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FOREWORD

 The President, Secretary of Defense, and the Army’s Chief of 
Staff have all stated that the United States is a “Nation at War.” This 
fundamental fact is key to what we do at the U.S. Army War College. 
Because of our continued emphasis on the Global War on Terrorism, 
we face significant strategic challenges as we continue to transform 
the force, improve interagency integration into joint operations, and, 
all the while, engage in active combat operations. 

 This collection of outstanding essays―three of which won 
prestigious writing awards―by the students enrolled in the Army 
War College Advanced Strategic Art Program (ASAP) highlights 
some of these strategic challenges and offers thoughtful solutions. 
The authors provide insights that undoubtedly will prove useful 
to decisionmakers at the highest levels of our national security 
establishment. Our ASAP graduates continue to make their mark 
as outstanding theater strategists in the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Joint Staff, the Army Staff, and in the Combatant 
Commands.

  

DAVID H. HUNTOON, JR.
Major General, U.S. Army
Commandant
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CHAPTER 1

OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM:
LESSONS FOR THE FUTURE

Dr. Williamson Murray

INTRODUCTION

 It is a pleasure to once again have the opportunity to write 
an introductory essay for the collection of essays written by the 
students of the U.S. Army War College’s Advanced Strategic Arts 
Program (ASAP). This year’s students, as their essays suggest, more 
than lived up to the standards of their predecessors in the program. 
Last year, two of the essays won prizes at the U.S. Army War 
College’s Graduation. This year, three students received writing and 
research awards at the college’s graduation ceremonies. Commander 
Steven W. Knott’s essay on the importance of intellectual effort in 
transformation received the second place award in the Chairman’s 
essay contest, while Lieutenant Colonel John D. Nelson’s essay on 
the problems in transitioning from combat operations to stabilization 
operations won the AUSA’s Land Warfare Award. Finally, Lieutenant 
Colonel Thomas C. Riddle’s examination of the implications of the 
Electromagnetic Pulse Threat to Homeland Security won the Armed 
Forces Communications-Electronics Association award.
 Not surprisingly, a number of this year’s essays address the 
problems of transition operations after conventional military 
victory. This is a problem that will confront the American military 
for the remainder of the 21st century. The concerns of the students 
in the Advanced Strategic Arts Program thus reflect the realities that 
they and their fellow officers in Iraq already confront. There is, and 
will be, no easy route to political and strategic success in the conflicts 
that America will confront over coming decades. 

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE IRAQ WAR

 There have been a number of observers within and outside 
the Services who have suggested that the American military has 
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little to learn from Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, since the Iraqi 
military, as in the Gulf War, for the most part put up such a poor 
showing. Nothing could be more dangerous in the years ahead. 
Whatever the weaknesses of the Iraqi Army, military operations 
in this war suggested a number of issues that the services and the 
joint world need to address. If these weaknesses showed up during 
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, there is every reason to believe that 
more effective and adaptive enemies will be in a position to take 
advantage of American mistakes in a fashion that will have a direct 
and painful impact on the lives and well being of young soldiers, 
marines, sailors, and airmen―the life blood of this nation. 
 What has been particularly encouraging about the reaction of 
the American military to this conflict has been willingness not only 
of the Services, but the Joint world as well, to address the whole 
business of lessons learned in an honest and forthright fashion.1 
The difficulty now confronting the American military is the reality 
that no conceivable power is going to challenge its power directly. 
Instead, throughout the world military organizations and others are 
thinking about asymmetric challenges that could address American 
military power indirectly. U.S. forces are already seeing the results of 
such thinking and adaptation in the streets and along the highways 
of Iraq. Technology alone will not address the challenges of the 21st 
century, because man is an inventive and adaptive animal to the 
ever changing conditions and context of his environment.
 Above all, the victory over Saddam Hussein’s forces underlined 
that the fundamental nature of war is not going to change, whatever 
the technological superiority that American forces bring to the 
battlefield. The technological monism that has molded so much of the 
debate about transformation and military technological revolutions 
has quite simply foundered on the realities of the battlefields in Iraq. 
Unfortunately, there is little evidence that those realities have had 
an impact on the technophiles, since they have so little interest in 
history, including even the history of the recent past.
 In fact, the head of the Office of Force Transformation has recently 
argued that the American military can discard the traditional 
approach of the inductive method of learning from experience (i.e., 
history and experience) in favor of the deductive method, where 
one can derive the future from assumptions. In other words, the 
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Department of Defense (DoD) has supposedly reached a position 
where it can posit what the future is going to look like without 
reference to the past and thus determine what capabilities are 
transformational and which are not.2 Interestingly, such an approach 
flies in the face of everything that historians have uncovered about 
successful and unsuccessful transformations in the past, where 
careful analysis of military experience and past history by armies, 
navies, and air forces was crucial to keeping innovations relevant 
and effective on future battlefields.3 
 The conflict also suggests that the American military needs to 
think in a more holistic fashion about the conduct of war at the 
operational level. Since war is a political act, the defeating of enemy 
military forces in combat operations only represents a portion 
of the far larger mosaic that must include not only the planning 
stages, but the transition stages from war to peace as well. In fact, as 
Americans are discovering in Iraq and Afghanistan, the latter may 
represent as important a component of operational art as the direct 
battlefield confrontations in securing the political ends for which the 
United States has waged war. And those political aims are the only 
conceivable reason that the U.S. military will engage in war.
 Americans should not believe that all their opponents in future 
wars will prove as militarily inept and ineffective as did the 
Iraqis.4 And here lies perhaps the most dangerous lesson of the 
war. American intelligence provided a clear picture of numbers 
of tanks, artillery pieces, and divisions that the Iraqis possessed. 
But in the largest sense, it failed to provide what matters most: 
an understanding of the enemy as a human, dynamic polity. That 
failure, of course, was not confined alone to America’s intelligence 
agencies. The general framework of planning and preparation for 
the war reflected a general ahistoricism and lack of knowledge of 
the cultural and historical framework within which Iraqi society and 
Saddam’s tyranny were coexisting. Not surprisingly, that failure 
had a devastating impact on the implementation of the transition 
from war to stabilization in an explosive and dynamic situation that 
came with the collapse of the Ba’ath regime. 
 This introductory chapter then aims to suggest some of the wider 
and more complex lessons of recent military operations. And those 
lessons form the only reasonable framework for thinking about what 
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kinds of military forces the United States will need for both the short 
term and the long term. There is no easy road for America’s military 
to the future. Yet the signposts are there from the conduct and the 
fallout of the Iraq War. Americans can delineate those lessons now 
and adapt their thinking to what the past suggests. Or, they can wait 
and relearn those lessons in the future, but then only at the cost of 
the lives of young Americans.

LESSONS FROM THE BATTLEFRONT:  
THE ANCIENT VERITIES MATTERS

 Much of what the military operations against Iraq suggest, one 
can argue, simply boils down to a reaffirmation of the old verities. 
The “western way of war” first began to emerge with the Greeks, 
came to full flower under the Romans, and then was rediscovered 
by the Europeans at the beginning of the 17th century.5 Through 
the centuries it has relied on three basic pillars: discipline, training, 
and cohesion.6 The first has provided the glue that makes tough, 
realistic preparation possible, while discipline and training have 
provided the glue that has not only kept soldiers and marines under 
the trauma of battle, but enabled them to fight as a part of a coherent 
and effective killing machine. 
 The historian of the Roman-Jewish War of the first century AD, 
Flavius Josephus, depicted the interplay of those factors with an 
economy of words that would do justice to the military forces of 21st 
century America:7

And, indeed, if anyone does but attend to the other parts of their military 
discipline, he will be forced to confess, that their obtaining so large a 
dominion hath been the acquisition of their valour, and not the bare gift 
of fortune: for they do not begin to use their weapons first in time of war, 
nor do they put their hands in motion, having been idle in times of peace; 
but as if their weapons were part of themselves, they never have any 
truce with warlike exercises; nor do they stay [their hands] till times of 
war admonish them to use them; for their military exercises by no means 
fall short of the tension of real warfare, but every soldier is every day 
exercised, and that with real diligence, as if it were in time of war, which 
is the reason they bear the fatigue of battles so easily; . . . nor would he be 
mistaken that would call those their exercises unbloody battles, and their 
battles bloody exercises.8
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 For all the enabling advantages that modern technology 
provided U.S. forces, the real superiority that U.S. soldiers and 
marines brought to combat in the Mesopotamian Valley in March 
and April 2003 had to do with their discipline and training regimen. 
One can see that discipline etched in the thousands of photographs 
of soldiers and marines engaged in combat, and yet unless firing 
their weapons, every one with his index finger on the trigger guard, 
not on the trigger.9 Indeed one might not be going too far in claiming 
that had the equipment of the two forces been reversed, and the 
Iraqis possessed the technologically superior equipment, the results 
would still have been the same: an Iraqi defeat―although admittedly 
at considerably higher cost to American forces. 
 The first steps in the recovery of American military forces after 
the catastrophe of the Vietnam war came not with new technology, 
but with the restoration of military discipline in the barracks in the 
1970s.10 Only when America’s military forces again reflected the 
norms of discipline could the revolution in training begin. Here the 
technologies that supported the creation of realistic training ranges 
at the National Training Center and on the ranges of Nevada and 
southern California allowed for the creation of training regimens 
that slowly but surely turned the U.S. military into the deadly 
tactical forces that have devastated America’s opponents in the wars 
since the ending of the Cold War. 

LESSONS FROM THE BATTLEFIELD:  
CLAUSEWITZ IS ALIVE AND WELL

 One of the sadder aspects of recent military literature has been the 
minimization of Clausewitz’s understanding to the understanding 
of war in the modern world not only by military pundits, but by 
military historians as well.11 The anti-Clausewitzian tide in the 
American military reached fever pitch in the 1990s, with claims 
about the supposed ability of future technologies that would soon be 
available to the American military to see everything and understand 
everything in the battlespace. The foremost exponent of such views 
was and remains Admiral Bill Owens, former Vice-chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS).12 
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 Unfortunately for such views the Iraq War suggests that the 
removal of Clausewitzian concepts such as friction and the fog of 
war―in other words that uncertainty and ambiguity will always 
dominate the battlespace―is simply never going to happen in the 
real world. In fact, everything that modern science is telling us about 
the nature of the universe has suggested that such views are simply 
incompatible with reality.13 Virtually everything in the planning and 
preparation, the conduct, and the results of the Iraq War underline 
that Clausewitz’s understanding of the fundamental nature of war is 
much closer to reality than the technological dreams produced in the 
last decade, a century and three-quarters after his death.14

 The American military brought the 21st century’s technology to 
the battlefield. But they were never able to escape the reality not only 
that their enemies were attempting to kill them, but that the physical 
debilities that accompany intense experiences affected everything 
that they attempted to do. Danger, fear, and anger all molded the 
views of those involved in combat―factors that the realities of 
extreme physical exertion and fatigue only served to exacerbate. As 
Clausewitz suggests:

In the dreadful presence of suffering and danger, emotion can often 
overwhelm intellectual conviction, and in this psychological fog it is . . . 
hard to form clear and complete insights . . . It is the exceptional man who 
keeps his power of quick decision intact.15

 Extreme physical exertion and fatigue accompanied the dangers 
of war. There is a recurring theme in the accounts of soldiers and 
marines: the bone-deep weariness of day-after-day tension during 
the movement to contact. Fatigue and fear, along with sleep 
deprivation, hunger, filth, the brutal climate, an alien landscape, 
and the terrifying sight of the dead and wounded led to mistakes, 
miscalculations, and accidents. Technology could alleviate some of 
the suffering of the wounded, but it could do little to mitigate the 
dismal conditions under which those living on the sharp end must 
inevitably live.
 For those at the higher levels of decisionmaking, the technology 
of the information age brought in its wake a fire hose that spewed 
forth data in almost infinitive amounts. However, those technologies 
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brought in their wake precious little knowledge. In some case 
technology helped to remove old frictions, such as the difficulties 
commanders often have in communicating with their subordinates, 
their superiors, or their colleagues. But at the same time, by 
providing so much information, technology may have introduced 
even more uncertainty into the equation. Information did not, as was 
the case in previous wars, translate into useable knowledge either 
easily or smoothly. Those in command of coalition forces had to 
make decisions of life and death under this unprecedented barrage 
of information that was often ambiguous, uncertain, contradictory, 
or even wrong.16

 Moreover, senior commanders found themselves bombarded 
by demands from Washington at hours that were entirely outside 
their own body rhythms. At best, information technologies allowed 
commanders to make decisions more quickly, but still in an uncertain 
and ambiguous universe. There was a real reason why Lieutenant 
Commander of V Corps General William Wallace and Major 
General Jim Mattis spent most of their time in forward headquarters 
where they could gain a direct sense of what was happening on the 
battlefield. Ikons simply do not represent reality―especially in terms 
of a human endeavor like combat, where psychological factors are, 
in many cases, the most important. 
 Like the best generals in World War II, Wallace and Mattis felt that 
intuition, gained by being immediately in touch with the battlefield, 
was crucial. The worst contribution that technology could make to 
the U.S. military would be to recreate the chateau generalship of the 
First World War, where military leadership remained out of touch 
with the realities of the battlefield, happily ensconced in the belief 
that technology could provide both safety and knowledge to those 
in command. 

LESSONS FROM THE BATTLEFIELD:  
THE INTELLIGENCE PROBLEM

 The Iraq War underlined some significant weaknesses in the 
whole framework of American intelligence. This is not to say that 
the United States does not possess some extraordinary intelligence 
capabilities, or that in some areas intelligence did not contribute 
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significantly to the triumph of American arms. Situational awareness 
of where Iraqi units were and what there strength was remained at 
a high level throughout most of the campaign. As one battalion 
commander commented after the war, he could not have been 
better informed about the disposition and capabilities of the units 
immediately to his front.17

 However, knowledge of physical realities such as the number of 
tanks, armored personnel carriers, and artillery pieces that the enemy 
possesses does not equate to perfect knowledge, because it does not 
tell combat commanders much about the human dimensions of 
the units that their opponents have put in the field. How will they 
fight? What is their morale? What is their tactical effectiveness and 
what is the competence of their leaders? How does the enemy view 
the coming war? How well does he know and understand how 
U.S. forces will fight? The battalion commander, quoted above, 
also commented that, while his understanding of the placement 
of enemy equipment was outstanding, he possessed virtually no 
understanding of the cultural and ideological framework within 
which his Iraqi opponents would fight. Thus, when he reached 
Baghdad, his unit still possessed nearly all the anti-tank rounds 
that he had begun the campaign with, but that he was in condition 
“black” with regards to anti-personnel ammunition―a condition 
which no one in the division had expected at the beginning of the 
campaign.18

 In the end, it is not the number of tanks, or armored personnel 
carriers, or soldiers that matter; it is the soul of a military 
organizations―the morale, training, and cohesion that they bring to 
the fight―that matter in determining the outcome of war.19 And little 
of that is calculable before and often during war. In Tolstoy’s great 
novel about the French invasion of Russia in 1812, War and Peace, the 
nobleman Pierre comments to Prince Andrei that war is like a game 
of chess. To which the Prince answers in the affirmative:

[B]ut with the slight difference that in chess you can think over each 
move as long as you please, unrestricted by conditions of time and 
with the further difference that the knight is always stronger than 
a pawn, and two pawns always stronger than one, while in war a 
battalion is sometimes stronger than a division, and sometimes weaker 
than a company. No one can ever be certain of the relative strength of  
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armies. . . . Success [in war] never has and never will depend on position 
or equipment, or even on numbers . . .20 

 It is in the area of cultural understanding that considerable 
failures in intelligence occurred.21 The intelligence agencies of the 
United States did not understand the culture and framework within 
which not only the Iraqi opponent, but the Iraqi people would 
operate. This was true at the strategic and political levels as well as 
at the operational and tactical levels. And that flawed understanding 
played a major role in the huge problems―many of them self 
inflicted―that the Coalition confronted in the transition phase after 
major combat operations had ended. 
 History, culture, and language still matter in intelligence. 
The United States confronts a wholly new strategic and political 
environment since the ending of the Cold War. That said, neither 
its intelligence agencies nor its military organizations have adapted 
to that reality. In the end, intelligence is not just about counting 
things, but understanding living, adaptive opponents. And in the 
future, the United States will inevitably confront opponents who are 
smarter and more adaptive than Saddam’s thuggery proved to be. 

LESSONS FROM THE BATTLEFIELD: OPERATIONAL ART

 In addition to the traditional human capabilities that played such 
a key role in the American victory, there was an additional factor: 
a system of professional military education that produced senior 
officers deeply knowledgeable in their profession at the operational 
level of war. The second war against Iraq was by far and away more 
successful than the first in terms of the operational performance of 
American military forces. The first war saw an enormous buildup 
of air, ground, and naval forces. It began with a stunning blow 
that entirely deconstructed Iraq’s air defense system in a matter of 
hours.22 
 But that success was followed by an interminable air campaign 
that lasted for over a month before the ground campaign began on 
February 24. While the advance of V Corps and XVIII Airborne 
Corps in the west were supposed to be coordinated with the Marine 
advance toward Kuwait City, there was, in fact, no ground component 
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commander. Thus, there was no coordination between soldiers and 
marines. Thus, one can hardly speak of a truly joint effort outside 
of the air campaign under Air Component Commander Lieutenant 
General Chuck Horner and his planners in the “Black Hole.”
 The ground campaign took few risks; III Corps’ advance against 
a badly beaten and retreating foe proceeded at a snail’s pace, 
stopping on the initial night after advancing for a few hours. The 
result was that the great left hook, which was supposed to slam 
shut on Saddam’s Republican Guard divisions, failed to close fast 
enough. The Republican Guard divisions escaped through Basra 
and then played a crucial role in putting down the rebellions that 
broke out through Iraq, particularly in the Shi’ite and Kurdish areas, 
and in 1994 almost re-invaded Kuwait at Saddam’s instigation. 
On the tactical level, American soldiers and marines performed in 
exemplary fashion, which the action at 73 Easting exemplified.23 
Nevertheless, the campaign at the operational level was less than a 
singular success, while relations among the generals appear to have 
been less than impressive.24 As for air-ground jointness, that factor 
never really received a fair test because the ground campaign was 
so short, while severe weather conditions prevented air attacks for 
much of the period.
 The performance of soldiers and marines during Operation 
IRAQI FREEDOM was as impressive on the tactical level as it had 
been during the first conflict against Iraq. What was significantly 
more impressive about this war was the performance of U.S. forces, 
both in the joint arena and in the conduct of the operational level of 
war. It is impossible to separate out the direct contribution made 
by air and ground forces to the destruction of Iraq’s Army and 
Republican Guard formations from the overall wreckage of defeat 
which underlines the full triumph of jointness. Commander of the 
101st Airborne Division Major General David Petraeus commented 
that throughout the war he never knew what service, including his 
own, was providing the fire power that decimated the Iraqi enemy.25 
 Equally significant in terms of jointness and combined operations 
was that there was an overall ground component commander in the 
second war against the Iraqis. Lieutenant General David McKiernan 
was the Coalition Forces Land Component Commander, with Major 
General “Rusty” Blackman, USMC, as his chief of staff. Directly 
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under McKiernan was V Corps, commanded by Lieutenant General 
William Wallace, and I MEF, commanded by Lieutenant General 
James Conway. In addition to its marines, I MEF had under its 
command the British 1st Armoured Division, which itself was 
formed from units of the British Army and Royal Marines. 
 Moreover, during the initial days of the campaign, the British 
division had under its control the U.S. Marine Corps’ 15th Marine 
Expeditionary Unit.26 What is so impressive about the conduct of 
operations by the Coalition Land Forces Component Commander 
was the smoothness with which the individual pieces cooperated in 
a rapid and devastating articulation of force to achieve the overall 
effects, which led to the fall of Saddam’s tyranny in less than 3 
weeks. That performance reflected the educational and intellectual 
framework that has taken hold in the American military over the 
past 2 1/2 decades. 
 Thus, it was the conduct of the campaign that suggests a true 
masterpiece in joint, combined operational art. Tactical proficiency, 
technology, and jointness were clearly all significant enablers to the 
victory, but the articulation of the main drives of the 3rd Infantry 
Division and the 1st Marine Division represented a far more daring 
and effective utilization of operational art than was the case in the 
first war against Iraq. One British officer in the Coalition Forces Land 
Component Commander headquarters commented that watching 
the 1st Marine Division’s use of its three regimental combat teams 
to slice through the Mesopotomian Valley, entrap significant Iraqi 
forces, and then drive up to the east of Baghdad was “a thing of 
beauty.”27 The performance of the 3rd Infantry Division was equally 
impressive in its dash up the western bank of the Euphrates and then 
through the Karbala Gap, with its drive straight at Baghdad’s airport 
and then the city itself. The result was the complete destruction of 
Iraq’s military forces in less than 3 weeks, all accomplished with 
minimal U.S. casualties. 
 In retrospect, the performance of American military forces lived 
up to the expectations of the military thinkers of the 1980s, who first 
argued for the study of operational art as the fundamental heart 
of the military profession. That thinking led to the two greatest 
doctrinal manuals that the American military has ever produced: 
the U.S. Army’s 1986 edition of Field Manual 100-5 and the Marine 
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Corps Fleet Marine Field Manual 1, Warfighting.28 The extent of 
that intellectual contribution is suggested by a comparison of their 
intellectual content and vigor with what passes for doctrine today. 
In fact, the diminution of intellectual vigor in the doctrinal manuals 
reflects an unfortunate decline within the services of serious debate 
and study of the military profession. Undoubtedly, part of the 
problem has been the increasing operations tempo that has made 
the services increasingly unwilling to devote their human capital 
to the intellectual preparation of future warfighters. That decline 
has also been reflected in professional military education, where 
the senior leaders of the American military, themselves the product 
of professional military education, are exhibiting less interest in 
the education of the next generation than was the case of their 
predecessors over the past 2 decades. 
 Thus, for all the impressive nature of the campaign’s conduct at 
the operational level, there were problems with how the American 
military is, at present, thinking about and preparing for operational 
art in future campaigns. As one perceptive commentator noted in 
the late 1990s: “That too little of this debate and discussion still goes 
on is, perhaps, indicative of the need to continue pressing for further 
development of the operational art concept in an armed forces 
once more caught up in a perceived technology-based revolution 
in military affairs.”29 Serious intellectual debate within and outside 
DoD has almost entirely dried up, to be replaced by power point 
briefings that are remarkable for their lack of content.
 The success at the operational level in the Iraq War rested to a 
great extent on the intellectual preparation and education of today’s 
senior leaders that took place throughout the 1980s. In other words, 
the intellectual climate of that time formed the thought processes of 
those who led the Coalition to victory in the Iraq War of 2003. The 
question, then, remains: What intellectual framework is forming the 
mental horizons of the majors who will be leading America’s military 
forces in 15 years? One senior retired four-star Army general has 
suggested to this author that the state of professional education is as 
bad as it was in the mid-1970s, when he and a number of other senior 
army generals attempted to improve the position of education in the 
Army. 
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 What capital the American military is willing to devote to 
preparing the horizons of its officers to deal with an increasingly 
complex world will exercise an enormous influence on the nation’s 
military effectiveness in the coming decades of the 21st century. It is 
a situation analogous to the television commercials for frequent oil 
changes in which the car dealer comments: “You can pay me now, 
or you can pay me later.” And the great difficulty is that the results 
of penny-wise, pound-foolish educational policies will not be clear 
until well after those who are responsible for such an approach have 
passed from the scene.

TRANSITION OPERATIONS: TOWARD  
A WIDER UNDERSTANDING OF OPERATIONAL ART

 The interest in operational art in the late 1970s and early 1980s lay 
in a growing realization among military thinkers and analysts that 
there was an area of war that the study of war at the tactical level 
or at the strategic level simply failed to address. Both the German 
and Soviet military had been addressing that gap by studying what 
they called “the operational level of war,” which helped to push 
the American military toward a new paradigm for understanding 
war.30 Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons, the understanding of 
operational art as it evolved in the American military over the course 
of the last 2 decades of the 20th century has remained almost entirely 
focused on combat operations. 
 Admittedly, the American understanding as it has evolved is far 
broader in scope than was the case with Germans. The Wehrmacht’s 
generals, for cultural reasons, left logistics as well as intelligence 
out of their understanding of operational art.31 The Americans, on 
the other hand, have had to address logistics and intelligence as the 
first step in projecting military power abroad.32 And the services 
have confronted over the past decade―especially in the run up to 
Operations ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM―the fact 
that the United States increasingly depends on projecting its military 
power from North America as its military forces return from bases 
abroad.
 Nevertheless, for all the skill U.S. military forces have displayed 
in conducting tactical and military operations over the course of the 
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period since the ending of the Cold War―including Operation JUST 
CAUSE―the period that has followed the ending of major hostilities 
has been less than satisfactory. Yet, the only reason that states are 
supposed to fight wars―at least according to Clausewitz―is to 
achieve a satisfactory political outcome. 

No one starts a war―or rather, no one in his senses ought to do so―
without first being clear in his mind what he intends to achieve by that 
war, and how he intends to conduct it. The former is its political purpose; 
the latter its operational objective. This is the governing principle which 
will set its course, prescribe the scale of means and effort which is 
required, and make its influence felt throughout down to the smallest 
operational detail.33

Looking at the experiences of the past 2 centuries, Clausewitz would 
certainly include the period after major military operations have 
concluded as being essential to the achievement of the political 
objective. This was certainly the case in the period after April 15. 
Others are already apportioning the blame, but that is not the issue 
here. What is crucial is what the American military services learn 
from the post-conflict difficulties of the past decade.34 Operational 
planning and execution must include serious attention to the post-
conflict phase, as well as the political goals for which the United 
States is engaging in military operations. There is considerable 
interest at present in the conduct of “effects-based operations.” If 
such an approach is to mean anything, effects-based operations 
must take into account the political ends above all. Within such a 
framework, the bombing of the Iraqi ministries during the initial 
“shock and awe” portion of the war against Saddam’s regime made 
no sense at all. In fact, in terms of the final political goal of bringing a 
more equitable government to Iraq, the destruction of the ministries 
and their records inevitably damaged the future running of the 
country as well as the potential to bring Saddam’s thugs to justice. 
 Thus, the American military must never think of operational 
art as the purely military portion of a campaign. Operational art 
must involve a holistic approach in which planning, major military 
operations, and the inevitable clean up and restoration of government 
all are considered together. In the world of the 21st century, transition 
or post-conflict operations may be more important than the conduct 
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of major military operations in the achievement of the political goals 
for which the United States will fight its wars.

CONCLUSION

 The Iraq War may well represent a milestone in the projection 
of American military power to achieve national goals. It is unlikely, 
given the results, that any nation will directly take on the American 
military in the fashion that Saddam’s Iraq was willing to do. But 
already the enemies of the United States are looking for other 
alternatives: low intensity conflict, weapons of mass destruction, 
cruise missiles and mines, new technologies, dispersed operations 
with highly disciplined forces, and extensive use of special forces 
and/or terrorists. Nor is it likely that future opponents of the U.S. 
military will be as badly trained, prepared, and led as were the Iraqis. 
Above all, the American military must think in terms of fighting the 
next war as an enterprise where the political goals receive the fullest 
of attention. No deus ex machina of the United Nations or reformed 
interagency processes will save military organizations which have 
failed to plan for the reconstitution of politics after the noise of battle 
has ceased. 
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CHAPTER 2

“KNOWLEDGE MUST BECOME CAPABILITY”:
INSTITUTIONAL INTELLECTUALISM AS AN AGENT

FOR MILITARY TRANSFORMATION

Commander Steven W. Knott

 While academics and military professionals have debated the 
value of intellectual pursuits to the profession of arms in recent 
years, that dialogue to date has failed to address the salient issue: 
the concept of institutional intellectualism and its catalytic role as 
an agent for transformation. Leading advocates of the military as 
an intellectual profession have attempted―with varying success―to 
convince their community that there exists an historic bias against 
intellectuals (thinkers) in favor of individuals of action (doers). The 
commonly held opinion that intellectuals provide little of practical 
value and fail to function effectively as combat leaders serves as 
the origin of that bias.1 These proponents further argue that despite 
examples to the contrary―including Joshua L. Chamberlain and 
George S. Patton―such individuals succeed “in spite of and not 
because of official encouragement,” their intellectual talent largely 
ignored and veiled in the shadow of their battlefield achievements.2 
The opinion of Dwight D. Eisenhower, who disdainfully 
characterized an intellectual as one “who takes more words than are 
necessary to tell more than he knows,” best represents the traditional 
military view of intellectualism.3 This typical and pervasive bias has 
compelled current advocates of military intellectualism to caution 
the uniformed services against rejecting or marginalizing individual 
thinkers, thereby depriving themselves of “precious intellectual 
capital” and the innovative capacity required to adapt successfully 
to the evolutionary character of war.4 One cannot dispute the merit of 
this conclusion; the warning is germane. Nevertheless, the prevailing 
debate over whether intellectual bias exists or not remains largely 
superficial and serves only to obscure the far more important issue 
of institutional intellectualism.
 It is irrelevant that Joshua Chamberlain and George Patton were 
gifted intellectuals; as military professionals, their intellect had 
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no influence on doctrine or in catalyzing change, transformation, 
or a revolution in military affairs (RMA). While it is possible for 
exceptional combat leaders like Chamberlain and Patton to employ 
their intellect in solving battlefield challenges, this is far different 
from the individual who uses his intellect to drive institutional 
change that results in transformation throughout the organization as 
a whole. And herein resides the salient point: only institutionalized 
military intellectualism can achieve successful transformation or, 
on rare occasion, revolutionize warfare; conversely, individual 
intellectualism that remains outside of an institutional context is 
largely impotent. 
 One can best define institutional intellectualism as system-
sponsored critical thinking that focuses intellectual capital to 
effect transformational change and continual renewal within an 
organization. First, and of paramount significance, it operates within 
and as a function of the military system; this means that institutional 
intellectualism resides (formally or informally) within the 
organization’s official structure, and that it is capable of influencing 
mainstream thought and processes. Yet thinkers working within the 
system will always encounter opposition to change from entrenched 
traditional elements. This phenomenon offers an interesting paradox: 
the nature of the military system ideally produces and empowers 
the traditionalists, while simultaneously affording legitimacy and 
sanctuary to the intellectual progressives―in turn preventing their 
marginalization. Second, institutional intellectualism can only 
exist―and succeed―in an organizational climate that promotes 
free-thinking and a critical exchange of ideas. Not only is such an 
environment a prerequisite for creating institutional intellectualism, 
but it is indispensable for catalyzing change within a system and 
for overcoming inevitable resistance from ensconced traditionalists. 
Third, institutional intellectualism achieves a synergistic effect that 
focuses intellectual energy in a highly disciplined, organized, and 
coordinated fashion. As a result, collective ideas are transformed 
more effectively into reality―and resulting military capability. 
Moreover, individual efforts working within an institutional 
context contribute to this intellectual synergy rather than remaining 
disconnected from the process. Lastly, institutional intellectualism 
is not military orthodoxy. In order for focused intellectual energy 
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to push the envelope of convention, it must remain dynamic and 
be infused periodically with fresh perspective. This is best achieved 
by ensuring the system embraces new intellectual capital, while 
simultaneously replacing those veteran thinkers whose former 
ideas or theories now constitute established operating doctrine―or 
orthodoxy. 
 Man is a problem-solver. By nature, he applies intellectual energy 
to overcome current―and anticipated―challenges. The complex, 
fluid environment of war demands the institutionalization of this 
intellectual energy to affect the necessary organizational and doctrinal 
changes required to influence the nature and alter the character of 
armed combat. Simply illustrated, institutional intellectualism gives 
birth to theory and corresponding organizational-doctrinal change. 
New systems and doctrine in turn act as the primary determinates 
for successful transformation, and transformation historically will 
constitute one of two forms: it will be in response to an RMA, or it will 
prove the catalyst for such a revolution itself. Moreover, in contrast 
to prevailing military beliefs, transformation remains primarily the 
product of intellectual energy, and is rarely borne of technology.5 
Technology is a powerful military tool, but it traditionally remains 
ineffective until wedded to a doctrinal system on the battlefield. 
The English longbow6 and the tank, for example, failed to catalyze 
transformational change in the military art simply as a result of 
their invention; rather it required the innovative and systematic 
application of these weapons to realize their full potential.7 
 Two historic case studies will serve to illuminate more clearly 
the role of institutional intellectualism in producing successful 
transformation. The first provides an example of a specially 
constituted team of intellectuals responsible for transforming an 
entire military organization in response to an adversary’s military 
revolution: the Prussian reforms following catastrophic defeat 
by Napoleon at Jena-Auerstädt in 1806. The second example 
demonstrates how individual intellectuals collectively can propel 
transformation within an institutional context―and in this case 
also initiate an RMA: the creation of the German armor force 
(Panzerwaffe) during the inter-war period. Prusso-German examples 
especially are relevant, given the traditional success that nation’s 
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military has enjoyed in fostering a culture embracing intellectualism 
(thinkers) and tactical-operational excellence (doers) within the same 
institutional framework.8 Moreover, as military transformation can 
influence only tactical-operational events and remains divorced from 
the realm of strategy,9 the Germans again provide a valid example as 
their land forces historically (in the wake of Prussian reforms) have 
maintained an exceptional level of professional skill, ingenuity, and 
combat effectiveness at the tactical and operational levels of war.

THE PRUSSIAN MILITARY REORGANIZATION 
COMMISSION

 Following the destruction of the Prussian Army at Jena-Auerstädt 
in 1806, Carl von Clausewitz sardonically observed that “it was not 
just a case of a style [of warfare] that had outlived its usefulness, but 
the most extreme poverty of imagination to which routine has ever 
led.”10 Indeed, the Prussian Army had arrived on the field woefully 
ill-prepared for battle against Napoleon. Yet few in the ranks or 
among the senior leaders realized that the character of war had 
changed fundamentally until they were overwhelmed so swiftly and 
decisively by Napoleon’s Grand Army. Despite a self-confidence 
securely rooted in the military achievements of Frederick the Great, 
the Prussian Army of 1806 was flawed institutionally. The officers, 
more concerned with status and social affairs than professional 
matters, were of inconsistent talent and inadequately schooled. A 
considerable percentage of soldiers were poorly trained, and many 
were well over 40 as the Prussian state required up to 30 years of 
service before granting military exemption. More significantly, the 
soldiers lacked patriotic and military spirit because their interests 
were not one with the king; simply put, the fate of the nation in 
war had little influence on their day-to-day lives as disenfranchised 
subjects of the crown. Compounding these moral deficiencies, 
the Prussian Army also suffered from poor administration and 
equipment; specifically, the troops lacked proper uniforms and the 
weapons, field gear, and rations were the worst in Europe. Moreover, 
the military organization and tactical doctrine employed by the 
Prussians were obsolete as well.11 In retrospect, given the atrophied 
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state of Prussian arms and the transformational nature of the French 
military revolution, the decision at Jena-Auerstädt was inevitable.
 The French Revolution had bequeathed Napoleon the 
unprecedented military potential of the world’s first modern nation-
state; once harnessed, molded, and exploited in the hands of genius, 
such power-in-being gave birth to the first truly modern army and 
ushered in a new age of warfare across Europe:

. . . In 1793 a force appeared that beggared all imagination. Suddenly 
war became the business of the people―a people of thirty millions, all 
of whom considered themselves to be citizens . . . The people became 
a participant in war; instead of governments and armies as heretofore, 
the full weight of the nation was thrown into the balance. The resources 
and efforts now available for use surpassed all conventional limits; 
nothing now impeded the vigor with which war could be waged, and 
consequently the opponents of France faced the utmost peril.12

 Acknowledging the need for change (if not the socio-political 
implications of the French transformation), Prussian King Frederick 
William III convened a military commission in 1807 to investigate 
the debacle at Jena-Auerstädt and propose reforms to the existing 
military structure. While the king failed to recognize that Prussia’s 
defeat lay beyond the sole realm of military concerns, the individuals 
he appointed to the commission fortunately possessed far greater 
intellectual vision.13 The principal members were Prime Minister 
Baron Carl vom und zum Stein, General Gerhard von Scharnhorst, 
Colonel August von Gneisenau, Major Carl von Grolman, and 
Major Hermann von Boyen; Clausewitz, as a young captain and 
administrative assistant to Scharnhorst, also became a de facto 
participant of some influence.14 Stein and Scharnhorst were selected 
to lead the commission because the prime minister was one of the 
king’s most trusted political advisors and the general proved one 
of the few senior military leaders who had performed well on the 
field against Napoleon. Moreover, Scharnhorst had gained universal 
respect as a military scholar and thinker while serving as director 
of the highly regarded Militärische Gesellschaft (Military Society), the 
first institution of its kind devoted exclusively to the academic study 
of war. Significantly, Scharnhorst chose the remaining members 
of the commission based on their intellectual contributions to the 
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Militärische Gesellschaft and their recent performance in combat―in 
short, they were the “best and brightest” the Prussian Army had to 
offer.15 Despite a diverse range of experience and political influence 
among the reformers, they shared a common belief that the nature 
of the problem transcended military organizational deficiencies. 
Each possessed a keen intellect and a progressive worldview 
that enabled the commission to discern the need for institutional 
transformation across a broad societal, political, and military 
spectrum.16 Consequently, the reformers recognized the significance 
of the fundamental shift in the relationship between government, 
the people, and military power that had occurred in France. Similar 
reforms―short of revolution―would have to occur in Prussia to 
reverse the results of 1806. 
 The Military Reorganization Commission began by correcting 
straightforward organizational discrepancies. The army received 
improved uniforms and equipment, state-of-the-art weapons, and 
new tactical procedures (authored in part by Clausewitz).17 Once the 
means were in place to correct these deficiencies, the commission 
turned its attention to more difficult challenges. In addressing the 
pervasive socio-political faults within the army, the commission 
embarked on a more radical path that led to the creation of a new 
officer corps, the citizen-soldier, and a revolutionary general staff 
system. The reformers’ guiding objective in pursuing these initiatives 
was to imbue the Prussian army with “institutionalized military 
excellence”; specifically, “organizational genius . . . led in battle 
by operational genius.”18 Scharnhorst and his associates believed 
fervently that to achieve this ambitious transformational goal was 
to provide the nation with its best insurance against revisiting Jena-
Auerstädt. 
 Prior to overhaul by the reorganization commission, the state had 
reserved admission to the Prussian officer corps almost exclusively 
to members of the aristocratic landed gentry, or Junker class. 
Commissions rested on the basis of political influence and patronage 
rather than an officer candidate’s actual merit or military potential. As 
a result, inconsistent talent, insularism, and professional stagnation 
had characterized the Prussian officer corps before 1807. Moreover, 
the Junkers discounted the value of formal education (believing that 
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it made one “soft”―a thinker rather than a doer); as a result, the 
intellectual capacity of the officer corps remained limited as well. 
The reformers transformed the officer corps first by persuading the 
king to grant eligibility to all elements of society. New officers―
whether Junker or commoner―would receive appointment through 
a universal examination process blind to station or influence. This 
measure alone served to expand significantly the talent pool from 
which candidates came, and it proved to be the principal foundation 
upon which the new Prussian officer corps would rest. Secondly, 
Scharnhorst, recognizing the value of education, supervised the 
creation of three military schools to provide basic instruction to all 
newly commissioned officers prior to assignment with the active 
force. Compulsory military education was also unprecedented in 
Prussian military tradition; yet it proved equally successful and 
ensured standardization of quality while promoting intellectual 
growth among the new officer corps.19

 In tandem with reforms to the officer corps, the commission 
also pursued significant transformational objectives in recasting the 
Prussian soldier. At Jena-Auerstädt the men in the ranks did not 
constitute a peoples’ army whose common interests were coupled with 
those of the state; in fact, most viewed the war as solely the concern of 
King Frederick William (and the Junker class), thereby resulting in an 
alarming popular indifference to the French invasion. Consequently, 
the average soldier was bereft of esprit de corps or patriotic spirit, 
and, equating service in the king’s army with unjust coercion, he 
was likely to desert at the first opportunity.20 The reformers pursued 
a twofold scheme to transform the Prussian commoner-in-arms 
into a citizen-soldier. The first was through a system of egalitarian 
universal conscription which denied exemption to any element of 
society and mandated a shorter period of obligation. The goal of 
universal conscription was to ensure that the military “burden . . . 
was carried on all shoulders” and that service in the Prussian Army 
became “a proud civic duty . . . that turned the cause of the state 
into the cause of every man.” An additional advantage would be 
in promoting a new nationalistic spirit in which fealty to the king 
also encompassed a growing loyalty to the state―or Fatherland.21 
Secondly, primarily through the work of Stein, the reformers wished 
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to expand markedly the powers of the constitutional element of the 
government vis-à-vis the king. They hoped this would encourage a 
feeling of general enfranchisement among the people to combat the 
pervasive sense of alienation from government resident throughout 
Prussia. Moreover, included in this initiative was an attempt to 
transfer control of the army from the king to constitutional civilian 
authorities.22 While the reorganization commission was extremely 
successful in implementing universal conscription in 1808, the king 
rejected initiatives to expand constitutional powers or surrender 
control of his army.23 Nevertheless, sufficient measures were in place 
to transform the existing system and produce Prussia’s first citizen-
soldiers as the reformers envisioned.
 Having addressed successfully basic organizational deficiencies 
as well as implemented initiatives to transform the officer corps 
and the Prussian soldier, the commission members likewise created 
the means to administer, train, and lead this new army with 
“institutionalized genius”―the general staff system. This measure 
proved the most unprecedented and intellectually revolutionary of 
all the reforms in the commission’s efforts to counterbalance France’s 
military revolution (as well as Napoleon’s genius). Best described as 
“the intellectual center of the army,”24 this new general staff concept 
far transcended traditional European staff organizations responsible 
primarily for executive clerical and courier functions. The Prussian 
Army meticulously selected, organized, and empowered the best 
officers―intellectually and professionally―to function collectively:

. . . as a single, coordinated brain, but always be fully responsive to 
the commands and desires of the Commander-in-Chief . . . This was 
to be done in both systematic and dynamic ways. New General Staff 
officers . . . would be educated carefully and intensively to replace older 
officers as they lost their sharpness and faded into retirement. The chief 
of this elite group would be the individual who combined the best in 
experience, education, imagination, vigor, and intellect. He would not be 
the Commander-in-Chief, since that post would still be reserved for the 
monarch . . . But the advice and information that the Chief of the General 
Staff could give the king, and the assistance that he and the Staff could 
also provide in the exercise of command, were expected to assure that 
wise decisions could and would be made by the least able of monarchs, 
and that even if a headstrong ruler were to make a blunder, the Staff 
would be able to retrieve it.25
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 Moreover, the general staff’s organization encompassed 
operational, mobilization, and logistical planning functions, as 
well as responsibility for the coordination of operations once 
hostilities commenced. General staff officers routinely transferred 
between assignments with field units (where they assisted the unit 
commander and facilitated coordination with higher echelons) 
and the Great General Staff (at the War Ministry) to broaden their 
experience and perspective. Of significance, selection to the general 
staff was competitive and entailed exceptionally high standards. 
A system of examination selected only 150 candidates per year to 
attend the Kriegsakademie (war academy―founded by Scharnhorst in 
1810). On graduation, each officer served with the general staff for a 
2-year trial period; at the conclusion of this probationary assessment, 
only three or four officers received permanent assignment to the 
general staff.26 In its unprecedented ability to create and promote 
institutionalized military excellence, this unique general staff system 
remains the most significant initiative born of the reorganization 
commission―and its success underlies the fact that every major 
European army would eventually attempt to emulate it in one form 
or another.
 The achievements of the reorganization commission provide a 
persuasive example of institutional intellectualism as an agent for 
military transformation. Working under a mandate from the army 
commander-in-chief (King Frederick William III), the reformers 
operated within and as a function of the military system. Moreover, 
they enjoyed a degree of intellectual freedom and engaged in a 
critical exchange of ideas that were remarkable for the time. This 
climate in turn allowed for the synergistic union of Prussia’s leading 
military thinkers―and their focused intellectual energy achieved 
a level of societal, political, and military reform that truly was 
transformational. 
 Admittedly, concerted elements of the Junker Class―both civil 
and military―remained convinced that organizational military 
reforms were sufficient alone to cure the ills of Jena-Auerstädt 
and opposed the commission’s initiatives.27 These traditionalists 
attempted at every turn to counter the reformers’ efforts at 
socio-political change. Significantly, only within the system can 
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intellectual energy achieve the necessary cohesion and influence to 
overcome this traditional opposition. One easily can imagine that 
even the extraordinary intellect and vigor of Scharnhorst would 
have failed had he waged a crusade alone, disconnected from the 
political and military institutional framework. Furthermore, the 
commission’s work did not constitute military orthodoxy; indeed, 
one of the functions it envisioned for the general staff system was to 
prevent organizational stagnation and promote fresh perspectives 
that would challenge convention well into the future. 
 One final observation is germane: the immutable factor of time. 
Even institutional intellectualism takes years―possibly decades―to 
reap the fruit of its transformational seeds. The Prussian reformers 
put sweeping socio-political-military changes in place between 1807 
and 1812. As a result, the Prussian Army performed significantly 
better in the campaigns of 1814 and 1815 against Napoleon; yet the 
full return on their intellectual labor was not realized fully until the 
wars of 1866 and 1870, in which the Prussian Army defeated Austria 
and France, respectively, and established the Prusso-German nation 
as the greatest power in Europe.

THE CREATION OF THE PANZERWAFFE

 In 1933 Adolf Hitler witnessed a rather modest military 
demonstration which proved to be the harbinger of profound 
transformation within the German Army and, in time, was to usher in 
an RMA. This exhibition introduced the militarily ambitious German 
Chancellor to the basic components of the newly created mechanized 
army and included coordinated maneuvers by motorcycle, anti-tank, 
and armored reconnaissance units in cooperation with a platoon of 
light tanks. Hitler was so impressed by the demonstration that he 
announced enthusiastically to the assembled officers and political 
leaders: “That is what I need! That is what I want to have!” While it 
is doubtful that Hitler recognized the true military potential of this 
infant force, he did provide an important institutional impetus to its 
further development and incorporation in the operational doctrine 
of the German Army;28 significantly, it is this doctrinal change that 
transformed the character of war in 1939.
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 Unlike the Prussian Military Reorganization Commission, the 
thinkers most responsible for the creation of the German armor force 
(Panzerwaffe)―and its revolutionary application to Blitzkrieg―had no 
formal organization. Instead, they achieved transformation through 
their collective individual actions, albeit working in an institutional 
context and within a system that encouraged innovation. The first of 
these individuals whose achievements warrant discussion is General 
Hans von Seeckt. Seeckt, in his position as chief of the Army Command 
Troop Office, served as a clandestine chief of the general staff and 
led the German Army between 1919 and 1926. A progressive thinker 
who recognized the need for military reform, Seeckt’s first initiatives 
involved purging many traditionalist elements from the officer corps 
and undertaking a comprehensive analysis of lessons-learned from 
the First World War. Not only was he successful in creating “a very 
different officer corps from that which had existed before World 
War I, one whose cultural ethos emphasized intellectual as well as 
tactical and operational excellence,” but his investigation into the 
causes of Germany’s defeat (conducted by over 500 officers working 
in specialized committees) yielded tangible results and provided the 
genesis for a revolutionary new doctrine.29 Army Regulation 487, 
entitled Führung und Gefecht der verbundenen Waffen30 (Leadership and 
Battle with Combined Arms) and published in 1921-23, first articulated 
this doctrine. Written under Seeckt’s supervision, this regulation 
described in great detail combined arms operations emphasizing 
offensive action, speed of maneuver, penetration and exploitation, 
and decentralized command and control.31 Significantly, Army 
Regulation 487 devoted an entire section to the use of tanks and 
other armored vehicles and recognized their potential for massed 
operations and deep penetration; likewise, “using tanks in small 
numbers or on a narrow front was emphatically discouraged.”32

 Seeckt initiated several other measures during his tenure as 
army chief aimed specifically at cultivating the fledgling panzer 
force. He created the Inspectorate of Motor Troops in 1924 and 
assigned an armor officer to all units and garrisons. This officer 
was to indoctrinate and train officers and noncommissioned 
officers throughout the army in armor technology and procedures; 
additionally, he advised unit commanders in matters pertaining 
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to mechanized warfare and assumed command of mock tank 
units during field exercises. The importance Seeckt placed on this 
program is evident in the fact that assignment and transfer of these 
armor officers had to be approved by the Inspector of Motor Troops. 
Seeckt also personally directed every year between 1920 and 1925 
that more training and emphasis be devoted to armored warfare. 
Moreover, the army commander further insisted that tanks and 
motorized elements take part in all field exercises to the maximum 
extend possible.33 While these initiatives certainly were beneficial 
to the early development of the Panzerwaffe and subsequent armor 
doctrine, Seeckt’s primary contribution was in creating an intellectual 
environment that encouraged free-thinking and the critical exchange 
of ideas. Significantly, he enabled key armor theorists and advocates 
to work within a system that provided institutional legitimacy to 
their continuing efforts at doctrinal reform.
 The leading German armor theorist during the formative years 
of the Panzerwaffe was Lieutenant Ernst Volckheim. A tanker during 
the First World War, Volckheim had the opportunity to observe 
first-hand the success of Allied armor in reversing 4 years of 
stalemate on the Western Front in 1918. Consequently, following the 
war he began a concerted study of mechanized warfare, becoming 
Germany’s leading authority during the 1920s. Volckheim was a 
prolific professional writer, authoring over two dozen articles on 
armored warfare between 1923 and 1927, as well as publishing 
two comprehensive books on the subject during the same period: 
one an autobiographical account of the German tank corps during 
the First World War; the second a theoretical work on armor 
technology, tactics, and doctrine that became a standard army text. 
Convinced that future operations would entail armored spearheads 
to effect penetration (with the requirement to destroy enemy armor), 
Volckheim was the first theorist to discount the value of light tanks in 
favor of more heavily armored and gunned medium battle tanks. He 
also stressed the need to maintain a mobile armor reserve, believing 
this to be the best doctrinal solution for defeating a successful 
enemy tank penetration through friendly defenses. Additionally, 
Volckheim was the first German to advocate equipping all armored 
vehicles and supporting arms with radio gear, recognizing that 
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wireless communications would enhance command and control 
functions and greatly increase the tempo of operations.34 The young 
theorist devoted his considerable intellectual energies to the pursuit 
of these concepts―all of which were included in subsequent German 
armored doctrine. 
 Following the First World War, two schools of thought emerged 
governing the employment of armor in battle. The majority view, 
advocated by the traditional officer corps of every major military 
power, recognized the tank as simply another supporting arm for 
the infantry; the minority school, championed by a small number of 
independent thinkers, envisioned the tank as the principal combat 
arm to be supported instead by the infantry (as well as the other 
traditional supporting arms).35 In Germany, the leading intellectual 
champions for independent armored units were Colonel Werner 
von Fritsch, Colonel Werner von Blomberg, and Colonel Ludwig 
Beck (all destined to be senior leaders in the German Army). During 
the mid-1920s these officers advocated the creation of independent 
mechanized units which possessed the inherent capability to breach 
or envelope an enemy position and then achieve rapid penetration 
in depth. In this manner, with powerful armored forces ranging 
throughout the enemy’s vulnerable rear areas, victory would prove 
inevitable, providing the mechanized formations maintained a 
rapid tempo of operations and retained the initiative. Moreover, 
they envisioned a totally mechanized force in which the supporting 
infantry, artillery, reconnaissance, engineer, and staff units also 
would be motorized and capable of maintaining pace with the 
tank formations. Fritsch wrote in 1927 as Army Command Troop 
Office operations chief that “armored, quickly moving tanks most 
probably will become the operationally decisive offensive weapon. 
From an operational perspective this weapon will be most effective 
if concentrated in independent units like tank brigades.”36 While 
the Germans possessed no tanks during the 1920s, these officers 
validated their views concerning the potential for combined arms 
armor operations by closely observing British maneuvers during 
this period and extrapolating their own conclusions: 

. . . one can now clarify what will happen with tanks behind the enemy’s 
main line of resistance after a successful breakthrough. Tanks can be used: 
for attacks on the enemy’s rear positions, against advancing reserves, as 
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well as against command posts and artillery emplacements. For such 
tasks, present- day tanks are far more capable than older models.37

 Fritsch, Blomberg, and Beck’s vision began to be realized in 1928 
with the creation of the first independent mechanized battalion with 
permanently assigned armored car, motorcycle, and mock tank units 
(actual tanks would be added in 1933). This was accomplished under 
the able direction of two influential armor pioneers in the Inspectorate 
of Motor Troops: Colonel Oswald Lutz and Colonel Alfred von 
Vollard-Bockelberg. These two officers were also responsible for the 
design of Germany’s first generation of light and medium tanks, as 
well as for expanding the technical curriculum at the Panzer Troops 
School to include formalizing training in mechanized warfare 
doctrine and combined arms tactics.38 Given the conviction and 
vigor of all these officers in pursuing transformation, it will come 
as no surprise that Fritsch and Lutz later supervised the creation of 
the first three panzer divisions in 1935 as the army’s Commander-in-
Chief and Commander of Panzer Troops, respectively.39 
 An observation concerning the contributions of General Heinz 
Guderian is necessary at this point. While active in the development 
and expansion of the mature Panzerwaffe in the late 1930s as 
Commander of Panzer Troops, Guderian played little intellectual 
role in the creation of the armored force and associated doctrine 
despite subsequent assertions to the contrary. In fact, Guderian 
later claimed authorship for virtually all of the innovations and 
achievements described in the preceding paragraphs!40 Nevertheless, 
in 1937 Guderian published a credible overview of German armored 
warfare doctrine in a widely circulated work, Achtung-Panzer!41 
This book reiterated the conviction that “. . . tanks would only 
be able to play their full part within the framework of a modern 
army when they were treated as that army’s principal weapon and 
were supplied with fully motorized supporting arms.”42 Moreover, 
Guderian emphasized the need to concentrate the panzer divisions 
at the “decisive point of action” in order to maximize their advantage 
in mobility, firepower, and shock value; conversely, operational 
dispersion of the Panzerwaffe would undermine its inherent 
strengths and negate its decisiveness.43 Consequently, as Guderian 
concluded: “In an attack that is based on a successful tank action the 
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‘architect of victory’ is not the infantry but the tanks themselves; for 
if the tank attack fails, then the whole operation is a failure, whereas 
if the tanks succeed, then victory follows.”44 The concept of the 
independent panzer division as described by Guderian in Achtung-
Panzer!, with its potential for massed action against the enemy’s 
front or flank―followed by relentless exploitation in the rear―made 
the transformation of German operational doctrine possible.
 In the wake of the creation of the first three panzer divisions 
in 1935, Beck (now a general and Fritsch’s Chief of Staff) initiated 
a study to determine the feasibility of panzer corps and panzer 
armies. Subsequent field exercises and operational experience in 
the occupation of Austria in 1938 prompted the general staff to 
make ongoing improvements to the organization, training, and 
tactical procedures of the panzer divisions: “The result was a 
process of steady incremental improvement and innovation that 
amounted over the long term to systematic change, but without the 
risk of following false paths due to the misplaced enthusiasms of 
reformers or the troglodytic opposition of conservatives.”45 During 
the operation in Austria, the panzer divisions were employed 
piecemeal with subordinate units attached to infantry corps; the 
seizure of Czechoslovakia in 1939, however, witnessed the panzer 
divisions operating independently, though still under the control 
of an infantry corps commander. In short order, with procedures 
and doctrine further refined, the panzer divisions were organized 
in dedicated armor corps and teamed exclusively with motorized 
infantry divisions for combat operations against Poland.46 As such, by 
the outbreak of war in September 1939, the intellectual vision begun 
by Seeckt and Volckheim had been institutionalized successfully 
within the organizational and operational framework of the army―
transformation was a reality. And in a devastating endorsement of 
the validity of German armored doctrine, the Panzerwaffe proved a 
revolution in military affairs and made possible in 4 weeks in May-
June 1940 what had eluded German arms for 4 long years during 
World War I―the total defeat of France.
 The creation of the Panzerwaffe offers another persuasive 
example of institutional intellectualism as an agent for military 
transformation. The collective efforts of several individuals―Seeckt, 
Volckheim, Fritsch, Blomberg, Beck, Lutz, and Vollard-Bockelberg―



36

achieved organizational and doctrinal change within the system 
solely as a result of synergistic, focused intellectual energy. Seeckt 
set the conditions for transformation and sponsored progressive 
intellectual activity within an environment that encouraged a 
critical exchange of ideas; moreover, his endorsement assured that 
contemporary and follow-on reformers remained shielded within 
the system and never forfeited their institutional legitimacy. Of 
course, they faced inevitable opposition from old school advocates; 
General Gerd von Rundstedt clearly expressed the opinion of the 
traditionalists when, at an exercise involving the new tank units, he 
declared: “All nonsense, all nonsense, my dear Guderian.”47 Yet―
significantly―the conservative element never seriously impeded 
the development of the Panzerwaffe or associated organizational/
doctrinal reform because debate remained protected within the 
system where it could influence mainstream thought and processes. 
Additionally, it is important to note that the march of intellectual 
progress never stagnated into premature orthodoxy; the vision 
was continually renewed by succeeding generations of progressive 
thinkers who refused to stop short of real transformational success. 
Consequently, orthodoxy emerged only over time―when Blitzkrieg 
became relegated to the realm of convention. 
 Two final observations are worth reemphasizing: While the 
German achievements in France certainly included a significant 
technological dimension, the RMA was not born simply of new tank 
designs and ubiquitous radios; instead, it resulted from the correct 
(and decisive) application of technology through a transformational 
doctrine. The doctrine was revolutionary, not the tank.48 Secondly, 
the factor of time again is apparent; it took nearly 2 decades for the 
collective intellectual vision of Seeckt, Volckheim, and the other 
progressive thinkers to mature into actual operational capability―
illustrating well that military transformation, by its nature, is never 
a timely or efficient process.

“KNOWLEDGE MUST BECOME CAPABILITY”

 The catalytic role of the Prussian Reorganization Commission 
and the architects of German armored doctrine in promoting 
transformation within their respective military organizations should 
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be apparent; as such, one can garner several instructive themes from 
these case studies that are relevant and applicable to current―and 
future―efforts by the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) to embrace 
transformation.
 Intellectualism must work within an institutional context to succeed. 
Transformation is born of intellectual energy, but as demonstrated in 
the preceding case studies, it can only thrive within an institutional 
framework which is wedded to the system. Organizational 
endorsement―as witnessed by King Frederick William III and 
Seeckt―provides indispensable legitimacy and intellectual freedom. 
The recent creation of the Office of Force Transformation under 
the direct purview of the Secretary of Defense offers a potential 
institutional framework for intellectualism to flourish and exercise 
influence within DoD. Similarly, the Army’s Doctrine Command, 
coupled with Joint Forces Command’s responsibility for the creation 
of Joint doctrine, afford additional opportunities for institutional 
intellectualism to work within and for the system. Unfortunately, 
these organizations to date largely have been incapable of catalyzing 
significant and enduring institutional change because they remain 
culturally divorced from the mainstream of events within the 
armed forces. Simply, while the structure is in place, the intellectual 
capital it houses is not integrated within the system in the manner 
achieved by Scharnhorst or Seeckt. Moreover, this structure fails to 
promote effective innovation, free-thought, or a critical exchange of 
ideas within and throughout the organization as a whole; instead, 
these endeavors are confined to “think tanks” and reside within the 
walls of academia―well outside the organizational and professional 
mainstream. Perhaps in time the Office of Force Transformation will 
correct these deficiencies; if not, substantive transformation will 
prove impossible until intellectual endeavor is institutionalized in a 
way Scharnhorst and Seeckt would recognize.
 The absolute best intellectual capital must be assigned to transformation 
duties. The Office of Force Transformation, Doctrine Command, 
and Joint Forces Command must be staffed with the “best and 
brightest” to ensure the highest caliber of intellectual power, energy, 
and vigor is applied to transformation activities. Furthermore, 
these individuals primarily should be military professionals with 



38

operational experience. Successful transformation requires critical 
thinkers demonstrating exceptional “agility of the mind.”49 At 
present, it remains highly questionable whether those organizations 
responsible for transformation are staffed with the proper 
intellectual capital. Are the contemporary intellectual peers of 
Scharnhorst, Clausewitz, and Seeckt in residence at the Office of 
Force Transformation or Doctrine Command? They are not, because 
the system resists assigning them to duties presently considered 
“non career-enhancing.” Additionally, a concerted effort is required 
to identify and employ young officers of exceptional intellectual 
talent as demonstrated by the personnel selections of Scharnhorst 
and Seeckt; intellectual renewal and avoidance of orthodoxy are 
possible only when the system empowers young critical thinkers 
such as Clausewitz, Grolman, Boyen, and Volckheim to temper the 
experience of senior officers and press the envelope of convention. 
Again, in the absence of our best intellectual capital (of all ranks), 
transformation will prove chimerical. 
 Technological achievement does not constitute transformation. 
As illustrated in both case studies, transformation is born 
almost exclusively of organizational, systemic, and/or doctrinal 
innovation; therefore, while there is frequently a technological 
component to transformation, technology is incapable of catalyzing 
transformational change or an RMA until it is subordinated to effective 
ideas. Consequently, there is an intellectual danger in staffing the 
Office of Force Transformation, Joint Forces Command, or Doctrine 
Command with technocrats rather than critical thinkers. Given the 
current euphoria surrounding modern military technology, it is 
logical to assume that technocrats hold great influence within these 
organizations―and transformation efforts dominated by technocrats 
will not succeed regardless of how revolutionary their technological 
achievements may be.
 Transformation takes time to achieve. Presently, there exists a 
pervasive misconception throughout all levels of the American 
military establishment that transformation can be accomplished 
in short order. As described previously, the Prussian Military 
Reorganization Commission required decades for its sweeping 
transformational goals to be realized, while the creation of the 
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Panzerwaffe and associated doctrine consumed nearly 20 years in 
catalyzing less ambitious transformation. Of course, the complexity 
and scope of the transformation process will dictate the time required 
to achieve the desired end state―but the duration likely always will 
be measured in years. Therefore, since historical experience dictates 
that military reform is a laborious, time-consuming process, it would 
be logical to conclude that current transformation efforts within DoD 
will likely not reach maturation in less than several years. 
 Transformation will always face concerted opposition from 
traditionalists. “Transformation requires changing culture and 
attitude.”50 It is human nature to resist change; as such, intellectual 
efforts to drive transformation will always have to contend with 
traditional conservative elements supporting the status quo and 
resisting change. Nevertheless, as demonstrated in the preceding 
case studies, this opposition can be overwhelmed by ensuring the 
intellectual impetus for transformation remains institutionalized 
and resides within the system. Therefore, conservative opposition 
to present American efforts at military transformation, while extant, 
does not pose any real challenge as long as the transformation 
effort is driven by institutional intellectualism, continues to work 
within the organization, and retains administration and Secretary of 
Defense patronage. 
 The purpose of transformation is to turn intellectual vision into 
military capability. Whether this transformation is in response to 
an RMA or constitutes a revolution itself, the driving force will―
and must―remain institutional intellectualism; and this is why 
professional debate on intellectualism in the military must confine 
itself to this salient issue. To do otherwise is to lose sight of the most 
important aspect of intellectualism and its exclusive role as an agent 
for military transformation. Clausewitz emphatically reminds us in 
On War that “knowledge must become capability.”51 We must never 
forget that, without institutional intellectualism, this is not possible, 
and professional stagnation and atrophy must eventually result.
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CHAPTER 3

SWIFTLY DEFEAT THE EFFORTS, THEN WHAT?
THE “NEW AMERICAN WAY OF WAR” AND THE 

TRANSITION FROM DECISIVE COMBAT OPERATIONS
TO POST-CONFLICT SECURITY OPERATIONS

Lieutenant Colonel John D. Nelson

 Since the first Gulf War, the United States has fought three 
major campaigns: Operation ALLIED FORCE in Kosovo, Operation 
ENDURING FREEDOM in Afghanistan, and Operation IRAQI 
FREEDOM in Iraq.  The principles of rapid decisive operations 
have influenced the pattern and conduct of operations in all three 
conflicts.  These principles evolved from early work by Harlan 
Ulman and James Wade, Jr., in Shock and Awe: Achieving Rapid 
Dominance, published in 1996.1  The principles of rapid decisive 
operations created such success in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM that 
Max Boot called the approach a “New American Way of War.”2

 It was the promise of rapid decisive operations that served as the 
lynchpin for the revision of the two Major Theater of War (MTW) 
force sizing constructs during the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review.3  
This revision resulted in a new force sizing, one that mandated 

. . . forces be shaped to defend the United States; deter aggression and 
coercion forward in four critical regions; swiftly defeat aggression 
in overlapping major conflicts while preserving for the President the 
option to call for a decisive victory in one of those conflicts―including 
the possibility of regime change or occupation; and conduct a limited 
number of smaller scale contingency operations.4  

The Office of the Secretary of Defense embraced the new concept of 
“swiftly defeat the efforts” of an adversary, in large part, on the hope 
that this would yield force savings with no discernable risk.5

 The last three combat operations undertaken by the United States 
in the period since the first Gulf War suggest that the assumptions 
postulated in the concept of Rapid Decisive Operations to justify 
the force sizing choices made in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review 
were justified.  However, the authors of the concept, those who 
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operationalized the concept in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq, and 
most especially the policymakers in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, have failed to include post-conflict operations as part of 
their calculus.  The notion of rapid decisive operations was one of “hit 
and run” rather than “fight and stay.”  Yet fight and stay is precisely 
what happened in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq.  Paradoxically, it 
now takes more ground forces to secure the peace in periods after 
war than to carry out decisive operations.6

 This condition would not be much of a problem were it not for 
the rules associated with the Quadrennial Defense Review’s force-
sizing construct, which allows the sizing of forces only for the 
conduct of the decisive operations.  It considers other force structure 
“lesser included” and, for analytical purposes, to be extracted from 
a stability operation to conduct decisive operations.7  However, 
during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, the United States did not 
extract forces from on going stability operations in the Sinai, Bosnia, 
Kosovo, or Afghanistan.  The post-conflict operations that the nation 
has committed the U.S. Army to exceed the forces sized to meet the 
decisive operations needs envisioned under the two major theater 
war concept.  A force improperly sized, if not corrected, can lead to 
symptoms of increased force stress and result in decreased readiness, 
increased retention problems, and larger institutional problems.
 This chapter will examine the paradox created by the “New 
American Way of War,” as represented by the concept of rapid 
decisive operations and the increased need for ground forces to 
secure the peace compared to the conduct of decisive operations.  
To examine this paradox, this chapter will compare the concepts 
associated with rapid decisive operations and the “New American 
Way of War.”  The primary focus will be on the period of time 
in a campaign when decisive operations transition from conflict 
termination to post-conflict stability operations.  It will compare the 
concepts in the previous sections to the cases of Kosovo, Afghanistan, 
and Iraq to provide conclusions and recommendations for use in 
force-sizing discussions in the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review.

A NEW AMERICAN WAY OF WAR

 The “New American Way of War,” as described by Max Boot in 
Foreign Affairs, is a method of war characterized by rapid maneuver 
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and precision firepower to achieve quick victory with minimum 
casualties.  This new style of warfare puts a premium on flexibility 
and surprise.  It relies on special operations forces to a much greater 
extent than in the past.  The “New American Way of War” depends 
on the heavy use of psychological and information operations to 
force opponents to capitulate without fighting.  The main pillar of this 
“New American Way of War” is the use of information technology to 
integrate air, land, and seapower to accomplish assigned missions.8

 Boot points to U.S. operations in Iraq during Operation IRAQI 
FREEDOM and in Afghanistan during Operation ENDURING 
FREEDOM as evidence that this transformation in the American Way 
of War has occurred right before the eyes of Americans.  Admittedly, 
Iraq was a far better example of the “New American Way of War” 
than U.S. operations in Afghanistan.  Operation IRAQI FREEDOM 
involved greater combined arms operations, for there were far more 
conventional land forces than used in Afghanistan.9  Boot’s analysis 
of Operation ENDURING FREEDOM demonstrated the difficulties 
of not employing sufficent land forces in an operation, since 
some of the most significant Taliban and al Qaeda forces eluded 
destruction.10

 Boot’s vision of the “New American Way of War” couples the 
increased precision of airpower with the networking of the total 
joint force to increase the efficacy of airpower.  However, this does 
not obviate the need for ground forces during decisive operations.  
He argues effectively that the United States will require ground 
forces in lesser numbers during decisive operations to defeat forces 
that airpower cannot destroy due to dispersion and concealment.11  
However, one cannot conclude that the United States can gain 
savings from the “New American Way of War” by reducing the size 
of ground forces.  He argues, paradoxically, that the United States 
will require more ground forces to secure the peace.12

 Similar views about the changing nature of the American Way of 
War have appeared. Their authors, the current director of the Office 
of Force Transformation along with a professor from the Naval War 
College, argue that Operation ENDURING FREEDOM in Afghanistan 
showcased the “Emerging American Way of War.”  In the January 
2003 issue of Proceedings, Vice Admiral (Retired) Cebrowski co-
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authored, with his Assistant for Strategic Futures, a vision of the 
“Emerging American Way of War.”13  He has expanded this vision 
in further detail in a subsequent article titled “The Top 100 Rules 
of the New American Way of War.”14  Together, for all intents and 
purposes, these two documents outline the Department of Defense’s 
(DoD) vision for the future of warfare.  The Office of the Secretary of 
Defense will view and implement future transformational concepts 
and white papers through the lens of the “Emerging American Way 
of War.”15

 The “Emerging American Way of War” showcases special 
operations forces operating with local knowledge from remote 
locations and applying information-age technology to leverage 
networked precision capabilities.  These forces will receive the 
support of units capable of nation-building and constabulary 
operations at the end of strike operations to free elite forces for 
subsequent missions.  Ultimately, super-empowered individual 
warfighters (meaning special operation forces) will perform as 
super global cops, neutralizing enemies of the United States such 
as Osama bin Laden.  The “Emerging American Way of War” will 
push jointness down to the tactical level.  This vision exhibits speed 
in execution of operations and increasing precision of operational 
effects to limit an adversary’s strategic choices.16  
 The “Emerging American Way of War” is possible through the 
networking of military capabilities to allow more discreet use of 
those capabilities in surgical strikes rather than the imprecise battles 
of old fashioned war.17  This networking of capabilities will mean 
that:  “. . . as information moves down echelon, so does combat 
power, meaning smaller joint force packages wield greater combat 
power.  Network-centric warfare generates new and extraordinary 
levels of operational efficiency.”18

 Or put another way, the “Emerging American Way of War,” 
through the use of Network Centric operations, supposedly will 
provide the promise of less land forces in contact with the enemy 
during decisive operations.  The “Top 100 Rules of the New 
American Way of War” goes so far as to argue that the United States 
“endeavors to keep the ground forces’ ‘footprint’ as economical as 
possible.”19  How does this concept enable the limited use of ground 
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forces?  The joint force “aims for rapid dominance of any battlefield 
it may enter so the initial blows come from the air.”20  This is the 
connection the authors of the “Emerging American Way of War” 
make with the concepts of rapid dominance and rapid decisive 
operations.  In these concepts, ground forces will “roll up enemy 
ground forces that have been softened by air attacks and . . . occupy 
terrain.”21  Thus, the authors of these concepts envisage limited 
ground forces only to impose a decision already facilitated by the 
network-centric, rapid decisive operations.
 The authors of the “New American Way of War” remain 
largely mute about the issue of securing the peace.  They envision 
constabulary and nation-building forces that will allow elite forces 
to exit upon completion of decisive operations.  Their notion is 
that there will be a clear delineation between decisive-combat and 
post-conflict operations.  The concept of securing and occupying 
terrain and controlling the adversary’s populace receives virtually 
no attention other than the assumption that limited land forces 
will have to secure the peace due to the decisive nature of the 
network-centric, rapid decisive operations.  In fact, the authors of 
the rules for “The New American Way of War” envision a short 
stabilization period due to passing of security of the countryside 
to the local constabulary or to other national peacekeeping forces.22  
The authors further elaborate on this concept as part of their ideas 
for the employment of ground forces in which the Army maintains 
the peace as a “premier long-term occupation force.”  The Army will 
maintain the peace only until the United States can transition the 
post-conflict stability duties to international or local civilian rule.23

 What emerges from the Office of Force Transformation’s view of 
the “New American Way of War” is somewhat different from that 
of Max Boot.  The Office of Force Transformation’s view rests on the 
belief that because of the changing nature of war, there will be only a 
limited need for ground forces during decisive operations.  One may 
assume the same ground forces needed for success during decisive 
operations could handle the post-conflict, since their argument 
makes no mention of increasing the number of ground forces in the 
transition to post-conflict operations.  Perhaps a more detailed look 
at the concept for rapid decisive operations or the emerging joint 
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operations concept for major combat operations, largely based on 
ideas drawn from rapid decisive operations, might provide insights 
into the transition from conducting decisive operations to securing 
the peace and whether this transition requires more land force than 
decisive operations does.

FROM RAPID DOMINANCE TO RAPID DECISIVE 
OPERATIONS

 The seeds for the “New American Way of War” originated in 
1996 by a group of military theorists from the National Defense 
University and outlined in Shock and Awe: Achieving Rapid 
Dominance.  The concept of rapid dominance emerged in response 
to the changing strategic environment of the post-cold war period.  
This environment was one of increasing technological change and 
diversification of strategic threats.  One of the main drivers behind 
the concept of rapid dominance was the need to change the two 
major regional contingency (MRC) force structure and replace it 
with one that was less costly.24  Through the use of perfect, or near 
perfect, situational awareness on the battlefield, more efficient forces 
supposedly could defeat or destroy an adversary.
 Thus came the idea of rapid dominance aimed at harnessing 
these technological innovations to produce desired strategic results.  
The goal of rapid dominance would render an adversary incapable 
of further resistance through the use of physical and psychological 
means.  The end result, achieved with minimal U.S. forces, would be 
complete submission of the enemy through “shock and awe.”25  The 
idea of rapid dominance is predicated on four characteristics; perfect 
knowledge of the operational environment; rapidity of application 
of capabilities; total control of the information and intelligence; and 
brilliance in empowering individuals at the lowest levels to apply 
such capabilities against an adversary.26

 Virtually no description about what occurs after decisive 
operations occurs in writings about rapid dominance.  The concept 
envisioned by the authors is such that “Rapid Dominance seeks to 
impose (in extreme cases) the non-nuclear equivalent of the impact 
that the atomic weapons dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
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had on the Japanese.”27  Therefore, with the implementation of 
rapid dominance, decisive victory will entail small forces on the 
ground with near perfect information and intelligence directing 
and applying lethal and nonlethal weaponry against an adversary.  
They will so overwhelm the enemy physically and psychologically 
that he will capitulate.  The transition to post-conflict is therefore 
just a matter of moving a relatively benign constabulatory force to 
occupy an adversary’s territory for a short period of time, at least 
until a handover to local or international authority occurs.  While 
the authors of rapid dominance never really address the transition 
to post-conflict, the metaphor that Hiroshima and Nagasaki provide 
suggests that there will be a relatively rapid transition requiring few 
ground forces to secure the peace.
 The Joint Forces Command took the ideas of rapid dominance 
and developed the concept of rapid decisive operations.  The 
concept of rapid decisive operations will serve as the blueprint for 
future concept development and experimentation.28  In addition, 
the Joint Forces Command released the recommendations for rapid 
decisive operations to coincide with the release of the results of the 
Quadrennial Defense Review of 2001.29  Not surprisingly, none of the 
recommendations really addressed the issue of transitioning to post-
conflict from decisive operations or for the security forces required 
for ensuring the success of the transition to the post-conflict.  Rapid 
decisive operations, as described in the White Paper, integrates 
knowledge, command and control, and operations, while leveraging 
other elements of national power, to enable the United States and its 
allies to attack an adversary asymmetrically from different directions 
and in different dimensions.  These operations supposedly will so 
overpower an adversary that he will lose coherence, will realize 
he cannot achieve his objectives, and thus will capitulate or will 
ultimately be defeated.30

 A rapid decisive operation, as outlined in the White Paper, 
envisions decisiveness by imposing U.S. will on an adversary 
through breaking his coherence and defeating his will and ability 
to fight.  Friendly forces will use the concepts of rapid decisive 
operations through knowledge of the enemy’s critical vulnerabilities; 
effects-based planning and execution; use of information superiority; 
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dominant maneuver; and precision engagement to synchronize 
precision effects to generate relentless overwhelming shock on 
the adversary.31  As envisioned in the White Paper, rapid decisive 
operations will focus on rapid resolution.  Rapid decisive operations 
thus are: 

not designed for long-term commitment or to resolve long-standing 
problems.  A rapid decisive operation creates the desired outcome 
itself or it establishes the conditions to transition to a higher (e.g., major 
regional contingency) or lower (e.g., security and stability operation) 
level of commitment.32

 Therefore, the concept for rapid decisive operations, while 
described as simultaneous and parallel in its characteristics, 
envisions a sequential and serial post-conflict transition.  The forces 
required for the transition may or may not be available to the Joint 
Force Commander since the White Paper concept does not address 
the transition to post-conflict and conflict termination.  Moreover, 
the White Paper never really addresses the need for the Joint Force 
Commander to fight decisive operations, while simultaneously 
securing the peace.  There really is no mention of a transition from 
decisive operations to post-conflict operations.  Yet the ideas of rapid 
decisive operations reflect the hallmarks of the “New American 
Way of War” as outlined by the Office of Defense Transformation 
with its emphasis on speed, networked command and control, 
and the enabling of effects-based operations at the lowest level to 
achieve decisive results.33  The ideas of rapid decisive operations 
also permeate the new “Joint Operating Concept for Major Combat 
Operations.”34

 The central theme for the “Joint Operating Concept for Major 
Combat Operations” is that the joint force will bring conflict with 
a regional nation-state to decisive conclusion through the use of 
swiftly executed, simultaneous, and sequentially applied power 
in a contiguous or noncontiguous manner.35  The characteristics 
of how Joint Forces Command views the future conduct of major 
combat operations are to employ a knowledge-enhanced, effects-
based approach, applying relentless pressure, and engaging the 
adversary comprehensively.  The joint force will accomplish this by 
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using collaborative processes, aligning deployment, employment, 
and sustainment actions, and protecting itself throughout the 
battlespace.  The joint force will start a major combat operation with 
a strategic purpose in mind to achieve decisive conclusions.36

 The description of how a joint force fights in a major combat 
operation in the joint operating concept is similar to the characteristics 
of rapid decisive operations.  Rapid decisive operations highlight 
a knowledge-enabled, effects-based force that uses precision 
weaponry to generate relentless overwhelming shock to the enemy’s 
system.  As with rapid decisive operations, the “Joint Operating 
Concept for Major Combat Operations” provides few details on 
how a joint force would transition from decisive operations to post-
conflict operations.  It envisions that the joint force, if it implements 
the concept fully, will “use decisive defeat of enemy combat forces 
as a means to achieve decisive conclusion to war.”37  But, of course, 
it is the enemy who determines that the war is over.
 The concept thus assumes that a coherent enemy force remains at 
the end of combat operations to capitulate and terminate the conflict.  
There is no mention of simultaneous conduct of decisive combat 
along with stability operations or security operations to impose U.S. 
will on an adversary who no longer represents a coherent fighting 
formation but has decomposed into guerrilla bands or terrorist cells.  
The concept makes mention of ideas for post-conflict: “Successfully 
imposing our will on an adversary whose behavior brought us to 
engage him in combat operations may very well rest upon what we 
do after we have forcefully and successfully engaged an adversary’s 
ability to resist.”38  The unstated assumption is that decisive 
operations have brought relative stability to the region.  There is no 
mention of the chaos created in the wake of decisive operations due 
to a power vacuum created by the swift disintegration of an enemy 
force.  In short, there is no meaningful treatment of transition of 
decisive operations to post-conflict stability operations.

TRANSITIONING FROM DECISIVE OPERATIONS  
TO POST-CONFLICT OPERATIONS

 Joint Forces Command, in lieu of integrating a concept for 
transition to post-conflict operations in the “Major Combat 
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Operations Joint Operating Concept,” has chosen to stovepipe 
the concept into a separate “Joint Operating Concept for Stability 
Operations.”  The entire focus of the stability operations joint 
operating concept is to describe the stability operations following a 
major combat operation.39

 The joint operating concept for stability operations envisions 
a stability force separate and distinct from a combat force.  The 
joint operating concept envisions that a separate and distinct 
commander will command the “Stability Force.”  The purpose of 
this force will be two-fold during combat:  to ensure continued 
momentum of decisive combat operations, and to create conditions 
that would ensure the long-term success of post-conflict operations.  
The stability force then will transition to post-conflict actions, 
following decisive combat operations that will focus on assisting 
the interagency, international community, and local government 
by conducting security operations and civil-military operations in 
“restorative” stability operations.40  Much of this concept calls for an 
organization and force structure that is separate and distinct from 
the force structure and organizations that execute the major combat 
operations.41  Therefore, the Joint Force Command concept is looking 
to a constabulary force, a force structure and organizations separate 
and distinct from conventional operational forces to conduct the 
post-conflict operations.  This concept compliments a proposal 
published by the Center for Technology and National Security 
Policy at the National Defense University.
 In Transforming for Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations, 
Hans Binnendijk and Stuart Johnson recognize that the advent of 
the “New American Way of War,” characterized by rapid decisive 
operations with the use of network-enabled, precision effects 
based operations, brings the need to secure the peace in a rapid 
simultaneous fashion.  The authors conclude that the force needed 
to conduct decisive operations was inadequate to secure the peace in 
Afghanistan and Iraq.42  Establishing a safe and secure environment 
will be the primary mission of military forces in post-conflict 
operations.  “Embedding” civilians with the expertise required for 
essential post-conflict activities would facilitate the rapid return 
of governance and civil services, essential to long-term success of 
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the post-conflict operations.43  The authors propose establishing 
separate and distinct joint organizations to conduct post-conflict 
operations rather than providing a single warfighting commander 
the resources needed to execute simultaneously decisive combat 
operations and post-conflict operations.  The idea would be that 
the joint stabilization force would plan the post-conflict operations 
and then roll in behind major combat operations forces to conduct 
post-conflict operations in a concurrent manner.44  Military police, 
with a Tactical Combat Force provided as back-up, would constitute 
the bulk of the security forces envisaged in this concept, depending 
on the enemy situation.45  The command and control relationships 
are somewhat vague for the joint stability force.  Would the force 
report directly to the regional combatant commander like other joint 
task forces, work for the Coalition Joint Force Land Component 
Commander (CFLCC), or, because of the large involvement with 
the Interagency, report back to the Secretary of Defense, or some 
combination of these that evolve over time?
 These are all questions dealing with the transition to post-conflict 
operations that a variety of researchers have asked.  However, the 
answer to the most important question about what the military 
provides best during the transition to the post-conflict will determine 
the right force structure solution for the problem.  Consensus 
amongst these researchers is that the main task that military forces 
must accomplish rather quickly in transitioning from decisive 
operations to post-conflict operations is to provide security to enable 
the inter-agency, international community, and local authorities to 
reestablish services and governance.46

 In A Wiser Peace, researchers from the Center for International 
Studies recommend that the United States should not underestimate 
the needs for security in post-conflict situations to ensure a successful 
transition from decisive combat operations to peace.  Deficiencies in 
security forces were endemic in post-conflict Afghanistan and to a 
lesser extent post-conflict Kosovo.47  They argue that a post-conflict 
security force should be part of any combined coalition force that 
leads combat operations.  Unity of effort for the security forces as they 
transition from decisive operations should ensure swift deployment 
of adequate security forces to eliminate the possibility of a power 



54

vacuum in the wake of swift decisive operations.48  The authors 
envisioned that a “constabulary” force would complete these tasks.  
They assume that this force would focus on civil security, primarily 
policing common crime, but not conducting operations against 
guerrillas or terrorists in an asymmetric conflict.  They recommend 
that coalition combat forces disarm the adversary’s army, purge 
undesirables, and retrain it to meet internal and external instability 
needs.  The coalition combat forces would have to meet those 
missions until such time as the new force was prepared to assume 
post-conflict security needs.49  Thus, if instability exists and local 
indigenous capability was not available, coalition combat forces 
would be required.  These combat forces would be an integral part 
of the coalition forces for unity of effort and assume these missions 
as soon as decisive operations transition to post-conflict operations 
or maybe simultaneous with decisive operations.
 In America’s Role in Nation Building: from Germany to Iraq, 
researchers from the RAND Corporation examined post-conflict 
operations that the United States conducted from Germany and 
Japan to Iraq.  The researchers conclude that in the transition from 
decisive operations to post-conflict, one of the most important 
considerations will be security.  Their research concludes that there is 
an inverse correlation between the size of the stabilization force and 
risk.  The higher proportion of stabilization force appears to reduce 
the number of casualties taken in the post-conflict.50  They argue 
that there will be no quick solution to post-conflict since the average 
post-conflict operation that the United States has participated in 
lasted approximately 5 years.51  Indeed, the researchers from Rand 
discovered that: “It seems that the more swift and bloodless the 
military victory, the more difficult post-conflict stabilization can 
be.”52  Thus the “New American Way of War” may have created the 
conditions that require more forces to succeed in post-conflict than is 
required for success in decisive operations.
 The actual practice of transition from decisive combat operations 
to post-conflict operations informed the researchers from the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) and from RAND and 
shaped their conclusions and recommendations.  The “Stability Joint 
Operating Concept” from Joint Forces Command and the “Concept 
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for Transforming Stability and Reconstruction Operations” out of the 
National Defense University seem less grounded in actual practice.  
All recognize the need for security in the transition from decisive 
combat to post-conflict operations.  The concepts from the Joint Forces 
Command and the National Defense University take a different path 
to achieve that transition.  Two differences between the concepts 
and the actual practice, as represented by the RAND and the CSIS 
study stand out:  First is the use of specialized fixed organization 
constabulary forces, rather than conventional combat forces, with 
the proper capabilities in the right numbers to meet the mission sets 
as determined by the coalition commander on the ground.  Second is 
the idea of a separate joint command for stabilization in post-conflict, 
rather than the integrating stabilization forces under the overall joint 
force commander, to enable a simultaneous transition from decisive 
operations to post-conflict operations.  Finally, there is one other 
difference between the two concepts and the review of the modern 
historical record.  The modern historical record suggests that a larger 
ground force is required to provide security during the transition 
from decisive combat to post-conflict than the force required to be 
successful during decisive combat operations.  The two concepts 
to establish stability forces, on the other hand, envision no need 
for additional combat forces for success.  In fact, the two concepts 
assume that lighter forces may be successful in modern post-conflict 
operations.

TRANSITIONING FROM DECISIVE COMBAT  
TO POST-CONFLICT STABILIZATION:  THREE CASE STUDIES

 Three modern operations demonstrate the differences between 
the actual practice in transition from decisive operations to post-
conflict stabilization and the proposed concepts to accomplish 
stabilization under the “New American Way of War.”  The 
operations are ALLIED FORCE in Kosovo, ENDURING FREEDOM 
in Afghanistan, and IRAQI FREEDOM.  These operations exhibit 
the characteristics of the “New American Way of War.”  All three 
operations showcased the use of networked, precision, air and 
seapower, enabled by special operations forces concluding in rapid 
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decisive victory of adversary military forces.  All three also required 
a transition to post-conflict operations.  This will be the focus of 
the evaluation of the case studies highlighting the size of the force 
during the transition to post-conflict operations, the command 
relationships associated with that force, and, finally, the efficacy of 
the post-conflict security arrangements.

Operation ALLIED FORCE-Kosovo.

 The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) conducted 
ALLIED FORCE to enforce compliance with United Nations (UN) 
Security Council Resolution 1199, which called on the government of 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to cease hostilities and redeploy 
mobilized forces from the province of Kosovo.  ALLIED FORCE was 
primarily an air operation, which NATO commenced on March 23, 
1999.  The conflict ended on June 10, 1999, with the Yugoslav security 
forces complying with a Military Technical Agreement, which called 
for the full withdrawal of Yugoslavian forces from Kosovo.  The 
operation lasted 78 days and returned Kosovo to status quo ante 
bellum.53

 The commander of the Allied Forces Southern Europe 
(AFSOUTH) implemented ALLIED FORCE under direction of the 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR).  The Commander 
Allied Air Forces Southern Europe (COMAIRSOUTH) commanded 
the air operations with the Commander of the Fifth Allied Tactical 
Air Force executing air operations.54  However, in practice, SACEUR 
retained much of the command of Operation ALLIED FORCE.55  
In addition to the command of NATO air forces, the Commander 
of AFSOUTH also had NATO operational control of the Allied 
Rapid Reaction Corps that fulfilled the role of the land component 
command.  The commander of AFSOUTH was dual-hatted as the 
U.S. Commander of Joint Task Force Noble Anvil.  In this capacity, 
he had tactical control of the Joint Special Operations Task Force as 
well as operational control of all U.S. forces within the operating 
area.56

 ALLIED FORCE demonstrated a pattern of war that is similar to 
the “New American Way of War.”  The use of air delivered precision 
weapon systems by network centric forces achieved a relatively swift 
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victory with minimal casualties.57  Indeed one of the major lessons 
learned during Kosovo was a validation of American investment in 
precision weapons, command and control information technology, 
and extensive intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems 
to enable the U.S. dominated NATO forces to conduct this “New 
American Way of War.”58  That is not to say this was exclusively 
an air operation.  Notwithstanding the potential contributions of 
Task Force Hawk, ground forces played a role in ALLIED FORCE.  
The Kosovo Liberation Army acted as a force on the ground that 
facilitated the targeting of the Yugoslav forces in order to increase 
the effectiveness of the air operations, thus enabling the “New 
American Way of War.”59  At the time of ALLIED FORCE, the 
Kosovo Liberation Army numbered from 5,000 to 15,000 soldiers.60

 Ground forces were absolutely essential in securing the peace.  
General Clark gave the Allied Rapid Reaction Corps the mission to 
move into Kosovo immediately upon cessation of hostilities in order 
to secure the agreement reached with the Yugoslavian military and 
NATO forces.  This was no small task and included the mission to 
establish and maintain a secure environment in Kosovo, to include 
public safety and order.  The initial size of the force under the 
name Operation JOINT GUARDIAN was 42,500 troops deployed 
in Kosovo directly.  This force was under the command of the 
commander of Allied Forces Southern Europe who acted as the joint 
force commander for the first 3 months of the operation.61  The size 
of this force correlated to one soldier per 100 residents.62

 Thus in one of the first operations that could claim the definition 
of the “New American Way of War,” a land force that was larger 
than the land force used during the decisive operations had the 
task to conduct post-conflict security operations.  This post-conflict 
security force was under the command and control of the joint force 
commander who had the responsibility for decisive operations, 
thereby achieving unity of command and synchronizing the 
near-simultaneous post-conflict security with the end of decisive 
operations.  The overall effect of the post-conflict security was 
relatively successful and has returned the province to status quo 
ante bellum in the last 5 years, with a relatively modest NATO and 
international presence remaining.63
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Operation ENDURING FREEDOM-Afghanistan.

 Operation ENDURING FREEDOM in Afghanistan commenced 
on October 7, 2001, in response to the Al Qaeda attacks on the World 
Trade Center and Pentagon on September 11, 2001.  ENDURING 
FREEDOM was a U.S.-led operation with coalition forces.  The United 
States contributed the bulk of the air forces and special operations 
forces, while the coalition partners from 30 nations provided some 
airpower, special operations forces, and niche specialty forces.  The 
bulk of the ground forces during decisive operations, numbering 
some 15,000, came from the Northern Alliance, a rebel army that had 
been in conflict with the ruling Taliban forces for several years prior 
to ENDURING FREEDOM.64  Although, the operation is on-going, 
decisive combat operations subsided in December 6, 2001, after only 
59 days, with the capture of Kandahar and the removing from power 
of the ruling Taliban leadership.65

 The commander of coalition forces in ENDURING FREEDOM 
continues to be the commander of the U.S. Central Command 
(CENTCOM).  The Commander of CENTCOM assumed the 
command of all land forces on November 11, 2001, as the Coalition 
Forces Land Component Commander (CFLCC).  The Special 
Operations Command Central Command held the command of 
special operations forces.  The commander CFLCC synchronized 
special operations activities with his own operations; including 
the transition to post-conflict security, which occurred near 
simultaneously as combat operations progressed with the 10th 
Mountain Division and a Marine task force providing some post-
conflict security.66  Eventually post-conflict security operations 
transitioned to the International Security Assistance Force in 
accordance with the Bonn Agreement on December 6, 2001.  That 
force has post-conflict security responsibility only for Kabul and 
its environs.67  The post-conflict security responsibilities for the 
remainder of Afghanistan are somewhat vague.
 Initially, decisive combat operations in ENDURING FREEDOM 
displayed the use of networked precision firepower directed by teams 
of special forces on the ground, operating with local indigenous 
Northern Alliance Forces, which closed with and defeated opposing 
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Taliban and Al Qaeda forces.68  Eventually, U.S. conventional forces 
deployed and joined with the special forces-assisted indigenous 
forces to conduct Operation ANACONDA.  The forces required 
to conduct decisive combat were approximately 15,000 Northern 
Alliance soldiers69 assisted by a handful of special operations A 
teams, joined later by approximately a division sized element to 
conduct follow-on operations to include Operation ANACONDA.70  
Therefore, the operations in Afghanistan during ENDURING 
FREEDOM resembled the pattern of the “New American Way of 
War” for decisive combat operations.
 The transition to post-conflict security from decisive operations 
was less successful, and its second and third order effects continue 
to plague Afghanistan to this day.  There was never a general 
recognition that post-conflict security should be an integral part of 
the transition from decisive operations, and that these actions should 
occur simultaneously or near-simultaneously.  Instead, a separate 
organization was established in the form of the International Security 
Assistance Force and employed about a month after decisive combat 
in Kabul ended, creating a gap in security.  The gap has never 
closed, to the point of placing post-conflict reconstruction efforts and 
political actions, such as elections, in jeopardy.71  The United States 
limited the military forces committed to the post-conflict security 
effort by design.  The Secretary of Defense’s answer to a reporter’s 
question regarding the deployment of peacekeeping forces 10 days 
after the completion of decisive combat in Kabul is informative to 
the issue of the design of the post-conflict security effort:

My feeling is that you don’t get peacekeeping until you get peace.  I 
like to refer to it as a security force.  I don’t think that it will have to be 
a terribly big one.  The only place they are talking about having it is in 
Kabul, the capital.  Most of the other places are relatively calm.  There is 
still fighting and lawlessness, but this is true in some American cities as 
well.72

The post-conflict security force represented a ratio of one military 
member for every 1,730 residents.73  The deliberate under-resourcing 
of post-conflict security and placing the effort under a separate 
command that arrived late may be one of the factors that still are 
hampering U.S. efforts to secure the peace in Afghanistan.



60

Operation IRAQI FREEDOM-Iraq.

 Operation IRAQI FREEDOM was a U.S.-led coalition operation 
conducted to disarm Iraq of weapons of mass destruction, to end Iraqi 
support for terrorism, and to free the Iraqi people from the tyranny 
of the Baath party.74  IRAQI FREEDOM was a joint and combined 
operation directed at the removal of the regime of President Saddam 
Hussein.  Decisive combat operations began on March 19, 2003, 
and the President of the United States declared decisive combat 
operations, lasting just 44 days, over on May 1, 2003.75  The Coalition 
removed President Saddam Hussein from power, and operations to 
secure the peace continue to this day.
 Commander of CENTCOM General Tommy Franks was the 
coalition and joint force commander.  CENTCOM organized air, sea, 
and land operations under the command of functional component 
commanders who may have commanded similar “functions” from 
two or more services.  General Franks delegated command of all 
land forces to the CFLCC Commander, Lieutenant General David 
McKiernan.76  The Commander of Special Operations Command, 
Central Command (SOCCENT) led the Coalition Forces Special 
Operations Command (CFSOCC).  Command and control of the 
post-conflict security force was somewhat ambiguous.  The Director 
of the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance was 
to lead the effort of post-conflict civil assistance actions and report 
directly to the Secretary of Defense with a loose coordination 
relationship with the CFLCC.  General McKiernan did not view 
post-conflict security as his mission, but rather that of the Office of 
Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance.77  Since there was a 
clear delineation of responsibility between conflict and post-conflict 
security operations, neither organization planned for the transition.  
The need for the transition to post-conflict security to occur 
simultaneously with decisive operations compounded the problem 
of transition for both organizations.
 Clearly the decisive combat operations in IRAQI FREEDOM 
demonstrated the “New American Way of War”: networked 
precision munitions, synchronized with the maneuver of modest 
ground forces, rapidly achieved decisive victory.78  Joint Forces 



61

Command is already integrating lessons from IRAQI FREEDOM 
into the joint operating concepts for the conduct of major combat 
operations into the future.79  Yet, despite the stunning decisive 
victory, the United States has not secured the peace in Iraq.
 The limited number of ground forces required to achieve 
decisive victory actually proved an impediment to the rapid 
implementation of post-conflict security.  The force that CENTCOM 
and CFLCC originally planned to achieve the operational endstate 
of a safe and secure Iraq was five divisions organized under the V 
Corps and I Marine Expeditionary Force.  The size of the force that 
actually conducted the operation was a little over three divisions.80  
This translated to approximately 151,000 coalition soldiers and 
marines in the land forces during the transition to post-conflict 
stability, which represented one solider or marine for every 164 Iraqi 
residents.  Therefore, rapid transitioning to post-conflict security 
simultaneously, or near simultaneously, was difficult, since the forces 
required to follow and support, or follow and assume, the mission 
to secure bypassed territory, or bypassed forces, were not available 
in sufficient quantities to conduct those operations.  Indeed, when 
it came time to secure key civilian institutions in Baghdad, General 
McKiernan, upon completion of decisive combat operations, was not 
able to meet all the post-conflict security missions. 81

 Therefore, the pattern of the “New American Way of War” 
continued in IRAQI FREEDOM.  A new pattern emerged as well 
that germinated from ENDURING FREEDOM, which was to use 
limited ground forces during decisive combat with the assumption 
that these same forces would be adequate to conduct post-conflict 
security missions.  Indeed, when presented with the testimony of 
Chief of Staff of the Army General Eric Shinseki’s estimate of several 
hundred thousand soldiers to secure the peace in a post-conflict Iraq, 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated that “It’s hard to conceive 
that it would take more forces to provide stability in post-Saddam 
Iraq than it would take to conduct the war itself and to secure the 
surrender of Saddam’s security forces.  Hard to imagine.”82  Indeed, 
hard to imagine.  Yet later in the year, the number of coalition 
ground forces working to secure post-conflict Iraq numbered 185,000 
soldiers just for the U.S. Army, let alone coalition partners.83  Thus, 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































