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ABSTRACT

Theinadequate definition of transformation in the April 2003 Department of Defense
Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG) has resulted in military transformation efforts
not meeting national security objectives. Transformational concepts have led to
emotional reactions throughout their introduction. The author analyzes strategy and
transformation since the end of the cold war to show there exists institutional momentum
to define transformation in terms of major combat operations and technology as a
panacea. A paradox in transformation exists since the US military can only transform to
meet the lower level of conflict if it retainsits preeminence in major combat. The
institutional momentum and paradox can only be solved if doctrine, concepts, and
technology are developed in an orderly process and force transformation management is
removed from the Pentagon.

Anaysisof theinternational security environment shows, though, that national-level
transformation is required to end the Department of Defense’ srole asthefirst provider
for any UScrisis. Only through focused vision in Defense transformation can the US
succeed in accomplishing future security objectives. Thisvision startswith anew
definition of transformation, implements a transformation process, and bifurcates force
and business practice transformation efforts. Through these recommendations, the

Department of Defense will set the standard for national-level transformation.
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Chapter 1

I ntroduction

The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to the stormy present. The
occasion is piled high with difficulty and we must rise with the occasion.
Asour caseis new, so must we think anew, and act anew.
— Abraham Lincoln, Addressto Congress, 1862
Theterm “transformation” conjures apprehension and distress in many military
members. Transformation became the term to describe any change in the military after
realization of the information age. With it came concepts like effects based operations,
systems-of-systems analysis, collabor ative information environment, and network-centric
warfare, among others. Many officers see these concepts as threats to proven methods of
conducting warfare and resist the concepts out of hand. Confusioniscreated in military
circles asthese concepts are forced into current operations before doctrine has changed.
Animportant issue in the transformation debate is alack of understanding within the
military of just what transformation is. Theinadeguate definition of transformation in the
April 2003 Department of Defense Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG) has
resulted in military transformation efforts not meeting national security objectives.
Transformation must be seen as changing the fundamental nature of an object in
appearance, character, condition, or function. Successful Defense transformation cannot
occur without a defined problem to provide the impetus for change, vision to guide an

orderly process, and leadership to ensure the change enabl es the military to more

successfully execute national security strategy. It isthe position of this paper that only



through focused vision of Defense transformation can the United States succeed in
accomplishing future security objectives.

History abounds with successful —and unsuccessful — military transformations.
General Donn Starry studied many of the successful transformations, recognized needs
for change following the Vietnam conflict, and orchestrated the fundamental changein
the US Army resulting in the Airland Battle doctrine successfully implemented in
Operation Desert Storm. Gen Starry’ s approach provides an excellent process to guide
transformation and will be examined in detail in Chapter 3.

The “near peer” competitor and technology dominated Defense thinking following
the cold war. Defense policy and strategy throughout the 1990s focused on the search for
acompetitor who could directly threaten the US military in major conventional
operations. The Clinton administration recognized the oncoming technol ogical
revolution and attempted to direct change based on modernizing the military. Thefocus
on conventional operations and modernization led to institutional momentum toward a
technological imperative to win conventional wars.

The Bush administration, beginning with the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR), recognized the over-emphasis on major conflict and technology but has been
unabl e to overcome that institutional momentum within a culture resistant to change
forced from above. Changesin concepts, capabilities, and organizations were made
because the opportunity was present, not because a need wasfirst defined. The Office of
Force Transformation did much to increase this resistance as it forced concepts on the

Serviceswith little regard for the doctrinal impact to ongoing operations. Therewas no



process to organize doctrine, concepts, capabilities, technology, and experimentation into
ausesble framework for successful Defense transformation.

This paper is designed to take the reader through the changesin defense strategy and
approaches to transformation since the end of the Cold War and analyze why those
efforts, thus far, have not resulted in their intended consequences. Asaresult, the 2006
QDR will not beincluded in the analysis since its effects have not been felt by the
military.

A military transformation process isinadeguate unlessit enables a national-level
transformation regarding how the US views security in the world today. The
transformation process must appreciate the effects of globalization and information
technology on international affairs and conflict. According to Thomas Friedman,
globalization and information technology have created aworld where individuals and
nations both have the power to influence international events. Thomas Hammes
describes the concept of superior political will asthethreat in political, networked, and
protracted warfare. National security analyst Thomas Barnett provides an approach to
security with information technology as the connective tissue of globalization and the US
must focus the efforts of all elements of national power toward linking security to
globalization. Chapter 4 provides adetailed analysis of these concepts and describes the
impetusfor national-level transformation.

The steps taken by DoD and the military Departments following release of the 2006
QDR arecritical to the focused vision of DoD transformation. The vision must
acknowledge the discontinuity between the military’ s view of conflict and the reality of

theinternational security environment. It will guide the Servicesto determinetheir core



competencies and divest the remainder. The concept of “jointness’ should be elevated
above the battlefield so the Pentagon can focus on networking with the interagency
before, aswell asduring, conflict. Finally, by elevating jointness above the battlefield,
DoD can provide resources to the other Departments and end its role asthe first answer in
acrisis.

This paper will ultimately de-mystify the concept of transformation and defineit,
explain how military transformation got to whereit istoday, and provide anew rolefor
the Department of Defensein national level transformation. Recommendationswill
include atransformation process, a new transformation organization, and the vision
required to lead them. Thisvisionwill lead to DoD setting the standard for transforming
the national security apparatus and to fundamental change in the way the nation employs

al elements of national power.



Chapter 2

Transformation, Vision, and Definition

There is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct,
or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction
of anew order of things.

—Niccolé Machiavelli, The Prince, 1513

Why isthe current transformation definition inadequate and how does it impact
Servicetransformation efforts? The current transformation definition drives the Services
toward technological solutions and provides a shortsighted approach to transformation.
As change permeates the military without accompanying doctrinal change, confusionis
created as forces implement a mixture of old and new. Current “transformations’
become evolutionary or modernized attempts toward change, not transformational. The
relationship between transformation, vision, and definition is essential to fundamental
change.

“Transformation” in word, deed, or function, has not been fully embraced by the
military. New concepts are dismissed out of hand because they are contrary to proven,
historical methods of waging war. Thislack of acceptance can be traced through the
confusion of exactly what the word “transformation” means, how it isused, and from
where its associated concepts originate. Once the reader understands the impact of
culture on aterm as nebulous as transformation, it will be clear transformation requiresa
new definition and vision to guide the process so the national security apparatus can

move beyond employing power from stovepipes and toward utilizing all elements of



national power in asynergistic way. Truevision liesin the culture change required for
the military to embrace the process of transformation demanded by today’ sinternational

security environment.

What is Transformation?

The first time a student considers the concept of transformation is probably in high
school biology when learning about the transformation of a caterpillar into a butterfly.
Thisisauseful lensto view transformation for the purpose of this paper. For defense
transformation to succeed, the military student must first understand that in the end, a
fundamental change will occur in the way the nation employs the military element of
national power. Some non-military definitions may be helpful:

Theverb “transform” is defined in the Webster Collegiate Dictionary as

a To change in composition or structure b: to change the outward form or
appearance of c: to change the character or condition : CONVERT *

The American Heritage Dictionary refers the reader to the noun “ metamorphosis’ to
define transformation:
A marked change in appearance, character, condition, or function.

Biology. A changein the form and often habits of an animal during normal
development after the embryonic stage. Metamorphosis includes, in
insects, the transformation of a maggot into an adult fly and a caterpillar
into a butterfly and, in amphibians, the changing of atadpole into afrog?

! Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary: Tenth Edition, (Springfield, Massachusetts: Merriam-Webster
Inc., 1993): 1253.

2 The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition, (Houghton Mifflin
Company, 2000), accessed at http://dictionary.reference.com/search?g=transformation on December 26,
2005.




The primary commonality between these definitionsis the concept of changing the
fundamental nature of an object in appearance, character, condition or function. The
DoD Transformation Planning Guidance definestransformation as

A process that shapes the changing nature of military competition and
cooperation through new combinations of concepts, capabilities, people
and organizations that exploit our nation’s advantages and protect against
our asymmetric vulnerabilities to sustain our strategic position, which
hel ps underpin peace and stability in theworld>

One problem with the term “transformation” is the confusion between the process of
transformation (an idea) versus the common understanding of transformation as a result
of change (athing). Itismuch easier to visualize transformation as something that has or
will happen rather than an ideawithin which fundamental change occurs. Confusionis
further created when every new idea or concept that involves change becomes
“transformational.” Another difficulty using the word transformation to define a
changing military isthat transformation is easier to define after it has occurred.
However, transformation is a continuous process, not a destination.*

As one evaluates modernization, evolution, or transformation as types of change, the
differenceliesin the degree of change and the process guiding the change. If
modernization were transformation, technology would be the answer. However,

modernization resultsin incremental change rather than anew approach to waging war.®

Technology isone agent of transformation, but not the only one.

3 Department of Defense, Office of Force Transformation, Transformation Planning Guidance, (April
2003), 3.

# James Belasco, Teaching the Elephant to Dance: The Manager’s Guide to Empowering Change, (New
York: Plume, 1990): 28.

® Richard Kugler and Hans Binnendijk, “ Choosing a Strategy,” Transforming America’s Military, ed. Hans
Binnendijk, (Washington D.C., National Defense University Press, 2002): 59.



Evolution is also an unacceptable concept of transformation, for evolution impliesan
uncontrolled, meandering approach to change. The American Heritage Dictionary
defines evolution as

1. A gradual process in which something changes into a different and

usually more complex or better form.

2a. The process of devel ogi ng.

2b. Gradual development.
This may lead to fundamental change, however it isagradual process without a
purposeful direction; thereisno impetusfor change. Actua transformation normally
results due to changes either in the strategic environment or technology that require
fundamental changes that cannot be absorbed by modernization or evolution.” Therefore,
moderni zation and evol ution are inadequate concepts of transformation.

There has been no focus for transformation. Even if thereisno point in time when
the military will be considered “transformed,”® transformation still requires a purposeto
focusthe process. Without purpose, the change resembles evolution more than

transformation. Change istaking place but thereis no synergy in the myriad of changes.

Thereisno processto ensure changes made overcome any particular deficiency.

The Roleof Vision

Thecritical step toward ensuring successful change in any mature organization is
defining a problem or building asense of urgency.® Current force transformation vision

isfocused on high-end, major combat operations. Thisvision hasled to concepts and

% The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, accessed at
pttp://dictionarv.refermce.conﬂsearch?q:evol ution on April 2, 2006.

Ibid.
8 Donald Rumsfeld, “ Secretary’s Foreword,” Transformation Planning Guidance, Office of Force
Transformation, (Washington D.C.: April, 2003): 1.
° Belasco, 20.




capabilities driving people and organizations without anew doctrine to define new ways
of waging war in the twenty-first century. There needsto be amore compelling reason
for transformation other than “Now is precisely the time to make changes.” *°

According to Alvin and Heidi Toffler, vision isunderstanding theworld in whichwe
live™ Visionisdefined, for the purposes of this paper, by The American Heritage
Dictionary as, “Unusual competencein discernment or perception; intelligent
foresight.”*? Vision of this sort requires aleader who is able to recognize changing
conditions, articulate the need and sol ution, and communicate new conceptsclearly to
ensure alegacy of theideasfor the future. General Donn Starry’ sreform of the US Army
in the 1970s and * 80s makes him amilitary example of thistype of leader.*?

Vision, though, is difficult to measure and therefore easy to ignore.** Thetechnical
aspects of net-centricity, Services maneuvering for budget share, and congressional
dependence on expensive projects to hold constituencies, combine to provide the Services
an avenue to continue to transform toward major combat operations at the expense of the
stability and nation-building required following those operations. A focused vision of
force transformation is required to get past these impediments and provide amilitary
capable of conducting operations across the full range of military operations.

Theforces resulting from this transformation must go beyond the current dependence
on joint capabilitiesin tactical operations and become mutually dependent upon one

another in both operations and business practices. Mutual dependence creates interwoven

10 Rumsfeld, 1.

1 Alvin and Heidi Toffler, War and Anti-War: Making Sense of Today’s Global Chaos, (New Y ork:
Warner Books, Inc., 1993): 3.

12 The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, accessed at
http://dictionary.reference.com/search?g=vision on January 4, 2006.

13 Michael Evans, Cultural Implications of Hardening and Networking the Army, Australian Army, Chief
of Army Exercise, 2004.
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relationships of sufficient strength that it is difficult for one Serviceto perform amission
alone and impossible to acquire resources without inter-Service coordination. With
mutual dependence, there is only enough overlap and redundancy to create connective
tissue between the Services. It becomes natural for the Servicesto operate together at al
levels.

Technology isonly an enabler of transformation —it isa means not the ends While
technology allows people to more efficiently communicate, compete, and collaborate, it
does not, by itself, make the organization any better than it was before.*> Technology
must be allowed to network lower levels of command and allow them to make decisions
instead of providing higher levels of situational awarenesswhich trick senior leadersinto
believing they can make even more decisions.

Transformation has not been widely accepted for many reasons, but aprimary reason
isthe strength of the military culture and itsresistance to change. Cultureisthe strongest
impediment to change and the stronger a culture the moreresilient it will be.*® Visionis
required to overcome this cultural bias.

Visionismorethan just direction of effort; it isimportant who initiates change and
their relative position in the organization. According to Deal and Kennedy, “ Change
initiated by an insider often takes place much more quickly and penetrates more deeply in
the organi zation than change urged on by an outsider.”*’” One reason transformational

terms and concepts have not been accepted isthey are directed from the Office of the

14 Belasco, 44.

5 Thomas Friedman, The World isFlat: A Brief History of the Twenty-first Century, (New York: Farrar,
Straus, and Giroux, 2005): 374.

16 Terrence Deal and Allan Kennedy, Corporate Cultures: The Rights and Rituals of Corporate Life, (New
Y ork: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1982): 159.

" Ibid., 164.
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Secretary of Defense (OSD), an organization not necessarily viewed asan “insider.” One
must ask if the Secretary of Defense, a political appointee with a maximum tenure of
eight years, isviewed as an insider and is the best person or office to manage change.
Applying the “transformation” 1abel to every good idea has also been counter-

productive. Every new concept since Joint Vision 2010 has been “transformational” to
ensure acceptance by political leadership. A concept or piece of technology that makes
something better is not atransformation, in and of itself. It may just be abetter way of
getting the job done. Quite simply, visionisrequired to provide perspective and direction

for the change in the military.

The Impact of a Definition

The definition isthe anchor for aconcept asintangible as transformation. 1t must
provide adistinct starting point for abureaucracy aslarge and entrenched asthe
Department of Defense (DoD). OSD’ s definition does not guide fundamental change.
Instead, it focuses on “changing the nature of military competition and cooperation.”
Thisdirectsthe Servicesto create an entirely new warfare environment through concepts,
capabilities, people and organizations. Thisnew environment is so open-ended that it
lacks focus and allows technology and conceptsto drive change. Multiple changes are
made without aiming at distinct problems or requirements.

The Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG) was born out of a need for the Office
of Force Transformation to develop astrategy and plan for Defense transformation
following the 2001 QDR. Appendix 3 in the TPG provides Services guidance regarding
how to construct their Transformation Roadmapsto ensure consistency acrossthe

Services. Thefirst step directed in constructing a Roadmap isto use the definition



provided in the TPG (referenced on page 7 of this paper).'® If the TPG definitionis
inadequate, Service effortswill go off course from the beginning.

The current definition drives the Services toward modernization and evolution rather
than transformation. It isso general it does not focus effortstoward any goal. For
exampl e, the Joint Warfighting Center Joint Doctrine Pamphlet 3: Doctrinal Implications
of the Standing Joint Force Headquarters, establishes the Standing Joint Force
Headquarters (SIFHQ) as an additive planning element based on utilizing enabling
capabilities (e.g. collaborative information environment and operational net assessment)
in parallel with the traditional J-code staff.>® It is based on grouping expertisein amore
effective manner than the traditional staff to capitalize on horizontal integration and new
technical capabilities. The SIFHQ is not, however, aproposal to change the traditional J-
staff into anew functional organization®® Itsimpact on doctrine will be “due more to the
ripple effect of the enabling capabilitiesthan to the [SIFHQ] itself” (emphasis added).*
In other words, planning will be modernized by enabling capabilities and the staff will
evolve through the ripple effect of those capabilities. Thisexample will be re-examined

in Chapter 5 as part of the recommendations.

A New Definition

There are three criteriato anew transformation definition. First, it must direct a
continual process that allows for multiple changesto occur concurrently to meet defined
capability gaps or requirements. Second, the definition must direct doctrine level

solutions to the gaps or requirements. Finally, it must guide the process toward those

18 Department of Defense, Transformation Planning Guidance, (Washington D.C., 2003): 29.
19 Joint Warfighting Center, Joint Doctrine Series Pamphlet 3, Doctrinal Implications of the Standing Joint
Force Headquarters, (US Joint Forces Command, Nava Station Norfolk, VA, June 16, 2003): 22.
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solutions that are truly transformational , or lead to the fundamental change so critical to
distinguish between modernization or evolution and transformation. This study proposes

thefollowing definition, which meetsthese criteria:

Transformation is the continual process of developing doctrinal solutionsto
correct current or anticipated military deficiencies, resulting in fundamental
changes to concepts, capabilities, people, or organizations, and a Defense
Department better able to meet US national security objectives.

Figure 1. Proposed Transformation Definition

The remainder of this paper leadsto the focused vision for this new definition of
transformation. Chapter 3 examinesthe military cultural biastoward technological
solutions to conventional operations. Chapter 4 describes transformation as a national
level problem that requires farsighted leadership. Finally, Chapter 5 recommends the
way ahead for Defense transformation based on lessons learned from “transformation”

thusfar in order to lead national level transformation.

20 |pid., 22.
2 |bid., 24.
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Chapter 3

Current Defense Transformation

At the heart of war lies doctrine. It represents the central beliefs for
waging war in order to achieve victory. Doctrine is of the mind, a
network of faith and knowledge reinforced by experience which lays the
pattern for the utilization of men, equipment, and tactics. It is
fundamental to sound judgment.

- Generd CurtisE. Lemay, USAF, 1968

Chapter Two provided insight into the angst regarding change in the military.
Transformation’ s lineage throughout the 1990s | ed to institutional momentum regarding
technology as a panacea and the focus on anear peer competitor. It was thought that a
technologically superior military force, capable of winning two nearly simultaneous
“major theater wars,” could prevail in al lesser contingencies.

The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review and 2003 Transformation Planning
Guidance were unable to diminish the effects of that momentum. Despite considerable
rhetoric otherwise, the 2005 National Defense Srategy inherited a*“ paradox” of
transformation: The military can only improve across the range of military operations as
long asit remains the most capable at conventional operations.

This chapter will provide an example of asuccessful “transformation” of the US
military and apply that logic to today. The paradox can only be resolved by organizing
doctrine, concepts, and technology in alogical processthat will eliminate the confusion

created by transformational concepts and get the military focused on making the right

changesto solve theright problems.
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General Donn A. Starry: Successful Transformations

Before examining post-Cold War change in the US military, it will be helpful to
examine General Donn A. Starry’ s generalized requirements for effecting change taken
from his study of the successful implementation of mobile warfare in the German Army
during theinterwar years (see Table 1). The German general staff identified aneed for
change, devel oped the necessary programsto affect it, and had the competenceinits
ranksto develop the solutions.>?> Those who devel oped the change remained in those
positionslong enough to achieve consensusin the Army. Finally, adequate tests of the
new doctrine were conducted and then subsequently taught throughout German
professional military education®

General Starry subsequently used this model to combine his experiencein WWII and
Vietnam with analysis of the 1973 Y om Kippur War to develop Airland Battle doctrine.?*
Gen Starry saw the need for fundamental change in the dgjected US Army in order to
defend against the Soviet Union. He and asmall group of officers authored doctrineto
resolve the problem. While they were marketing the doctrine to the lower ranks and
upper echelons of the Army, equipment needs were identified and subsequent technol ogy
was developed and tested to implement the change. The previous military strategy of

Flexible Response was transformed into Airland Battle.

z Donn A. Starry, “To Change an Army,” Military Review, (March 1983): 22,

Ibid., 23.
24 For more on the development of Airland Battle, see Martin J. D’ Amato, “Vigilant Warrior: Gen Starry’s
Airland Battle and How Much it Changed The Army,” Armor: The Professional Journal of the US Army,
(May-June 2000): 18-46.



An ingtitution or mechanism to identify the need for change, draw up
parameters for change, and describe what isto be done and how it
differsfrom the past

The educational background of the principal staff and command
personalities responsible for change must be sufficiently rigorous,
demanding, and relevant to bring acommon cultural biasto the
solution of problems

There must be a spokesman for change

The spokesman must build a consensus that will give the new ideas,
and the need to adopt them, awider audience of convertsand
believers

Continuity among the architects of change so that consistency of effort
is brought to bear on the process

Someone at or near the top of institution must be willing to hear the
argumentsfor change, agree to the need, support the new concepts,
and champion the cause for change

Changes proposed must be subjected to tria's; relevance must be
convincingly demonstrated to awide audience, and necessary
modifications must be made asaresult of trial outcomes

Table1: Starry’s Generalized Requirements for Effecting Change®

To put it more succinctly, identification of a problem led to doctrine, which led to
desired equipment (capabilities) to execute the doctrine, technology to have effective

capabilities, and testing of all to ensure avalid doctrine. Marketing from above and

below was critical to success. Thisled to the following process:

Problem b Doctrine P Equipment P Technology P Testing

Marketing throughout the process from within the military organization

16

Successful transformation requires an impetus for change (problem) and doctrine to

drive the concepts. Those concepts, adequately marketed from within the organization,

will lead to technological devel opment to ensure successful doctrine is accepted.

% |pid., 23.



17

Change Through the 1990s

Gen Starry’ stransformation was demonstrated by the overwhelming successin
Operation Desert Storm. The combination of Airland Battle doctrine, a US military
designed to defeat the Soviet Union, and the perfect environment all led to the quick
demise of Saddam Hussein's plansto control Kuwait.

The nation sought a significant peace dividend following the Cold War and Desert
Storm. The competing demands of dwindling force structure, increasing military
commitment, and fiscal responsibility were handled by the Bottom Up Review (BUR) in
1993 and the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) in 1997.

The BUR waslargely characterized by alack of focus on the future and the country’s
anticipation of anew or re-emerging Soviet Union. The post Cold War environment was
termed “ An Eraof New Dangers,” defined, asit related to the military, by the
proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and major regional conflict.?®
Thisfocusresulted in aforce-structuring concept to fight two nearly simultaneous major
regional conflicts, onein the Middle East and the other on the Korean peninsula.?’ The
BUR guided force modernization programs to maintain US technological superiority in
weapons and equipment to achieve quicker victory with fewer casualties asthey
approached major regional conflict.?®

The 1997 QDR attacked post-Cold War efforts based on maintaining readiness at the
cost of addressing modern technology and the future.® The QDR acknowledged the

increase in military operations tempo and the full spectrum of contingencies experienced

2‘75 Office of the Secretary of Defense, The Bottom-Up Review, (Washington D.C., September 1, 1993): 1.
Ibid., 10.
% |bid., 4.
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sincethefall of the Berlin Wall but maintained the focus on fighting and winning two
nearly simultaneous regional conflicts, renamed as major theater wars>® Secretary
Cohen declared the military could handle the entire spectrum of contingencies by
designing aforce that could fight and win amajor theater war, which was defined as
“..the most stressing requirement for the US military.” 3! The concept of a“near peer
competitor” started with QDR “regional great power analysis.”*?

Transformation was viewed as both modernization and evolution in the 1997 QDR.
Transformation was codified as arevolution in military affairs based on modernizing
current force structure and introducing new technology 33 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, General Shalikashvili called transformation, “A process of balanced evolution
toward revolutionary capabilities.” ** These new capabilitieswould allow the military to
trim current forces to stabilize future investment®> While the QDR was an initial look at
thefull spectrum of contingencies and transformation, it was driven by fiscal imperatives
and failed to define a new strategy or force-structuring concept.

The US military emerged from the 1990s with an ingtitutional momentum toward
transforming technology and concepts without devel oping a process to ensure focused
change. The concept of near simultaneous major theater wars drove mission and force
structure. Thisled to the search for anear peer competitor and the idea that a high-end,
conventional military would be successful across the spectrum of conflict. Technology

would allow asmaller defense to still succeed at conventional war. Since technology

2 Office of the Secretary of Defense, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, (Washington D.C., May
1997): iv.

% Ipid., 12.

1 1bid.

%2 |pid., 24.

* Ipid., 39.

* Ibid., 67.
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equaled transformation, the formulafor successful transformation was modernization
plusevolution: Modernize the technology and the force structure will evolveto better
useit. Technology drove the equipment, which would eventually drive the doctrine for

the future.

Bush Administration and Transfor mation

The 2001 QDR began with the President Bush’ sintent to transform the military to
meet future security challenges®® Much of thisintent originated with Secretary
Rumsfeld’ sideas that Cold War processes in the Pentagon had not been removed by the
technologically focused transformation debate coming out of the Clinton
Administration®” The Transformation Planning Guidance was born out of the QDR to
fully develop the strategy for transforming the Department from an industrial age
organization to one designed to operate in the information age.

There are two common misperceptions about defense transformation Secretary
Rumsfeld hasthusfar been unableto correct. Thefirst isthat transformationisonly
about technology. Michael Evans saysthisisbecause all militariestend to place undue
emphasis on technology when attempting to drive change. The OFT definition placesthe
importance of transformation on changing concepts, capabilities, people, and
organizations. Secretary Rumsfeld considersthefirst step toward transformation to be

changes in processes required due to changes in technology and the security environment

% |bid., 22.

3% President George W. Bush, “President’ s Message to Congress,” A Blueprint for New Beginnings: A
Responsible Budget for America’s Priorities, (US Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
February 28, 2001): 3.

%" Thomas Barnett, Transcript of “ Esquire” Interview with Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, April
21,2005, accessed at www.thmaspmbarnett.com/webl og/archives2/002370.html on December 8, 2005.
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following the Cold War. These process changes will subsequently result in fundamental
changesin the way the US wages war.*®

The second misperception isthat the “network” in Network Centric Warfare (NCW)
isthe network of computer terminals, satellites, unmanned aerial vehicles, radios, and
hand-held communication devicesinherent in NCW. Whilethe technological aspects of
theinformation age are the basis of change, the transformation does not occur until the
people and processes using the technology have created afundamental change in how all
that military hardwareis utilized.

Secretary Rumsfeld’ s original concept of transformation has not been realized. The
Services are carrying the momentum for finding technological answersfor anear-peer

competitor in the 1990s into current transformation efforts.

2001 Quadrennial Defense Review

The 2001 QDR attempted to distance the Bush administration from the previous lack
of acoherent strategy and meandering transformation efforts. It accomplished this
through anew assessment of risk and uncertainty, attempting to move the focus from
major theater war to amore holistic force-shaping construct, and devel oping a strategy to
encompass al of the above.

The QDR envisioned two main problems necessitating a changed defense strategy
and force transformation: first, uncertainty in the global security environment in the form
of geopolitical change and new technology; and second, the reduced accessions of the

1990s which had decreased readiness and infrastructure to dangerously low levels®® The

38 Barnett, Transcript
39 Office of the Secretary of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, (Washington D.C., September
30, 2001): 3and8.
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resultswere anew strategy of assuring allies and friends, dissuading future military
competition, deterring threats and coercion, and decisively defeating an adversary when
deterrencefails (ADDD) aswell as transformation focused on concepts, capabilities, and
organizations.

ADDD exchanged previous strategic planning for a Northeast and Southwest Asia
based threat model for a capabilities based approach to strategy and aforce structure that
acknowledged the multitude of extra demands placed upon the military. The military
could no longer plan for two specific major theater wars due to uncertainty in the
international security environment*® A key to uncertainty was the means an adversary
might use against the US, including information operations; space warfare; chemical,
biological, radiological, nuclear, or enhanced high explosive weapons (CBRNE); ballistic
or cruise missile attacks; or terrorism. *

The spectrum of conflict ranged from regional threatsto failing statesto non-state
actors with unpredictable motivations and capabilities** However, the capabilities based
approach to planning retained options for large-scal e conventional war by maintaining
the need to be successful in major combat operationsin two separate, but overlapping,
regional conflicts and accomplish regime change in one of those.*® The force structure
required to implement the ADDD strategy would be based on defending the homeland,

forward deterrencein four critical regions, swiftly defeating aggression in overlapping

“° Ibid., 14.

41 Asymmetry is referenced throughout the 2001 QDR but is described on page 38 as adversary strategies
attempting to acquire similar capabilities as the US including information operations space warfare and
CBRNE weaponsand on page 62 as future adversaries using the asymmetric approaches such as terrorism,
information operations and ballistic and cruise missile attacks to undermine US miilitary strength.

“2 |bid., 5.

* Ibid., 17.



major conflicts, decisive victory in one of them, and conducting alimited number of
small-scale contingency operations (1-4-2-1). %

Transformation of concepts, capabilities, and organizations would allow the military
to prevail in new forms of warfare resultant from technological innovation (information
and space warfare) and al so cause fundamental changesin the nature of air, land, and sea
warfare*® Thistransformation was based on six operational goals and would balance
current operational needs with transformation over time (see Table 2).*¢ Information and
communications technologies would allow highly distributed forces to have better
situational awareness and maximize effectiveness.*’ The transformation of the armed
forceswould create a broad portfolio of capabilities to handle the full spectrum of

conflict in the new geopolitical landscape.*®

4 | bid.

5 |pid., 29.
% |pid., 30.
47 |bid., 31.
“8 |pid., 17.



Protecting critical bases of operations (US homeland, forces abroad,
alies, and friends) and defeating CBRNE weapons and their means of
delivery

Assuring information systemsin the face of attack and conducting
effectiveinformation operations

Projecting and sustaining US forces in distant anti-access and area-
denial threats

Denying enemies sanctuary by providing persistent surveillance,
tracking, and rapid engagement with high-volume precision strike,
through a combination of complementary air and ground capabilities,
against critical mobile and fixed targets at variousrangesand in all
wesather and terrains

Enhancing the capability and survivability of space systemsand
supporting infrastructure

Leveraging information technology and innovative concepts to
develop aninteroperable, joint C41SR architecture and capability that
includes atailorablejoint operationa picture

Table2: 2001 QDR Operational Goalsfor DoD’s Transformation Efforts

DoD business practices and infrastructure were to be modernized through the
transformation process aswell.*® DoD would streamline and flatten the organization,
focus on core competencies that contribute directly to warfighting and divest those that
do not, modernize the approach to business information, and consolidate and modernize
baseinfrastructure>® A key part of focusing on core competencies was to identify
functionsthat can be provided by the private sector and movethose out of DoD. The
ensuing change would result in aculture that rewardsinnovation and risk-taking among
fighting forces and support personnel .t

The 2001 QDR, asawork done primarily before 9/11, can be seen as an optimistic
approach to changing warfighting and administrative processes, as well as maintaining

warfighting responsibilities while at the same time overcoming the acquisition holiday of

4 |pid., 51.
%0 |pid., 53.
51 |bid., 52.
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the previous 10 years. Some modifications were made following 9/11, but the Secretary
felt it still met the needs of the military. While ADDD and 1-4-2-1 placed renewed
emphasis on the full spectrum of conflict, they still focused on major combat operations,
exemplified by the Chairman’ s remarks that

This assessment includes the most demanding scenario where US forces

respond to two overlapping major crises in different regions, decisively

defeating one adversary while defeating the efforts of the other.>?
Transformation professed a parallel approach to changing concepts, capabilities, and
organi zations but the organizational goals still maintained the focus on technology to

modernize forces. Aswith the 1997 QDR, the belief wasthat if you build the technology,

the concepts will follow.

Transformation Planning Guidance

The 2001 QDR established the Office of Force Transformation (OFT) in OSD and
mandated each Department devel op a transformation roadmap. The resulting
Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG) was OFT’ sfirst attempt for transformation to
be placed in context of apost 9/11 world. Despite this opportunity, the TPG merely
reaffirmed the technological focus of the 2001 QDR and assigned roles and
responsibilities throughout DoD to implement transformational capabilities.

Secretary Rumsfeld’ s desire to change processes and mindsets throughout the
military was intended to create a concept for transformation beyond MCO and
technology. However, his desired outcome for transformation in hisforward to the TPG

falls short of that goal: “Fundamentally joint, network-centric, distributed forces capable

52 General Hugh Shelton, “ Statement of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” Quadrennial Defense
Review Report, (Washington D.C., September 30, 2001): 70.
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of rapid decision superiority and massed effects across the battlespace.” >

Transformation isfurther defined by the vision of the TPG asa“ Smaller, moreletha and
nimble joint force capable of defeating an adversary throughout the depth of the global
battlespace.”>*

The TPG and follow-on documents, Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach
and Elements of Defense Transformation, further fail to move Service efforts away from
the institutional momentum toward major combat and technology. OFT places the need
for transformation into four imperatives: strategy, technology, threat, and risk
mitigation>® The strategic imperativeisfor US forcesto deter or react from aforward
posture and, if required, swiftly defeat potential adversaries. The technological
imperativeisclearly the move from the industrial age to the information age. The threat
imperativeis resident in the concept that weaker foes (which is everybody if the USisthe
sole superpower) will use various techniques to defeat overwhelming US military power.
The US must mitigate the risk in the uncertain threat environment by managing four
types of risk: Force management, operational, future challenges, and institutional . %®
Transformation should result in aforce that is* more expeditionary, agile, and
lethal...and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects
capabilitiesto achieve victory.”>’

The TPG isfocused on transforming the military to more rapidly conduct major

combat operations. Swiftly defeating an adversary is central to the strategy to prevent

5% Rumsfeld, 1.
54 Office of Force Transformation, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Transformation Planning Guidance,
l(7Washington D.C., April 2003): 17.

® Director, Force Transformation, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Military Transformation: A Strategic
Approach, (Washington D.C., 2003), 12.
% Ibid., 16.
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large forces from being engaged for long periods of time.*® The transformed force will

be able to conduct operations previously unimaginable for their prohibitive risk and
cost>® The historic “window of opportunity” can only remain open for force
transformation aslong as US forces are significantly more capable at conducting
conventional operations than our most potent regional adversary®° Thiscreatesa
paradox of transformation: In order to transform forces to meet new challenges they must
concomitantly transform to maintain superiority in major combat operations..

The key to the transformation strategy is the development of Joint Operating
Concepts (JOCs) of homeland security, stability operations, strategic deterrence, and
major combat operations. The joint force would simultaneously develop joint concepts
and desired capabilities so the Services can determine the organizational structure,
concepts, doctrine, and personnel skill sets required to meet each JOC. %!

The three-part strategy for transformation begins with Secretary Rumsfeld’ s original
concept of transformation by first devel oping an adaptive culture and leadership that
encourages innovation and then transforming the processes for capabilitiesidentification
and strategic analysis®? Thethird part, transformed capabilities through force
transformation, rests on the four pillars of transformation (see Table 3). The pillarswere
designed to balance near-term operational needs against the future risk of specific
technologies, which must be invested in today, to further transform the force. Investment

inthefour pillarswill create network-centric command and operational forces capable of

57 Director, Force Transformation, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Elements of Defense Transformation,
gWashi ngton D.C., 2004): 8.
8 Transformation Planning Guidance, 4.
%9 |bid.
% Ibid., 5.
5 Ibid., 29.
®2 |bid., 8.
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adaptive planning, effects based operations, defeating potent anti-access environments,

unparalleled C41 SR (command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,

I. Strengthening joint operations through standing joint task force
headquarters, improved joint command and control, joint training,
and an expanded joint forces presence policy

1. Experimenting with new approaches to warfare, operational concepts
and capabilities, and organizational constructs such as standing joint
forces through wargaming, simulations and field exercises focused on
emerging challenges and opportunities

1. Exploiting US intelligence advantages through multiple intelligence
collection assets, global surveillance and reconnaissance, and
enhanced exploitation and dissemination

IV. Developing transformational capabilitiesthrough increased and wide
ranging science and technology, selective increasesin procurement,
and innovationsin DoD processes

Table 3: Four Pillarsof Transformation

surveillance, and reconnaissance), and superior situational awareness®® These forces are
required to implement the ADDD defense strategy and accomplish the six operational
goals mentioned earlier. Thus continues the paradox in transformation.

Guidanceto the Servicesisincluded in Appendix 3 of the TPG. Each Department
must address how it will develop operational concepts and doctrineto meet the six
operational goalsin support of the four JOCs®* Services must address interoperability
priorities and efforts to ensure information can be brought together in a coherent, timely
manner. The roadmaps must identify the metrics used to measure progress toward
transformation.

The TPG included transformational business practices and the requirement to
consider inter-agency and multi-national needsin transformation. However, these are

overwhelmed by the focus on technology and major combat operations still prevalent

5 |pid., 10.
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throughout the transformation discussion. The six operational goals and four pillars are
still tech-centric and focused on efficiency in traditional, conventional combat. By
measuring Service transformation efforts against the goals and pillars, OSD forcesthe
Servicesto experiment, develop, and train toward technol ogical answersto conventional
guestions.

This approach to transformation, unlike earlier efforts, does define a problem for the
transformation to overcome. However the problem is not strategic, operational, or
tactical in nature, but rather is an institution unwilling to accept change. Theforcefor
this change comes from the top and is directive. The transformation definition focuses on
concepts, capabilities, people and organi zations to change the nature of military
competition. Conceptsfinally drive technology in the TPG, but concepts are not
doctrine. Technology isstill being developed in the hopes of developing new forms of
warfare, solving an unidentified problem, and writing the doctrine to execute this
changed warfare.

OFT published amore detailed vision in late 2004 in its Elements of Defense
Transformation. This vision continues to focus on high-end, major combat operations.
OFT acknowledges information age warfare is still developing but sees the future force
asajoint, network-centric force capable of executing effects-based operations enabled by
network-centric warfare (NCW).%> NCW is seen as the emerging way of war for the
information age and viewed as the critical change as the world moves from the industrial
ageto theinformation age. The current vision for future warfare is embodied in NCW as

alinking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids. According to OFT,

54 1hid., 29.
55 Elements of Defense Transformation, 8.



NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to
attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to
achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with
the commander’ s intent

Therefore, the vision guiding transformation is theimplementation of NCW. This
vision resultsin two main problems for defense transformation: (1) The network, as
envisioned by OFT, isfocused on swiftly defeating major adversaries quickly; and (2)
technology isthe backbone of the network. Thusthe institutional momentum of the
1990s continues to drive the Servicesto spend a preponderance of resources and time
transforming to defeat a conventional adversary. Concepts are ahead of technology but

fail to provide afocal point for transformation efforts.

2005 National Defense Strategy
Thetiming of strategy and transformation documents in the Bush administration has

been problematic. The 2001 QDR was primarily worked before 9/11 but released after.
OFT authored the TPG before Operation Iragi Freedom and released it before the
insurgency that holds alarge number of US military forcesin Irag today. The 2005
National Defense Strategy (NDS), afirst of itskind, was the chance for OSD to put
transformation in perspective of this evolving international security environment and its
unique requirements. It established security as more relevant than major combat
operations and transformation as more than technology.

The NDS acknowledges the security environment 