not include combat activity. The
military is used in peacekeeping roles, civic actions,

humanitarian assistance and psychological operat:i:ons. Even
during nonconmbat operations the principles of war renain
applicable:; hewever, other constraints may impinge on the
way the principles are appl:ed. The principles of war
which are most applicable in a given LIC situaticn depend
wn rtne obiective and the integratioan of the military
operation with the other instruments of national power.

In foraing a USSOCOM umbrellaiconcept for LIC
emphasis must be made on the applicability of the proven
principles of war. In combat operations its cbvious that
the principles of war must be adhered tc; however, in
nonccmbat situations their applicability is less clear. An
'mitrella concept for LIiC must include general guidance on
the impeortance of the principlies of wair to all LIC
s1Tuations. Additionally, it shouid also identify which
principies are most dominant in LIC and emphasize the
impartance ot recognizing situational constraints on the
use ot the principles. This chapter analyzes the
importance and appiicabiiity oY the principles of war in
Ll From this Jdiscusslion the dominant principles in LIC
wilti be identities. The tollowing section discusses each

principle ©f war and 1ts importance in LIC:
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Objective

Hvery military operation must be directed towards
clearly defined, decisive and attainable objectives. In
L1C the principle of the oblective is the most important,
yet often the most difficult té identify and developn.
Failure to clear.y identlfy the objective can lead to
tailure of tne mission, enbarrassment to the government,
and disaster to the operaticn. Operaticns in LIC,
particularly for combtat strikes, raids and peac.keeping is
high rilsk. However, evan in noncombat situations the
failure to clearly identify the objective can lead to
disaster.

In combat oparations usually the objective is
éléar, but not élways. In the Percian Guif. thé lack of a
clear objective contributed to the USS Stark incident. The
purpose of the Navy in the Persian Gulf was to protect
shipping from attack. Concern about the Iranian threat may
have clouded the objective and led the USS Stark crew to
mistakenly regard protection against Iranian attack as its
prime cbjective. However, there were two belligerents in
the Gulf and while military was focused on the Iranian
threat the ship was unprepared for the accidental attlack by

an iraqi warplane.

The Beirut barracks bombing attack in 1983 is an
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example where an impossible objective created a situatlion

that led to disaster, The Marines were in Beilrut
ostensibly as a peacekeeping force. Their mission
statement was ambiguous at best; it read "to establish an
environment which will permit the Lebanese Armed Forces to
carry out their respunsibilities in the Beirut area."”
Marine Corps Comnandant General P. X. Kelly leter described
tre nission as "presence.'" (19:%4) The threat from anarchy
and war between well-armed rival militia bands reduced the
Marine presence to almost exclusively garrison duties. In
garrison, the Marines éervéd aé éaéy targets for terrorist
acts, while attempting to maintain a presence from an
exposed 5tétic poéition. fhe bémbing expcsedrthe weakﬁeég
ot U.S. poliey in Lebanon and proved a major embarrassuwent
tc the U.8. governnment. From the beginning Marine presence
in Beiru! was strategically, operaticnally, and tactically

flawed because the cbiective was unattainable.

Unity vt command is the second most dominant
principle ot war in LIC. It insures that all efforts are
Iusused on cne common goal., Every recent military failure
n Ll can be attributed at least in part, to the faillure
to make one person in charge with the responsibiliity and
uthiority tc make decisions. The Desert One fiasco 1s the
Kost irequently cited example of a tailure to ensure unity

c: command for an operation. At Desert One there was
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contusion, indecision, and dissension causad by the lack ot
authority., The ground troops were under one command, the
helicopters under another an¢ the transports under another.
Because of security concerns even training for the mission
wae disjointed. There was never a full scale rehearsal
that included all the forces ian the opaeration. «1:131
Security

The principle of security is the third noest
important principle in LIC. When military forces are
engaged, regardless of the type ©f LIC opera*tion, securiity
must be a primary concern. in LiC, securiiy is easy lo
overinok because the forces engaged are usually small and
often are not actively involved in combat. It must be
rexembered; however, that U.S. forces are usuvally against
an enemy fighting total war. Even 1in peacekeeping
operations, one of the belligerents is likely to want to
end the peace. A belligerent may try to destroy the peace
by military or terrorist actions designed to reduce U.S. or

nost government legitimacy. The most striking example ©t a

1 14

L.LIC operation were security precautions were inadequate was ’
the 1983 Beirut barracks bombing.

ffensive

The principle of the offensive suggests that
cffensive action and maintenance of the initiative, are the
moset effective and decisive ways to pursue and attain

clearly defined goals. In combat operations, the otfensive
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clearly applies. In noncombav operationg its 1m§bftanoé
varies with the objective. For exanple, in péacékéépiﬁg
nperatiors the offensive principle is less important
because forces are trying to maintain neutrality, balance
and stability. Humanitarian and civic actions in support
Nt counterinsurgency operations are designed to seize the
initiative from the enemy, but these roles should not be
confused with offensive combat operations as implied by the
principles of war. In counterinsurgency operations
depend!ng on the stage of the conflict the offensive may or
may nct be applicable. The military commander nmust take
inta account the impact of oftensive dperations 6n the
overall LIC objective. In many cases, he will fiud
Orfensive operations counterproductive and he may be
reguired to exercise self-restraint. The principle of the
cifensive must be applied only after careful consideration
C:1 the cbjective and other constraints that may apply to
~he particular situation.
Surprise

Surprige tc strike the enemy at a time or place, or

in a manner for which he is unprepared is one of the most

important princivles of war that apply to LIC operations.

Q

n ccunfierinsurgency actions, peacetime contingency combat,

-

an-i counterterrorist operations, surprise ls essential. In
L1, the probable nresence of the media in areas of

operations makes surprise more difficult to attain,




Deception and covert cperaticns are often réquiféd to
achleve surprise. There are many LIC operations where
surprise ige not desirable. Shows of force and
demunstrations of power need to be obaérved to have an 1?
impact on the enemy. Humanitarian projects, civiec and
psychological operations in LIC are often performed for the
. express purpcse of letting the enemy see the operation. in
LiC, the relevancy of surprise depends on thne objlective.
Maneuver
Maneuver 1s the act cf placing the enemy at a
disadvantage through flexible application of power, In
combat, at thé operational levél. manéuvé;.and flexibility
are most important. In counterterrorist operat:ons CT
forces nust ve ready and available to strike quickly wher:
the chance is available. The Achille lLauro affair is an
example where military forces were able to respond to late
breaking intelligence tc intercept an Egypt Air 737
carrying the Achille Lauro hijackers. (1:277) In
peacekeeping and civic action operations the need for
maneuver is much less applicable. Wien performing nation
building roles its often better to be visible and more
entrenched. Vhen performing military operations that are
tccused ©n improving social conditions it becomes important
that the operatl.ons are conducted over a protracted period.
Civil attairs programs must be in place long enough to show

commitment, rellability, and concern; often until the host




goverament 1s strong enough to continue the programs on

their own. The principle of maneuver should be applied
with careful consideration to other LIC objectives and
constraints.
¢onoumy af Force

The principle of economy of force must be applied
carefully in most LIC situations. In counterinsurgenciles,
terrorist counteraction and even peacekeeping operations
tihe eneny’s tactics are often surprise hit and run raids
and terrorist attacks designed to disrupt security effortis.
inprudent application of ecandmy of force measures can be
dangernus since the aim of the enemy is to attack where
least expected.

The failure of the El Salvadoran National Campaign
Pian "Operation Maguelishuat” resulted from not planniung
encugh resources to protect pacified regions from
insurgents. The plan required Salvadoran Army and security
tcrces to move signiticant numbers of forces intc an
ohjective area to provide security. Under the security
unbreila combined political-military effort organized
peasant cooperatives, reopened schools and medical clinics,
restored government., and conducted extensive civic action
projects. The intent of the campaign was to stay in one
region long encugh to pacify the area then move on to
another area. Real progress was made in the beginning, but

Lhe campaign faltered when the governnent soldiers moved to
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the next pacificatieon area. The government failed to leave

behind enough security forces to prevent the insurgents
from moving back and wiped out the campaign achievements.
(46:48-39)

Masg

In military operations masg means to concentrate
combat power at the decilsive place and time. Mass is the
principle cf war most likely toc be affected by nonmilitary
constraints. During peacelime contingency mili ary
onerations and shows cof force, there 1s a need to baianc
the torce employed with political constraints such as low
casualty rates. One of the major Justifications for
special operations forces is their ability to perform small
unit actions, independently, sonetimes covertly, decilsively
with few casuvalties. Talloring the right force to combat
power at the decisive point and time with political
constraints is one of SOF's most difficult jobs.

In LIC the principle of mass doesn't necessarlly
lead to success. In El Salvador, the army has teen slow
adopting small unit tactics to fight insurgents; instead
trying to rely on large forces and massive firepower. As a
result, they are a long time forming up. and thelr
operaticns are not quick and decisive. The enemy often
melts away into the jungle before the Army arrives in the
Objective area. (46:34-48)

Excessive use of mass can also affect the
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legitimacy of both the incumbent government and of U.S.
presence in a conilict, Proportionality must be observed.
Failure to ubserve proportionality can result in excessive
collateral damage that can alienate the general population
and drive them into the arms of the enemy. In LIC use of
rass is likely to be restricted by political constraints.
Simplicity

The preparation of clear, conéise, uncomplicated
vlans and orders improve the likelihood of success at any
ievel of confliict. it's especially important in LIC where
the objective sometimes 1s nhot as clear as in normal
conventional operations. LIC operations are conducted in
highly sensitive environmemts where the impact of errors
and nistakes are amplified. The results of failure can
etfect the very psyche ef the country. The Iranian hostage
rescue attempt is an example of an operation that was too
compiex. The entire operation to conmpletion would've used
over zi ditrferent agencies or units, using 51 different
radic trequencies, with over 150 code words and call signs
and using 17 ditferent landing z2ones or airfields. (1:13D)
“he objectiver must be clearly understood, the chain of
command clearly identified, and orders simple enough to
reduce the chances of misunderstanding and confusion.

Sipmpilcity 4

i

- a principie that must be adhered to in all

LiL vperaticns.




The principles of the objective, unity oi command

and security are the principles of war dominant in the LIC
environment. Faillure to abide by these principles is
Likely to increase the chances of failure in any LIC
zcenario. The ather principles of war are more oOr leegs
applicable depending on the objective and the political
constraint placed on the situation. In general, for combat
operations the remaining principles of war apply: while in
noncombat situations they are frequently restricted by
cther LIC imperatives. in some cases, strict adherence %o
the principles i war without attention to the other LIC
inmperatives can be detrimental to the conflict.

In LIC, the principles of war should be used as a
checklist, with the applicability of each principle
determined by the objective of each operation. They should
never be overlocked because fallure in LIC 18 too great a

risk.
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CHAPTER V
AIRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE
As the United States Speecial Operations Command
develops its doctrine and cperational concepts to fight in

LIC 4t has to come to grips with the great debate on the

validity of AirLand Battle doctrine to Special Operations
Forces in LIC. Army Field Manual (FM) 100 - 5 is the
Arny’'s keystone manual for warfighiing. [t is heavily

imitative of the classical warfighting theories of

Clausewitz and Jomini. The manual acknowledges the growing

incidents of war at the low end of the conflict spectrum
then goes on to virtually ignore LIC and focus on mid~ and
high-intensity conflict. The Airland Battle tenets form
the cornerstone of the Army doctrine on how to fight. The
manual states that Airland Battle tenets apply equally to
mi:itarv operations in LIC. As a result many proponents
think that Airland Battle should form the foundation on
which tc bulld the structure, eguipment and training for
special operations in LIC. The purpose of this chapter is
tc investigate this debate and determine {f the AirLand
attle tenets should be the cornerstone for USSOCOM's LIC
sorelia ceoncept.

The etftort to reexamine American military doctrine

late 1970s and early 1980s emerged as a result ot
cur deteat in Vietnam and the challenge of a numeri~ally

or Scviet and Warsaw Pact armies in Europe. (20:2)




From this examination grew the authoritative statement of

the U. 8. Army's doctrine commonly known as "AirLand
Battle.” This doctrine provides general guidelines on how
to fight on the battlefield and how to exploit our
respurces through synchronized assaults deep into enemy
positions and maneuver at the pouint of attack., [t's the
theory cf securing the initiative and maintaining it until
victory is achieved. (20:3)
In identifying the challenges facing the U. 5. Army

EM 100 - 5 recognizes that Army torces mucst be capable of
neeting worldwide strategic challenges agaiust a full range
of ﬁhreats from terrorizm Lhrough low- and nmid —intensity
to high-intensity and nuclear operations. The current FM
100-5 states "While Airland Battle doctrine focuses
primarily on mid-to-high intensity warfare, the tenets cf
AirLand Battle apply equally to low-intensity warfare."
(41:6

Many experts disagree. Herbert 1. London in his
pamphlet on Military Doctrine and the American Character
felt:

Despite the impression that doctrine is a

general statement on how battles will be fought,

it is unrealistic toc assume that FM 100-5 covers

alli types of conflict. [t seens desirable to

define the conditions in which the Airland Battle

applies, rather than to convey the false
impression of universal applicability. (20:59)

Richard Swain in an article for Military Review
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writes:

the implications of LIC for Army doctrine is the

need to change or produce an equal manual for

operations short of war. FM 100-5 describes a

doctrine of traditional warfare between

continental armiea. To be a warfighting manual,

{t must also address the U.S. military forces in .
revolutionary war, war where the military

operations are not the primary activity but

subordinate to political, economic and social

initiatives. (36:13) )

He goes on to ask how strike operations in
peacetine or fareign internal defense (FID) can be included
in FM 100-5 when they are governed by a ditferent set of
constraints. Forelgn Internal Defense must be drafted in
recognition that Airland Battle is probably unsuited for
host-nation armed forces that are not equipped or
structured similarly to comparable U.S. units. The issue
of revolutionary war must be considered from the standpoint
0ot assisting a host government, not from defeating
insurgents with U.S. forces or doctrine. (36:13:

Maior Guy Swan in a letter to Military Review wrote:

[n reading FM 100~5 one gets the impression that
LiC is merely Airland Battle fought in a Third
Worid country. As ridiculous as that sounds we
sinply cannot expect units schooled in the
application of conventional Airland Battle
doctrine to perform well in operations short of
war without tundamental changes in our doctrine
and the way we, as Americans perceive the use of
military torce in pursuit of our national
objectives. (37:86)

On the other hand, there are vociferous supporters




of the applicability of the AirLand Battle to LIC. General

Donald Morelli, one of the earlv proponents of Airland
Battle, strong:y endorsed lis applicability to LIC in an

article for Military Review in 1984, In the article he

proclainms:

The U.S. Army's basic operational concept 1s the
AirlLand Battle, and its basic principles guide
the Army’'s efforts at the operational ani
tactical levels. Although the tactics,
techniques and procedures employed in a given
situation nray very, the concept on which the
actions are based is appropriate to each of the
levels of war and tc a confiict in any intensity.
The logic of the Airland Battile is as appropriate
to LIC as it is toc high intensity contlict. The
basic tenets of the concept are initiative,
synchronization, agility and depth. ¢(26:8)

General Morelli further comments on the Airland
Battle tenets:

It is the underlying purpose of every military
effort to seize and retain the initiative and
retention of the initiative. The key to this is
an vftensive or proactive crientation. Proactive
eftorts must be followed up with a synchronized
effort with other agencies toc resolve the
cenditions that foment the conflict.

Synchronization is an all pervading unity of
effort across the political, military, economic
and psychological spectrum.

Agility requires a flexible organization with an
appropriate mix of soldiers, equipment and skills
to meet the unique characteristics of the LIC
environment. Operational planning must be
precise enough to preserve interagency
cooperation., pbut it also must be sufficiently
flexible to respond to change or to capitalize on
fleeting opportunities to influence tue
situation.




in depth time and distance are factors in
assassing the conditions, potential threats and 3
allocation of resources. Depth in resources - E
wen and material - influences the nature of the -
action taken. Most important to LIC is depth in -
thought and will, (26:8) E

When reading General Morelli's description on the
application of the basic AilrLand tenete to LIC, 1t is hard .
to find anything tc disagree with, Initiative, agility,
depth and synchronization can be impertant in LIC However,
when put in the context of the cescription in ¥M 100-5 cf
the tenets o:f the AlriLand Battle one vliews the tenets in a
difterent light. In FM 100-5 the tenets are described in
terns: such as: battle by actlon, risk in combat, turning
the tables on the attacker, in the chaos of battle. When
dezcribing agility FM 100-5 menticns fermations at every
level and overcoming confusion in battle. Synchroni..:ion
is: an arrangement of battlefield activities, synchronized
maneuver ot supporting fires, shifting of reserves and
rearrvangemnent of alr defernse. Finally depth is covered
using terms such as: momentum in attack, elasticity in
defense, reserves in depth positioned for maneuver,
observation of enemy units in depth.

't's clear that the tenets of AirLand Battle when
detined by General Morelll make sense, but his definitions
are nowhere near the context used in FM 100-5 when

explaining the importance oi the tenets. KM 10U-5 is




clearly talking battles, engagements and combat; not about

relationships with other government agencies, and
synchronization of economic, social and civic actions,
When reading about the Airland Battle tenets in FM 100-B it
certainly doesn’t conjure up the images of peacekeeping
operations, humanitarian projects, foreign internal defenss
operatlions and otlker noncombat vperations that may be just
as important in LIC success as combat.

A clear indication of the relevance uf Alrland

Battle tenets is the fact *hat in General Mgre:ii'e articie

he spends one page describing how the AirLand Battle tenets .

apply to LIC, then spends the fext eight pagésléiplaihing
and ampiifying the differences hetwaen LIC-and more .
;thentionaliahd bﬁgﬁef:i;;éis'oj cé@jiiiﬁ}

Tﬁe basié difference between militaf&wcperatigﬁs in
L1C and mid- and higb-intensity conflict is the nature of
dlitary suicess, At mid- to high-conflict levels,
i .iiltary success 1s measured in terns of winning causpalgns
and battles. In LIC, success 1w achieving naticnal
objectives without recourse to vrotracted combat involving

U.3. forces.

—
<

n LIC, nonmilitary factors play 2 tar greater rele at
all levels from strategic to tactical. Dealing effectively
with LIC reguires an understanding of the otlher instrumenis
nf ntational power and persuasiocn and their relationship te

the military aspects nt the cenflict. Actions tagen in tha




nilltary ar2na cannot be geparated from - and will have én

effact on ~ the political, economic, psychological #nd

social environmemts as well. .ff
Placed in context with the rest of the discussions

on AirLand Battle it is easy to understand why Maj Guy Swan

wrote ''thoge of us who serve in line armor, infantry,

cavalry, aviation and field artillery or air defense

artillery units cannot recall training our soldiers for

anything other than mid- to high- intensgity AirLand Battle

warfare.
AirLand_Béttle tenets as repregentéd:in XM ioo=5.

are of course applicable where combat is involved; however,

in tié lérge paéﬁ of LIC fhéf doeé nét involve combat the

tents don't apply. In fect, nation building programs can

hurt by strict application of AirLand Battle doctrine, if

it is applied without regard to other factors.

'eacekeeping., humanitarian and medical activities are

tremendous tools in winning UIC, but other than the fact

thev use miliviry forces, in tue classical sense they are

hardiy mllitary operatiocns, .
Az Michae!l Pearlman wrote in an insight published

1 Mititary Review:

Tkhe Airland Battle advocates quick, vioclent and
decisive blows from unanticipated angle on the
"ceter of gravity" of enemy armed forces; LIC,
nowever, was often a patient, protracted struggile
in which a lcng term presence protecting civic

acticn is more effective than rapid mobility.
(31:79)



AirLand Battle tenats imply combat power. It

i

doesn't address the use of military uniis not applying
force, such as peacekeeping duties, civic action and
peychological activities, Many of those who résent the
quastioning of Airland Battle doctrine use the example ot
Vietnam ag a case of LIC where we forgot we were at war and
tailed to apply the principles, ilmperatives and tenets of
war. This is misleading. Vietnam was both LIC and
mid-intensity conflict; both unconventional and
conventional. Just as one of the reasons we lost the war
was becauae-werféfgot i£”Qas'é war{'aﬁﬁther"réasén wéjiost
was because it was an insurgency and we falled to
cccrdinafé the effectiQe eécnoﬁic. € scial, and ﬁilitarj

actions needed to win the hearts and minds o the people.

The AirT.und Battle is clearly oriented toward
mid-to high-intensity conflict. The equipment, force
structuire and training to conduct the successful Airland
Battle is inappropriate in LIC. Special operations in LiC
cannot rely on mass, firepower and maneuver to win.
Operations in LIC emphasize small unit functions,
specialized skills and equipment. and the ability to
operate in politically sensitive scenerics under
constraints that deny unlimited application of the

principles of war. The minimal relevancy of the tenets of
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Alrland Battle doctrine to LIC, makes ite inelusion-

USSOCOM's LIC umbrella concept inappropriate.




CHAPTER VI

LOVW INTENSITY CONFLICT IMPERATLIVES

Only recently has the U.8, Army acknowledged that
LIC defied purely military solutions., In LIC, restrained
military power 1s most frequently used. The primary
emphasis for success 1s on the indirect application of
rilitarv capabilities such as security assistance. civic
acticn programs, mobile training teams and nedical
Operations. These programs are effective and etficient
means tor improving the secirity and gquality ot lite 5% the
pavulace targeted in most L.C.

The military has been slaw to réalizc that simple
application of standard military doctrine such as the
Airland Battle is not encugh to'w;; in LIC. Thé
imperatives for military operations in LIC must reflect the
unigue constraints and requirements found at that level of
conflict. In an attempt to f1il1l the void in doctrine for
military operaticns in LIC, the Army recently completed the

final draft of a new FM 100-20, Military Operations in

Low~Intensity Conflict. The draft manual reccgnizes the

fcur major component categories of LIC and includes new
imperatives that must be considered when developing LIC
strategy regardless of the category of operation. FM
160-20s proposed LIC imperatives represent 4 quantum leap
torward in the development of LIC doctrine; however, they

are incomplete and should include two additiconal principles
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Icr operations.

This chapter will establish the relevance of FK
10n-208 LIC imperatives: political dominance, unity of
efrort, adaptability, legitimacy, and patience to military
pparations in LIC, It will also suggest the addition of
intelligence and initilative as imperatives to all aspects
af LIC operations. These imperatives are recommended as
guidelines for success in integrating military power with
the cther instruments of U.S5. power used to win in LIC.

Political,Dom;nance

In LIC, political and diplomatic endeavors take - -~ - - - - - 1
precedence over military operations. From unified
ccmmanders to field trainers particular attention must be
vaid to the boundries of céntrol. Commanders must review
the activities of other government agencies to determine if
their military actions conmplement nonmilitary activities.
They also must coordinate operations with the host natioen
and the appropriate U.S. agencilies. The ¢ommander must
realize that he doesn't have free reign to pick and chose
his methods and tactics or even possibly his force
structure, Every move will be scutinized and the effects of
hiec acticns assessed by its contribution to the overall
GCoiective. Political dominance is an overriding
consideration in all LIC.

Unity of Effort

In LIC military operations must be recognized as
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only one of the instruments of natlonal power used for

resolution. Depending upon the objective, military power
can be the primary force in policy or as in ﬁast cases a
supporting instrument being relegated in importance behind
economic and political power. [n all ca%eé. however,
military planners must consider how theilr actions
contribute te initiatives which are also politiecal,
econoni: and psychological in nature. In LIC, nonmilitary

factors play a tar greater role at all levels from

strategic to tactical. Acticns taken in the military arena

will bave an effect on the political, economic,
psychological and social environment as well.
The failure to work planned action together can

quickly lead to failure. A fundamental problem in Vietnam

was the inability of political and militarv leaders to work

together to achieve a poliitical goal. Vietnam was a war of

tangled jurisdictions, rivalries and missions which

bureaucratized 1ts conduct. U.8 and allied troops fought

valiantly under difficult conditions; military and civilian

civic action efforts at nation buillding were equally
heroic. However, without a clear operational plan of
organization and unity of effort many operations falled to
fuifill their promise. (4:268)

There is general agreement that the command svstem

in the Vietnam war lacked unity and coherence. 4:269) The

nature of the war was such tbat any chance of reasonable
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success neceszsitated an integrated response crossing
bureaucratic lines and ensompassing military and
nonmiiitary organization. At the highest levels, a variety
of commitees, subcommitees and tssk forces were
periodically establighed to deal with Vietnam and then
disbanded. All were attempts to integrate the various
aspects of unconventional warfare and to coordinate tle
cenduct of the war. (4:269) The U.S. must have an
cryanizational command and control structure that enables
it te erficientliy and effectively meet the chailenges of
Lic.
Legitimacy

Legitimacy is the willing acceptance of the right
of a government or a group Or an agency to make and enforce
decisions. The issce of legitimacy is critical in every
LIC category because it is the center of gravity necessary
for political control. in insurgencies the struggle
vetween the insurgent and the incumbent government is over
the legitimacy to govern. The center of gravity ls same
tor both the government and the insurgent; the right to
represent the people. The means to achieve legltimacy is
through security, econonic, psychological and political
suppart. Dealing with insurgencies is difficult because
the insurgent can aftord to be ruthless, fighting a total
war, while the incumbent is struggiing to build or restore

a nation. The most eifective way to fight an insurgent
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requires a suspension of civil liberties; yet. an attempt
to clamp down cn personal freedoms may reduce the
government's legitimacy in the eyeg of the people its

trying %o gain support from.

Baefore ceommitting U. 8. forces to take part in any

LIC the legitimacy of the operation nust be considered by

all parties. For exanple, in counterterrorist operatione

there must be a just cause necessitating the action. It
must be clear that any action is part of coilective selfy
defense. The same applies to neacetime ceontingency raids
such as the Libyan air strikes. Even in peacekeeping
operations the legitimacy of the peacekeeping férce must be

established by the consent of all parties.

Every military operation in LIC must considesr its’
effects on legitimacy in its planning. It U.8. forces are
to intervene in a counterinsurgency 1t must consider that
intervention in support of a governing elite, or a
poliitical system that doesn't have some level of support,
is likely to erode further indigenous public support for
the existing system.

Froportionality must be observed. An acticon that
i completely justified in terms of ordinary military
necessity may cause effects that are contrary to the
political gocd of the conflict. To illustrate, too many
search and destroy missions causing too much collateral

damage may attribute significantly to the disaffectian of
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the population, a political loss that may outweigh any
military gains. Filrepower must be discriminate, Conmbat
may occur in populated areas where revolutionary forces
routinely hide behind the population. If firepower i=s
indiscriminate unnecessary deaths could bolster support for
the revolutionaries.

Even in peacekeeping operations, the sosldier must
be highly discipliued ¢rnd realize that a protagonist may
try +*o provoke an undisciplined response that ccuid
sabotage the legitimacy of the peace.

The struggle aover legitimacy is what makes
USSOCOM's specialiy trained c¢ivil affair and psychological
units so important. Thecge uﬁiﬁs have unique capabilities
designed to support civic action, medical operatious,
engineering projects, disaster relief., humanitarian and
public affairs programs. These operations are specifically
tergeted onw strengthening government legitimacy amorg the
ropulace.

Nc matter how sound the LiC strategy success will
depend on the abiiity to win and maintain legitimacy.

Adaptability

Adaptability is the skill and willingness to change
or modify structures or methods to accommndate difterent
situations. It requires caretul mission analysis,
comprehensive intelligence and regional expertise. In LIC

mislitary operaticns must be flexible enough to execute
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indirect vergus direct application of power and resources.

Al

In ingurgency/counterinsurgency, operations must be
flexible. {iince revolutionary wars have various stages
military forces must be prepared to use different tactics
and methods at different stages. One stage may reguire
defensive operations, another offensive operations, in a
third stage non-military actions nmay doninate.

Special operations forces nust be able to adapt to
different situations. They may be required to rescue
nosLages from a hijacked airplane or from an embassy inside X
large city, or find a kidnap victim in the countrysicde. In
LiC, SOF must be more than just flexible, they must adapt
to the dynamics of a wide range of action and develop
creative plans that can meet any contingency.

No two LIC situations are the same, adaptability of
existing force structure, training and equipment must be
stressed in all operations. Adaptability is an important
xey to success in LIC.

Patience
Low—-intensity Conflict rarely have clear beginnings
cr endings marked by decisive actions culminating in
victory. Insurgencies may last for years, even decades. A ]
review of the major insurgencies in Latin America and
Africa between 1900 and 1965 show an average conflict of
almost six years. (8:---) Before any commitment to

counterinsurgency/insurgency operations the U. 8. must
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consider the supportability of a long protracted struggle.

Peacekeeping and even counterterrorist operations
mugt be prepared for the long haul. [t may take months and
years to apprehend one terrorist. Peacekeeping forces have
been on duty in certain areas of the world such as the
Sinai Peninsula for almost a decade. Even short, sharp
contingency operations are better assessed in the context

03 their contributions toc long-term objectives.

To win in LIC the initiative must be seized Irom
the eneny and retained. Although initiative is one of the
tenets of Airland Battle it is also essential to the
successful conduct of LIC. During the pre-revolutionary
phase of an ingurgency, civic actions and éconoﬁic
assistance can take the initiative from the insurgent by
eliminating *he grievances that advance the insurgents
cause. The insurgent must be placed on the defensive and
made 1o react Lo ccunterinsurgent actions. Virtually every
successtul counterinsurgent campaign since WWII forced the
incurgent to he reactive rather than proactive. In the
tamouse Philippine counterinsurgency against the HUKS 1in the
eariy i¥bus tne combined atfect of proactive military
actions, and social and political reform reduced the
attractiveness of the HUK's and reaffirmed the legitimacy

nf the Philippine goverunmznt in the minds of the people.
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Owning the initiative is fundamental to
counterterrorist operations and combat contingency stirikes.
Even in humanitarian operations the importance of seizing
the initiative shouldn't be underestimated. Eéing first to
supply emergency aild in internaticnal relicf erftorts o!teﬂ
can provide a psychological 1ift and add to the mantle of
legitimacy, particularly to Third World countries amid the
process of nation building. Initiative 1s decisive in
every LIC category regardless of the instrument of power
being used: initiative is a principle that nmust be
considered and understood in every LIC option.

Intelligence

Intelligence is obviously critically important to
the success of an& military éndeavof. Hdwévér.-in_LIC ﬁﬂa
quality of intelligence is as iwportant as the quality of
the forces. The importance of intelligence is pervasive in
every category of LIC. The success of high risk, high
stakes politicaliy sensitive operations can hinge on the
accuracy and time.lness of intelligence. Compare the
aramatic ailrborne intercept of the Egyptair 737 carryiug
the Achille Lauro nijackere with the Mayaguez rescue
attempt off Cambodia in 1975. Superb intelligence work
pinpointed the whereabouts of the Achille Lauro hijackers
in Egypt. Intelligence sourzes were able to identify the
aircraft carrying the hijackers and relay its departure

from Egypt tc four Navy F-14 Tomcat fighters that
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intercepted the airliner and forced it to land in
Sigonella, Italy, (1:277)

By contrast, intelligence was conspicuous by its
absence in the Mayaguez rescue oaperation. Maps of the
target nrea weren't available to the Marines for tactical
planning. Once the fighting started the Harines found
themselves against an enemy much stronger and more
aggressive than they had been led to expect. Finally, the
Marines were lett zighting the enemy unaware that the
Mayaguez <rew had already been released by the Cambodians.
(4:2.82)>

Although intelligence is the vital link betvmen
operations and succeés in all four LIC cateéoriés. the tybe
©f intelligence common to each category differs. While air
strikes and raids require sophisticated satellite imagery
and electronic surveillance; insurgency operations normally
f£ind reliable human inteiligence (HUMINT' information and
area aralysis most useful. Intelligence operations in the
reveiutionary wars typical of the Third World is critical.
The insurgent units work in small cells making it difficult
to defend against their hit-and-run raids or terrorist
attacks without reiiable intelligence.

Philippine Army leaders fiphting the HUK insurgency

in the late 19%Cs tound the value of intelligence essential
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eraticns. lhe Phiiippine Army had iittle

sucresi against the insurgents until they were able to
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ustablish a reliable intelligence natwork: (2117)

Intelligence must include analysis of the economic,

niitical and soctal climate of tae cenflict so that all
p .

the tools of nstioﬁal-p@wer are employed correctly to win

the popular support of the peopnle against the insurgents.
Perhaps, the moast luportant intelligence in revolutionary
war 1s an accurate assessment of the general population's
sttitude towards the ruling government and the insurgents.
It'e »ntirely appropriate for inteiligence tec wve
included as an imperative for success in LIC. No
cperations, whether military or not, in any category of LiC
can succeed without reliable and accurate intelligéhéef'
Disregard of this imperative will likely lead to faillure
Low4inténsity contlict cannot be won or even |
contained by military opera*tious alone. The éhallenge of
winning in LIC reguires the combined application of all
elenents of rational power across the entire range of

conflizcr. Tonis cnapter has suggested the relevancy o1

-

political dominance, unity of effort, adaptabllity,

F

legitimacy, patience, initiative and intelligence to everv
LIC situation. Cecnsideration of these seven imperatives
are essential for success in any LIC category, and
therefore, should be considered one of the cornerstones of

any USSOCOM unmbrella concept for LIC.



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION
The Goldwater-Nichola Act chaiges USSOCQX with thé

responeiblility to develop doctrine, strategy and ﬁéatics
ior special cperations forces. This study exanined six of
the major issues facing USSOCOM as ik comes to grips with
building an umbrella concept for operations in LIC. The
followlng conclusions have bee  reached:

i) The develcpnent of sound SOF doctrine in LIC
ie critical. The current lack ot a philosophical
btase has had a debilitating effect on the
capability of U.S. forces to operate suscesstully
in LIC. ' ) S
2) An umbrella concept is necessary to provide
a general philosophical hamse for SOF operations
in LIC. This broad philosophical base is
raquired as part of the orderly process used to
transtorm national policies and strategies into
USSOCOM concepts and requirements. Faillure to
provide a broad unifying umbrella concept will
hinder development of coordinated wperational
concepts, standardized squipment .nd mutually
supporting strategy and tactics.

3> Despite heated debate the current cfficial
DOU defirnition of low-intensity conflict 1is
gound. The definition recognizes the key
difference that distinguishes LIC from higher
igvels otf contflict. It recognizes that the
primary instrument of U.S. power in LIC is not
military, but social, political, economic and
diplomatic vower.

4> The principles uf the objective, unity of
command and security are the dominant priaciples
of war in LIC. They are applicable in every LIC
situation. The applicability of the other
principles ot war depend on the objective and the
ceonstraints placed on them by LIC imperatives.

5> Tre basic te~:ts of the Airland Battle focus
cn mid- to high-intensity contlict. The
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zigniticant difference in character between LIC o o
and higher levels of conflict make the Airland. B
Battle tenets inappropriate to the development of
LIC doctrine and USSOCOM's umbrella concept for _ S
L1C. : S

6) Low-intensity conflicts are deminated by
conflicting demands on military power and
resources. Certain imperatives must ta
considered in n»nlanning fotr =vccess in every LIC
operation. FM 100-20s5 LIC imperatives: unity of
effort, political dominance, adaptabillity,
Jegitimacy, and patience are relevant to every
LIC siltuation. Additionally, irtelligence and
initiativa are vital links to success in every
L1C. They should alsoc be considered as LiC
inperatives.

Botl ZS0F and conventional forces operating in Lic
muét underétaviuthe,relaticnship énd importan@e of btoth the
principles of war and the baslic LIC lmperatives wheun
planning and Ccnductingrmilitarylactian. Succéséfﬁl
vperaiions require a blend of the principles and
inperatives. These two concepts should be used to form the
broad philosoplical foundation for the development ot

USSOCOM's umbrella concept for low-intensity conflict.
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