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four fundamental considerations; unity of purpose, unity of effort,
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ABSTRACZT of
Ccalition Warfare: Preparing The U.S. Commander
Tar The Future

The Desert Storm experience and the recent shift in emphasis
toward regicral threat sceraricos have highlighted the recessity
for arn increased understanding of the complexities of coaliion
wartare., Operating in ad hoc cocalitions with riorn—traditional
allies may be the dominant future mcde of employment for
L. S. Forces. Ad hcoc coaliticnse are first and foremost political
crganlzations wherein the fragile relationships can significantly
influence both trne effectiveviess and tne desirability cof
coalition operations. There are both political and military
advantages and disadvarnmtanges of ccalitions which determine
the desirablity of conducting combined cperations. The
effectiverness of coalition cperations depernds on the ability
of the commander to achieve unity of effort of military farces.
Commanc relationships, intercoperability, logistics support
arnd the risk ta U.5. Forces in combivned cperations are key
piarming consicerations. Successful execution irnvoclves assigning
coailition forces in a marmer which is consistent with
capabilities and political restrictions to achieve the common
pxlitical objective. Historical evidernice and the recent Desert
Stovrm lessoans confirm that the prenaration for futuwre coalition
warfare should revelve arcund four fundamental cornsiderationsg
unmity of purpose, umity of effort. intercperapility. arnd the

rigx to U.5. Forces in ad hoc ccalitions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Throughout history most wars have been fought between
alliarces or coalitions. The Pelopormesian war fought between
the Deliar League led by Athens ard the ccalition of city-states
led by Sparta 1is ore of the earliest examples of coalitiorn
warfare.l The recerit Gulf War has recanfirmed that, as in
the past, future regicornal wars will again be fought not onily
as a mwember of a coalition, but probably with rion—traditional
allies. The experievice of Desert Storm and the global security
uricertainties proaduced by the dissalution of the Soviet Urniion
have high—~lighted the rieed for maj)cr revisions in military
etratenic thinking. Collective security will remain a central
issve of U.S. Security Strategy. Irn the President’s Natioral
Security Strategy he stresses the irncreasing importarnce of
collective security, especially ivn regards to alliances and
coallitions,

", .« . we may find curselves . . . acting in
hybrid ccaliticons that include rict only
traditicmal allies. but riatioris with whaomn
we doa not have a mature hastory of diplomatic
ocr military coaperatiorn., . . "
The Natioral Military Strategy alsc recognices the desirability
of collective security arrangements and the utility of
muelti-rational operations. It stresses the need for being

prepared to fight as part of arn ad hoc coalition, but alsc

recoonizes that the U.S. must retain the capability to act

[ =3

urniiate~ally 1f recuired. The growivig interdeperndence of
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the world?'s economic system is creating an envirorment of
commar security 1rniterests amang the U.S. and cther naticorns.
Threats to these vital interests will inevitably be dealt

with ir a combivied fashion in conjuriction with at least a
pertion of our traditional allies, as well as coalition forces
from cther regional sovreign nations. Ccllective security
through standing alliarces, as well as United Nation's sanctiored
cperations against forces threaterning global and regional
peace, are the future realities. Coaliticn war is likely

to be the comimant mode of employment of cur military forces
irn the future.

The U.S. experience stems from its participatiorn as a
caalition partner in all of the five major twentieth century
canflicts that it has been involved in.é The U.S. involvement
i World War I was ivn the form of a military alliarnce with
Erngland and Frarice. In World War Il the U.S. fought as an
alliarnce oartrer in which it tcok the lead ivi commanding and
executing combined operatiorns. The U.S5. also led the United
Natior's Irterrnationl Forces in Koreas in Vietrniam we conducted
coalition caperatiorns in conjunction with the Scuth Vietriamese
ard contivngents from cther naticns. Desert Storm. however,
was fought as a member of what has beern termed an "ad hoc
bybrid cecaliticrn.” This tyoe of arrangement with historical.
as well as norn—-tradgiticoral aliies, has beern suggested as the
riew model uporn which the U.S. shaould plarnm for future military

operations,
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Despite all of this wartime experience, not much effort has
been cevoted to preparang forces for the possibility of ccocalitaion
war irn future conflicts. There are valumes of material,
including suct documents as Rllied Tactical Publications,
which govern the conduct of cperations irn our standing alliance
relatiorshins. By compariscori,a, there are few detailed resources
which are available tc prepare an aperational commander for
the more likely future scenaricos invalving ad hcoc hybrid
ccalitions.

Thaere anco=ars to be consenus and historical evaidernce
that wars at the higher end <of the conflict spectrum, such
as malcr regional conflicts arnd global wars, will be fought
by alliances and coalitieons. There has beern, however, only
limited discussiorn regardivng the aoplicability/desirability
of cocalitiorn warfare at the lower end of the conflict spectrum.
The advantapes and disadvantages vary across the spectrum
arnd have implications from bath a pelitical and military
perspective.

The focus of this paper 1s nct internded to be arn exhaustive
regurgitaticn of the historical lessons learned, but rather
a condensed lock at coaliticon dyrnamics, corncentrating ovm the
a&d hoc model. The examirnatior, of ccalition complexities wiil
orovide arn understanding of the advantages and disadvarntages
of cocaliticn coeratiorns acrass the warfare spectrum from both
the political anc wmilitary cerspective.

The ultinate praduct of this effort will be to orovice

=
-




a framework tco assist the operational commander in planning
and executing future ccaliticon coperatians. The conclusion
will determirve from the histcrical lesscarns learred, if there
are substantive arnd endurinig principles of ccalition warfare
for cperaticornal commanders based on the Desert Storm coalition

as the future model.




CHARPTER Il

COALITICN AND ALLIANCE DYNAMICS

The reascorns why natiorns enter into ccalitiorns and alliances
are extremely varied. These reasors determine both the
relationship betweeri the nations involved and the effectivness
of their formal arrarnpements. The predcomirant reascons why
rnations enter into alliarces are mutual advantage and shared
interests. Uriity of purpose for the achaievement of comnmor
mutual objectives is what binds them tcgether. The broacd
cosective gernerally represents ar overliap of same of the rational
abgjectives of each member riation, rather tharn the sum total
of all naticonal ngectives.q Each alliarce is first and foremcst
a pclitical cocalition. R nation's contributiorn and membership
1s cer2endent on its cwr political agenda. The more the
coalition's objectives differ from those of other member nations,

the more likely a nation will be to withdraw its contribution

=
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arnd membership from the ccalition. "Evern amorngst the most

like-minded nations cocalitions have urcertain and fragile
&

fourdationsg,

Cxllective security to deferd against threats tco a nation's
survival has beer the histarical basis for the founding of
miiitary aliliances. Each natior snares in an agreed upcon
strategy for pursuing security interests. These coalitions
provice a unity of military effort ta achieve commor security
interests and a burden snaring arrangemernt by which & naticn

can relieve some of trne economic 1mefficiercy caused by
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duplication of military capabilities.

“he awility cf alliavces and coalitiorns to function s
also i1nfluernced by the nhistorical perceptions of a nation.
Fallowing World War I there was widespread belief that coliective
security arrangemernts had actually contributed more to plunging
the nations into war tharn i1n preserving the peace. This may
explain the reluctarce of marny nations tc commit themselves
to coallective security crganizations and their selective
contributiorns of military support in ad hoc relationships.

There are certain similarities which characterize most
coaiitions, however, each is unique in terms of its power
relationships, idecicgies ard the beliefs of the peoplie who
create the ccaliticons and make them work. There are three
broad categories of alliance organizations which constitute
the formal arrarngements rnations have used to conduct coalition
cperatiocns iv recent nhistary. The soecific type and duration
of these arrarngmevnits are determined by the member nation's
commorn interests, either broad and long term or limited, soecific
~bjectives. The linkaivng objlectives and conserisus pProcess
will vary in each cocalitior.

The Urnited Netioms is arn example of a glcbal organization
and represents the most formal arnd enduring example of nations
usited 7for a commorn DUrpose. The overarching common objective
of each member is the perpetuaticor of 1ts riatiornal survival.
Although trke memoershio rarely reaches urianimous corisensus.
miiittary action 1in suoport of a Unitea Nations resclution

far t-e nurpose of peacekeeping or direct intervention rorrally
1)




assunes a high degree of legitimacy. The disadvantage of
thecse larce and more diverse organizations 1s that 1t a1s
more difficult to reach consensus for actiorn and therefore,
1ts effectiveriess ard the timeliriess of 1ts decisicns can
be degraded.

Orgariizations such as NATO, SEATO ard OAS are gerierally
more homogernecus and focused in terms of mutual i1nterests
arid strategic abjectives. Reaching a consernsus for common
cbyectives and strategies is simplified arnd more timely in
trese regirrally oriented ocrpoanizations. The erndurirno nature
of a starnding repicnal security alliance also provaides
sigrificant advantages to the nmilitary forces of 1ts
members, Military commanders are provided the opportunity
tco crgarize and train their forces in combirneg coperaticons.
The result i1is that the praoblems which hamper ag hoc coalitions
such as command arnd control, intercoeranility, logistics,
arnd differ:ng doctrines are overcome or mirnamized. Rlithcough
these ccallective security alliances have beer credited with
promoting regicornal peace anc providing & foruwn for conflict
rescinticorn, none have actually beer put to the test as a war
fighting crgarnization.

The thirc arnd mcest typical type of alliarce used for
concucting military coperations 1s the ad hoo ccalition. All

the conflicts 1rv which the U.S. has participated since

4
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wWorld War I1 have been fought ei1ther umilaterally or as a
m=mper of ar, ad hoc cocalitiar. Nzrne of the military actions

nave been conducted as the combined effort of a starding regiornail
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security alliance in which the U.S. was & member. Everi though
the Urnited Nations played a major role air twe of the conflicts,
North Korea and the Persian Gulf, the military forces which
fought the wars operated as members of an ad hoc coalitior.
There have beern riumercous other military operations carried

cut by the U.S5. as a member of an ad hoc organization ivi suppcort
of UN resclutions or sanctions. Even the U.S. “war on drugs”
is beivnyg prosecuted as an ad hoc coalition. Other inilitary
actions have irnvolved unigue U.S5. security interests requiring
uria lateral action, such as BGrenada arnd Panama. §till other
U.S. military operations which were conducted in the name

of ccercive diplomacy, such as the raid on Libya, were not
politically suited for coalition operaticrns. Historically,
when the U.S5. has conducted combiy .4 operaticors it has done

sc as a member of arn ad hoc coalition.

As in all decisions pertaining to peace, war and alliarces,
Clausewitz reminds us of the primacy of politics and its
influence aorn alliance and ccocalition dyrnamics whern he wraites,
"Political urnity 1s a matter of degree." The contributions
of member riaticrns which effect the ability of an corganization
to produce a unity of effort in armed conflict is directly
related to a nation's palitaicai objectives. Coalitions are
guided by consideraticons of political aovantapge in decision
mauing.7 Trne two factors whaich remairn dominant in coaliticons
are that gecisiorns are reached by corsernsus ang military
conslderations are ge~erally sutoradirnate to diplomartic matters.
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CHAPTER II1I

COALITION WARFARE: PROS AND CONS

Ccalaiticons pravide the framewcork withirn which rnations
combine military resources for uriity of effort to attain their
commeor, poiitical objectives. Although ccalitions are most
often thought of 1in positive terms, they are coften a source
of wearness, as well as strerigth. Ccalitioris are not the
same as frierdships ard are entered into for reasons of political
self—intewest.a A cornoressional report orn the Aviti-Iraq
Coaiitiorn cbservea that "Any multi-state ccaliticn is unwieldy
ard frapgile. Areas of commoriality birnding members tcgether
are usually less than the policy differences which remain."

A commarider must rcot cnly urderstand the dyriamics which
influernce a coaliticn, but must alsc be aware of their political
and military advartages arnd disadvantages. The desirabilaty
of ccalition warfare is determined by comparing these advantapes
anc disacvantages from both a military arng polatical
perspective.

Ccalitions offer weaker naticris a vehicle within which
they car express their palitical views irn combinatiori with
other ccaliticor members and increase their influerce on world
events. A significart political advantage of conducting military
coerations as a member of a coalition, 1s that 1t contributes
to the legitimacy of the military actior. Uralateral operaticrs.,
e in Greriada ard Parama, cftern times recuire the U.S. to
provide overwhelming eviderice and extensive justification

9




ta the world community for its action. In comparison, military
aoerations in support ¢f a United Natior'’s resclution 1s accepted
as legitimate. Ccalitiorn military operations are also not
ncrmally viewed riegatively, as in an intervention irn ancther
state’s sovreignity.

Histcrically, palitical unity of purpcse and military
urnity of effort among ccalition partners have been strong
s¢ lonpg as a bonafide threat existed to their shared vital
interests. In World War 1, and again in World War 11, as
the defeat of the ccouamor eremy became irnevaitable, individual
ccalition member's interests began to diverpge in pursuit of
more self-serving strategies. Individual rnational war aims
arnd palitical objectives distracted fraom the combined military
strategy, as each partrier attempted tc orcomote 1ts ocwn polatical
agenda. The result was that the war termination phase of
World War 1 has beern blamed as a contributing factor to the
start of the Second World War., Likewise, the diverse palitical
cbjectives arid ideclcagies of partriers in the World War 11
Grarnd Rlliarce have beern blamed for creating the post war
nolitical instability which produced the Cald War.

A disagvantage of ccalition operations is the existervce
of uriioue ociitical cnjectives which become "hidden agendas”
and influernce a nation’s position on strategy arnd the effort
anc resources it will contribute to the coalition.9 This
situation is very simiiar ta that which existed in the recent
Arti-Iraq Cozliiticn, wherein unity of purpose did rnot riecessarily

10




mean unity of effort. Nations contributed to the effort based

ore theiwr own polaitical interests. Contraibutions ranged from
ground forces, naval assets and certain specialized equipment,
to economic aid for the countries in the region.

The peolitical leadership of the coalition partners is
a significant factor which often restricts tne commarnder's
ability to achieve a military unity of effcrt., Coalition
political leaders are oftern reluctant and sensitive about
placing their military under the commard of aricther coalition
partrner. The political cornsiderations most oftern dictate
command relationships and the result can be an ambigucus and
uricertair chain of command. During Desert Storm each coalition
member macde individual political decisions as to what extent
they would actively participate in implementing the UN
Resclutiors. Urcertainty, as to which nations would deploy
coambat forces and to what extent they wculd contribute to
the Kuwait liberation effcrt, was disadvantagpecus to the overall
Desert Storm cperation.

The timeliress of decision making i1s ancther factor whach
influernces the desirability of coalition operations. The
process of achieving consernsus ors the alliarce's political
obgjectives and military stratgies takes time. The conflictinng
pclitical and econcomic abjectives of each cartrer distract
from the cornserisus reguired for effective military operations.
ARlthcugh this orccess 1s & nalitical riecessity, it can be
a disadvantage to the militszry commancer. The larger and

i1



more diverse the coalition, the more ineffective this decaisiorn
process becomes.

Membership in or leadership of a coalitior may be
disadvantageous to the U.S. and limit its ability to achieve
its own political objectives. The U.S. may be capable of
cperating unilaterally and constitute the majority of the
ccalition forces, but palitical cornsiderations may limit i1ts
freedom of action.lo Irvi erder to achieve corisensus, the U.S. may
be reaquired to make concessions i its war aims to politically
anpease cther coalitiaon partriers and thus, be demied the wmiiitary
actiaons which would achieve its own political objectives.
RAd hoc ccoalitions can alsco dictate the tempc of coeraticons.
In Desert Storm the charigirg political evernts and the prospect
of Allied desertions influericed the wrgency of plarnming anc
executicon decisions. Iri this way cocalitions may be both
pclitically and militarily disadvartapecus.

Historically, a coalition's primary advantage has stemmed
from i1ts ability to combine and cocordiriate military effort
in orger to achieve common political cobjectives. Coalitions
are capable of gererating significarnt amcunts of combat power
irn a relatively short time. The ability to combine the unique
and comolimentary forces of different military aerganizaticns
can provide a significant syrergistic advantagpe for coalitions.

The measure of a cocalition’e success will vnormally be
a furction of its ability to achieve unity of effort among
miliitxery forces of the contributing natiorms. Nearly all rilitary

1
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advartages and disadvarntages of coalition warfare stem from

this single corcept. Ivn military terms 1t 1s expressed as

cne of the prirciples of war, "unity of command. ' In many
instances this may not be palitically feasible, as was the

case in both Vietnam and Desert Stormn. In these conflicts
naticons agreed to aims and strategies for the unified employment
of forces without agreeing to unity of command.11 In Vietrnam
there were parallel Vietriamese, Koreari, RAmericar and Rustralian
chains of caommand, but no overall combivied commander. In

Desert Storm uriity of effort was achieved between Allied and
Arab forces, not through a supreme commander, but through

the ccoperatiorn arid mutual support of the U.S5. and Arab coalition
cammanders, Gerreral Schwarzkopf and Gerneral Khalid.

Dther disadvarntages of coambined military coerations in
ad hcc ccalitions are a result of riational differernces in
language, culture, starndards of livirng, military doctrine
and military equipment. These cifferences normally equate
to major intercperability problems. Intercperability
difficulties, as a result of combining dissimilar forces,
may actually degrade focrce capability as a whole. During
the Tunisian Campaign of World War 1I, the mixing of allied
urnits arnd the subsequent interoperability problems actually
degraded the overall combat poterntial of theater forces.le

Lagistics coaordination 1s ancther poterntial disadvantage
of cocalition cperations. Logistics sustairment 1s the

furndamental correrstore upor whilicn the success of a military

N
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operaticor depends. Varying support requirements, ranging
from unigue ammunitiorn to specific dietary preferences may
sigrniificantly restrict the employment cptions of coalition
forces. Ad haco ccaliticorns with non—traditicornal allies create
a logistics problem all the more complex.

A commander must always be sensitive of the potential
risk to his own forces in any combirned coperation. In ceoalitions
there 15 the desire of each nation's forces to cccupy an
important and respornsible position in relation to the other
Aillied Forces.lé The burders sharing and risk asscociated with
each ccalitiorn partner should be equitable. Since each natiorn’s
focrece is contributing ocnly through the consensus of its political
leadership, the urncertainties of relyinp on another nation's
forces can be a disadvartage. For the U.S. who maost often
contributes the majority of the forces to a coalition, these
uricertaivities are of majoer corncern.

The success of a cocalition military commander deperds
ot so muer o his operaticonal expertise cr the combat power
of his forces, but rather ocn his ability to promote cocperation
arnd create arn atmosphere of mutual rescect. Perscralities
of senicr commanders play a major role in the success or failure
of ccalition warfare.

If ccaliticons have the advartage of providirng nations
the mears to pursue their commorn interests through coordinated
military effcir-ts, the:r political fragility carn be not only
a disadvantage, but a miiitary vulrierability as well. Clausewitz

14




refers to a center of gravity as the hub of all power and
movement orn wnich everything oepernds. Far ccalaitions 1t is

the coammorn objective which binds them together.la If a military
advartage carn be achieved by disrupting harmcny and uriaty

in an alliarnce, then the ccalition itself becomes the allied
center of gravity. It was this recognition of the importarnce
of allied unity which influernced Roosevelt?s decisions in

Warld War I1. He appeased Stalin and made strategic decisions
in crder to ernsure that Russia did not desert the Rlliance

arid make & seperate peace with Germarny, as i1n World War I.
During the BGulf conflict, Saddam Hussein recognized that
coalition unity was a center of gravity and attempted to disrupt
it with Scud attacks against Israel. He attempted to force
Israel irto an active military rale and thereby prompt the

Arab states toc abandor the coalition.

The desirability of coalition warfare in terms of advantages
and disadvantages must be considered from both a military
and pclitical perspective. The palitical ard military
desirability also varies across the warfare spectrum.

The military advantages of ccalition warfare rormally
exceed the disadvantages in a major global conflict such as
Worlc War 11, Wheri the survival of rnations are at risk, the
urgercy to combine forces through coalitions and create combat
power narmaily takes precedernce over individual naticnal
interests. The political and military cbjlectives translate

17t military power to defeat the ccocwnmon ernemy. Thus the



recessity to create a superior combat force by combining military
rescurces makes ccalition warfare from the miltary perspective
extremely desirable at the high erd of the spectrum. In World
War II the matiorial political interests of individual coalition
partriers became seccondary tco the overall military objective.

At the lower end of the spectrum the political advarntages
cf ccalition warfare are the mcre important factor. When
the U.S. acts as a member of a coalition vice unilaterally,
it is more politically acceptable and contributes to the
legitimacy of the coperatior. Militarily, ad hoc coalitions
with riceri—traditicornal allies, more oftern tharnn not, detract
and complicate a limited military operation. The disadvantages
resulting from complex command relationships and intercoperabilaty
terd to make coalition warfare less desirable at the lower

end of the spectrumn.




CHRPTER 1V

PLANNING FACTORS FOR CORLITION WARFARE

Ad hoc coalitions are uriique in that they are based on
temporary agreements and are normally less focrmally structured
thar starding alliances. The psycheolegical and sociological
problems created by differernces in customs, religions and
standards of living require a uriique mental approach to planning

=
for ccalition operations.ld Historical experiernice with combined
operations reveals that integrating multi-national forces
is a complex task which requires a great deal of understanding
and skill on the part of the commander. Through an understanding
of the unique considerations for ccalition warfare, the
cperatioral commarnder can more intelligently plam and anticipate
issues arna prevent theilr exacerbatiorn through insensitivity
and ignorance.le Creating this awareness amorng command and
staff persornel is an essernitial element in the preparations
for future coalition operations.

The mission of a cocalition commarder is to plan and direct
the military combat power of member nations to accomplish
the commorn objective. This plarming shcould consider at a
mirviimum, proposed commarnd relationships, intercoperability,
lagistical support arnd the risk to U.S5. Forces in combined
operations.

The most impocrtant element in preparing for combined
cperations is develaoping sournd and effective ccaliticn command

relatiornships. Establishirng these cacmmard relationships is

17




perhaps the most difficult task confronting the coalition
commander. A recent congressiorial report on the Gulf War
noted that command relaticonships "met with difficulties, were
complex, but workable.”17 Whevrr unity of command is not
achievable, theri a unity of effort ard ar agreed upon strategy
must be achieved through the ccordinaticn ard the cooperative
effcrts of allied commarders. This latter situation will
mcest likely be typical of the cocmmand relaticonships in the
majority of future ad hoc hybrid ccoalitions. The cperational
cammander carn prepare himself for this evertuality by
uriderstanding the various factors which influence e ccalitions’s
ability to cocrdirnate forces and achieve unity of effort.
Uriity of effort carn not be achieved urniess the commarnders
uriderstarnd the political arnd miliitary objectives of their
allies and reach agreement on common interests and cobjectives.
The dealings with allies must be accompliished with patierce
and respect. Commanders must establish arcd maintain trust
among the ccalition forces. Coordirnation and ccoccoperation
are the key ingredients to a successful cocalition commarc.
The persoralities of allied military leaders and the problems
asscciated with perscornial relaticonships carnm be orne of the greatest
challernpges of coalition Command.le

The most effective use of the ccalition's combat strerngth
is achieved when the plarming for operaticns is accomplishec
by a combiried staff which iricludes equitable representation
from each ccoaliticn naticn., This cocordireted plamning s
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essential to ensuring urity of effort. Iri Desert Storm this

was accomplished by creating & Coalitiorn Coordination

Communications and Integration Center (C3IC). Even though

the plarmirng must always be a cocordinated effort, the overall

planning responsibility for a specific operaticor should be

vested inn the commander resparnsible for its executicorm. The

responsibility for plarming and executicon should rnot be

13
separated.

There are several gereral considerations which should

~

guice the coaliticon plarming efforts. A conbined plan shoald

reflect an appreciation of the unigque capabilities of each
natiornal contingent in assigrment of missicms. Multi-riational
forces shouid be employed 175 a way which captimizes their scecific
strengths and avoids a duplication or depradation of their

the plarn must compernsate for

uriique capabilities. Likewise,

the comparative vulrerabilities of participating
Faorces are riormally most effective when emcloyed
military commarder of their respective rations.

consideraticns which affect the plarming prcoccess
assigriment

of coalitiorn foarces are compatability

doctrire, logistic sustairmernt capabilities and

Orie of the prirnciples of war which has sigr:.ficant

iri plarming for ccalition cperaticns is that of

-

It is escseritial that the plar be camable of

and executed by ail cocmbat forces ir a

The secornd most imporsart covisicercetizrer i
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plarming i1nvolves issues of i1ntercperability. The military
success of tne ccaliticon depends ocn tre aciliity of the comnmarcer
to harmoriize the capabilities, doctrines and logistics amorg
forces of varied cultures and larnguages. In ad hoc cecalitions
such as Desert Storm where rnearly forty different rnations
cormtributed tc the effert, this 1s a mornumental task. There
are, hcwever, some gerneral principles and plarmirg consideretions
which can contribute to avercoming these intercperability
problems. Urnity of effort requires that forces be capable
of coordirnating such things as air cefernse, intelligerce,
electronic warfare and the timing of operations. Establishing
a commurications rnetwork and intercperable cormectivity are
key to effectively coordinating these multi-rational warfare
capabilities.

Liasor officers have beeri arie ¢f the most effective arnc
invaluable rescurces in assisting the coorcinat:on efforts
of ccalition fcorces. Colerel Hixsor's study corncaudes that
the Liason Officer is essential to the success <f combinec
coeratiorns, but alsc rictes that "little thought is usuailily
giver: tco this oroblem pricr to the commencement of

20
cperaticns. " His bcok devotes arn ertire secticn to the subject
in which he describes the attributes required - Liascon Officers
arnd the consideratiocns which shcould govern their conduct.
The utility of Liason OfFficers was again covfired curirny
e Persiari Gulf War. During Desert Stcrm rearly all ccalizion

forces were accomparnied by ore cr moire Liaszn TCficers fronr

&0




the U.S. Srecial Operations Forces. The use of these language
traivied Liason Officers helpecd cavercome intercoerability proslems
and provided the communications links which were used to
ccordinate the efforts of the coalitiorn forces.

I ad hoc hybrid ccalitions, interoperability problems
must vicrmally be marmaged and not solved. £ method of minimizing
intercperability probiems which has provern effective 1n rearly
every histcrical experience, including Deser-t Storm, is that
of providing separate gecgraphical or specific furnctioral
areas of regponsipility for each naticoral force. This preserves
their unique capabilities and preverts diluticn of combat
strerigth which occcurs when attempting to combive uriits which
are i1ncompatible.

Irtelligerce and its dissemirnaticn car have & major imoact
onn the success of ccaliticon military action. The plarming
arid preparaticons must orovide for the timely dissemirnation
of military intelligerice for use by all pa-trers in an

21

operatior. The degree cof dissemiratior will urdoubtedly
vary depending ornn the cocaliticon’s membershic. In Desert Stcorm
there was nc preplarnred system cr mechanism o goverr: the
release arnd dissemirnation of essential military intelligerce
te other than cur traditiornal allies.

Logistics cormsiderations are major factzors which affect
the very success of every miliitary croeraticr. The logistic
support ard the sustainment rneeds of multi--aticrnal forces

vary sigmificarntly ard are inflierncec b, t-i- 15 rang.rg from
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differert tactical doctriries ta specific dietary requiremerts.
Historical experiernces 1n coaliticons, i1ncluding thase frouw
Desert Storm, have all confirmed the desirability of lagistical
support remaiviivig & natiorial responsibility. The combired
staff must, hcwever, ersure the cocrdinaticorn of any hcast rnaticral
suppcort, as well as transportation retworks and other malor
facilities such as ports ard airfields.

Rules «f Engagement (ROE) are aricther sigr.ifi:ant
covisideration 1v the plarming of ccalition caperaticns.
U.S. Forces are goverred by ROE 1v peacet:ime and by the Law
of Armed Cconflict in war. Coordirnation must ernsure that
ROE is consistent among ccalition members. In Desert Storm,

cocordination ancng codaliticer mil:tary commarncers and liasaon
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teams ersured an effective cegree of ROE consistency.

Ir any ccalitiorn plarn the L.S. caommander must always corsider
tt 2 rigk to U.S. Forces invalved iv combired ocperations.

1:.e assestment shcould corcerntrate on the depercability of
cther coalition forces, as welil as their cambat strengths

ard cacabilities. Additiomally, the vulirerability of the
ccalition's center of gravity must be determired. In many
iristances the common palitical aobjective which btinds the members
becames the cernter of gravity fecr the cocalitior. In this
case the pliar must mirnimize the riz« by including appropriate
defernsive measures. This exact situvaticon ex:i:sted durirg the
Persiari Guif War, Exhaustive effortes were mace to cefernd

Israel against SCUD attacke. ~a2 Ilcrae. reteinated, the




cchesiveness of the coalition and their willirngress to contribute
militarily might have teer Jecpardi:zed. This potertial breaxup
may have resulted in a considerable increase in risk ta

U.S. Forces.

The riext ccaliticrn war and the exact membership of the
alliarce can nct be predicted, however, there are steps which
the U.S. military can undertake to prepare ard erharice its
capabilities fcr futuwre cocalitior operaticons. Education on
the subject of ccalition warfare for Sernic Officers is awn
essential orerequisite to futuwre success. increasec studies
emphasizing the plarming consideratiorns amd execution decisiors
in ad hoc combined cperaticons must alsc become a central element
of Service Ccllege curriculums.

The oreparaticon efforts should be focused on the recsqatly
publicized severi most probable plarming scerarios for future

=
conflicts. It is essertial ivi slarming for these regicral

G

contingencies that all the ramificaticons of cotential future
coalition coperaticons be comsidered. Irvi eacn of these theaters
the U.S. shcould attempt tao increase multi-raticnal treining
exercises with pcotential futuwre cocalitior cartrie-s. Cambirec
exercises, regardless of the size of the units involved, are
productive in terms of creatinpg a spirit of coccocoeraticr ard

4
creating an awareriess of i1ntercoerability problems. Increased
language trainivng for poctential _i1asorm COfficersz can provide

a sigriificart advaritage in future comb:rea Zlerations. The

nage t-a.mir:

plarming scerarics can be used to focus t-oe e~
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tc specific regions and on the ccountries wha are moast likely
to be ouwr future ccalition allies. Sales of U.S. military
equipment tco poterntial ccalition partriers and the training
of foreign military forces 1s arother means of enhancing
interoperability in future ad hoc cocalitiorns.

Ad hoc hybrid ccalitiorns will contivniue to be urniique bath
irn terms of their membership arnd the cobstacles ernccourntered
in attempting to achieve unity of effort. The plarrning
cormsideraticons discussed 1vv this chapter are irtended toa provide
an awareness of the potential difficuities and a framewcrk
fcr thirking about future coalition cperations. The success
of a commander, either as a leader cr member of an ad hoc
caoaliticon, will deperd on his kricwlecge of and his ability
to carrectly apply these cocalit:on warfare plarming

consideratiaons.
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CHAPTER V

EXECUTING COALITION WARFARE

Urderstanding the complexities of ad hoc cocalitions and
successfully executing ceocalition warfare requires a unigue
cambinaticn of both military arnd palitical prowess.

As Karl vorn Clausewitz said, "Everythirg 1ri war is very simple,
o5

but the simplest thing is difficult." J His cbsewvvation is

ever: more relevarnt i the case of ad hoc hybrid ccocalitions.

The key element affectivng the successful execution of
ccalition warfare is the cammander's aociliity to achieve a
unity of effart of his forces. In an ad hoc coalition, as
seers in Desert Storm, this will rnormally be accomplished through
coaperation, rather tharn through appointmernt of a supreme
ccalition commander, The prereqguisite for unity of effort
1is unity of purpocse which irnvalves reaching cornsensus orn military
cpjectives and ccalition strategy. The war fightirg commander
must ensure consensus prior to committing military forces
to combived operations.

Bcoth the plarrming and the executicr phase should be
accomplished as a cocrdinated effort. Combirned staffs are
the ideal mearns of ernsuring that multi—national forces are
being utilized in compliarnce with their maticrnal, paliticel
arid military restrictions.

In actual executiocn the multi-cimensicnal battlefield
reguires special cansiderations whern fighting & coalition

war irnvealving naval, land ard air forces from a wide variety
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of coalition partners. Marny of the corcepts discussed as
plarming considerations were actually agplied ir the executicn

of the Gulf War., A multi-riatiornal coordination center was

established and through daily ccllaboratior, cocordination !
of effort was achieved. Coalition forces were assigrned missiong
consistent with political restrictions on their use, missicor:

=€ 1
requiremerits and force capabilities. - Militarily arnd politically |
it is importarnt that the U.S8. and its allies fight side-by-side
against the ccmmon eremy. This 1s cdesirasie fram a naticonal
prestige perspective. Irn the Gulf it was i1mportant to ernsure
that each cecalitiornn member wats provided the cpportunity to
cantribute to the effort.

The assigriment of forces and missions ivy ad haoc coalitions
must reflect their urnique capabilities and create organizaticns
wnose combat potential is rnicot degraded by & lack of intercocera-
bility. The cpticrns which best satisfy these reguirements

27
may be functiocnally or gecgraphically oriented.
Specifically, the apticors wrich should be caonsidered are

as follows:

1. Assigr naticrnal sinple service or joint forces to
a specific area of responsibility.

2). Assigrn & national single service or Joint force
a specific function.

3). Assign a combined sirigle service force to a
specific area of resoonsibility.

4) . Assiprn a cambined jcint force 1o a specific
area of responsibility.

Each of tnese assigrment opticrns was utilized in Desert

€
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Storm. Specific gecgraphical areas of responsibility were
assigred bocth to ground units ard the naval urats cserating
in the Gulf. Other urits were assigrned specific furnctions
corsistent with their capabilities, such as arnti-mire warfare
or air defernse missions. The air war combined single service
forces who were responsible for a specific furnctiornal area

of the coverall Desert Stcrm campaign. The Arab ccoalition
functicred as a combired joirnt force with a specific gecgraphical
area of responsibility. Each of these opotions has utility

ir providivg a mecharnism for linking the mears to the ends

in a coalition war,

The respornsibility for logistics support ivi ad hoo coalitions
1€ best retaired by the respective nation., Key tranmsportation
facilities and host raticrn suppcrt, such as POL ard water,
should be coordinated through the multi-riaticornal combined
staff. The medical treatmert of casualties and mecevac poclicies
are also best left as individual rnaticorial responsibilities.

The priscorier of war (POW) issue will urndoubtedly always be
a sensitive ore, and as the U.S5. normaily contributes the
moest to a cocalition in terms of military strerngth arnd zcolitical
power, it will bear the respaonsibility for the welfare of
ereny priscrers of war. Neo matter what arrarcemert 1es agreed
ta, the U.S. must retain sufficient oversight anc contral
tc ernsure apprcoriate treatmert of POWs ard compliiarce with
the i1nternaticrnal converticri guidelines.
Arictner waror consicerat.on for & L.S. Zcmmarce- 15 tSe
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risk to U.S. Ferces. That dces wot 1mply i1requitable burcern
snaring, but rather consideraticrn of risks which coulz rec.a.lt
from deserticr of ccocalition partriers cr a failure to achieve
unity of effort. As has been born cut 1ir history, the closer
the ccalition 18 to victory, the more the individual partrers
diverge from the commori objectives to oursue their i1rdivicual
pclitical aims. This phericomenicr ivi the war terminaticr phase
of coaliticon warfare introduces an increased e.ement of risk
te U.S. Feorces. U.S. commanders must be cognizart of this ard
execute in a marmer that provides risk reducirg alternatives

or urniilateral options to protect both U.S. interests and its

military forces.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

Desert Storm provides an cpportunity to examire the
complexities of coalition warfare on a large scale. It was
however, unique in character arnd caution must be exercised
ir extrapolating any lessons learrned. The brevity of the
war did not test the coalition arrangements, as a longer war

&8

might have.

The mcast aoprooriate aoproacn is to compare the historical
evigerce to the Desert Storm experiernce and view the lessarns
iri the same context that Clausewitz viewed war, as an art
noat a science. The fundamerital privnciples and concepts which
Clausewitz described are resident in ccaliticor warfare.
Ccalitions are political orpanizations and their scie durpose
is to achieve tne common political obrectives of the member
nations. The fog and frictiorn of war, as well as the influernces
af the indvidual nation’s paradoxical trinities sxacerbate
the military complexities af cocalition warfare.

Fram my examination of ccalitiorn warfare, I wauld propose
that the coperatiorial commarnder be guided by the folicwing
four prirnciples and cansideraticrs.
purpcse is the political adnesive which Sincs
a coalition. The coperaticnal commander must urnderstanc the
ultimate political objective and create the "military canciton
in the theater which will achieve the stratecic goal.'”

Secorndly, he must ernsure unity of effort to achieve military



;uccess in any combirned coalition cperatiorn. Wheri unity of
commanag 1s ot achievable, thern ccoperation and coordination
are the key irngredients tc unity of effert., The use of
coordinated plarnning staffs and assigrment of Liason Officers
significarntly erharce this effort.

Thirdly, intercperability problems 1vn ad hoc ccalitions
are best managed through the use of the appropriate force
assigrment copticrs discussed iw Chapter Four and by individual
riations retaining responsibility for logistical support.

Finally, the commander must always be prepared tco mirviamize
and prevent potential risk to U.S. Forces in combined cperations
which may be the result of charngirng palitical events, diverging

rational aims in the war termination phase, or a vulwvnerability

to tne coalition’'s center of gravity.
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