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It IS certamly no secret that Amencan rmhtary strategists were roughly ejected from 

then comfort zones by the end of the Cold War After decades of being securely 

anchored by the all-consuming struggle between democracy and comrnurnsm, such 

mdrvrduals were suddenly cut loose from their bipolar moormgs by the Soviet collapse 

Smce then It seems US mrhtary strategists have been uncomfortably adrift, anxrously 

examming the new world order for a defimng context to frame American milnary 

strategy Recent fighting in Bosma, Central Africa and Kosovo seems to provrde tlus 

context Such outbreaks of mtemecme fighting present compelling evidence that ethnic 

warfare ~111 be a major source of conflict m the new millennnun Therefore, If 21St 

century American mrhtary thinkers are to craft a successful strategy, they must address 

the rmperatrves of ethnic confhct 

To understand the ranuficatrons of ethmc conflrct for future US mrlrtary strategies one 

must1 look first to the source of such confhct. Examrmng two of the current schools of 

thought on conflrct m the new mrllernum srmphfies thrs task Thrs first comes from 

Harv&d professor Samuel Huntmgton Accordmg to hts hypothesis, the next wellspnng 

of m/ernatronal confhct ~111 be “the great dlvrsrons among humankmd and the 

dominating sources of confhct wrll be cultural “’ W’lule Huntmgton believes natron- 

states will remain powerful actors m world affans. he feels the struggle between 

clvrlrzatrons wrll result m future battles on a global scale ’ 

Other futurists find Huntmgton rmplausrble and propose a countermandmg theory 

which essentially asserts the dominance of the status quo This camp argues that 

tradmonal natron-states w-r11 remam the dommant actors m world affairs. They believe 

the preponderance of 21st century con&t will contmue to emanate as a byproduct of 



nation-state polmcs For example, a 1995 arncle m the Economzst clarms the problem 

wrth Professor Huntmgton’s crvrhzatron-umt theory 1s that the component parts of the 

larger groupmgs are profoundly reluctant to surrender therr separate rdentmes 3 Whrle 

they concede that Huntington’s massive zones of crvlhzation may at first be feasible, at 

the end of the day, rt is the mechanisms of tradmonal nation-state power which wrll 

contmue to provide the essentral securrty umbrella under wluch people group Srmply 

put, this second school of thought mamtains the glue which binds nation-states, 1s 

stronger than the glue winch bmds crvrhzatrons 4 

While both sides present strong cases, neither Huntmgton’s “Clash of Crvihzatrons” 

thesis or the Economist’s “contmumg relevance of the nation-state” antnhesis seems 

entuely correct Instead, a new stram of conflict ml11 be formed from a synthesis of these 

hvo concepts The result of thus union is cultural confhct and the source of such conflrct 

IS a geopolmcal unit most appropnately thought of as an “ethmc-state” Exammmg the 

recent, fightmg m Bosrna reveals how ethmc-states form and why they ~111 be a source of 

confhct commandmg the attentron of future US military strategists 

Once the strong-armed idealism of Soviet comrnumsm was removed from the 

Balkans, an unmedrate struggle erupted among three ethnocentric groups vying to 

establish dominance m Bosma In a manner strrkmgly farrnlrar to Huntmgton’s clash of 

crvrlrzatron theory, each of the factions attempted to gam support for their efforts by 

deprctmg the fight as the opemng salvo m a global war to protect their larger cultural 

rdentrtles The Bosman Muslims invoked pan-Arabrsm to garner support from Islamrc 

countries. The Serbs fanned the flames of Orthodox natronahsm to gam assistance from 
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the Slavrc world. And finally, the Croats, deplctmg themselves as the dam holding back 

the combmed MushmOrthodox flood, looked to the non-Slavrc West for help 

While these developments seem at first to validate Huntmgton’s theory, actual events 

on the battlefield proved otherwise In 1994, a combmed ground offensive launched by 

the Croats and Muslnns reoccupied many of the enclaves previously captured by the 

Serbs As mlhtary setbacks mounted, rt became apparent that Serbian natlonahsm was 

not strong enough to overcome local pohtrcal and mrhtary realities The Serbs mam 

sponsors, Yugoslavia and Russia, farled to aid their cultural brothers, in effect saying 

then mdrvrdual state interests outweighed the need to support a larger struggle of 

culturahsm Idealism Cut off from their sponsors, the Serbs finally relented and signed 

the Dayton Accords Likewise, the call for pan-Arab natronahsm failed to rgmte the so- 
/ 

called Islanuc bomb and the Bosnia Muslims opted to srgn the Dayton plan Finally. the 

Croats never garnered support from the Western powers whose prrorny concern was m 

pre\ entmg a larger Balkan conflagration ’ Faced U&I thrs reahty, the Croats also 

capitulated to the Dayton agreement 

Bkcause of these outcomes, the Dayton Accords at first seem a defeat of Huntmgton’s 

thesis and a reaffirmation of the vrabrlny of nation-state polmcs By agreeing to the 

accords, the warring factions apparently accepted a polrtrcal settlement wluch would m 

theory reunite Bosma as a tradmonal nation-state Things however were not thrs 

straightforward Despite Dayton’s lofty goals of reconcrhatron, what has actually 

occurred m Bosma IS the creation of three new culturally segregated ethmc-states. Whrle 

these geopolmcal umts may have given up their quest to expand the con&t mto a global 

cultural crusade, they are stall firmly comnntted to using all then elements of state power 

3 



c- 

to wage cultural separatism on a local level. Thus hardcore cornrmtrnent to using the 

elements of state power to preserve cultural mtegnty IS the fundamental difference 

between ethnic-states and nation-states More rmportantly, because they vehemently 

embrace this ethnocenmc desire to aggressively promote their cultural rdentrty, at least 

on a local level, ethmc-states constitute one of the prmcipal conflict generators m the next 

century Therefore, rt becomes imperative that future Arnencan rnilrtary strategists 

understand and accommodate the imphcatrons of ethmc-state con&t 

Theoretical Imperatives 

Typrcally the mrhtary strategy formulatron process 1s absent abstract theoretrcal 

drscusslons However, theory yields the prmcrples winch form the underpmnmgs of any 

effe&\ e mrhtary strategy Thus, rt becomes necessary for the mrhtary strategists to have 

a firm theoretrcal grasp of warfare This is partrcularly relet ant when exammmg a 

mrhtary strategy desrgned to respond to ethnic motivated confhct Some mrhtary 

thinkers claim post Cold W’ar conflict invalidates the great Clausewnzlan theoretical 

drctufn \\hrch claims that war, being an act of policy, will be modrfied m practice thus 

preventmg it from reachmg violent extremes6 For instance m ins 1993 book A Hzstory of 

Eh-afire, Bntrsh historran John Keegan boldly refutes Clausemltz by clarmmg in the first 

sentence of his opemng chapter that “war IS not the contmuatron of policy by other 

me s a? It7 According to Keegan’s reasomng, warfare 1s not pohcy, but IS instead an inbred 

cultural trait He concludes that civllizanon groups which have a warlike cultural ethos 

are el entually doomed to fight themselves to extmctron because they no have no moral, 

mtellectual or techmcal mechamsm of constramt withm then cultures ’ 



Upon first mspectron, ethnic confhct, wrth Its penchant for unrestramed practices such 

as ethruc cleansmg and genocide, seems to support Keegan’s theses Such clashes, 

inspired by centuries-long ammosmes and punctuated by totahtarran human slaughter 

indeed seem to lack the moderatrons m practrce which Clausevvltz believed would occur 

since war IS a contmuatron of policy However, closer mspectron reveals ethnic conflict 

actually validates Clausewrtz and not Keegan To understand this assertron, one must 

exarnme Clausewrtz’s paradoxical trrmty which he purports represents the three basic 

elements of war These are passion, wluch mamly concerns the people, chance. the realm 

of the commander and his armies, and reason, the business of the government9 

Of these three charactenstrcs, understandmg the first IS the most rmportant to the 

strategist rf he 1s to comprehend modem ethnic confhct As uas detailed earlier. an 

ethmc-state differs from a nation-state m that rt uses the mechamsms of state power 

pnmarrly to promote cultural purity Smce culture deals wrth the attamrnents and learned 

behal ror patterns of a specific group of people, ethnic-state conflrct 1s therefore weighted 

heal 111 toward the people srde of Clausewrtzran trunty lo In this realm, according to 

Clausewrtz, the human passions of prrmordral vrolence, hatred and ennnty combme to 

superheat the flames of bar Once this conflagratron IS rgmted, ClauseNltz warns war 

can hasten toward the theoretical absolutes of complete annMatron I1 

T/us becomes a key prmcrple m the understandmg of ethmc based confhct That rs, rf 

left unchecked, ethmc conflict carries the potential to reach theoretrcal absolutes on a 

local level Dr Pauletta Otis, an acknowledged expert m the study of ethmc confhct, 

confi~s tlus findmg According to her research, an alleged final solutron for ethmc 

confltct 1s not a pohtrcal settlement but a euphemism really meaning that ethnic cleansing 
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or genocide has taken place-l2 Fortunately, although it tilts toward excessrve degrees of 

/ 
passion, cultural confhct IS still demonstratrvely Clausewrtzm in nature and responds to 

/ 
reason under the correct condmons That IS why ethnic confhct, while rt can be excessrve 

on a local level, does not continue to spread out of control on a global scale More 

rmportantly, as proved by the Dayton agreement, under the proper condmons, the 

passions of the people can be made subservient to the reason of the government But as 

Bosma also demonstrates, such a result wrll only occur If an arbrtrator intervenes wrth the 

abrhty to separate the combatants Without intervention, ethmc warfare will proceed 

to\vard unrestramed extremes I3 

It is because ethmc conflict can spiral toward such absolutes that the United States 

~111 contmue to feel a moral rmperatrve to become mvolved m these wars Questions of 

CS vital national interest aside, Amencan presence m Somalia, Rwanda, Bosma and 

Kosovo demonstrates the US ~111 intervene to prevent the horrendous slaughter whrch 

would occur If it chose not to do so Of rmportance to the mllnary strategists m this 

discussion IS that the mterventlon uhrch the US offers as an alternate to “final solutions” 

like genocide mvanably mvolves the mrhtary Hence, there 1s a theoretrcal based reason 

which dictates the US mrlnary must have a coherent strategy for mterventlon m ethmc 
I 

Will-S 

/ Doctrinal Imperatives 

If the study of the theoretrcal rmphcatrons of ethnic conflrct reveals to the strategrst 

why US forces will engage, the next logrcal step 1s to determme how forces should 

accomphsh such engagements In doing so, the strategist transrtrons to doctrine which 

constitutes the process of translating theoretrcal truisms mto broad expressions of how 
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services ~111 accomplish their mrssrons In makmg tlus intellectual transmon from words 

to ac\lon, one finds the emergence of ethnic based confhct ~111 require some fimdamental 

changes m the doctrmal constructs which currently guide US mrhtary actions 

A snapshot summary which best embodies current US warfightmg doctrine 1s found m 

the US Army’s Field Manual 100-5, Operatzons According to thus capstone document, 

the Pimencan concept of modem warfare 1s quick, decrsrve vxtory wrth mmimum 

casualties I1 Appealing m its promise of near bloodless vrctones achieved m days If not 

hours, the Army phrase has become a kmd of prrme duectrve vvhrch guides the conduct of 

all US mlhtary actron Unfortunately, while thrs concept appeared reahstrc in the 

euphonc days followmg Desert Storm, rt becomes untenable when Juxtaposed against the 

realities of ethnic-state conflict 

This happens because concepts lrke “qmck”, ‘ ‘decrsrve” and “vrctory” are unreahstrc 

vx hen rt comes to US mterventron m the wars of ethnic-states For instance. victory, as 

used m FX4 100-5. implies the use of overwhelmmg combat supenorrty to defeat enemy 

forces Ho\xever, as mentioned m the previous theoretical drscussron, US objectives m 

ethnic mten entrons ~111 not mvolve wmning m the traditional sense Again, Dr Otis 

offers some thmkmg which clarrfies tins pomt As she states, intervention m ethnic 

vrolence will be rather nuanced for the US mrlrtary She beheves wmnmg will equate to 

” the reestabhshment of peaceful mteractrons and the mventlon of new mteractrons and 

processes wmch build on tradrtronal patterns which result in an acceptable level of 

k iolance lj 

As evidenced by Bosma, Northern Ireland and elsewhere, aclnevmg thrs acceptable 

level of violence wrll requn-e defusing the srtuation by partrtronmg not only temtory but 



also sovereignty itself l6 Only in thus manner will the US be able to force a coolmg off 

penod which will short cu-cult the wmte-hot passions wmch lead to the horrors of 

localtzed ethnic cleansing and genocide However, such mterventions are completely 

incompatible with a quxk and declslve doctrine of warfare Since cultural warfare 

mcorporates so much deep-seated passlon, these coolmg off periods will be protracted 

An effective doctrme must promulgate perseverance and persistence or else the US will 

end up spending blood and treasure only to postpone the reckomng between belligerents 

until Amencan troops go home.” 

The bottom line for the milnary strategist 1s that a successful mmtary strategy for 

combatmg cultural based warfare must address this temporal element If peacekeeping 

mlsslons m places hke Cyprus and the Sml are any precursor, and they almost certainly 

are, the US must develop a mlhtary strategy which mcorporates a strategy of protracted 

mterventlon This IS not the radical departure It may at first seem As mentioned, US 

forces already have expenence m ever lengthening peacekeeping mlsslons They are also 

1x-r the process of expenencmg long-term partnlonmg missions m Iraq and Bosnia 

Addmonally, although US warfightmg doctrme still advertises short, sharp vlctones as 

the Amencan way of war, recent changes to doctrinal manuals also feature guidance for 

Mlhtary Operations Other Than War (MOOTW) Wtile this represents a significant 

mtellectual step, the limited MOOTW doctrme falls far short of that wmch will be 

required to adequately address protracted cultural interventions Wntmg such doctnne 

and mstnut~onahzmg it mto the mamstream of US mrhtary and pohtlcal thmkmg must be 

a key task rf future Amencan mlhtary strategists are to successfully cope with the 

demands of ethnic-state warfare 
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Force Structure Imperatives 

After determining how ethnic-state vrolence should alter US mrhtary doctrine, the 

final step for the strategists IS to consrder the rmphcatrons for Amencan mrhtary force 

structure As discussed prevrously, to successfully cope with the long-term rarmficatrons 

of ethmc conflict. the strategist must conceive an expansive doctrme which mcludes not 

only the idea of quick, decrsrve warfare, but also a longer lastmg, less clear cut form of 
I 

protracted mterventron The logrcal question then arises what type of force structure 

does one need to support such a doctnnev To correctly answer this question, m&ary 

strategrsts must promote fundamental alterations to current US mrlnaty force structure 

Amenca currently has its mrhtary arrayed to support a strategy wluch calls for fighting 

two near srmultaneous major theater wars (MTW’) u hrle also conductmg concurrent 

smaller-scale contmgencies I8 Obvrously wrrtmg a new national mrhtary strategy to 

replace the two-MTW scenano IS beyond the scope of this essay Rather the intent IS to 

argue the emergence of ethnic conflrct drctates certam broad force structure imperatives 

w hrch mrhtary strategists must incorporate mto future US mrhtary strategies / 

For instance, by usmg the two-K14S strategy as a force structure template. mrhtary 

programmers ha\ e created a mobrle, technology rehant, conventronal mrhtary force Thrs 

concept places the vast bulk of US front-hne combat power in the active duty forces 

while most of the combat support mfrastructure resides m guard and reserve units Uhrle 

this fbrce mix made sense using the two MTW scenarro, rt IS mappropnate to deal with 

ethnic-state conflict Certamly the need to keep a robust combat force m the actrve duty 

mrhtary is still an rmperatrve for the foreseeable future Although current trends mdrcate 

conflrct m the upcommg mrlIennmm wrll be heavrly populated by low-sunmermg ethmc 
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conflicts, the Saddam Hussems of the world, along with possible emerging mrhtary peers 

like China, still necessitate a strong active duty US conventronal capabrhty Such a force 

wrll also have its place m combatmg ethmc conflict For mstance the combat heavy 

lmplementatron force (IFOR) mrtrally inserted into Bosma prevented mrhtary challenges 

from recalcrtrant factrons of the rival combatants 

However, while conventronal combat forces can be of use m countenng and 

controllmg ethnic vrolence they are too asymmetnc to be lastmgly effective To rllustrate 

tins pbmt one can agam look at Bosnia where the combat onentated IFOR has given way 

to the Stabrhzatron Force (SFOR) This evolutron occurred because a force designed for 

rapid4 decrsrve mrhtary operations IS anathema to the force needed for a long-term 

stabrhzatron mrssron Thus, while IFOR was necessary until the intensity of passions 

cooled, it 1s SFOR which has the mrsslon of keeping the peace until a more lasting 

solutron takes effect Rather than combat orientated, forces durmg the extended 

stabrhzatron phase must be more constabulary, drplomatic and hurnannar~an m then 

composition This IS necessary because during stabrhzatron the worst of the uanton 

violence may have subsided, but the ethnic-state governments can be expected to 

contmue to push their agendas m a less violent manner In this em rronment, US mrhtary 

forces will, among other missions, arbitrate “neighborhood squabbles”, provide 

humamtarran assrstance and look to rebmldmg infrastructure 

I 
Forces tailored for these mrssrons must contain large contmgents of military police or 

like-trained troops skrlled m non-lethal intervention tactics Likewise, those troops 

possessmg lmgmst skrlls and cultural knowledge wrll be mvaluable Mlhtary lawyers 

will be rmportant as questions of mternational law, constrtutronal nghts and rules of 

10 



engagement are contmually debated C~vll engineers wrll be at an absolute premmm as 

mfrastructure damaged during the violent phases of the conflict 1s reconstructed 

Additionally, since the state owned media would use Jaundiced reporting to promote Its 

pohcres, soldiers skilled m mformatron operatrons ~111 be tasked to counter such 

mf&matory rhetonc While this 1s an abbreviated rundown of the skrlls needed by 

prottacted intervention forces, rt IS adequate to convey the imperative that mrhtary skrlls, 

other than those associated with traditional combat mrsslons, will become paramount 

Again, while the intent here 1s not to rewrite the US national mlhtary strategy, rt 1s 

readily apparent the current two-MTW strategy 1s inadequate to combat ethmc conflict 

For instance m the current Army force make-up, 97 percent of crvrl affairs units, 8 1 

percent of the psychologrcal operations units and 66 percent of mrhtary police battalions 

are in the Guard and Reserves lg Smular drstnbutrons of non-combat forces are found m 

the other US military branches Tins organrzatron highlights an mstnutional flaw m 

current mrlnary force structure If protracted mterventlon IS to be successful, some 

re\ ersal of the force structure mrx between active duty forces and the reserve component 

has to take place The non-combat shlls necessary for successfully waging campaigns of 

cultural mterventron should be moved to the active duty rolls where they can be accessed 

quickly and stay on station for extremely long periods of time 

Addmonally, while recasting active and reserve forces IS a sweeping change, rt IS 

merely a first step A truly effective protracted mterventron force wrll require not only 

non-combat mrhtary forces but also governmental and non-governmental forces beyond 

the mrlnary For instance durmg Support Hope, the Rwanda humamtanan relief 

operatron, rt was non-governmental relief orgamzatrons (NGOs) which drd much of the 
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front lme work wnh the refugees while US mrhtary forces took the background role of 

provrdmg loglstrc ‘surge” operatrons Military strategists must devise a force structure 

which promotes such synergistic arrangements between military and non-mrhtary forces 

The hIay 1997 Presidential Declsron Drrectrve-56 (PDD-56) constitutes the groundwork 

for th s task 
1 

PDD-56 details the forces needed for managing complex contmgency 

operatrons As the drrectne correctly summanzes, success m complex contingency 

operations requires that all aspects of the crisis+drplomatic, political, security, 

humamtarran. economrc-must be addressed m a srmultaneously, coordinated fashion ” 

Brmgmg PDD-56 from concept to reality must be a pnmarq task for nnhtary strategists rf 

/ 
they are to find lastmg force structure solutions for combating ethnic conflict 

/ Conclusion 

The preceding pages argue that ethnic conflict must be senously addressed m future 

US mrhtary strategies This is not to say that ethnocentnc warfare should be the sole 

focus of American mlhtary strategy because surely tradmonal nation-state conflict LX 111 

contuiue to threaten US interests mto the foreseeable future It 1s also not the purpose 

here to prescribe m exacting detail a Umted States mrhtary strategy for the new 
I 

mrllenmum Instead. the intent IS to frame the issue That IS, to provide mrhtary 

strategists wrth the broad, theoretrcal, doctrmal and force slzmg imperatives of ethmc 

conflict From these imperatives they should conclude that erhmc conflict, since it 

consists of deep-seated human passion, can only be countered with a protracted 

stabrlrzatlon force skrlled m constabulary, drplomatrc and humanitanan techniques Such 

a force must play a prominent role m future US nnlitary strategies If the US is to cope 

with the proliferation of ethnic conflict 

12 



Obviously making such changes ~11 be an emotronal and difficult undertakmg, 

“Opening a large, successful. and complex orgamzatlon [like the US mlhtarq] to 

fundamental change IS deeply difficult under any circumstances, there are alwa) s many 

good reasons not to question the essential traditions embodied m evolved force 

structure “‘O Even so, as evidenced by the burgeomng ethmc warfare \\hich permeates 

Eastern Europe and .4fnca, ths brand of confhct ~111 almost certamly be a permanent 

and prominent feature on the future geopolitical landscape Therefore, US military 
/ 

strategists must find the mtellectual courage to accept ethnic conflict as reality and 

mcoiporate this change mto their future calculations 
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