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PREFACE

The U.S. Army War College provides an excellent environment for selected military
officers and government civilians to reflect on and use their career experience to explore
a wide range of strategic issues. To assure that the research conducted by Army War
College students is available to Army and Department of Defense leaders, the Strategic
Studies Institute publishes selected papers in its “Carlisle Papers” Series.

ANTULIO J. ECHEVARRIA II
Director of Research
Strategic Studies Institute
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FOREWORD

Success in the Cold War unleashed a myriad of threats and challenges to the stability
of the emerging U.S. inspired global order. Instability portends no good for U.S. national
interests or the values on which these interests are founded. Fundamentally, Americans
believe in freedom, democracy, and human dignity, and that free enterprise, individual
rights, and global security are essential to our pursuit of these basic beliefs. Based on
these foundations, the United States and its allies pursued policies and strategies during
the last half of the 20th century that exposed the fallacies of communism and created
the globalized world order. Fortunately, most of the nations of the world agree with
and support the major premises of the current world order; but not all subscribe to it,
or support the underlying beliefs that sustain it. Regrettably, in the instability induced
by the end of the Cold War and the rapid onslaught of globalism, nonstate actors have
emerged to challenge the very fabric of the order. These actors have used the advantages
and disadvantages of globalism to conduct asymmetric warfare against the United States
and its supporters. Combined with unprecedented natural and manmade disasters, these
circumstances challenged U.S. military doctrine and its basic assumptions about the use
of military power.

Seemingly slow to recognize and respond to the changes in the strategic environment,
the U.S. military profession has once again been criticized by media pundits for trying
to fight the last war —suggesting that the military mind is trapped in the 20th century.
However, nothing could be further from the truth. It would be more accurate to state
that the defense establishment has been perplexed by the multitude of current and future
threats and challenges with which itis confronted and the incompatible policies, strategies,
and doctrine needed to deal with them. In the force structure and budget debates,
arguments are made over the types of forces and technology that will best prepare us
for future uncertainty. In the field, current operations have led to a vigorous reconsider-
ation of doctrine and practice. Notwithstanding the sometimes egregious Service
partisanship, most military professionals recognize that future demands will span
the spectrum of conflict from a stable peace to general war. And, as the papers in this
anthology on the use of military power short of general war suggest, the minds of military
professionals are reaching out to embrace new ideas indispensable to the restoration and
sustainment of stability —ideas that are consistent with the future that has arrived and
the core beliefs essential to our existence as a people.

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute



SUMMARY

Looking out to 2025, many see the potential for a prolonged period of instability as
a result of competing economic models, demographics, the rise of new international
actors and the resurgence of old ones, climate change, and the scarcity of resources. The
range of stability challenges will stretch the capabilities of any military force structure
and require innovative thinking on the part of policymakers and military professionals
alike concerning the appropriate development and use of the military element of power.
In this anthology, sixteen students of the United States Army War College Class of 2008
offer their perspectives on the use of military power across the spectrum of conflict in
the 21st century, short of or following general war, and they provide insights into the
necessary force structure, policy, strategy, and doctrinal approaches for future success.

The first chapter, written by the faculty editor, describes the security dilemma
confronting the United States and the implications for military force structure and
operations. It argues that full spectrum operations are an appropriate doctrinal response,
and that stability operations will present new challenges for the use of military force.
The subsequent chapters are a collection of edited student research papers from the U.S.
Army War College Class of 2008 selected for their focus on operations short of general
war. The editor cast a wide net in search of papers that grasp the implications of the
emerging strategic environment, apply strategic level thinking, and offer new and useful
ways for the application of military power. Consequently, each of these writings shares
in common a worthwhile idea or set of ideas that can materially contribute to how the
United States military can best conduct full spectrum operations.

Collectively, these essays reveal the innovative thinking, diversity, and depth of
thought that is characteristic of the U.S. and foreign military and civilian agency personnel
that comprise each class of the U.S. Army War College as they prepare themselves to
become senior leaders of their militaries or agencies. The essays also offer key insights at
the policy, strategy, planning, and doctrinal levels that can be applied in the current and
future strategic environments confronting the United States and its security partners.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Dr. Harry R. Yarger

Nearing the end of the first decade of the 21st century, the United States is involved in
two ongoing wars. Itfaces a significant international terrorist threat, and it is witnessing an
escalation of international resistance to its leadership of the global world order. Looking
out to 2025, many see the potential for a prolonged period of instability as a result of
competing economic models, demographics, the rise of new international actors and the
resurgence of old ones, climate change, and the scarcity of resources. Such instability
suggests a greater probability of interstate and intrastate conflict. While in the near term
the United States remains the single most powerful state, it will act most often as only
one of a number of important powers in an increasingly multipolar international system.
In such an environment, the U.S. role will logically be more constrained, but its national
interests will continue to place a premium on a peaceful world order and its military
will continue to be a key factor in sustaining acceptable levels of regional and global
stability.! The range of stability challenges will stretch the capabilities of any military
force structure and require innovative thinking on the part of policymakers and military
professionals alike on the appropriate development and use of the military element of
power. In light of the economic recession of 2009, this debate will intensify over the next
several years as the rising deficit levels force a closer look at defense spending. Some
question what appears to be an over reliance by the U.S. Government on military power.>
Consequently, force structure, and how military forces are best used to advance stability
interests, will be key components of this debate. National success will require innovative
ways of thinking about the military instruments of power.

The national security or military professional reading the latest security literature may
well be confused by the various outlooks expressed by authors discussing the nature of
emerging challenges and the security environment. Some argue that U.S. military thinking
has lingered too long in the Cold War past and has tried to create a new monolithic
threat out of China to justify the retention of large conventional forces.> Members of
this school of thought believe that the era of conventional warfare is over, and that the
threats of the 21st century are only asymmetric or hybrid in nature and require all, or at
least a significant part, of the U.S. military capability to be comprised of unconventional
and counterinsurgency forces.* Others look at the future and conclude that conventional
warfare is not only possible, but even likely.” These arguments get at the heart of the
famous Clausewitzean dictum that: “The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act
of judgment that the statesman and commander have to make is to establish by that
test the kind of war on which they are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to
turn it into, something that is alien to its nature.”® Most quote the master without ever
considering the “test.” For Clausewitz, war was never to be thought of as autonomous
but to be understood as an instrument of policy. Consequently, the kinds of war are
determined by “. . . the nature of their motives and the situations which give rise to
them.”” In the 21st century, both motives and situations will be abundant and diverse —
and this makes determining force structure and doctrine for the future challenging.
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This quandary is not new. Clausewitz also understood that war consists of two
distinct activities, preparation for war, and conduct of war.® Preparation for war consists
of 7. .. the creation of fighting forces, their raising, armament, equipment, and training.”’
For Clausewitz’s purposes in On War, he accepted armed and equipped fighting forces as
a given, the means by which war is conducted, because he was interested in the conduct
of war. In his reasoning, ”. . . if the art of war was always to start with raising of armed
forces and adapting them to the requirements of the particular case, it would be applicable
only to those few instances where the forces available exactly matched the need.”*
Consequently, you always go to war with the forces you have on hand, using the effects
that the force is capable of generating although it is rarely the ideal force as adversaries
invariably seek asymmetry in force strength, capabilities, techniques, or environments.
Yet, the force developer logically must consider the kinds of war the future portends as
well as the current fight in order to be best prepared. Both Clausewitz’s and the force
developer’s perspectives are correct. When war comes, you conduct it with the forces
and their effects on hand; but the better you can judge the kind of future war, the more
effective will be the means at hand. Art, flexibility, and adaptability can bridge the gap —
but the smaller the gap, the better. However, while the modification of forces can occur
during a long war, it will be at a greater cost of blood and treasure.

From the end of the Vietham War until 2006, the U.S. advocates of small wars
succumbed to the conventional mantra of prepare for the greater risk and adapt to the
lesser requirements. The near-simultaneous successful conclusions of the Cold War (the
dissolution of Soviet Union in 1991) and the Persian Gulf War (August 1990-February
1991) validated this thinking in the minds of a whole generation of military officers. The
U.S. experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan have challenged the wisdom of this mantra,
with a number of proponents now arguing that future wars will be small and that the
forgotten lessons from Vietnam, if now remembered, would have made recent conflicts
easier to conduct. For these proponents, the learning curve that accompanied the lesser
requirement was too expensive, and many others even perceived this kind of war as the
greater challenge. On the other hand, some national security professionals now fear that,
at least in the Army, the pendulum may have swung too far toward counterinsurgency
at the expense of being prepared for more conventional threats. Of course, this is exactly
the rub in preparation for war —what kind of wars will you be confronted with in terms
of the motives and situations that give rise to them?

This argument has been recently articulated by referring to the 21st century as being a
century characterized by irregular warfare as opposed to traditional warfare. Traditional
war is defined as war between nation states or coalitions/alliances of nation-states.
“Traditional war typically involves small-scale to large-scale, force-on-force military
operations in which adversaries employ a variety of conventional military capabilities
against each other in the air, land, maritime, and space physical domains and the
information environment (which includes cyberspace).”" Irregular warfare is defined as
“a violent struggle among state and non-state actors for legitimacy and influence over the
relevant population(s).” *? Irregular warfare is typically conducted when “a less powerful
adversary seeks to disrupt or negate the military capabilities and advantages of a more
powerful, conventionally armed military force, which often represents the nation’s
established regime.””* While conceptually useful for distinguishing current conflicts
from past ones and for better understanding of nonstate war, irregular warfare concepts
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provide no inherent justification for ignoring the lesser probability of and potentially
greater risks at stake in traditional war. Both definitions also ignore a wide range of
operations that the U.S. military can reasonably expect to conduct in the 21st century —
peace operations, peacetime military engagement, and humanitarian operations.

Stuck on the horns of this dilemma, the U.S. Army in particular, and the U.S. military
more generally, has modified its force structure and rushed to update its doctrine. Army
changes have kept an eye on both the current wars and the challenges that the potential
reemergence of conventional conflict present. The resulting modular force structure is
reflected in the adoption of the brigade combat team (BCT). The Army also reformed
the nearly extinct Peacekeeping Institute as the U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability
Operations Institute (PKSOI) with a mission to “Serve as the U.S. Military’s Center of
Excellence for Stability and Peace Operations at the strategic and operational levels in
order to improve military, civilian agency, international and multinational capabilities
and execution.”™ In large part, the Institute helped to reestablish an intellectual balance
for the consideration of both conventional and unconventional war. PKSOI elevated
the importance of what used to be called “operations other than war,” and it renewed
the focus on a whole of government approach. Over the same period, the Army
began to review its doctrine. Key doctrinal manuals, such as Field Manual (FM) 3-24,
Counterinsurgency, developed by a specially organized workgroup, also helped to bring a
doctrinal counterbalance much needed in the ongoing struggle in Iraq.”” In 2008, the Army
published FM 3-07, Stability Operations, which brought these operations into doctrinal
perspective with the threats and challenges of the 21st century. It acknowledged the
definition of stability operations found in Joint Publication (JP) 3-0, Stability Operations:

[Stability operations encompass] various military missions, tasks, and activities conducted
outside the United States in coordination with other instruments of national power to
maintain or reestablish a safe and secure environment, provide essential governmental
services, emergency infrastructure reconstruction, and humanitarian relief. . . .1¢

In the face of ongoing operations, the doctrinal pendulum has swung back to the realities
of the current strategic environment—but the anxiety that the arc is too great should
remain a real concern.

Any comprehensive strategic consideration of the future global environment can
make a case for both low intensity and high intensity combat and multiple operational
scenarios, particularly if the time horizon is expanded to allow for the rise of regional and
global competitors. After all, if the United States only develops a counterinsurgency or
stability operations force structure, then state actors can achieve asymmetric advantage
with competent conventional forces. Clearly, in force development and operational
forces, the United States must pursue a hedging strategy, one that cannot assume either a
total low intensity or total high intensity environment. A hedging strategy is particularly
useful when confronted with uncertainty or when the consequences of being wrong could
be catastrophic.” A capabilities-based strategy may be considered a hedging strategy
if the capabilities are balanced across multiple potential threats—such as traditional,
irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive —or across the spectrum of conflict.’® Given the
U.S. global strategic position over the next decade, clearly some form of balanced force is
required. Any other approach to force planning would encourage adversaries and other



actors to more aggressively seek asymmetric advantages as world power rebalances in
the first quarter of the 21st century. A balanced force may not be ideal for a particular
threat or challenge, but it can respond to any, be more rapidly adapted, and make others’
consideration of asymmetric strategies more problematic —in strategies, forces, and costs.

In a recent Army magazine article, Army Chief of Staff General George W. Casey,
Jr., describes such a strategy to deal with what he labels an era of persistent conflict in
which state and nonstate actors may use unconventional and conventional operations,
or a hybrid of the two."” In the latter case, the traditional concept of a linear spectrum of
conflict may be better visualized as a multidimensional graphic in which various kinds
of war occur simultaneously. U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-0, Operations, envisions this
and counteracts the inherent complexity of future conflict by incorporating offensive,
defensive, and stability operations across its defined spectrum of conflict, advocating full
spectrum operations.” (See Figure 1.)

“Offense, defense, stability, and civil support are necessary in any campaign or joint operation...
The effort accorded to each component is proportional to the mission and varies with the situation...
Within the context of current worldwide operations, stability operations will often be as important
as—or more important than—offensive and defensive operations.” FM 3-0

Figure 1. Stability Operations across the Full Spectrum.

The meaning of offensive and defensive operations is reasonably understood within
the defense community, but stability operations and full spectrum operations less so.
Stability operations are more fully described in FM 3-0 as:

Stability operations encompass the various military missions, tasks, and activities conducted
outside the United States in coordination with other instruments of national power to
maintain or reestablish a safe and secure environment, provide essential governmental
services, emergency infrastructure reconstruction, and humanitarian relief (JP 3-0). Stability



operations can be conducted in support of a host-nation or interim government or as part
of an occupation when no government exists. Stability operations involve both coercive
and constructive military actions. They help to establish a safe and secure environment and
facilitate reconciliation among local or regional adversaries. Stability operations can also
help establish political, legal, social, and economic institutions and support the transition
to legitimate local governance. Stability operations must maintain the initiative by pursing
objectives that resolve the causes of instability.?

Full spectrum operations are defined as:

The Army’s operational concept: Army forces combine offensive, defensive, and stability
or civil support operations simultaneously as part of an interdependent joint force to seize,
retain, and exploit the initiative, accepting prudent risk to create opportunities to achieve
decisive results. They employ synchronized action —lethal and nonlethal — proportional to
the mission and informed by a thorough understanding of all variables of the operational
environment. Mission command that conveys intent and an appreciation of all aspects of
the situation guides the adaptive use of Army forces.?

A strategic appraisal of the potential challenges and threats of the 21st century reveals
nothing that negates the validity of the spectrum of conflict or full spectrum operations.
Such analysis confirms, as FM 3-0 reflects, that stability operations apply across the
spectrum of conflict from a stable peace to general war. As guidance, FM 3-0 and the
supporting FM 3-07 provide purpose, tasks, processes, and tools that constitute valid
doctrine. They answer most questions of how Army capabilities are to be operationally
and tactically employed. Yet, large questions remain to be considered. How and
when can military force be used without creating anti-Americanism —the question of
legitimacy? Who, ourselves or our adversaries, will make best use of the purported
revolution in military affairs (RMA)? How should the United States structure the force
for the 21st century? How should the U.S. military interrelate with the whole of the
U.S. Government and with other governments and actors is another key question? If it
is an era of persistent conflict, and one in which insurgency is a major problem, is our
counterinsurgency doctrine adequate—what further should we understand about this
form of warfare? How does transition to nonmilitary support occur and how do you
know when to transition from a military to a civil organizational lead?

In this anthology, students of the U.S. Army War College (USAWC) Class of 2008
offer their perspectives on the use of military power across the spectrum of conflict in the
21st century short of or following general war, and provide insights into the questions
outlined above and other larger policy, strategy, and doctrinal issues. Beyond a focus on
operations short of general war, these writings share in common a worthwhile idea or
set of ideas that can materially contribute to how the U. S. military can best conduct full
spectrum operations. Collectively, these papers reveal the innovative thinking, diversity,
and depth of thought that is characteristic of the military and civilian agency personnel
that comprise each class of the USAWC as they prepare themselves to become senior
leaders and to fulfill their role in support of the College’s mission ”. .. not to promote war,
but to preserve the peace by intelligent and adequate preparation to repel aggression.”*
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CHAPTER 2

LEGITIMACY IN THE CONDUCT OF MILITARY OPERATIONS

Commander Jonathan P. Wilcox
U.S. Navy

If a national decision [to use force] is made without sufficient regard to whether its use of
force has legitimacy in the eyes of the international community, the result can be a setback
to the cause of peace and to the interests of the nation that has gone to war.!

—Ivo Daalder

INTRODUCTION

Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of the United States as the world’s
only hegemonic power, public interest on questions of legitimacy in the use of military
power has increased. U.S. interventions in Kosovo and Bosnia, the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001 (9/11), and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are seminal events
which call into question common guidelines on when, where, and how it is appropriate
to use military elements of national power.? U. S. emphasis on the preemptive use of force
as a means for dealing with emerging threats also calls into question the importance of
international bodies for determining when the use of force is legal and legitimate.

Modern international rules which govern the use of force were originally drafted into
the Charter of the United Nations (UN) at the end of World War 11, specifically to prevent
another global scale conflict. The world has changed dramatically since 1945, but the rules
of governance have not kept pace with the changing times, causing the old paradigms to be
challenged. According to Michael Glennon, “After Kosovo, Iraq, and over 200 additional
instances in which force has been used in violation of the United Nations Charter, no
consensus can any longer be said to exist within the international community as to when
the use of force is either lawful or legitimate.”® It is clear that a review of the old rules
governing the use of force is desperately needed. Also requiring review is the concept
of legitimacy, and whether it still has bearing on the decision to use military force. This
chapter will examine the relevance of legitimacy, the issues surrounding legitimacy and
the use of military power, and how the United States can ensure that future conflicts will
be considered legitimate by the international community.

NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

The world has changed dramatically since the founding of the UN. Today’s strategic
thinkers and policymakers face tremendous challenges as they struggle to adapt to an
ever more fluid and dangerous security situation. The greatest challenge for the 21st
century may be determining when to use force, how that force can be legitimately used,
and the role that international institutions or coalitions play in making those decisions.



The presence of failed states, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
and the requirement for humanitarian assistance in war torn areas all coalesce to force a
new consideration on how force can legally and legitimately be applied. In a March 2004
speech on the threat of global terrorism, British Prime Minister Tony Blair discussed the
concepts of preemption and legitimacy in the face of a changing world environment.

Already, before September 11th the world’s view of the justification of military action had
been changing. The only clear case in international relations for armed intervention had
been self-defense, response to aggression. But the notion of intervening on humanitarian
grounds had been gaining currency. I set this out, following the Kosovo war, in a speech in
Chicago in 1999, where I called for a doctrine of international community, where in certain
clear circumstances, we do intervene, even though we are not directly threatened.

... Containment will not work in the face of the global threat that confronts us. The terrorists
have no intention of being contained. Emphatically I am not saying that every situation
leads to military action. But we surely have a right to prevent the threat materializing, and
we surely have a responsibility to act when a nation’s people are subjected to a regime
such as Saddam’s.*

Brookings Institute scholar James Steinberg outlines four justifiable circumstances
for the legitimate use of force: operations against terrorists, preventing the spread of
WMD, humanitarian crises, and actions to deal with failing states.” In the interest of
clarity, it would be beneficial to review some of the factors which define the new security
environment, and examine their relevance within the debate on the use of force.

Failed or Failing States.

During the Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union sought to gain
an advantage and spread influence by liberally using aid and resources. As the Soviet
Union slipped further into decline and its influence waned, neither state was inclined to
apply wealth and material support as a balancing mechanism in international affairs. As
external resources were removed, a shift in wealth and power occurred, and some states
began to fail. The International Red Cross defines failing states as ones ”. . . in which
institutions and law and order have totally or partially collapsed under the pressure and
amidst the confusion of erupting violence. . . .”*

Failed or failing states create problems which complicate the matter of enforcement
of international law, and render traditional tools of deterrence ineffective. According to
Seyom Brown, “Failed or failing states . . . could catalyze dangerous regional instabilities.
Moreover, the entire system can be destabilized, and wars initiated and conducted by
non-government actors: violent political movements, terrorist networks, and criminal
syndicates.”” Without the support, control, and oversight of the major powers, the
problems of failed or failing states can alter regional balances of power and make it easier
for terrorist or criminal elements to operate. Without governments or organizations upon
which to focus its power, outside states have few options for deterrence or to ensure
appropriate behavior from those elements.
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Weapons of Mass Destruction.

WMD comprise the most dangerous threat to international peace and security. Their
proliferation and the resulting threat is one of the most frequently used arguments
justifying the preemptive use of force. According to James Steinberg, using force
preventively against WMD capabilities has strong appeal because of the ”. . . potentially
devastating consequences of either failure of warning or inadequacy of defense. . . .”®
Strategic decisionmakers must consider not only the local consequences of a successful
nuclear or biological attack on a large metropolitan area, but also the effect that such
an attack would have on the global economy. A single WMD could not only kill tens or
hundreds of thousands of innocent civilians, but it could shift the global balance of power
in an instant.

State and Nonstate Actors.

The tools of deterrence and the threat of mutually assured destruction which helped
to contain the Soviet Union during the Cold War may not be effective against terrorists
and other nonstate actors, especially those with religious apocalyptic or ideological
underpinnings.’ The changing nature of the enemy, the inefficacy of traditional deterrence,
and the terrible consequences that accompany considerations of failure require new
strategies specifically designed to deal with a new and nontraditional threat.

Future Warfare Challenges.

Contflict in the 21st century is likely to be asymmetric, low intensity, and will require
greater levels of involvement of unconventional military power. Sir Rupert Smith calls
these conflicts “wars amongst the people,” and predicts that future enemies will appear
”...insmall groups operating at the tactical level, against which the maneuvers and mass
firepower of industrial war are ineffective. . . .”!Gone are the days of conventional wars
where great powers met on battlefields to decide issues with clear boundaries and concise
start and end points. Today’s threats come in the form of small, dissociated terrorist cells
whose goals are to destabilize without direct confrontation and whose tools take the form
of WMD and asymmetric warfare.

Nonstate actors and small terrorist cells do not warrant the full use of national power,
and according to Jeffrey Record, the application of that power may not even be possible.
“Massive, rapid, and decisive use of force is virtually impossible in a world of limited
and politically messy wars, in a global environment in which non-state enemies practice
protracted irregular warfare as a means of negating the potential effectiveness of America’s
conventional military supremacy.”" Instead, the United States must focus its efforts and
resources toward developing asymmetric capabilities. Richard Betts writes that ”. . . with
rare exceptions, the war against terrorists cannot be fought with army tank battalions,
air force wings, or naval fleets. . . . The main challenge is not killing the terrorists but
finding them, and the capabilities most applicable to this task are intelligence and special
operations forces.”!?> The challenge for modern military power is maintaining the ability
to deal with both the conventional and asymmetric threat.
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Humanitarian Assistance.

The need to provide relief for war-torn areas in the form of humanitarian assistance is
increasingly accepted as one of the established and accepted reasons that a great power
may resort to force without the approval of the international community. Because of
political considerations, it is often difficult to gain UN Security Council approval for
intervention.

Yet on occasion, the major powers have intervened without international approval,
and have met with some success. With regards to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO)-led intervention in the Balkans, Chris Abbott writes “Kosovo is understood
by many to have established the norm of resort to force without the authorization of
the UN Security Council (although in fact most humanitarian interventions have taken
place without prior endorsement by the UN).”"® Furthermore, the United Kingdom (UK)
Parliament’s Foreign Affairs Committee report on NATO'’s action in Kosovo states that ”.
.. NATO’s military action, if of dubious legality in the current state of international law,
was justified on moral grounds.”"*

In 2001, the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty released
a report entitled The Responsibility to Protect to help outline the problem and identify
solutions. The report concluded that national sovereignty was an important principle of
international law, but that it was “. . . neither inviolable nor a legitimate justification for
inaction by the international community when sovereign governments are unwilling or
unable to protect their citizens from large-scale violations of human rights, crimes against
humanity, ethnic cleansing, or genocide.”"> When governments cannot, or choose not to,
protect their citizenry, the international community has a responsibility to act forcefully.

UNILATERALISM AND PREEMPTION

According to Colin Gray, “The strategic theory, the policy, the strategy, and the
plans for the 21st century need to be radically different from those suitable from the
Cold War.”'® He differentiates between the doctrine of preemption and the concept of
preventive war, stating that “Preemption refers to the first use of military force when an
attack already is underway or, at the least, is very credibly imminent.”"” The difference
between preemptive war and preventive war is that preemptive war “. . . uniquely is
exercised in or for a war that is certain, the timing of which has not been chosen by the
preemptor.”*® Prevention, on the other hand, is an act of choice, requiring that the nation
taking the action, “. . . must express a guess that war, or at least a major negative power
shift, is probable in the future.”*

A new U.S. unilateralism first appeared in statements of public policy in the Clinton
Administration’s 1998 National Security Strategy, which stated: “We will do what we must
to defend these (vital) interests, including —when necessary —using our military might
unilaterally and decisively.”? The George W. Bush administration added preemption as
a key point in its national security strategy:
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It is an enduring American principle that this duty obligates the government to anticipate
and counter threats, using all elements of national power, before the threats can do grave
damage. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction —and the more compelling
the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if uncertainty remains as
to the time and place of the enemy’s attack. There are few greater threats than a terrorist
attack with WMD. To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United
States will, if necessary, act preemptively in exercising our inherent right of self-defense.”

In theory, the unilateral and preemptive use of military power in the face of perceived
threats makes sense. However, in practice, these actions have not only resulted in
a distancing of traditional allies, but also the establishment of a dangerous precedent
within the international community. Ironically, U.S. reliance on preventive war may
have doomed its efforts to control the spread of nuclear weapons to rogue states. Iran’s
efforts to attain nuclear technology and its resistance to international pressure may be
the actions of a government operating defensively from what it sees as the perceived
threat of invasion. Long-term American efforts to promote regional stability may be more
difficult because of the precedent set in 2001 and 2003. An additional second order effect
may be the example set for other strong international states.

As the world’s only remaining superpower, the United States has the strength and
the right to act on its own in support of its vital national interests. However, the policies
of preemption and unilateral action have combined to cause great damage to American’s
global image without enhancing its security. According to Stephen Walt, repudiating
this policy is the first step in rebuilding America’s reputation within the international
community.?

The U.S. intervention in Iraq was a war of prevention, fought for regime change, to
destroy safe havens for terrorists, and to prohibit the spread of WMD. By acting first
and without the support of most major world powers, the United States challenged
the contemporary rules governing the use of force. There are defenders and detractors
on both sides of the argument, but few will deny that international public opinion has
turned against the United States, and American long-term interests and security have
been damaged as a result. According to Ivo Daalder and James Lindsey, “. . . No foreign
policy decision since America’s retreat into isolationism in the 1930s has done more to
harm American and global security than the Iraq war.”? This war “. . . has cost America
the trust of its friends and allies around the world —a trust that since 1945 has been
instrumental in translating America’s economic and military power into global influence
and leadership.”*

Finally, consideration must be given to the costs of 21st century military interventions.
According to Richard Betts, both Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush “. . .
embraced ambitious goals of reshaping the world according to American values but
without considering the full costs and consequences of their grandiose visions . . .
[leaving a defense budget] . . . higher than needed for basic national security but far
lower than required to eliminate all villainous governments and groups everywhere.”*
A Congressional Budget Office report estimates the cost of funding military operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan from September 2001 through the end of FY 2007 as being $604
billion.? With few international partners willing or able to help share the costs, the burden
for these nation-building efforts falls upon the United States.
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LEGITIMACY

The United States has many instruments of national power at its disposal as it seeks
to defend its people and vital interests. Whether referring to diplomatic, informational,
economic, or military power, Stephen Walt states that “ American power is most effective
when it is seen as legitimate, and when other societies believe it is being used to serve their
interests as well as America’s.”” How one defines legitimacy depends on background and
point of view. The word “legitimate” is often used synonymously with the word “legal,”
but the two have different meanings. Whereas legitimacy is subjective and is based on
the dispositions of the interpreter, legality refers to concepts which are “. . . intended to
be objective and universal; its meaning is intended to be the same for all actors subjected
to it.”? According to Seyom Brown, “. . . decisions to go to war or to dramatically escalate
an on-going war almost always are shaped in part by views, domestic and foreign, as to
whether the contemplated actions are legal and moral. Legal is taken to mean consistent
with the U.S. Constitution and congressional legislation, but also with treaties to which
the United States is a party.”* Accordingly, a legal military action is one which conforms
to the guidelines of the UN charter, as expressed in Article 51.

Decisionmakers must determine whether the United States should be governed by
international law or the much more subjective concept of legitimacy. This approach is not
without its difficulties, considering that the international community has great trouble
coming to a commonly held understanding of what constitutes legitimate action, and
cannot agree on the methodology for a test of legitimacy.*® The only principle most can
agree upon is that the concept of legitimacy does matter, to both the American public and
also to the international community. According to Ivo Daalder and Robert Kagan,

To forge a renewed political consensus on the use of force, we first need to recognize that
international legitimacy does matter. It matters to Americans, who want to believe they
are acting justly and are troubled if others accuse them of selfish, immoral, or otherwise
illegitimate behavior. It matters to our democratic friends and allies, whose support may
attest to the justness of the cause and whose participation may often be necessary to turn a
military victory into a lasting political success.”

The struggle to achieve legitimacy is the struggle to win the hearts and minds of the
people, and atits core, is a war of ideas. The 9/11 Commission makes it clear that al-Qaeda
and other anti-American groups understand the importance of legitimacy, especially in
the Islamic world. “If the United States does not act aggressively to define itself in the
Islamic World, the extremists will gladly do the job for us.”* It stands to reason that the
United States must do a better job at strategic communication and of explaining ideas,
actions, and motives to the international community.

According to Daalder and Kagan, “To sustain broad, bipartisan support for
interventions requires that we rebuild a domestic consensus on a fundamental but
elusive issue: the question of legitimacy.”*® How best to achieve domestic legitimacy is
a challenge for American policymakers. The Constitution outlines a system whereby
checks and balances provide the mechanism for ensuring the legality and legitimacy of
military force.
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The War Powers Act of 1973 was an attempt to assure the proper division of power
between the executive and legislative branches of government. As Commander in Chief,
the Act allows the President to use force on a temporary basis without congressional
approval,® but Congress retains the authority to declare war and to raise, fund, and
support the armed forces during military intervention.* In theory, domestic legitimacy is
ensured because no long-term major military intervention can occur without the express
approval of the representatives of the American people.

Some question the effectiveness of the War Powers Act since it has not prevented U.S.
involvement in long, indecisive wars in the past. The American public remains deeply
divided on the question of the war in Iraq, and those divisions continue along party
lines in Congress as well. While it is clear that the checks and balances are in place, the
United States continues to suffer questions about the legitimacy of its actions. Gaining
and maintaining public support for future military interventions will be a challenge for
future policymakers. Daniel Byman and Matthew Waxman make the point that linking
military action to vital national interests is essential to maintaining U.S. public support.
“Support is likely to erode with casualties when vital interests are not at stake, when the
public views victory as unlikely, or when the policy elite do not support the policy.”**The
role public opinion played in ending the Viethnam War is of particular relevance in this
regard.

To avoid U.S. involvement in long, drawn out, unpopular wars, policymakers have
suggested that the United States should consider objective criteria which can be used
to govern when, where, and how the United States uses military force in pursuit of its
interests. In an attempt to apply specific criteria as litmus tests for employing military
force, Colin Powell outlined six basic criteria which should be met before the United
States commits forces to combat operations. He contended that military forces should be
committed to combat operations only as a last resort and only if vital national interests
are threatened; that force should be applied in overwhelming numbers and with the clear
intention of winning; that forces should be given clearly defined military and political
objectives which are reassessed and adjusted if necessary; and that there must be strong
public and congressional support for the campaign.’’

Some argue that these guidelines are too restrictive and not flexible enough to deal
with modern interventions. Branislav Slantchev writes that “. . . the Doctrine is a recipe
for inaction and the problem . . . is not that the U.S. gets involved too often but that it
gets involved not often enough, and when it does, it is often not with whole-hearted
determination because of the perceived need to minimize American casualties.”*

It is clear, however, that the criteria were intended to help guide domestic discourse
and decisionmaking by outlining the kind of issues that need to be considered when
determining whether force should be used. Citing a Council on Foreign Relations report,
Robert Pauly and Tom Lansford write that the Doctrine is “. . . useful only as a checklist
that policy makers can use to ensure that they have carefully thought through a decision
for military intervention.”*

There is a strong link in the minds of the American public between domestic legitimacy
and international approval for military action. According to Byman and Waxman,
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The US public will also want to see any military campaign as conforming to international
legal norms and its own collective sense of morality, in terms of both the decision to launch
military operations and the way operations are conducted. In this regard, international law
serves as an imperfect reflection of contemporary morality and an impeachable arbiter of
the morality of any action. Actions that appear to violate international law acquire an extra
burden to justify themselves in moral terms.*

U.S. policymakers have long understood the importance of involving the international
community in military interventions. The Truman administration gained legitimacy
for the Korean conflict by sending American forces to fight under UN auspices, and the
Kennedy administration sought legitimacy by making the case for unilateral action in
dealing with the Soviet deployment of missiles to Cuba through the UN. In more recent
times, the administration of George H. W. Bush ensured legitimacy by gaining UN support
for removing Iraq from Kuwait in 1990. Even though it failed to get UN approval for the
use of force in the Balkans, the Clinton administration was able to achieve legitimacy of a
sort by working within the NATO-led coalition.

The U.S.-led invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq presented a challenging situation for
those proponents of legitimacy. Both conflicts began at the UN and were prosecuted using
international coalitions. Both conflicts had supporting resolutions, though some challenge
the time gap between the 1991 Gulf War and the U.S.-led invasion of 2003. However,
Afghanistan is considered to be legitimate because the link between Taliban support
for al-Qaeda and the 9/11 attacks was clear and well-understood by the international
community. In spite of the efforts of Colin Powell and Richard Armitage, the George W.
Bush administration was never able to establish the link between Saddam Hussein and
al-Qaeda , and the U.S. intervention in Iraq has not achieved the same level of legitimacy
with the international community. Charles Krauthammer writes that the Afghan war
garners more support within the United States because “. . . it’s origins are cleaner, the
casus belli clearer, the moral texture of the enterprise more comfortable. Afghanistan is a
war of righteous revenge and restitution, law enforcement on the grandest of scales.”*!

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Many still consider the UN as the primary institution for defining the legal and
legitimate use of force. The UN was originally founded in the aftermath of World War II
to ensure international peace and stability and to avoid another global conflict. The UN
Charter was drafted with very specific rules governing the use of force and when force
can be applied legally by any member of the international community. Article 51 prohibits
the threat or the actual use of force with the exceptions of self-defense or Security Council
authorization.*?

Though few will disagree on the theoretical merits of these guidelines, in practice,
their implementation raises several problems. First, the Charter was written to address a
very different set of challenges than the ones facing today’s decisionmakers. The framers
of the UN Charter likely did not envision current threats of international terrorism, failing
states, and the proliferation of WMD. Michael Glennon writes that the UN envisions
a world “. . . governed by objective, universal morality rather than by competition for
power and shifting national interests.”** However, today’s reality is that the common good
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often takes a back seat to the competition for power and the interests of the individual
member states. Daalder and Kagan believe that the UN Security Council is divided by
conflicting interests, ideology, beliefs about the nature of sovereignty, and the right of
the international community to intervene in the internal affairs of nations.* The result
is a situation where political considerations influence the decisionmaking process to the
extent that it leaves an international body which is ineffective and unable to lead. Chris
Abbott writes “The problem is that the Security Council’s decision to intervene or not
intervene in a particular conflict does not reflect internationally agreed objective criteria
and legal norms, but the domestic and global imperatives of the Permanent Five.”*

In addition, recent years have brought the UN a series of internal problems which have
caused great damage to its credibility, to include questions of fairness and dedication to
the issues surrounding human rights, and charges of corruption in the administration
of the oil for food program.*® No one understood the dilemma facing the UN better than
former Secretary General Kofi Annan. In a report to the General Assembly in 2005, he
conceded that his organization was formed in a very different period of world history,
and that “. . . not all our current practices are adapted to the needs of today.” He continued
that to survive as a “. . . useful instrument for its Member States and for the world’s
peoples . . . it must be fully adapted to the needs and circumstances of the 21st century.”
Natural disasters and humanitarian assistance, the challenges of combating the spread
of global jihad and global terrorism, and WMD proliferation, require agile international
organizations capable of providing immediate and effective action in defense of peace
and stability.

Daalder and Kagan believe that the UN is no longer an effective tool for dealing with
today’s security challenges. Frustrated by the perceived lack of support from the Security
Council for American military action, they argue that the best way to deal with threats to
peace and stability is to work through a coalition of democracies.

A policy of seeking consensus among the world’s great democratic nations can form the
basis for a new domestic consensus on the use of force. It would not exclude efforts to win
(UN) Security Council authorization. Nor would it preclude using force even when some
of our democratic friends disagree. But the United States will be on stronger ground to
launch and sustain interventions when it makes every effort to seek and win the approval
of the democratic world.*®

Standing organizations or coalitions such as NATO may provide the United States
with a viable alternative should UN cooperation fail. NATO was instrumental in bringing
the Cold War to a successful conclusion, and to this day boasts the world’s only standing,
readily useable coalition military capability. According to Ashton Carter and William
Perry, NATO provides the security framework for realizing “. . . George Marshall’s vision
of a Europe united in freedom, peace, and prosperity.”*

Others argue that this approach would actually perpetuate the problem and create
another organization which is even less likely to be effective and more likely to be
questioned by the rest of the international community; relying on this approach would
actually be counterproductive and might be more harmful than beneficial to American
interests. According to Paul Sanders,
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The answer to the problem of the United Nations is not to create something else; it is to
use force deliberately, selectively, sparingly and decisively to protect vital U.S. interests
and to stop genocide (not civil wars). If America appears to be wise, responsible, and
unstoppable in its use of force, we will create our own legitimacy. Democracies and non-
democracies alike will respect U.S. actions, even when it is necessary to act outside the
U.N. framework.”

Whether the answer lies with the UN, NATO, or a coalition of willing democratic
nations, it is clear that the United States must work through and include international
organizations. Seyom Brown writes, “U.S. foreign policy will always comprise a mix of
multilateralism, bilateralism, and unilateralism.”! The United States may be required to
act outside UN guidelines, but it must continue in its attempts to achieve legitimacy
through diplomacy. According to Robert Orr, when the United States acts without
formal authorization from the UN Security Council, it should continue to work to create
alternative strategies to achieve legitimacy.

Sheer expenditure of effort in this regard helps to generate good will. When the United
States follows its own path, it needs to clearly enunciate its interests and the principles at
stake that have led it to part ways with other international actors. In all cases, knowing
what to expect from the United States—a basic level of predictability —is important to
potential future partners in multilateral efforts.>

Joseph Nye summarizes the way ahead for U.S. policymakers in the 21st century,
stating that “ American foreign policy in a global information age should have a general
preference for multilateralism, but not all multilateralism. At times we have to go it alone.
When we do so in pursuit of public goods, the nature of our ends may substitute for the
means in legitimizing our power in the eyes of others.”>

Intheend, thereisanundeniablelinkbetweenlegitimacy, multilateralism,and American
public support. According to Seyom Brown, “Multilateral direction, authorization, or
approval of the use of force by the U.S. abroad confers a degree of legitimacy to military
operations, without which it is considerably more difficult to generate the congressional
and popular support required to provision and sustain them.”>*

RECOMMENDATIONS

The over whelming lesson of 9/11 is that engagement outside U.S. borders is the
only way to ensure peace and security, and that the use of military force is the least
preferred method of advancing national interests. While it is clear that there are times
when we must use force in support of our interests, policymakers must understand
that such interventions are never fast, easy, or cheap. During the Cold War, President
Nixon successfully balanced the gap between commitments and resources by trimming
military commitments through burden sharing and diplomacy.* Robert Orr writes that
the United States should pursue multilateralism first, and not as a last resort. “The United
States, for all its resources, needs three things that the international community can offer:
additional capacity, legitimacy, and burden sharing.”* When pursuing approval for
military action, the United States must seek formal support for its efforts first through
the UN. When that body cannot or will not act to support our requests, the United
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States should seek informal political consensus with regional organizations or other
democracies to form consensus for common action to address a compelling practical
necessity. The United States may gain legitimacy even for controversial actions when it
works with other multilateral organizations such as NATO, or the European or African
Unions as appropriate. Ultimately, the United States must be prepared to act unilaterally
and preemptively to ensure the safety and viability of national interests. If this occurs,
effective strategic communication will go a long way towards engendering support for
our actions and providing the framework for legitimacy. Words without actions can be
counterproductive, as Stephen Walt points out,

. . . defending the legitimacy of American primacy is not primarily a question of “spin”
or propaganda, or even cultural exchange. If American foreign policy is insensitive to the
interests of others, and if it makes global problems worse rather than better, no amount of
public diplomacy is going to convince the rest of the world that the United States is really
acting in the best interests of mankind.”

If it achieves no other purpose, the U.S. invasion of Iraq has proven that the doctrine
of preventive war does not work. Only an imminent threat provides the justification for a
preventive strike, and this can only occur if the nation possesses flawless intelligence and
unquestioned evidence of a coming strike. In spite of the efforts of Secretary Powell at the
UN, the evidence that Iraq possessed WMD and intended to distribute or use them was
never strong enough to convince the majority of the international community that war
was justified. The absence of any evidence of WMD or significant links between Saddam
Hussein and Islamic terrorists made it difficult for the United States to claim legitimacy
for its actions in Iraq. Increased levels of violence, even after President Bush declared an
end to combat operations, and the scandals of Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay spelled
an end to any hopes that the United States had for international help and support.

It is clear that the United States must work harder to engage other nations and
attempt to bring them along with us in the pursuit of our vital national interests. The
Bush Administration attempted to do this with regards to Iraq, but it had squandered
a great deal of its influence when it acted alone and against international opinion in
support of its own interests at the expense of the greater good on other issues. The U.S.
failure to propose viable alternatives to the Kyoto protocol on global warming and
its decision to unilaterally withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty did little to
inspire international confidence in U.S. leadership. These events added to international
perception that the United States is an arrogant power which cares little for interests
outside of its own. To overcome these perceptions and the noncooperation that they
engender, the United States must commit itself to resolving issues by peaceful means and
to only consider force when diplomatic efforts have failed. By engaging in a strong and
effective campaign of public diplomacy, the United States is more likely to find success
while defending its interests and maintaining its position as a global leader.

CONCLUSION

The relevance of legitimacy and how it is achieved and maintained is an issue that
policymakers will be wrestling with for years to come. The only sure thing is that
considerations of legitimacy must be included in any discussion of the exercise of military
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power. The United States must be willing and able to act unilaterally on vital issues, but
part of leadership is working to engage other nations and bring them along with us. As
the world’s only superpower, it is clear that the United States has the military strength
to act unilaterally. However, when the United States acts preemptively, unilaterally, and
seemingly without regard to international sentiment, U.S. interests are prone to suffer
long-term damage.

Future efforts at military intervention are likely to be complex, demanding, and
expensive, and success will be unlikely without U.S. public support and the support of
the international community. The way ahead is far from clear, and policymakers must
carefully consider when, where, and how we commit our military forces, and seek ways
to ensure legitimacy whenever possible. Often times, the right answer is not to intervene.
As Jeffrey Record states, “Future enemies undoubtedly will attempt to lure us into fighting
the kind of indecisive, protracted, and politically messy wars into which we stumbled in
Vietnam and Iraq. But if such wars are, for the United States, wars of choice rather than
wars of necessity, we should think more than twice before entering them.”>®
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CHAPTER 3

AL-QAEDA, THE REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS,
AND THE FUTURE OF WARFARE

Lieutenant Colonel Thomas C. Graves
U.S. Army

INTRODUCTION

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the demise of the Soviet Union in the 1990s, U.S.
policymakers and military planners began an intellectual search for a new national
security paradigm. The U.S. military began a program of downsizing its military to
capitalize on the peace dividend that resulted from the end of the Cold War. In concert
with this reduction in force, military intellectuals, defense analysts, leaders (both civilian
and uniformed), and politicians debated the future role of the military in world conflict
and how best to organize the remaining forces. This search for a new military paradigm
was briefly interrupted when Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990. This event became the catalyst
for President George H. W. Bush to deploy U.S. forces to the Persian Gulf region and
eventually launch a war designed to liberate Kuwait. The resulting war, named Operation
DESERT STORM, was a classically waged war between a U.S.-led coalition and Irag; it
resulted in an overwhelming victory for the coalition. At the end of the war, the military
returned to the United States and continued to downsize.

At the same time it was downsizing its military, the United States was undergoing
a tremendous growth in information technology. It was only natural that the debate on
the application of military power would include a search for an efficient means to utilize
technology in conjunction with a smaller force in order to overwhelm a prospective
adversary. The tremendous success of Operation DESERT STORM added to this search
for efficiency through technological means. In that conflict, the U.S. military aptly
demonstrated the emerging technologies of precision weapons and global positioning
systems and gave a glimpse of what some (according to the proponents) would claim
was within the realm of the possible for future war.

The search for a revolution in military affairs (RMA) that would allow the U.S. military
to dominate all other prospective competitors for years to come centered on the use of
cutting edge technology to overwhelm an adversary through the rapid transmission of
information. Numerous publications readily grasped the idea of an emerging RMA and
provided articles describing how to best identify and take advantage of the changes in
technology. The U.S. military implemented plans to transform its forces so as to posture
itself to be capable of defeating a future threat with a much reduced force structure and
physical footprint. Throughout the 1990s, the debate over RMA continued, and numerous
articles, books, and other publications attempted to identify, define, and classity the future
of American warfighting. The adherents to RMA theory included noted intellectuals such
as Andrew Krepenivich, politicians such as Congressman John Murtha, and military
leaders such as Admiral Arthur K. Cebrowski.!
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An underlying stimulus for the RMA debate of the 1990s was similar to the catalyst
for arms races in the past: a concern that failure to adjust to new conditions would lead to
a crippling disadvantage relative to one’s enemies, irrelevance, and possibly even loss of
superpower status.> At the time of the events of September 11, 2001 (9/11), the ongoing
Department of Defense (DoD) search for the elusive RMA had morphed into a broader
concept of transformation—a DoD-wide effort to refashion the entire military in a way
that would make maximum use of the RMA. Transformation became the watchword
of the military establishment, and every new weapon system, program, or policy was
labeled “transformational” to keep pace with current bureaucratic trends and programs.
The importance of transformation to the DoD was strongly emphasized with the creation
in 2001 of the Office of Force Transformation led by retired Admiral Arthur K. Cebrowski.
It was charged with the mission to serve as “. . . the advocate, focal point, and catalyst for
transformation within the Department [of Defense].”?

Simultaneous to U.S. efforts to achieve an RMA in the 1990s, other state and nonstate
actors throughout the world were looking for ways and means that could be used to defeat
U.S. military power. At the end of Operation DESERT STORM, it became apparent that
most nations would never have the military capacity to defeat the United States on the
battlefield and must therefore find alternative means to achieve their strategic objectives.
One of these actors, al-Qaeda , developed methods and doctrines that eventually allowed
it to stage a devastating attack on the U.S. mainland.

Since that attack, the U.S. military has been focused on the Global War on Terrorism
and has conducted major combat operations in Afghanistan and Iraq—in both cases
achieving short-term tactical successes on the battlefield but having limited success over
the long term at the grand strategic level. In both cases, the U.S. defense establishment
heralded the tactical successes of U.S. military power early in the effort.* However, over
time insurgent forces in Afghanistan and Iraq were able to undermine the short-term
tactical success and create a long-term threat that worked against the creation of stable
central governments in both nations.

In a 2006 article on defense transformation, Senior Defense Analyst Stephen Biddle
cogently described what senior leaders at the Pentagon had sought to achieve. He argued
that current U.S. efforts at RMA were aimed at changing “a heavy, slow-moving, Cold
War relic into a leaner, faster, higher-technology force that exploits the connectivity of
networked information to outmaneuver, outrange, and demoralize enemy forces without
requiring their piecemeal destruction in close combat.”> He added, “Some transformation
advocates would even bypass the enemy military in the field altogether, using deep
strikes from possibly intercontinental distances to destroy key nodes in a hostile economy
or political control system in ‘effects based” operations (EBO) that prevail by coercive
bombing rather than brute force on the battlefield.”¢

Interestingly, Biddle’s summary, applied in a different context, effectively highlights
many of the innovations that al-Qaeda embraced in its own effort to find and exploit
weaknesses in the U.S. defense posture; indeed if one substitutes the term “al-Qaeda ” for
the term “ American military,” it becomes clear that al-Qaeda may have achieved many
of the goals articulated for U.S. transformation. In the events of 9/11, al-Qaeda showed
that it had bypassed the enemy military in the field altogether, using deep strikes from
long distances. It was al-Qaeda that exploited the connectivity of networked information
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to outmaneuver its enemies. And, it was al-Qaeda that launched a highly demoralizing
attack on the U.S. mainland, without requiring the piecemeal destruction of U.S. military
forces in close combat.”

It is quite possible that in our efforts to effect an RMA, the U.S. military essentially
missed the true revolution that was occurring in al-Qaeda. The U.S. military must now
refocus its efforts to regain superiority with respect to the true transformation that has
fundamentally altered warfare for years to come. This chapter will expand on this concept
of al-Qaeda as an RMA. By examining RMA from a conceptual basis, it will establish
a functional framework for RMA to include the historical examples of the German
Blitzkrieg of World War II and Napoleonic Warfare and the French Revolution, both
cited by DoD as examples of revolutionary change in warfare.® The framework of RMA
will then be applied to al-Qaeda as an organization. Finally, the chapter will examine
U.S. Government and military responses to al-Qaeda 's RMA, with a focus on developing
a more comprehensive solution to warfare under the new RMA paradigm.

RMA AS A CONCEPT

Despite a vast literature on the RMA idea over the last decade, there has never been a
clear consensus on the meaning and definition of a true “Revolution in Military Affairs.”
The number of terms associated with an RMA further complicates the issue. Closely
associated terms, such as “Military-Technical Revolution,” “Military Revolutions,” and
“Transformation,” all contribute to the confusion. Generally, most authors agree that a
true RMA (or military-technical revolution, etc.) is more than simply incremental change
in technology, but instead includes changes in technology, organizational concepts, and
organizational theory. It is the combination of these factors that separates a true RMA
from the normal evolutionary changes in technology. The RMA proponents of the 1990s
saw an opportunity for “a drastic shrinking of the military, a casting aside of old forms
of organization and creation of new ones, a slashing of current force structure, and the
investment of unusually large sums in research and development.”® Historian Williamson
Murray defined RMA as “periods of innovation in which armed forces develop novel
concepts involving changes in doctrine, tactics, procedures, and technology.”' However,
Murray also separates the concept of “Military Revolution” from RMA as a “separate and
distinct phenomenon.”" In the past, a military revolution has

... resulted from massive social and political changes that have restructured societies and

states, and fundamentally altered the manner in which military organizations prepared
for and conducted war. Such revolutions have been unpredictable and to a great extent
uncontrollable. (emphasis added)*

Another viewpoint is expressed by Richard Hundley in his essay, “Characteristics of
Revolutions in Military Affairs.” In this model, an RMA “involves a paradigm shift in
the nature and conduct of military operations which either renders obsolete or irrelevant
one or more core competencies of a dominate player; or creates one or more new core
competencies, in some new dimension of warfare or both.”"® Under his construct, a
competency is defined as “a fundamental ability that provides the foundation for a set
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of military capabilities.”** This strengthens the argument that a technology-driven RMA
also includes substantial changes in doctrine and organization.'

In the 1990s, the wide literature on RMA formed the intellectual foundation, but
DoD assumed that it could drive and accelerate the RMA phenomenon to serve its own
purposes. Vice Chairman of the Joint Staff Admiral William Owens spoke of a new
system-of-systems approach that integrated technology with new military formations
and an emphasis on dominant battlefield knowledge —the ability for a military force to
understand and respond to its adversary’s movements so as to dominate the battlefield.
It was “this new system-of-systems capability, combined with joint doctrine designed to
take full advantage of these new fighting capabilities, [that was] at the heart of the RMA.” ¢
It was also this combination of technology, doctrine, and structure that drove the initial
publication of Joint Vision 2010—“the conceptual template for how we will channel the
vitality of our people and leverage technological opportunities to achieve new levels of
effectiveness in joint warfighting.”'” In 2002, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld further
drew the connection between doctrine, organization, and technology with RMA and the
efforts to transform DoD. Speaking to the National Defense University, he stated, "We
[DoD] need to change not only the capabilities at our disposal, but also how we think
about war. All the high-tech weapons in the world will not transform the U.S. Armed
Forces unless we also transform the way we think, the way we train, the way we exercise,
and the way we fight.”'8

But none of those in the RMA and transformation debate came to a disciplined,
consistent interpretation of the concept. Everyone in the debate used terms that best suited
their own ideas and purposes. Thus, attempting to define the different terms becomes
an exercise in semantics —interesting but not very useful from a practical standpoint.
All of the terms are used interchangeably by different authors and scholars to best fit
their own conceptions and purposes. In the final analysis, it is sufficient to acknowledge
that rapid (thus potentially revolutionary) change does sometimes occur within societies
and military forces, producing a marked advantage for elements that can recognize it
and advance it for their own purposes. It is also useful to acknowledge that this type
of change is driven by more than one element (such as technology). It is a combination
of elements (doctrine, organization, technology, and to a lesser extent other elements
such as leadership, logistics systems, etc.) that provides the marked advantage to the
organization that embraces it.

THE FRENCH REVOLUTION AND BLITZKRIEG

However RMA is defined, many defense professionals agree that the period of
Napoleon and the French Revolution, and the German innovation of Blitzkrieg, achieved
substantial success in integrating military capabilities that gave them a marked advantage
over their opponents. In both cases, the development of new formations, doctrine, and
tactics allowed them to dominate their opponents on the battlefield for a significant
period. It took their adversaries years before they could develop a capability that would
off-set their enemy’s battlefield success and allow for more parity on the field of battle.

The French Revolution and the development of Napoleonic warfare have been
viewed by many as a period of profound change. This revolution was marked by the
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introduction of the levee en masse and the development of large citizen armies influenced
by patriotism and nationalism.!” Without the influence of the French Revolution and the
huge level of societal change that evolved with it, the levee en masse and development of
mass armies would have been impossible. However, it would require the military genius
of Napoleon to take full advantage of this new capability by developing the command
and control structures and organizations that could achieve the marked advantage over
its adversaries. Without the development of operational doctrine, corps structures,
logistics based on living off the land, and other elements of Napoleonic warfare, the mere
existence of a large army would not have ushered in the revolutionary change in warfare.

Likewise, in the development of Blitzkrieg, the Germans used the interwar period
between World War I and World War II to greatly advance their military capabilities.
This led to the development of a method of integrating air support with tank and infantry
formations to dominate the Poles in 1939 and the French (with their British Expeditionary
Force coalition partner) in 1940. This development of doctrine and tactics began during
World War I and continued following the war with the creation of committees to
study the lessons of World War I. Led by Hans Von Seekt, the German military began
experimenting with tank formations in 1924, developing techniques that would be
further expanded in training exercises at the secret German military school in Kazan, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR).* The German military combined their new
doctrine with technology (such as the development of tactical radios for command and
control), allowing them to integrate close air support as a fundamental element of their
tactical combat power.” After their incredible conquest of France in 1940, many officers
on both sides of the war felt that the German Wehrmacht displayed capabilities that were
“revolutionary.”? In many ways, Blitzkrieg drew upon and added to the innovations
developed at the end of World War I; but the changes, when brought together and
implemented efficiently, had the appearance and effect of a revolution.

It is important to note that much of the DoD emphasis on achieving an RMA in the
1990s was motivated by the success of German advancements in warfare during the
period between the World Wars. Many of the early publications from the Office of Force
Transformation used Blitzkrieg as an example of transformation, and senior leaders
within DoD highlighted the impact of Blitzkrieg on warfare in World War II. During
testimony to Congress in April 2002, then Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz
stated, “But by the spring of 1940, with the Germans’ lightning strikes across the Meuse
and through the Ardennes, it was clear then that blitzkrieg—a term coined by Western
journalists to describe this unmistakably new phenomenon—had redefined war and
would shape battles for years to come.”? Likewise, Secretary Rumsfeld specifically
mentioned the German Blitzkrieg stating, “what was revolutionary and unprecedented
about the blitzkrieg was not the new capabilities the Germans employed, but rather the
unprecedented and revolutionary way that they mixed new and existing capabilities.”
Consequently, the development in the 1920s and 1930s of what would later become
known as Blitzkrieg became the DoD de facto benchmark for RMA.

It is also important to note that Blitzkrieg focused on the military’s ability to engage
in battle at the operational and tactical level. As a parallel, DoD also focused on the
operational and tactical levels in their transformational efforts. The outcome of this focus
was the development of methods that emphasized precision engagement, use of Special
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Operations forces, application of information technologies to urban operations, and other
facets. Admiral Arthur Cebrowski, then Director of the Office of Force Transformation in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, summed up the future emphasis on use of force by
stating,

The ultimate attribute of the emerging American Way of War is the superempowerment
of the warfighter — whether on the ground, in the air, or at sea. As network-centric warfare
empowers individual servicemen and women, and as we increasingly face an international
security environment where rogue individuals, be they leaders of “evil states” or “evil
networks,” pose the toughest challenges, eventually the application of our military power
will mirror the dominant threat to a significant degree.”

The use of the term, “American Way of War” was not coincidental. In his book of the same
name, Russell Weigley identified the American Way of War as historically being focused
on annihilation —bringing the full brunt of American industrial and military power to
completely destroy an adversary —usually at great cost in both blood and treasure.?
In Cebrowski’s new American Way of War, the cost of war (both in human terms and
dollar figures) would be drastically reduced by “super-empowering warfighters” with
organizational, doctrinal, and technological developments at the operational and tactical
level. It was this focus that drove the pursuit of RMA by the U.S. military throughout the
1990s and would remain the focus of transformation efforts under Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld.

Finally, it is important to note that there remains the view of some theorists that the
development of Blitzkrieg was simply an extension of German efforts to solve the tactical
problems that plagued the Western Front in World War L. This view of the RMA suggests
that it occurred as a natural extension of the desire to manage increasing complexity
on the tactical battlefield —an evolutionary approach to development that eventually
succeeded in bringing a marked advantage to the German forces in France in 1940.7
This is significant in that it highlights the tactical and operational nature of the solution
set developed by the German Wehrmacht. It must be emphasized that this focus at
the operational and tactical levels of war allowed the German Army to dominate the
battlefield for a fleetingly short period of time, but did nothing to ultimately achieve
the strategic ends of the thousand-year Third Reich. The German Army of World War II
never developed a satisfactory approach to warfare at the strategic level and thus found
itself doomed to strategic failure despite its tactical and operational prowess.

THE REVOLUTIONARY RISE OF AL-QAEDA

While the U.S. military pursued an RMA along the Blitzkrieg model, another
revolution was underway incorporating many of the elements of revolutionary era France.
This revolution created by al-Qaeda , the terrorist network responsible for the World
Trade Center attacks on 9/11, capitalized on a growing religious and social movement
focused on fundamentalist Muslim beliefs. Like the military revolution that had occurred
as a result of the radical changes in the French social structure, al-Qaeda would adapt
changes in technology and organizational structure to mobilize radical Muslim elements
and create an organization that had the capacity to strike globally and achieve strategic
results through the minor application of tactical capabilities.
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The radical Islamist movement found throughout the Middle East has a variety of
roots and causes dating far back into early Muslim history. Throughout this history,
radical Islamists have periodically resorted to terror and violence to attain their political
or theological goals within their locally limited scope and capacity. However, the modern
extremist movement became a powerful global force in the Middle East by capitalizing
on several sources of Arab discontent. Despite the fact that radical Muslims come from
a variety of religious backgrounds and beliefs (in many cases directly at odds with each
other such as Salafist Sunni versus Iranian Shi’a sects), most analysts agree that they are
typically motivated by three main factors: the creation of Israel as a nation-state (along
with the resulting occupation of Palestinian lands and perceived heavy-handedness by
the Israeli authorities);® the perception that the United States has imperial designs on
the Middle East and unfairly targets believers of Islam;* and the desire to create Islamic
regimes or, at a minimum, force current Middle Eastern regimes to govern by Islamic
principles.® These factors are exacerbated by the growing discontent of Middle Eastern
youths as a result of social and economic hardship, state totalitarianism, and other
considerations.

With the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in 1979, radical Islamic organizations were
motivated by the perceived need to support their fellow Muslims and oust the Soviets
from the country. Osama bin Laden was a product of this conflict between fundamentalist
Muslim factions and the secular Soviet forces in the nation. As the son of a billionaire
construction contractor in Saudi Arabia, bin Laden attended King Aziz University where
he earned a degree in civil engineering. Despite not being motivated by religious doctrine
as a young man, he relocated to Afghanistan and joined the Afghan Mujahideen (freedom
fighters) to fight the Soviet invasion. In Afghanistan he found his calling in life.*> Once
the Soviets were ousted from the country (in 1989), bin Laden turned his energy and
organizational skill against a newly identified enemy of Islam — the United States. Using
the U.S. “occupation” of Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War as the justification for his
cause, he created al-Qaeda (Arabic for “The Base”) to expel the United States from Saudi
Arabia and protect the Islamic holy sites of Mecca and Medina. In his first religious ruling
or fatwa, issued in 1996, bin Laden called for all Muslims (specifically Muslim youths) to
“push the American enemy out of the holy lands” and begin a war against the “Zionist-
Crusader” alliance.® His second fatwa, issued in 1998, went further, declaring that it was
every Muslim’s duty to “kill the Americans and their allies —civilians and military . . . in
any country which it is possible to do it [kill Americans].”*

These religious rulings would have the effect of calling for the modern day equivalent
of a transnational levee en masse—albeit one that was focused along religious rather
than nationalist lines. Osama bin Laden combined this universal motivation of Islamic
extremists with new technologies and organizational structures to create a powerful
organization with the ability to strike targets throughout the world. Dr. Audrey Cronin
has explained that this levee en masse (or cyber-mobilization) is still in its infancy, but is
irreversible and will have a profound influence on the conduct of future war.*

To reach his audience, bin Laden has created a powerful information architecture
utilizing the Internet and other information sources to broadcast his message. Developing
an Internet and media organization called “Al Sahab” (literally translated in English as
“The Clouds”), al-Qaeda produces high quality video and other media accessible by
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millions through the Internet and other sources. The success of al-Qaeda in this endeavor
has increased throughout the last 10 years so that an Internet posting by Osama bin Laden,
or one of his lieutenants, now becomes an instant story worthy of heavy international
news coverage.* This has allowed his fatwas and other dictates to be broadcast, not only
through al-Qaeda ’s own Internet pages, but through many other Internet, television, and
mass media outlets. By combining this powerful and universal technology with strong
religious doctrine and teachings, al-Qaeda has, over the last 6 years, increased its ability
to recruit new members and execute terrorist attacks; this has been achieved despite the
on-going efforts of the United States and its allies in Afghanistan and elsewhere.

Ironically, the Internet was originally developed by the U.S. military to enhance
communications during the Cold War. It was created by the primary DoD laboratory
for exploring emerging technology. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA) designed the Internet (then known as ARPANET) in the 1960s to provide
redundantcommunicationsin the case of nuclear war. It became a worldwide phenomenon
in the 1990s that has been called “the most transforming technological development of
our time, rivaling, if not exceeding, the printing press.”?” The ability of al-Qaeda to exploit
the Internet (a product designed and created by the U.S. military) in order to wage war
against the United States is a key element of al-Qaeda s RMA concept.

In addition to integrating Internet technology, bin Laden created a flattened
organizational structure to enhance the command and control capabilities of al-Qaeda
. Using broad guidance (such as the fatwa statement to kill all Americans wherever
they are found), he is able to minimize his own importance to the organization and
allow subordinates to operate independently to achieve the organizational goals. Some
current estimates indicate that even if bin Laden were to die or otherwise be removed
from the organization, al-Qaeda would continue unhindered for many years to come.*
This flattened organizational structure allows the leadership to gain efficiencies in the
organizational functions of funding, logistics, manpower, training, and propaganda.
Using a network that has associates in at least 75 different countries worldwide, the
organization is able to maintain its structure and pursue its goals across a wide range
of different cultures and environmental conditions.* The July 2007 National Intelligence
Estimate, “The Terrorist Threat to the U.S. Homeland,” highlighted the growing threat
from this networked structure:

We assess that globalization trends and recent technological advances will continue to
enable even small numbers of alienated people to find and connect with one another,
justify and intensify their anger, and mobilize resources to attack —all without requiring a
centralized terrorist organization, training camp, or leader.*

al-Qaeda has been extremely successful in achieving its strategic goals by combining a
networked organizational structure with the ability to reach a wide audience and deliver
a message that has universal appeal to radical Muslims. Subsequent to the attacks on
9/11, al-Qaeda and associated groups have conducted successful strikes on targets
in Algiers, Casablanca, Madrid, London, Istanbul, Riyadh, Jeddah, Karachi, Sharm el-
Sheikh, Taba, Mombassa, Kuwait, Mumbai, New Delhi, and Bali.*! In many instances,
these attacks have achieved strategic effects. The most spectacular success was the
Madrid train station bombings on March 11, 2004 resulting in 191 civilian deaths. Those
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attacks directly influenced the outcome of the Spanish elections, scheduled to be held
3 days after the attacks. In those elections, the ruling Popular Party, despite holding a
strong lead in the days prior to the attacks, was defeated by the Socialist Party which
then promptly withdrew Spanish forces from Iraq, achieving the strategic goal of the al-
Qaeda affiliated organization.*? This success occurred despite the previous 3-year NATO
and U.S. campaign against the al-Qaeda leadership in Afghanistan. Other successes have
achieved global notoriety, including the train bombings in London and the attack on the
nightclub in Bali in October 2002, which killed over 200 civilians (mainly Australians).*

What makes al-Qaeda strikingly different from most military organizationsis the effort
it has put into achieving strategic effects with low cost tactical operations. One analyst
characterized al-Qaeda’s overarching goals as being “aimed at the overthrow of values,
cultures, or societies on a global level through the use of subversion and armed conflict,
with the ultimate goal of establishing a new world order.”* Another way of viewing
these goals is that al-Qaeda is prosecuting a global insurgency to achieve major strategic
objectives by utilizing small individual organizations with relatively unsophisticated
weapon systems. This is most clearly seen by the attacks on 9/11, where a small group of
less than 20 operators caused over 3,000 civilian casualties in less than 4 hours.

The end result of this military revolution has been that al-Qaeda continues to prosecute
a global war and, despite the efforts of NATO and the United States, has actually increased
its capacity to conduct attacks. This effect was achieved without using high technology
weapon systems; instead it relied on less sophisticated methods (such as suicide bombers
in jet airliners) to attain goals. In achieving their own RMA, al-Qaeda undermined the
utility of the U.S. military’s core competency of tactical warfighting. Despite a huge effort
to physically destroy the al-Qaeda network through the application of tactical force, al-
Qaeda has continued to maintain a capability to achieve strategic goals through its own
use of selected attacks on specific targets across the world.

THE U.S. RESPONSE TO THE MILITARY REVOLUTION

The U.S. Government has recognized the growing threat from al-Qaeda and has
focused on methods of destroying the organization. This increasing acknowledgement
of the threat from organizations like al-Qaeda has resulted in the understanding that the
U.S. military must be prepared to fight a number of different threats simultaneously. This
has helped shape the U.S. defense strategy and subsequently has informed a number of
budgeting and programming systems, such as the Quadrennial Defense Review of 2006.*
It has become clear to the members of the U.S. military establishment that they must
develop systems and structures that can respond to a wide range of threats in order to
successfully fulfill its mission of defending the nation.

As part of this acknowledgment, the U.S. military is restructuring its forces to be more
flexible and responsive to the different threats. Driven by current requirements in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the focus has been on changing tactical organizations to meet the battlefield
needs of the military in an effort to defeat al-Qaeda and its associated networks by the
use of force. The U.S. Army has led the way in this reorganization, changing the basic
structure of brigades and battalions to more rapidly deploy and fight at the tactical level.
The development of Brigade Combat Teams with enhanced intelligence capability and
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greater capacity to bring force to bear on the battlefield has been the principle driver
behind the reorganization.* Likewise, the military has spent a considerable amount
of money to counter specific tactics of al-Qaeda -associated groups. This includes the
development of vehicles, such as Up-Armored High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled
Vehicles (HMMWYVs) and Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles, designed
to protect occupants from attacks by improvised explosive devices (IEDs).* It also includes
development of technologies to defeat improvised explosive devices or otherwise prevent
their use by insurgent groups on the battlefield.*

However, this reorganization continues to be focused on battle skills and the ability
to prosecute the tactical fight. This fits the battle-oriented model for the American Way
of War. The United States has a long strategic and cultural tradition of focusing on
conventional warfare, while giving less attention to other threats such as terrorism and
counterinsurgency. Coupled with this culture is a belief that fighting wars is the purview
of DoD —almost to the exclusion of the other entities within the government. Throughout
our history, when the nation turned to the use of force to solve a problem, all other elements
of the government tended to take a backseat to the efforts of the defense community.
As a nation, Americans tend to view military threats only through the lens of military
power — the use of weapons and systems to bring about a violent defeat of our enemies.
Even the way that Americans discuss the different elements of power (the diplomatic,
military, economic, and informational elements of national power), tends to lend itself
to a stovepiped conception of distinct categories versus an integrated conception of the
various sources of power.* This strategic culture is combined with a natural tendency to
search for technological solutions to gain efficiencies where possible.

In keeping with U.S. strategic culture, the U.S. military focused its efforts to defeat al-
Qaeda in a similar manner to the way it focused its efforts on the search for an RMA —at
the operational and tactical levels of war; even as al-Qaeda was focusing operations at
the strategic level and spending much less effort at the tactical level, the United States
was focusing on capabilities such as precision guided munitions and global positioning
systems.

Other efforts to counter al-Qaeda have been made by different agencies within the
U.S. Government, but they have been mainly focused on defending the nation against a
terrorist attack. The largest of these efforts has been the development of the Department
of Homeland Security, consolidating a number of U.S. agencies (the U.S. Coast Guard,
Federal Emergency Management Agency, etc.) in an effort to prevent an another 9/11
attack by coordinating the skills and strengths of these myriad organizations. Likewise,
the establishment of the Director of National Intelligence to consolidate all national
intelligence efforts has also helped prevent further attacks against the United States.
However these efforts have not had a substantial effect on the ability to prosecute the
war against al-Qaeda ’s international network. Audrey Cronin has argued that the U.S.
Government’s “approach to this growing repulsion [terrorism] is colored by a kind of
cultural naiveté, an unwillingness to recognize —let alone appreciate or take responsibility
for —the influence of U.S. power except in its military dimension.”*
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The United States must look toward the future of warfare to create the capacity to meet
the transnational threat presented by al-Qaeda and its associated network. al-Qaeda has
clearly demonstrated that an RMA occurred in the last decade. This revolution, however,
was along the lines of the French Revolution vice the development of Blitzkrieg, insofar as
it took advantage of significant changes in Islamist social structures and culture to effect
its change. Combined with globalization, the rise of information technology (especially
the increasing use of the Internet to pass information), and the creation of a decentralized
networked organization, al-Qaeda has achieved significant strategic effects without
requiring sophisticated weapon systems. They have the ability to effect change globally
and to strike when and where it best suits their current strategic needs. Implementing a
revolutionary approach, they have succeeded in many respects inreducing the significance
of the U.S. military’s core competency of battle (in the military sense). As General David
Petraeus has affirmed, the U.S. military cannot win the fight in Iraq by itself —it must be
won with other sources of power.” In this statement he emphasizes the application of
military force in a supporting role complimenting the other elements of national power vice the
primary form of warfare.

The answer to this dilemma is that the U.S. military and U.S. Government must look
beyond military capability in the pursuit of RMA. As Dr. Cronin has observed, “terrorism
is a complex phenomenon; it must be met with short-term military action, informed by in-
depth, long term sophisticated analysis.”>* The U.S. Government in total, must be viewed as
the organization that fights and wins the nation’s wars. The United States must go beyond
an RMA patterned on developing capabilities that dominate only the kinetic spectrum of
military battle — the development of the next version of Blitzkrieg—and instead focus its
efforts on defeating organizations and networks across the spectrum of conflict. This is
a significant paradigm shift from our current understanding of warfare and government
structures. DoD would no longer be the organization solely charged with fighting and
winning the nation’s wars; instead, the defense establishment would be one component
of an entire governmental effort to fight and win the nation’s wars, led by an agency or
other organization that has the authority to task all agencies of the government. Achieving
this requires a fundamental shift in thought regarding the functions of a democratic
government, and its ability to protect its interests.

The future of warfare resides in the ability to connect all elements of power through
networking in order to share the information and expertise that resides in each different
department. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR) acknowledges that the
war on terror,

... is both a battle of arms and a battle of ideas—a fight against terrorist networks and
against their murderous ideology. The Department of Defense fully supports efforts to
counter the ideology of terrorism, although most of the U.S. Government’s capabilities for
this activity reside in other U.S. Government agencies and in the private sector.®

The QDR report is a great step in the right direction toward building a capability to fight
enemies such as al-Qaeda . However, it focuses too much of its effort on defining the
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structure of the U.S. military for prosecution of the war on terror. It lists specific items
that must be developed, purchased, or otherwise employed by the military, but then falls
short when describing what must be done to integrate the other elements of national
power and apply them to the current fight. Within elements of DoD, the QDR gives
specific and pointed guidance, such as “the Department [of Defense] will . . . transform
Army units and headquarters to modular designs.” [emphasis added]** However, when
discussing integration with other elements of the U.S. Government (interagency) the
guidance becomes much softer, such as, “the QDR recommends the creation of National
Security Planning Guidance to direct the development of both military and non-military
plans and institutional capabilities.” [emphasis added]® This use of softer language (“will
transform” vice “recommends creation”) is a subtle acknowledgement that DoD does
not have the power or authority to direct other departments or agencies within the U.S.
Government.

For the U.S. Government to successfully prosecute war against networked enemies such
as al-Qaeda , it must undergo a fundamental shift in the warfighting paradigm. This will
require arestructuring of the government and governmental agencies that have previously
been overlooked in the pursuit of the operational and tactical RMA. Empowering the
Vice President to act as the integrator of the Executive Branch of government would be an
example of this paradigm shift. Another example would be the development of a regional
combatant command structure where the warfighter or commander would be a senior
official from the National Security Council (or a similar organization to be developed in
the future). The component commanders for this command would include a flag officer
from DoD, an Ambassador from the State Department, a senior official from the U.S.
Information Agency, and representatives from other cabinet level organizations deemed
necessary for engagement in the region. Vastly increasing the capabilities of agencies
other than DoD (such as the Department of State) will be the crucial first step in moving
the United States towards a new, more relevant national security paradigm.

This does not preclude the need to continue to develop the kinetic tactical capabilities
of the U.S. military. The U.S. military will remain a substantial component (albeit only
one of many) in efforts to wage our nation’s wars; leveraging technology and other
capabilities to dominate the kinetic spectrum of warfare will remain extremely important.
Simultaneous to the efforts to reorganize itself, the U.S. Government should pursue
technologies that provide network-centric information capabilities throughout the
governmental agencies (not just military functions). Information sharing at the highest
levels will greatly increase our ability to prosecute warfare at the strategic level. As in
any true RMA, the development of capabilities in technology, doctrine, organization, and
other elements must be complementary and contribute to a total package of capability
as viewed by the entire U.S. Government and not simply DoD. As explained by Antulio
Echevarria, the American Way of War should be focused on developing the capabilities
to bring strategic success after battle, rather than focused on the effects of battle alone.*

There are many other ways to pursue the new RMA, but until we radically rethink
how we, as a nation, fight and win our wars, we will continue to fall short in defeating
adversaries patterned after al-Qaeda . Whatever capability is developed must take into
account the ability to focus all elements of national power to defeat our future adversaries.
Many of our future opponents are closely observing our efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq
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and learning from our mistakes. The future war that we fight will see opponents continue
to attempt to marginalize our tactical battlefield capabilities in order to achieve their own
strategic goals.
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CHAPTER 4

AFRICA COMMAND AND THE MILITARIZATION
OF U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

Dennis R. Penn
Department of Defense

INTRODUCTION

The end of the Cold War brought about a new era of remarkable changes in the strategic
perspective of the U.S. Government (USG). Within this confluence of changes, two
independent threads of thought emerged, evolved, and eventually started to converge.
The first thread pertains to the continent of Africa and its rise in strategic value vis-a-
vis U.S. national interests. Once relegated to the diplomatic dustbin, Africa surprisingly
roared to the top of the foreign policy heap—it was suddenly very strategically
important. The March 2006 National Security Strategy states that, “ Africa holds growing
geo-strategic importance and is a high priority of this Administration . . . our goal is an
African continent that knows liberty, peace, stability, and increasing prosperity.”! The
genesis of U.S. renewed commitment to Africa is rooted in large part to its value as an
important source of “energy supplies; a possible safe haven for terrorist groups; a transit
node of illegal trafficking in drugs, arms, and people; and a growing voice in multilateral
institutions.”? The second thread relates to a momentous shift in U.S. military mission
focus. Whereas the military at one time focused almost exclusively on waging war, based
largely on the Iraq and Afghanistan experiences, it began a conscious shift in thinking
towards preventing war—this is due to the strategic realization that it is more cost
effective to prevent war than it is to wage it. The U.S. military adjusted, and continues to
adjust, its policy, strategies, and doctrine to include an emphasis on proactive peacetime
engagement as a way to achieve national strategy objectives.?

The two threads first converged at the U.S. European Command (USEUCOM)
Headquarters in Stuttgart, Germany. A geographic combatant command (GCC),
USEUCOM'’s area of responsibility included all of Europe, Russia, Israel, and most of
Africa.* Through its efforts in the global war on terror (GWOT), USEUCOM pioneered a
new approach to theater security cooperation (TSC) and traditional warfighting —a new
kind of campaign construct referred to as “Phase Zero.”> The command operationalized
their TSC and capacity-building efforts by collaborating with regional allies and focusing
on terrorism’s long-term, underlying conditions.® With its emphasis on interagency
cooperation, coordination, and collaboration, Phase Zero represented a natural evolution
in the concept of proactive peacetime engagement. Concurrently, in recognition of the need
for a unified response to Africa’s growing military, strategic, and economic importance,
the Bush administration established a new unified combatant command, U.S. Africa
Command (USAFRICOM), on February 6, 2007.” USAFRICOM is not like other traditional
unified commands in that its focus is first and foremost on war prevention rather than
warfighting.® Resourced in large part from within USEUCOM itself, the new GCC retains
the pioneering TSC and capacity-building focus initiated under the auspices of its parent
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organization.” In addition, USAFRICOM is also pioneering new modes of interagency
interaction.!’ The creation of USAFRICOM suggests these threads are inextricably linked,
but this is not necessarily true.

Unsurprisingly, not everyone thinks USAFRICOM's approach to proactive peacetime
engagement is a good idea. Some in Africa worry that the new command signals a
new “western colonialism.”" Furthermore, Africans are not the only ones expressing
apprehension. There are elements within the State Department and the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID) who voice concern that the military may
“overestimate” its capabilities as well as its “diplomatic role” in Africa.’? The foreign
press, never shy about voicing their opinions on U.S. policy, print denouncements such
as, “It is therefore disturbing to note that democracy, health, education, economic growth
and development are being tied to military interests.”" Still others contend the GCCs are
examples of American proconsuls plying foreign policy." The implication for the new
command is that USAFRICOM, as a GCC, represents the next step in the militarization of
U.S. foreign policy.

Does USAFRICOM signal a deliberate militarization of U.S. foreign policy? The
author posits that this may very well be the case, and the role of USAFRICOM must be
managed thoughtfully or it will not engender the intended long-term advantage to the
United States. But whether or not the United States is intentionally militarizing its foreign
policy may not be the point—what is important is that many perceive it to be the case.
Here, perception trumps reality, and in the case of USAFRICOM, perceptions are shaping
how the command is accepted within the region and what it can hope to accomplish.
If left unchecked, the problem of perception may cause the aforementioned threads to
diverge. If this were to occur, the United States would not only waste an opportunity to
realize the full potential of what is arguably a genuine revolution in military affairs in
regard to prevention of war, but would also fall far short of our stated national objectives
in regard to Africa. Over the long term, if they should unravel it would have deleterious
effects on U.S.-African relations and spur African states to turn to others, such as the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), for assistance and strategic partnership.

This chapter argues that the efforts to date represent steps in the right direction, but
they are overly reliant on the military for implementation. Consequently, U.S. initiatives
only serve to underscore and highlight the appearance of policy militarization. Ultimately
this weakens rather than strengthens the link between the two threads. Itis therefore ironic
that the harder the U.S. military works to implement proactive peacetime engagement,
the weaker and more distant the bond becomes between those the military is trying to
help and U.S. interests. However, if the proactive peacetime engagement thread were
to reflect a nonmilitary lead and include diverse USG participation, the link between
threads might actually strengthen. To some degree, the USG is striving to do just this.
However, USG efforts to date fall short of the scale of change required, and they do not
adequately address the perceptions of militarizing our foreign policy vis-a-vis Africa.
This author submits that bold reform is required to ensure the two convergent threads
are appropriately interweaved. The policy changes recommended in this chapter could
prove to be the level of change required to shift the balance in favor of strengthening the
two threads. These changes must be transformational at the strategic level, permanent in
nature, and appropriately resourced. To do less will likely mean that the United States,
at best, maintains the status quo, and as a direct consequence, it will fall short of meeting
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its goal of “an African continent that knows liberty, peace, stability, and increasing
prosperity.”*® Perhaps more importantly, the failure to pursue these changes would
cause the nation to fall short of capturing an essential security paradigm for the emerging
21st century.

AFRICA RISING

Africa is a continent growing in strategic importance. First among the reasons for
Africa’s rise in strategic value is the continent’s underdeveloped natural resources. In
some circumstances, Africa will be as important a source for U.S. energy imports as is
the Middle East.’® U.S. interests in Africa also reflect marked concern over transnational
issues such as potential terrorist safe havens; transit nodes for illegal trafficking in drugs,
arms, and people; Africa’s growing stature in multilateral institutions; armed civil
conflict; humanitarian crises; the rise of pandemic diseases; and the growing influence of
potential competitors.”” Equally important, as the atrocities in Darfur bear witness, certain
elements within Africa continue to “test the resolve of the international community and
the United States to prevent mass killings and genocide.”*® Moreover, other nations
are also expressing increased interest in Africa; the world’s major powers are working
aggressively to seek out investments, win contracts, peddle influence, and build political
support on the African continent.” With respect to access to Africa’s oil, natural gas, and
other natural resources, the United States is in direct competition with numerous nations
to include India, Europe, and the PRC.* In many ways, Africa represents the nature
and range of security issues confronting the United States in the 21st century. Clearly,
Africa demands, and is now getting long wanted and much deserved attention from U.S.
policymakers.

U.S. national policy statements in recent years reflect Africa’s rise in strategic
importance. In July 2003, the Bush administration’s African Policy stated that “promise
and opportunity sit side by side with disease, war, and desperate poverty” and that this
“threatens both a core value of the United States — preserving human dignity —and our
strategic priority —combating global terror.”?" In July 2005, President Bush garnered
G-8 partner commitment for initiatives that advance U.S. priorities in Africa to include
forgiving debt, fighting malaria, addressing urgent humanitarian needs, improving
education, boosting development assistance, increasing trade and investment, and
broadening support for peace and stability.”> The March 2006 U.S. National Security
Strategy states, “ Africa holds growing geo-strategic importance and is a high priority of
this Administration,” and “the U.S. recognizes that our security depends upon partnering
with Africans to strengthen fragile and failing states and bring ungoverned areas under
the control of effective democracies.”> On February 6, 2007, the Bush administration
announced its decision to establish a new unified GCC, USAFRICOM.*

The formation of USAFRICOM represents a unique internal reorganization of the
joint military command structure, creating a new combatant command focused solely
on Africa and collaboratively designed with other agencies to help to coordinate
USG contributions across the continent.?® Unlike more traditional unified commands,
USAFRICOM concentrates its efforts on war prevention rather than warfighting.?® The
new command supports two primary missions: (1) strengthening security cooperation
by creating new opportunities to bolster capabilities; and, (2) enhancing efforts to help
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bring peace and security by promoting development, health, education, democracy, and
economic growth.”” USAFRICOM works in close partnership with not only other USG
elements, but also with African states, regional security organizations, nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), and a variety of other actors.”® At full operational capability,
USAFRICOM'’s innovative interagency structure will pursue nonkinetic missions across
Africa.” USAFRICOM will conduct traditional military operations only when directed.®
As one expert in defense policy and foreign affairs accurately opines, “In many ways,
USAFRICOM is a post-Cold War experiment that radically rethinks security in the early
21st century based on peace-building lessons learned since the fall of the Berlin Wall.”?!

To meet its goals and objectives, USAFRICOM must leverage all the elements of U.S.
national power —diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (DIME) —through a
coordinated interagency effort.” Interagency coordination forges the vital link between
the military and the other elements of national power, and guides the relationship with
NGOs and international organizations.” For interagency efforts to be successful, they
must be fully integrated and synchronized, achieving unity of effort across the whole of
government and beyond.* This is no small task, and though the USG has largely come to
grips with the critical importance of interagency coordination, it has to date performed
poorly in developing and implementing interagency solutions.*® To avoid repeating
previous U.S. interagency missteps, USAFRICOM’s architects pioneered a unique
approach to interagency coordination within a GCC, placing a senior State Department
official as one of two deputy commanders and including an unprecedented number of
interagency civilians in key leadership roles throughout the command.* The infusion of
civilians into the command structure alone will not guarantee success; USAFRICOM must
also be able to identify commonly understood objectives and translate those objectives
into demonstrable action in a coherent and efficient collective operation.’” Unity of
purpose and effort will flow from interagency integration and other needed changes in
policy, strategy, and doctrine.

A REVOLUTION IN POLICY, STRATEGY, AND DOCTRINE

In what constitutes a genuine Revolution in Military Affairs, the U.S. military has
fundamentally adjusted its policy, strategies, and doctrine over the past 15 years to
emphasize proactive peacetime engagement as a way to achieving national strategy
objectives.® Proactive peacetime engagement is based on the principle that it is “much
more cost effective to prevent conflict than it is to stop one once it has started,”* and its
efforts are designed to “reassure allies and partners, promote stability and mitigate the
conditions thatlead to conflict.”* Evolving to meet the emerging challenges of an uncertain
and complex security environment, the concept of proactive peacetime engagement aims
to shape the international milieu to meet national interests by creating partnerships and
building the capacity of allies and partners.*! While some may argue that the military has
always performed these functions, the military’s current focus in conflict prevention did
not take root in policy until the fall of the Soviet Empire —the post-Cold War era.*> This
philosophical shift away from a focus on fighting wars to preventing them is at the core
of USAFRICOM’s mission.*

In a critically important step in this evolutionary design, the Capstone Concept for
Joint Operations (CCJO), published in August 2005, reintroduced the proactive peacetime
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engagement philosophy via two new joint doctrine concepts designed to minimize the
use of armed force and integrate interagency and multinational partners across the full
range of military operations.* With respect to the first, shaping operations, the ability
to maintain peace and prevent conflict or crises is portrayed as equal in importace to
the ability to wage major combat operations.* The primary focus of peacetime shaping
operations, it argues, is to spread democracy by “creating an environment of peace,
stability, and goodwill.”# Concerning the second, stability operations, it states achieving
desired political aims by winning war “requires resolving crises, winning conventional
combat operations, and ensuring stability in affected areas.”* This may require the
military to help provide a secure environment, initial humanitarian assistance, limited
governance, restoration of essential public services, and similar types of assistance.*
The doctrinal emphasis on shaping and stability operations represents the first step in
codifying the military’s changing mission focus; that is, do everything you can to prevent
war when you can, and then, if you must wage war, do everything you can to end the
conflict quickly and reintroduce stability.

Shaping operations fall under the joint doctrine rubric of military engagement,
security cooperation, and deterrence.* In shaping operations, the military collaborates
with numerous domestic and foreign agencies and organizations across a wide range
of activities “to protect and enhance national security interests and deter conflict.”*
Combatant commanders complement and reinforce the other instruments of national
power and the capabilities of regional allies to shape their areas of responsibility through
security cooperation activities.” Through its efforts to prosecute the GWOT in Africa,
USEUCOM operationalized TSC and capacity-building efforts in a new kind of campaign
plan construct called Phase Zero.”> Also known as the Shape Phase, these operations are
continuous and adaptive nonkinetic shaping activities that encompass “everything that
can be done to prevent conflicts from developing in the first place.”>

The ultimate goal of Phase Zero operations is to “promote stability and peace by
building capacity in partner nations that enables them to be cooperative, trained, and
prepared to help prevent or limit conflicts.”>* In addition, these operations also aim
“to enhance international legitimacy and gain multinational cooperation in support of
defined military and national strategic objectives.”*> With respect to counterterrorism
activities, Phase Zero operations address the underlying conditions that fuel and enable
terrorism.” Of note, during typical Phase Zero operations, the military will likely play a
supporting role rather than a supported role, and the military’s programs will be only
one part of the much larger overall USG effort.”” Because these operations are an open-
ended, long-term approach to preventing conflict, some consider it “more appropriate to
describe Phase Zero as a campaign in and of itself —a new kind of campaign that must be
continuously fought by U.S. joint forces in concert with the interagency community and
in cooperation with allies and partner nations.”>®

The military’s role in stability operations is clarified and codified in Department of
Defense (DoD) Directive 3000.05, published in November 2005.”° The landmark directive
defines stability operations as joint military and civilian efforts to establish or maintain
order and stability across the full spectrum of a campaign.® More notably, DoD Directive
3000.05 establishes stability operations as a core military mission that “shall be given
priority comparable to combat operations.”®' In keeping with the ideals outlined in
the CCJO, the directive shifts the military’s focus from enemy-centric to population-
centric effects, emphasizing activities that benefit the indigenous peaceful population
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over traditional activities that direct action against enemy forces.®* Successful stability
operations require fully integrated and synchronized civil-military efforts.®® To this end,
DoD Directive 3000.05 tasks the military, be it in a leading or supporting role during an
operation, to work in close coordination with its interagency and cooperative counterparts
to include other U.S. departments and agencies, foreign governments, security forces,
global and regional international organizations, foreign and domestic NGOs, and the
private sector.*

The introduction and inculcation of shaping and stability operations into military
policy, strategy, and doctrine since 2005 signals the categorical support of senior
leadership for the concept of war prevention. Given the emphasis, it comes as no surprise
that the military’s take charge, “can do” attitude, coupled with its large resource pool,
has literally catapulted the military to the forefront of other government agencies in its
ability to implement and support stability operations. As is the case with USAFRICOM,
the military is now taking the lead among U.S. agencies in implementing the concept.®
However, the question remains — should the military be the lead? Both policy and doctrine
describe successful shaping and stability operations as closely integrated interagency
efforts where the military often plays a supporting vice a supported role.® To address
the question of who should be the lead, and therefore maximize strategic effect, the Bush
administration issued a National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) in December
2005 assigning a focal point for leading reconstruction and stabilization assistance and
related efforts across the USG departments and agencies.*

NSPD-44, Management of Interagency Efforts Concerning Reconstruction and Stabilization,
assigns the Department of State (DoS) the responsibility to “coordinate, lead, and
strengthen USG efforts to prepare, plan for, and conduct reconstruction and stabilization
missions and to harmonize efforts with U.S. military plans and operations.”® The
directive also establishes a framework to integrate civilian-military coordination and
planning activities citing that, when relevant and appropriate, the Secretaries of State and
Defense are to integrate stabilization and reconstruction contingency plans with military
contingency plans.®” Furthermore, NSPD-44 charges the DoS with two added functions.
First, the DoS is responsible for coordinating stability and reconstruction activities and
preventive strategies with foreign countries, international and regional organizations,
NGOs, and other private sector entities.”” Second, the DoS is also responsible for
developing strategies to build partnership capacity abroad and for leveraging NGO and
international resources for reconstruction and stabilization activities.” It is clear in this
policy that the Bush administration recognized the criticality of DoS as the central lead in
pre-crisis and preventive security cooperation efforts.

PROBLEMS WITH PERCEPTION MANAGEMENT

USAFRICOM'’s unique approach to proactive peacetime engagement reflects the
evolution in policy, strategy, and doctrine described above.” In keeping with the precepts
of emerging policy and doctrine, USAFRICOM planners are organizing along highly
nontraditional lines, designing the command to build both indigenous African security
capacities and U.S. interagency collaboration capabilities.”” To underscore its departure
from the norm, USAFRICOM has dropped the traditional “J-code” organizational
structure normally associated with combatant command staffs.” The formal integration
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of other department and agency personnel into the organizational structure is another
statement of change.” USAFRICOM'’s nontraditional emphasis on development and
war-prevention in lieu of warfighting is garnering much widespread praise throughout
the USG.”

However, the less traditional military focus is also engendering mixed feelings within
certain quarters of the government.” Some elements within the DoS and USAID express
concern that the military may “overestimate its capabilities as well as its diplomatic role
in Africa, or pursue activities that are not a core part of its mandate.”” These concerns are,
to a certain extent, justifiable. Though the authority for international engagement belongs
to the DoS, the department has no more than 4,000 to 5,000 Foreign Service Officers in
the field —far less manpower than what DoD can leverage through its TSC efforts.”
The DoS also lacks comparable funding and resources required to conduct extensive
partner engagement activities such as school and medical projects, coordination visits,
training exercises, equipment, and other cooperative activities.* The disparity exists in
part because Congress made deep cuts in the DoS and other civilian agencies during
the 1990s, significantly reducing manpower and foreign aid budget authorizations while
retaining significant military capability.® In a concerted effort to assuage concerns over
its role in the foreign policy arena, DoD press releases are emphatic in pointing out that
USAFRICOM is not assuming “a leadership role, rather it will be one in support of efforts
of leading countries through our binational and bilateral relationships and the African
Union and other multinational organizations.”*

Yet, despite DoD’s statements to the contrary, there are those who believe that
USAFRICOM —like the other GCCs—is another example of U.S. military proconsuls
plying foreign policy.® In ancient Rome, proconsuls were essentially provincial military
governors responsible for overseeing military operations, justice, and administration
within their provinces.* Later, the title referenced colonial governors with similar far-
reaching powers.* Today, pundits note that U.S. GCCs have “evolved into the modern-
day equivalent of the Roman Empire’s proconsuls —well-funded, semi-autonomous,
unconventional centers of U.S. foreign policy.”* The GCC’s rise in preeminence reflects
not only the void left by a weakened DoS, it also reflects a trend in the USG of increasing
dependency on the military to carry out foreign affairs in recent decades.®”

The historic 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act
represents a discernable effort to expand GCC powers with the legislation increasing
GCC responsibilities and influence as warfighters.® As the Goldwater-Nichols Act
took root and began to flourish, the Clinton administration further expanded the role
of the GCCs by tasking the commands with the mission to shape their regions using
multilateral approaches in ways that exceeded the traditional role of the military.®
The Clinton administration also learned during this period that it could direct DoD to
perform more and more duties, to include jobs formerly spread out among the civilian
agencies, and that the military would accept them and carry on.”® Moreover, in addition
to executive and legislative efforts to expand the military’s mission, the DoD’s self-driven
shift in emphasis towards proactive peacetime engagement also pushed the military
into expanded diplomatic and political roles.” By the end of the 1990s, the GCCs were
far more than warfighters.” The GCCs had grown to “transcend military matters and
encroach into all the elements of national power.”*

The apparent militarization of U.S. foreign policy, though unnoted by most average
Americans, is glaringly obvious to foreign audiences acutely aware of shifts in U.S.
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policy —particularly in Africa where USAFRICOM is being met with less than euphoria
in many states.” The Africans, fearing both the reintroduction of Cold War-era arms sales
and U.S. support for repressive regimes, are quick to cite hundreds of years of colonial
subjugation and “accuse the U.S. of neo-imperialism and resource exploitation.”* African
nations are also concerned that USAFRICOM “will incite, not preclude, terrorist attacks.”*
To exacerbate African fears, poorly conceived references to USAFRICOM as a combatant
command “plus” only serve to call greater attention to the command’s military mission.
Again, concerns such as these are not without foundation. Despite USAFRICOM'’s focus
on a broader soft power mandate designed to build a stable security environment, it
is still a military command and, as such, it has “all the roles and responsibilities of a
traditional geographic combatant command, including the ability to facilitate or lead
military operations.”*

Regardless of the concerns of Africans and others, USAFRICOM’s mission is
nonetheless a genuine attempt to establish security through a blend of soft and hard
power.®Toalleviate concerns and offset strategic communication gaffs, both USAFRICOM
and the Bush administration continuously emphasized and reiterated the “command’s
benevolent intentions and nonmilitary character.”” U.S. strategic communications
continue to reassure external audiences, particularly the African nations, that the United
States is not pursuing colonial or imperial aspirations on the continent. In an environment
where overcoming the challenges Africa faces requires partnership, it is an imperative
that the multinational partners do not see the U.S. efforts as predatory or paternalistic.'®

Yet, despite an aggressive strategic communications campaign, actions continue to
speak louder than words and, as a result, there are fundamental questions which have yet
to be addressed — questions that serve to undermine both the command’s and the USG's
credibility in the USAFRICOM initiative. The critical question is why is the military
leading an organization whose stated mission is, by definition, largely the responsibility
of the DoS? Correspondingly, what message is the USG trying to impart to its foreign
partners and those it professes to be helping, when it intentionally places a military
commander in a position of authority over his DoS counterpart? Intentional or not, the
USG is, via its implementation of USAFRICOM, feeding the perception of a militarization
of U.S. foreign policy. Here perception trumps reality and, in the case of USAFRICOM,
external perceptions are in turn shaping how the command represents and shapes itself,
and limiting U.S. strategic options.

While efforts to date represent steps in the right direction, they are still overly reliant
on the military for implementation and, as such, persist in portraying an appearance
of policy militarization. This appearance weakens the link between the two threads of
an increased strategic focus on Africa and the military recognition of the value of war
prevention. Without bold reform to ensure the proper integration of the two convergent
threads, they may well unravel to the detriment of U.S. long-term interests. If the threads
do diverge, the United States would not only waste an opportunity to realize the full
potential of what is arguably a genuine revolution in military affairs; it would also risk
falling short of its stated strategic objectives. In the end, Africa may turn elsewhere for
aid and assistance—a country like the PRC would like nothing more than to increase
its already growing status in Africa. Ironically, as the military increases its proactive
peacetime engagement efforts, the weaker the bond grows between the two threads. Yet,
the military is a necessary part of any U.S. effort.
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On the other hand, if the proactive peacetime engagement thread were to reflect a
nonmilitary lead, coupled with a greater diversity in USG participation, the bond between
threads may actually strengthen. Today the USG is striving to do just this, but the efforts
fall short of the level of change required and do not adequately address the perceptions
of militarizing our foreign policy vis-a-vis Africa. The bold steps recommended below,
if adopted, might prove to be the degree of change necessary to shift the balance in
favor of the proper integration of the two threads and thus ensure success. These steps
must be permanent, come with the appropriate resources, provide transformational
change starting at the strategic level, and take the next evolutionary leap initiated in
the revolution in military affairs noted above —establishing a genuinely integrated and
proactive security engagement framework for the 21st century.

MAKING IT RIGHT

What needs to be done is already known. According to a senior USAID official, “It is
clearly in the U.S. Government’s interest to utilize our toolkit of diplomacy, defense, and
development to counter the destabilizing effects that poor governance, corruption, and
weak rule of law have on political and economic systems. . . and the threats they pose
to vital American interests.”’”* Similarly, in a statement regarding the military’s role in
Africa, the USAFRICOM commander refers to a three-pronged USG approach, with DoD
taking the lead on security issues, but “playing a supporting role to the Department of State,
which conducts diplomacy, and USAID, which implements development programs.”
[emphasis added]'” Together, these two statements provide a brief glimpse of a solution
for prevention of security threats and the demilitarization of U.S. foreign policy —a concept
referred to as 3D security engagement. The 3D concept advocates three equal pillars of
engagement —diplomacy, development, and defense —all working in unison to address
potential security issues such as terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
poverty, pandemics, etc.'”® By including development and diplomacy efforts as equal
elements of the security strategy equation, the 3D security engagement concept broadens
strategic, operational, and tactical options and deemphasizes the militaristic aspect of
security engagement. The 3D concept also advances the strategic outlook reflected in
policy and doctrine such as the NSPD-44, DoDD 3000.05, and CCJO — that focusing on the
root causes of insecurity and preventing conflict leads to stable and sustainable peace.'™

Within the USG today, the departments and agencies whose mission capabilities
most closely represent the 3D security engagement concept are the DoS, DoD, and
USAID. These organizations have the responsibilities, authorities, and capabilities
needed to reassure allies and partners, promote stability, and mitigate the conditions
that lead to conflict.'® Other elements of the USG, intergovernmental global and regional
organizations, NGOs, and even private enterprise and individuals may be integrated
into the 3D security engagement process as appropriate. The 3D security engagement
concept is not a replacement for the traditional idea of integrated interagency interaction;
rather, it is a better way to conceptualize, organize, and implement war prevention
activities by circumventing many of the traditional weaknesses of the interagency. Since
the “interagency” is not a person, place, or thing, it is not an organizational department
or agency of the government. It has no leader and no workforce.'” The interagency is
simply the meeting point where the DoD, DoS, and the other formal agencies of the USG
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coordinate, cooperate, and collaborate to achieve some objective.'” It is a process where
lines of authority are unclear, and vested interests are often pursued by bureaucratic
players.'® Similarly, the 3Ds do not specifically refer to a particular department or agency,
but they do imply lead and hierarchy of common interest. For example, “development”
does not refer exclusively to USAID. Instead, it refers more appropriately to the “activity
of development” for which USAID plays a leading role and in which DoD or NGOs
might be large participants in support of juxtaposed or common interests.

To successfully implement the 3D security engagement concept and mitigate concerns
over the militarization of foreign policy, extraordinary political and military leadership
at the strategic level and bold reforms in several areas are required. In regard to the latter,
the four fundamental impediments outlined below hamper a proper implementation of
the 3D security engagement concept. If not resolved, confusion over the militarization of
foreign policy will persist, and U.S. strategic objectives will be correspondingly frustrated.
The reforms required to overcome these impediments are generally known and easily
achievable, even if somewhat contentious. Hence, the recommendations for reform
proffered below are not individually novel in and of themselves, but the synergistic effect
of their collective implementation could make the 3D security engagement concept a
successful security paradigm for a large part of the defense dilemma posed by the 21st
century environment. In effect, they address perceptions of foreign policy militarization
and complete the revolution in military affairs that started with proactive peacetime
engagement.

First, there is no common system for regionally viewing the world within the USG.
Departments and agencies define regions differently to facilitate their planning and
operational needs. For example, Algeria is considered part of Europe by the DoS and
falls under USAFRICOM in DoD. The lack of common regional definitions creates policy
seams and overlaps with individual states and in the regions as a whole that often lead to
poor coordination and ineffective or conflicting policy decisions and implementation.'”
In addition, the complete absence of consideration of economic and information “regions”
further undermines common national strategic direction at the regional level."® The simple
fix is to require all USG departments and agencies to view the world using the same
geographical templates so that regions, seams, and overlaps are commonly understood
and addressed.'"!

Second, there is no senior USG functional lead to oversee security engagement efforts
in eachregion. Consequently, efforts lack common purpose, unity of effort, and synergistic
effects. Departments and agencies develop individual strategies and compete separately
for resources based on ideas that often conflict or are not prioritized and appropriately
sequenced. A potential solution is to establish a forward-deployed National Security
Council (NSC)-level representative to oversee and lead the 3D efforts in each region. The
NSC is the “President’s principal forum for considering national security and foreign
policy matters with the administration’s senior national security advisors and cabinet
officials,” advising and assisting the President with integrating all aspects of domestic,
foreign, military, intelligence, and economic national security policy."? Given the high
degree of insight into national strategic objectives inherent within the NSC, placing a
senior NSC representative to oversee the 3D efforts within each region would ensure that
the principal 3D elements —DoD, DoS, and USAID —work toward the same national-
level objectives with a common understanding of national-level guidance. It would also
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lower the perception of a militarized U.S. foreign policy, bringing the use of military
power more obviously under civilian control.

Third, currently there are no regional physical constructs —organizations, facilities, or
manpower —sufficient to host regional 3D security engagement efforts apart from those
of the combatant commands. Establishing 3D centers in each region separate and apart
from the existing combatant commands may be costly to implement, but this initiative
is essential to develop and implement a successful regional strategy and eliminate all
vestiges of a militarized foreign policy. It empowers the senior NSC representative
and ensures a balanced and well-reasoned application of U.S. national power. A key
consideration for where to place 3D centers should be based on our allies within a region;
current and potential partners who may find value and prestige in having such centers
located within their nation.

Fourth, DoS and USAID resources are grossly insufficient to implement proactive
security engagement activities worldwide. Iraq and Afghanistan have largely
overwhelmed current capacity. Forced by circumstance and by policy direction, the
U.S. military has taken on many burdens that in the past were the purview of civilian
agencies in these theaters and elsewhere; yet, despite its gallant efforts, the military is not
suitable as a long-term replacement for civilian involvement and expertise.""* To provide
much needed civilian expertise, free up military forces for other demands, and mitigate
the perception and potential for a militarization of foreign policy, the USG should
significantly increase civilian capacity and funding for DoS and USAID. Much like the
DoS initiative to build a civilian response corps, the USG needs to develop a permanent,
sizeable cadre of deployed and immediately deployable civilian experts with disparate
skills to supplement or replace existing DoD efforts and meet emerging needs."* A robust
civilian capability cannot but help to reduce the military footprint in shaping and stability
operations.’® An enhanced civilian capability reduces the temptation to use the military
as a first choice and contributes to positive perceptions abroad.

CONCLUSION

Africa is a continent worthy of increased U.S. attention. It is symbolic of security issues
confronting the USG in various regions around the world. Founded in the necessity to
forge a new security paradigm and an emerging revolution in military affairs in regard
to preventing war, the creation of USAFRICOM was a positive but incomplete step
forward. The 3D security engagement concept is a further positive step toward a new
security paradigm for the United States in the 21st century. The USG must follow these
first steps to their logical conclusion. These recommendations offer the additional steps
to create a new and viable security paradigm that promises successful implementation of
national security objectives throughout the regions of the world. To do less would waste
the opportunity to realize the full potential of an ongoing revolution in military affairs
and ignore the strategic importance of Africa and other dynamic regions vital to U.S.
security interests in the globalized world order of the 21st century.
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CHAPTER 5

STRATEGIC BRIDGE TOWARDS COMMUNITY BUILDING:
THE MILITARY’S ROLE

Colonel Lorelei E. W. Coplen
U.S. Army

The phrase “nation-building” —and the U.S. military’s role in the concept and its
related activities — is an anathema for many in the U.S. military itself, our U.S. Government
(USG), elements of civil society at large, and, even among some private commercial
enterprises. In general, we prefer terms such as “defense support to civil authorities”
or “stabilization, security, transition, and reconstruction (SSTR)” operations to describe
the U.S. military’s role and responsibilities in regard to civil governance. However, no
matter how we frame the concept, it remains that the U.S. military’s resources, including
its equipment, people, and energy, are now and will continue to be in direct or indirect
support of civil governance activities, in both the global and domestic arenas." Although
many of the functions of effective governance — especially nation-building —may indeed
be the legitimate province of other agencies or entities, the U.S. military is often the
first on the scene with the resources to address immediate needs as well as to foster
the positive future environment supportive of national interests. Yet, it is equally clear
that the contemporary complex world that exists even within our own national borders
requires much more than a mere military solution for security, effective governance, and
economic prosperity. The U.S. military may initiate the collaboration between agencies
and entities of societal sectors, but it may not—and should not—retain a lead role in
the process. As indicated in the Joint Operating Concept, Military Support to Stabilization,
Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Operations:

Whether responding to a devastating natural disaster or assisting in rebuilding a new domestic
order, U.S. military efforts in SSTR operations will be focused on effectively combining the efforts
of the . . . militaries with those of USG agencies and multi-national partners to provide direct
assistance to stabilize the situation and build self-sufficient host nation capability and capacity. . ..2

Given the expectation for the U.S. military to coordinate its efforts with those of other-
than-military partners, it behooves the military strategist to do more than simply
recognize the complex environment. Instead, the strategist must seek a comprehensive
understanding of the other societal actors that may comprise an effective partnership as
well as the U.S. military’s role in creating or fostering such relationships. In addition, the
strategist must review potential organizational models for the collaborative engagement
necessary for an environment that is, eventually, independent of U.S. military direct
involvement in concert with our own national values. To further that study, this chapter
briefly examines the contemporary global environment (which includes our domestic
environment) and suggests a collaborative engagement model, the megacommunity. It
describes the participating entities and proposes the circumstances for building such
a community while highlighting the challenges and opportunities in megacommunity
collaboration. Finally, it asserts that the USG should continue to expect this type of
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collaborative engagement by the U.S. military in order to leverage the positive aspects of
globalization as “soft power” in a direction that supports our national security interests.

Thomas L. Friedman, in his influential work, The World is Flat, proposes that
our contemporary global environment is in a newer form of globalization known
as Globalization 3.0. Beyond the integrative effects of the Internet and economic
programs and policies, Globalization 3.0 empowers the individual to both compete and
to collaborate in the global environment, with related impact on civil society as well as
business.> Although Friedman does not use the term civil society and makes only a few
references to multinational corporations (MNCs), he simply and accurately describes the
phenomenon of increasing horizontal —that is, flat — partnerships between government,
MNCs, and civil society due to overlapping influences, interests, and ideals. This is an
environment that includes the increasing influences of private commercial enterprises,
often represented by multinational corporations, in partnership with the rising local and
global civil society, represented by nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) as well as
individual citizens. A scan of headlines and other news stories confirms the complexity
and confusion regarding the overlapping roles, responsibilities, and jurisdictions of
the various sectors of 21st century society. The New York Times recently identified Wal-
Mart as “The New Washington,” suggesting that “Wal-Mart now aspires to be like the
government, bursting through political logjams, and offering big-picture solutions to
intractable problems.”* Certainly on the surface, in the immediate aftermath of Hurricane
Katrina in 2005, it appeared that private commercial enterprises working together served
as a private-sector Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), providing the most
basic of services to the disaster-impacted people more effectively and efficiently than the
over-burdened, under-resourced, and slow-to-respond government agencies.” Yet, does
Wal-Mart really want to replace the government? Probably not. However, what should
the strategist consider when a MNC such as Wal-Mart publicly avows —backed up by
real action in free-enterprise ways not easily matched by the government—to address in
its own way some significant domestic and global issues not normally associated with
the private sector, such as reducing health care costs for individuals and reducing energy
demands on the environment?°

In 2008, the acclaimed director, Steven Spielberg, publicly rejected his previous
appointment as “artistic consultant” for the Beijing Organizing Committee for the 2008
Olympics. In his statement, Mr. Spielberg specifically protested that “the international
community, and particularly China, should be doing more to end the continuing human
suffering” in Darfur, where the Sudanese-backed Arab forces have killed and displaced
hundreds of thousands of Africans.” When Mr. Spielberg speaks, does he represent the
USG? No, not likely. Yet, what does it mean to the strategist when a media artist publicly
will take on an internationally inflammatory issue that governments appear to tread
lightly around?

In this context, Mr. Spielberg serves as a prominent example of “civil society,” which
is often represented by NGOs and private volunteer organizations (PVOs). Mr. Spielberg
is also clearly a Thought Leader, an ill-defined term but one that generally describes a
person of both innovative ideas and the confidence to promote them.? Interestingly,
individuals like Mr. Spielberg and other “virtual tribes,” with little or no formal affiliation
with the traditional NGOs and PVOs, also represent an increasingly global civil society,
advocating for their particular social interests separate and distinct from government or
private commercial enterprise sectors.’
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It is not unreasonable to deduce from these examples that private commercial
enterprisesand businessinterests, suchas MNCs, and civil society, whether an organization
or an individual, may perform better than government in advocating, promoting, and
potentially resolving selected and complex areas of concern that impact local and global
societies —or even that they already perform better than government in particular areas. It
is certain that in the near-term, those societal sectors will continue, for their own reasons,
to address issues and concerns that may have previously depended upon government
endorsement in order to be resolved. Does this mean that the government sector has
fallen behind and needs to catch up? Not at all. It does mean that government must
recognize the phenomenon and include those actors in planning for functional solutions.
When the government sector can collaboratively engage the other sectors of private and
civil societies, then together their focused efforts can serve as a component of national
soft power, because the very act of collaboration and partnership may reinforce the USG'’s
“ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie
them.”"

In the domestic arena, the USG clearly identifies the requirement for “engaged
partnerships at and across all levels” of government and private sectors, as articulated
in The National Strategqy for Homeland Security.'' Furthermore, it recognizes that our
citizens, businesses, and civil society “are our society’s wells of creativity, innovation,
and resourcefulness” and should therefore be included in addressing comprehensive
community revitalization after a domestic disaster.’” In the global arena, the USG’s
recognition of the value of partner relationships with the private sector or civil society is
not as distinctly stated. However, the USG’s continued heavy investment and involvement
in many successful international aid programs, such as the African-focused HIV/AIDs
assistance, implies an awareness of the positive aspects of collaborative engagement
with all other societal sectors. More specifically, the U.S. Department of State’s Advisory
Committee on Transformational Diplomacy suggested in its working group’s final report
that continued development of the capacity to partner with multilateral organizations as
well as “engage nonstate actors,” such as private sector and NGOs, is necessary to meet
the needs of the State Department of 2025."

Accepting the USG’s awareness of the value of combined efforts and resources of the
various societal sectors to address solutions for local and global challenges, what might
this collaborative engagement look like and how is it achieved? One discernible approach
is the megacommunity model in which private commercial enterprise, government, and
civil society work collaboratively. Megacommunity building and engagement has been
described as “a practice ahead of the theory.”** However, there is existing relevant theory.
In 2005, an article in The Journal of Management described the collaborative engagement
between “the three main societal sectors” —business, government, and civil society —with
the unwieldy phrase of “cross-sector partnerships to address social issues (CSSPs [cross-
sector social partnerships]).”*” The authors provided a useful model of two primary types
of social projects that characterize the CSSPs. The first type is a “transactional” project,
whichis characterized as short-term, limited in scope, and focused on each partner-entity’s
self-interest. The second project type is “integrative” or “developmental,” characterized
as long-term, unconstrained in scope, and more common-interest oriented as regarded by
the partner-entities.'® We fit the megacommunity in the province of this last CSSP type:
the integrative, long-term, unconstrained in scope, and more common-interest oriented
in the view of the societal sector partners.
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Megacommunity model adherents define the term “megacommunity” as “a
public sphere in which organizations and people deliberately join together around a
compelling issue of mutual importance, following a set of practices and principles that
will make it easier for them to achieve results.”'” They suggest five critical elements to
the megacommunity model. Two elements are essentially preconditions; these include
having “three-sector engagement” (that is, involvement of all three sectors of society) and
having “an overlap of vital interests” by the three sectors.'”® The three remaining critical
elements are essentially enabling conditions, or those conditions necessary to create a
sustainable megacommunity: structure, adaptability, and convergence of effort."

The megacommunity concept indentifies the societal entities of the three-sector
engagement as the following: private commercial enterprises, providing resources and
capital to fund projects; governments, generally bringing sovereignty as well as the
rule of law (and, in most cases, this author suggests that governments bring security
to the relationship); and civil society, which provides accountability and “credibility
in arenas where business and government fall short.”” While there are numerous
perspectives regarding the strengths and weaknesses each entity or sector brings into the
megacommunity, it is generally understood that private commercial enterprises, usually
MNCs, can provide collaboration, money, hard infrastructure, technical or knowledgeable
people, and local and global economic understanding. On the other hand, MNCs are by
nature profit-driven actors, and, as Thomas Friedman indicates: “The cold, hard truth
is that management, shareholders, and investors are largely indifferent to where their
profits come from or even where the employment is created.”*! Yet, as Max Caldwell of
Towers Perrin suggests, companies are increasingly willing “to invest in people and the
environment foday, in order to ensure a viable marketplace in the future.”? This remark
begins to explain why corporations are increasingly disposed and perhaps even eager to
getinvolved inlocal and global societal issues not previously associated with business. One
reason may be to counter adverse publicity that depicts MNOs as exploiters of labor and
natural resources, concerned only with bottom line profits. A second reason, supportable
by the evidence, is that “doing good was, in fact, good for business.”* Certainly a short
review of only a few of the large multinational corporations” annual reports with their
related “corporate responsibility reports” or “corporate citizenship reports” reflect this
latter paradigm.** In summary, the strategist must recognize that the motivations of MNCs
and their reputations are sometimes two-edged, perceived as both exploiters as well as
developers. Perhaps a more surprising observation, however, is that some individuals or
groups, in selected cases, may perceive the MNCs as more legitimate than a particular
local government due to requirements for corporate governance transparency lacking in
the government sector.

The government sector is more clearly recognized as having social welfare
responsibilities. Regardless of form or type, governments are the public face of a legally-
defined community or country. Governments can provide legitimacy, oversight, access,
and security in ways private commercial enterprises or civil society cannot. However,
even where government functionally exists, government members are discovering they
“can no longer spend or regulate their way into requisite solutions” and therefore need
the resources and talent that is available through the private sector or the support of
civil society.” At the same time, in some functional or geographical arenas, governments
no longer retain their legitimacy —or never had it. As H. Lee Scott Jr., Wal-Mart’s Chief
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Executive Officer (CEO), observed recently to his employees, “We live in a time when
people are losing confidence in the ability of government to solve problems.”?* This
observation is especially true, obviously, in the situations where the government sector is
weak, corrupt, incompetent, or simply does not exist.

As described above, private and government sectors are easily recognized in most cases
by even a lay observer. Civil society, however, seems more amorphous. The World Bank
provides a definition of civil society that, while not succinct, is certainly comprehensive.
According to the World Bank, civil society is represented by:

. . . the wide array of non-governmental and not-for-profit organizations that have a presence
in public life, expressing the interests and values of their members or others, based on ethical,
cultural, political, scientific, religious or philanthropic considerations.”

Certainly the NGOs and PVOs bring to the megacommunity passionate people, talent,
potential for local or functional information and intelligence, long-term outlook, and often
a legitimacy that neither government nor the private sectors can always attain. On the
other hand, NGOs and PVOs also suffer from a dual-edged reputation in certain areas,
often depicted as idealistic and naive in their parochial approaches. Yet, even the NGOs
and PVOs have discovered that although globalization, especially through the effect of
the Internet and other global media, has given them a greater voice than ever before,
there is also a corresponding increase in demand for their own expertise and energy.
They too are competing for funding and donations, moving towards private commercial
enterprises and the government sector to better pursue their own interests and concerns
on behalf of their constituents and causes.”

The requirement to leverage the strengths, and compensate for the weaknesses, of each
of the societal sectors leads to the special collaboration advocated in the first precondition
of the megacommunity model, three-sector engagement. The second precondition to
megacommunity formation is obvious. For the three sectors to engage, they need to
have an overlap of interests, sometimes described as shared issues or mutual concerns,
as well as a shared sense of moral concern, local impact, and overall responsibility.
In many cases, but not all, such interests will reflect a geographic or demographic
focus, such as regional water rights or women’s education. Further, megacommunity
adherents propose that where there is an interest or concern shared by the three societal
sectors, a latent megacommunity already exists.”? However, the conditions needed for a
megacommunity to exist—latent or overt—are not enough to sustain the relationship.
Therefore, the megacommunity model also proposes three additional elements for long-
term community sustainment —structure, adaptability, and convergence.

These critical elements serve as enabling conditions and are important to note in order
to obtain the full benefits of this collaborative engagement, especially for the military
strategist considering this approach. Structure suggests that the megacommunity must
have an explicit formative stage with clearly defined properties, terminology, protocols,
objectives, and understanding of each other’s social networks, thereby facilitating the
common effort. In other words, although the collaboration may be latent, or appear
naturally occurring, at some point each actor must concur with a given overarching
purpose and means to communicate in order to sustain the megacommunity. Adaptability
ensures that the megacommunities remain open to new ideas, members, and activities;
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no closed organization can remain healthy and, therefore, sustainable in the long-term.*
The convergence of commitment toward mutual action, which may occur spontaneously,
such as during a natural disaster, or deliberately, focuses on the specific overlapping
interest. However, the model suggests that rarely will the various sectors come together
as a sustainable megacommunity on their own, “they must be consciously made to
converge.”?! One actor or subgroup must initiate the convergence, serving as a strategic
bridge that connects the separate societal sectors to form the collaborative engagement of a
megacommunity.

Therefore, the role of a strategic bridge is critical to megacommunity formation and
for leveraging the benefits of the subsequent collaborative engagement. Strategic bridging
organizations function to connect diverse entities to work on social or developmental
issues. Strategic bridging is vital when other parties cannot work directly with each other
for physical or logistical reasons; or choose not to collaborate initially due to human
dynamic concerns such as lack of trust or cultural tradition. However, strategic bridges are
more than mediators or mere facilitators; they have their own agendas as well. According
to Sanjay Sharma et al., “unlike mediators, bridges enter collaborative negotiations to
further their own ends as well as to serve as links among domain stakeholders” and have
motivational factors that are egoistic (voluntary or self-serving), altruistic (mandated or
problem focused), or a mix of the two factors.* A collaborative engagement proposal that
is transnational, or trans-sector, in geography or function will likely require a strategic
bridge to create the opportunity for commitment convergence among the diverse societal
sectors.

A strategic bridge organization serves to synthesize “the problem domain for the island
organizations in terms of the bridge’s own interests.”** The bridging organization seeks
to control the actions and influence the results of a collaborative engagement in a manner
that best suits the bridge, egoistically, altruistically, or both, even as the bridge recognizes
and appreciates the shared interests and agendas with other organizations. Consequently,
the strategic bridge often will be the initiator of the megacommunity convergence as well,
in order to define the environment and the range of potential solutions in a manner that
favors or ensures the achievement of its own aims and interests.

The United Nations (UN) offered itself as a strategic bridge in its report, “Strengthening
of the United Nations System,” which states that “the convening power and moral
authority of the United Nations enable it to bring often conflicting parties together to
tackle global problems” which includes nonstate actors such as members of private and
civil societies.** The report highlights UN efforts to initiate megacommunity approaches
to a wide-range of global issues and shared concerns, but there are other examples of
strategic bridge organizations in recent years as well. For example, the U.S. military often
serves as a strategic bridge in both domestic and global arenas, initiating the collaborative
engagement that forms the megacommunity. Why the military? One reason may be
that the U.S. military is perceived as readily available, such as in regional combatant
commands, or can be made available, such as our National Guard. Often the U.S. military
is already in place and very aware of the overlapping vital interests necessary to form
a megacommunity collaboration that addresses a complex issue. Another reason the
U.S. military becomes a strategic bridge is its capability to provide the security that is an
essential prerequisite for collaborative engagement to flourish, particularly in areas with
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dysfunctional governments or immature civil societies. However, a final reason is that
at this time the U.S. military remains better resourced than any other agency within the
USG. As Conrad Crane states:

... the harsh historical reality is that the world’s greatest nation building institution, when properly
resourced and motivated, is the U.S. military. . . the United States has rarely accomplished long-
term policy goals after any conflict without an extended American military presence to ensure
proper results from the peace.*®

How does a strategic bridge, U.S. military or otherwise, “begin a responsiveness-
oriented megacommunity”?* The megacommunity model proposes the following six
“guideposts”:

1. Identify and empower the stakeholders — know who should be in your “full panorama
of allies” but also how to provide space for their own participation style;

2. Be an initiator — do not hesitate to seek players who can assist in resolution, and
engage them “as full partners”;

3. Embrace interdependence — “plan, train, and rehearse the methods by which these
separate but interrelated organizations will function together”;

4. Allow for ambiguity —accept the confusion that may exist when organizations may
perceive themselves as having overlapping responsibility, and continue communication;

5. Reward collaboration — do not punish cooperative behavior, but “create incentives
that encourage it”; and,

6. Strengthen your social networks — develop your contact list!*”

The model suggests that these guideposts free leaders of societal sectors “from the notion
that they must control outcomes and events unilaterally” when it is obvious that the
complexity of the issue or situation makes single-point authority impossible, and ensures
a work environment that permits the entire megacommunity to continue developing “an
ever-expanding circle of resources, capabilities, and talents.”*

Itis important to note the challenges that are inherent in megacommunity collaborative
engagement. Resistance to collaborative engagement is generally based on two dominant
concerns: the structure and the ideology. The structural concern is founded on the belief
that “there is no institution with the capability and responsibility to design a coherent . .
.approach . . . and to connect it to the essential players.”?* Certainly the megacommunity
model, as described earlier, also identifies the need for deliberate structure as an enabling
condition for megacommunity sustainment. However, this concern can be resolved by
the development of a common partnership culture. A partnership culture will likely
have many components to ensure its viability, but the most important may be a common
vocabulary or terminology.* Larry Cooley suggests that common terminology might
start with a definition of partnership, which he believes “is generally understood to entail
a voluntary pairing of two or more entities working together to achieve a result beneficial
to each party . . . a sharing of risks and rewards.”*! He also identifies topic areas that must
be addressed for any partner-organization relationship to be successful, many of which
apply to the megacommunity concept as well:
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* Alignment of the participating organizations” expectations.

* Development of codified “best practices.”

* Recognition of work required that is either within or outside of the participating
partners” “core interests.”

* Recognition of resources that may be “tied” by regulation or tradition.

* Addressing problems of scale.

* Determining the role of trust and relationships between partners.

e Acknowledge the emerging problems of intellectual property and competition.**

Despite the difficulties inherent in some of these topic areas, Cooley asserts there is
a “growing recognition that success is most likely when partnerships have strong and
evident links to partners’ core interests, when partners invest significant time and effort
in understanding one another’s motives and methods, and when partners retain a clear
exit option.”* Given the scope of the challenges of developing agreed-upon structure, the
role of a strategic bridge organization is even more apparent. Without the initiating actor,
the diverse societal sectors may not overcome their differences to find enough similarity
in interests and approach to address the complex issue at hand.

The other main area of resistance to collaborative engagement is ideological. For
example, even advocates for the increasing influence of civil society express concern that
“the notion of global civil society only partially overcomes the limitations civil society at
the national level faces with regard to ensuring development and democracy.”* Ironically,
cooperation and collaboration with either government or private sectors may challenge
NGO and PVO legitimacy as well as regulate traditional civil society “to a marginal,
merely nominal role in the greater scheme of things.”* Other observers express concern
that the involvement of MNCs in corporate social responsibility (CSR) projects in weak
states, such as those in Africa, may actually undermine local and national governments
by providing those services that “governments ought to be doing.”* Megacommunity
adherents, however, argue that ideological mistrust and miscommunication among
sectors can be resolved with education and experience, and the benefits of collaborative
engagement vastly outweigh the risks to the separate societal entities.

Given the advantages of the three societal sectors of collaborative engagement, what
are the circumstances for the military strategist that lend themselves to megacommunity
formation? One framework for analysis is embedded in The National Security Strategy,
which addresses three levels of engagement: conflict prevention and resolution; conflict
intervention; and post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction.”” Using these three levels,
it is possible to address megacommunity formation, substituting the term crisis in place
of conflict. The term conflict is not encompassing enough to address the impact of natural
or manmade disasters such as storms, floods, or drought situations. Therefore, crisis is a
more inclusive term.

Ina U.S. military-initiated megacommunity, we are invariably preventing or resolving
crises. As the historical cliché of the Treaty of Versailles reminds us, in practice, the post-
crisis period is often simultaneously a pre-crisis period. The Joint Operation Planning
Guide defines the activities of the pre-crisis (conflict) prevention and resolution level of
engagement as shaping, designed:
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... to dissuade or deter potential adversaries and to assure or solidify relationships with friends
and allies. . . executed continuously with the intent to enhance international legitimacy and
gain multinational cooperation in support of defined national strategic and strategic military
objectives.*®

In another U.S. military reference, shaping operations “describe the long-term,
integrated joint force actions taken before or during crisis to build partnership capacity,
influence nonpartners and potential adversaries, and mitigate the underlying causes
of conflict and extremism.”* These military sources refer to the myriad of programs a
megacommunity collaborative engagement can address in selected regions to prevent
crisis. Many, if not most, of the geographic combatant commands” Theater Security
Cooperation programs may be examples of the U.S. military serving as a strategic bridge
to a latent megacommunity collaborative engagement in a pre-crisis period. For further
illustration, Thomas P. M. Barnett describes the security concerns of the Non-Integrating
Gap —the countries and regions where the positive influences of globalization have yet
to reach. As he explains, Gap regions are prone to crisis and conflict; therefore, getting
Gap countries “above the line” (which he defines as an annual per capita Gross Domestic
Product [GDP] above $3000) may increase the probability for a stable and secure
environment that reduces the penchant for crisis and conflict. However, that level of
financial commitment requires significant foreign direct investment (FDI); it cannot be
done with the constrained resources of either government or civil sector programs.™ It
requires a megacommunity.

The military strategist can refer to the well-documented Hewlett-Packard (HP)
Company investment in engineering education and infrastructure in Africa as an example
of building a megacommunity to address under-resourced Gap regions. After an earlier
success in Latin America in addressing engineering education in a multistakeholder
collaboration, in 2006 the concept was turned to Africa. According to Barbara Waugh,
the director of University Relations at HP Company, knowledge may be the only factor
of production available for small and land-locked countries with negligible natural
resources, and therefore knowledge production is a natural fit for the developing
economies of many Non-Integrating Gap countries and regions, such as those found in
Africa.”' As previously observed in Latin America, all societal sectors in Africa benefited
from the HP-initiated megacommunity. HP, as a MNC, was able to partner with the
World Federation of Engineering Organizations (WFEO), representing over 90 countries
as a civil society organization. Because the partnership was not HP-led, simply HP-
initiated, the collaboration eventually included other MNCs, some small companies, and
engineering academics that normally avoided corporate partnerships, “to join an effort
in a manner that also had subsequent reciprocal benefits outside of the African-focused
megacommunity.”** Civil society, represented by the engineering society and academics,
benefited from the regional access the HP-initiative provided to them. Finally, the local
governments that participated in the programs achieved greater indigenous knowledge
capacity, thereby increasing potential for improved economic status. This case study
illustrates for the military strategist how the three societal sectors working together
in a megacommunity at both regional and functional levels (Africa and technology
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development), impacted the developing African nations and may have assisted those
countries to get above the $3,000 per capita GDP mark that Barnett references, thereby
reducing the factors that create an environment ripe for crisis.

Another level of engagement is crisis intervention and its immediate aftermath.
Sometimes referred to as the consequence management or response period, the National
Strategy for Homeland Security definition of incident management is “a broader concept that
refers to how we manage incidents and mitigate consequences across all . . . activities,
including prevention, protection, and response and recovery.”> This statement describes
the classic environment for megacommunity collaborative engagement, and the events
surrounding Hurricane Katrina in 2005 provide a prime case study of a megacommunity
formed in response to crisis. Arriving as a Category V hurricane to the Gulf Coast on
August 29, 2005, Katrina ultimately displaced over one million people, with a death toll
of more than 1,700, and still untotaled damage to three states in the billions of dollars.**
Megacommunity model advocates remind us that although FEMA and various local and
state authorities are criticized for lack of preparation and an inadequate response to the
situation, it was not these governments that failed. It was the megacommunity that failed
because it failed to preexist or to converge appropriately.”

According to some sources, there were attempts in the pre-landfall hours and in the
immediate aftermath to establish a megacommunity approach to the emerging crisis.
Perhaps due to the unavailability of local government or civil society sectors, themselves
devastated by the storm, the private sector commercial enterprises emerged as the
strategic bridge, initiating a megacommunity response. Leveraging existing relationships
among selected corporations and their leaders, the private sector eventually contributed
over $1.2 billion dollars and hundreds of thousands of employee volunteer hours to
recovery efforts.”® Although many corporations can rightly claim hero-status for their
individual and collective efforts to assist in the immediate aftermath and subsequent
recovery in the region, two companies have emerged as icons in the Katrina pantheon:
Wal-Mart and Home Depot. Serving in a limited way as the strategic bridge organization,
the private sector, represented in part by these corporations, utilized their vast databases,
transportation, and storage facilities to anticipate the requirements of and respond to
a regional community readying for survival and recovery. These organizations openly
shared their information to government sectors at the local and federal level and civil
society as represented by the traditional NGOs and PVOs in an attempt to facilitate
collaboration and to leverage individual efforts.

Although, by many accounts, the megacommunity approach above state level
may have been problematic during the Katrina crisis, it appears that the ad hoc
megacommunity enjoyed great success at local levels. The private sector provided
resources to the civil sector for disbursement while the government —represented in this
case by the U.S. military — provided increasing security for the immediate survival and
recovery periods. The Katrina case study further demonstrates how interdependent the
societal sectors are in regard to each other while achieving the most effective solutions.
Without the contribution of civil society and the security provided by a government, the
vast capacities and resources of the private sector can literally sit idle in parking lots or
warehouses, untapped and unused.
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The reconstruction period of the Hurricane Katrina megacommunity case study is
still in progress. Such a period reflects the last level of engagement, post-crisis, which
paradoxically may be simultaneously the pre-crisis period for a follow-on crisis event
or series of events. Home Depot, as a continuing example, remains engaged in a classic
megacommunity —working recovery and revitalization efforts at all levels, from
individual home owner discounts to local school playgrounds to reforestation efforts
of state parks throughout the Gulf Coast region —remaining in close coordination with
government and local civil society to determine the appropriate methods to employ
combined resources.

One of the challenges for megacommunity formation is that in the crisis period,
any one of the three societal sectors may not be immediately responsive to establish
a collaborative relationship. For example, many failed or failing states may have a
dysfunctional government that inhibits or prohibits the provisions of services to the
people, including security.*” Some states may have a significant lack of private commercial
enterprises, because, as Barnett reminds us, FDI “does not flow into war zones, because
it is essentially a coward.”*® That is, companies may be eager to take advantage of
available labor and resources, but not at risk to their assets and personnel.” Finally, a
state may have an immature or nonexistent civil society, complicating the three-sector
engagement expected of megacommunity collaboration. Yet, the absence at the local or
regional level of any particular societal sector does not have to prohibit the formation of
a megacommunity. It may only mean that the strategic bridge organization needs to look
to another level of that societal element to bring into the megacommunity the requisite
expertise and energy.

The recent Kenyan post-election crisis and its apparent resolution provide insights
into post-crisis megacommunity formation, to include the multilevel approach to the
three-sector engagement. In January 2008, President Mwai Kibaki and the opposition
leader Raila Odinga became the de facto rival leaders of warring tribes masquerading
as political factions. The tensions began shortly after the disputed late December 2007
elections when it appeared the votes may have been rigged in favor of Kibaki, although
both sides claimed vote fraud. Street protests became violent as the police tried to
assert control. Ultimately, more than 850 people were killed and 250,000 displaced in
less than 30 days.® Sixty days later, Kenya was again quiet due in significant part to a
megacommunity approach to the crisis resolution: the strong Kenyan civil society, the
influence of the private sector, and, in this case, international governmental pressure
and political intervention in the place of a functional state government. To illustrate,
Ambassador Michael Ranneberger, U.S. Ambassador to Kenya, credited the crisis
resolution to Kenya'’s strengths: “a dynamic civil society . . . the enormous democratic
space . . . an increasingly modern and booming private sector. . . .”¢! He reiterated
that four factors brought the warring parties to the current peace: the people’s voices,
“heard through civil society”; the international economic and diplomatic pressures;
the pragmatism of the opposing parties” leaders; and “the skilful and forceful direction
of Kofi Annan,” representing the international government sector as a strategic bridge
organization.® The value of the megacommunity collaborative engagement does not end
at this point, however. Ambassador Ranneberger is among other Kenya-based voices that
clamor for Kenya to utilize the new opportunities provided by peace to develop long-
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term solutions to continuing Kenyan challenges “through the Government, the corporate
sector, civil society organizations and Kenya’s international partners.”®® While it is too
early to determine if the megacommunity model will be sustained and result in long-
term stability and continued modern economic and democratic development in Kenya, it
certainly seems to be the most appreciated approach at this juncture.

Although it is important to study the megacommunity successes, it is as important
to consider the conditions that are not conducive to this collaborative approach. A
megacommunity approach, which by nature requires an inherent sense of the greater
good by all actors and an ability to consider and appreciate the agendas of other entities,
is at greatest risk of failure when the sector actors are unreasonable or uncompromising,
perhaps represented by rigid or self-interested leaders, or with irreconcilable interests or
unbridgeable culture gaps. An example of a culture gap was presented in a study in The
Journal of Corporate Citizenship of oil company collaboration while addressing CSR issues
in Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan. The authors began their study by asking if international oil
companies (IOCs) should be expected — by themselves or with any other societal sector —
to be involved in nation-building activities or concerns. They concluded that the IOCs
were inherently engaged in the micro-CSR activities such as local labor use, provision of
local services, and in some cases, cultural institution or research sponsorship. However,
in almost all cases, they noted the IOCs remained clear of any indication of interference
in host-nation government policy formation. The authors refer to macro-CSR activities as
those that would appear to directly involve IOCs in sensitive host-nation policies, such
as social equality, good governance, and transparency regarding oil production revenue.
The paradox of participation, according to the study authors, is that international civil
society, often represented by NGOs, expects more direct involvement in these sensitive
government policies by the MNCs. Yet, as the study indicates, any public advocation by
the IOCs of those same issues can resultin MNC loss of operating freedom, and potentially,
their corporate assets in the host-nation.* Therefore, in this study the limited IOC CSR-
initiatives established in these emerging petro-states failed to survive. The MNCs found
it difficult to overcome the cultural barriers of operating in countries with no tradition
of nongovernment sector inclusion in governmental affairs. The companies were also
unprepared to accept the risk inherent with offending the uncompromising host-nation
government regarding CSR-initiatives. Still, the authors suggest that IOCs” ultimate
sustainability for the future in those petro-states resides in their ability to address macro-
CSR issues either unilaterally or in alliance with NGOs, other multilateral development
organizations, and government, where the MNCs, the NGOs, and others use each other’s
strengths to offset their own organizational short-comings.®

The ongoing drama that characterizes the President Hugo Chavez-led Venezuelan
government may be an example of uncompromising public sector leadership that could
frustrate the value of megacommunity approach. Among his various posturing, he
recently entwined his state oil company in a legal dispute with Exxon Mobil, a U.S.-based
corporation that shares the same two Louisiana refineries with the Venezuelan company.®
He has tried —and succeeded in varying degrees — to limit the interaction of civil society
in his country by ensuring that all their funding flows through his governmental agencies
for disbursement.”” On all fronts, Chavez seems to defy the pragmatic logic implied in
megacommunity formation and sustainability. Therefore, while Chavez leads Venezuela,
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the megacommunity concept may not work in addressing the economic well-being of
the people or the regional security and stability. However, any strategic approach to
Venezuela —as well as with similar geographical or functional challenges —must include
all the sectors of the collaborative engagement model. A unilateral approach, while
appealing for its near-term appearance of efficiency, is unlikely to be effective in our
globally-linked world and less likely to be in our long-term national interest.

Should the private sector or civil society advocacy replace the governmental sector?
No, it is unreasonable to expect that a MNC, or a Hollywood director as a representative
of civil society, alone can resolve the Darfur crisis or similar concerns, no matter how well-
connected or resourced. Yet, in combination with other megacommunity entities, such as
the government sector, their actions may enhance the use of the USG’s soft power and
lead to solutions that are appropriate for our long-term interests. Does the government
sector have to be able to function like a private commercial enterprise? No, for as The
Wall Street Journal indicated in 2005, “FEMA is never going to operate with the agility of
a FedEx . . . that’s the nature of competition.”*® Even Scott reported that Wal-Mart “can’t
do more than our own part, we are not the federal government, there is a portion we
can do, and we can do it darn well.”* However, the government must promote efforts
to move beyond mere recognition of “unleashing the power of the private sector,” and
build megacommunities that forge partnerships with private and civil societal sectors to
address our domestic and global interests and goals.”

As part of this promotion, the U.S. military must be prepared to be the initiators, or
strategic bridges, for megacommunity formation. In the past, especially in the realms
of failed states or in the absence of fully functioning government, the U.S. military
acting as a strategic bridge initiator often had the secondary role of arbitrator between
the civil society and private commercial enterprises. Now, with the burgeoning positive
relationships between civil society and private sectors, the military must not become the
outsider in a megacommunity. Therefore, it is imperative that the military strategist have
a more comprehensive understanding of the megacommunity concepts and the other
societal actors in order to understand their own agendas and to leverage their capabilities
towards collaborative solutions. The U.S. military continues to be the critical strategic
bridge organization, often as the only member of the megacommunity with the capacity
and knowledge to “understand how to intervene and influence others in a larger system
that [we] do not control.””* At the same time, the U.S. military must not only be prepared
to relinquish the initiating leadership role as the megacommunity convenes, but should
actively seek to create the conditions for other entities to lead and monitor the continued
three-sector engagement.” After all, “good strategy flows from understanding the nature
of the environment and creating a symmetry and synergy of objectives, concepts, and resources
that offer the best probability of achieving the policy aims,” and the military remains at
the center of U.S. national security, at home and abroad.”
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CHAPTER 6

DEFINING CRITERIA FOR HANDOVER
TO CIVILIAN OFFICIALS IN RELIEF OPERATIONS

Colonel John Bessler
U.S. Army

On April 18, 1906, an earthquake of 8.3 Richter magnitude struck along the San
Andreas Fault near the city of San Francisco. The fire that resulted from the tremors was
devastating. In a city of 400,000 people, the combination of the earthquake and fire left
550 dead, but the true magnitude was manifested in the 220,000 homeless and the total
loss of the city’s commercial industrial center. Federal relief efforts included mobilization
of National Guard assets, but despite the magnitude of this disaster, after 6 weeks
the Guardsmen were demobilized and sent home, having accomplished all missions
required to the satisfaction of the state and local officials. The key milestones associated
with this withdrawal included, but were not limited to, the restoration of utilities outside
the burned area, the closure of the missing persons’ bureau, debris removal completed
from the downtown area, resumption of retail trade, and stabilization of food lines.!
During this period, as in all disasters, normal social and economic activities ceased or
were dramatically degraded. How long an emergency period lasts is generally a factor
of the society’s capacity to react and cope with a disaster. In the case of the San Francisco
earthquake, the end of the emergency phase was characterized by achievement of four
milestones: a generalized cessation of search and rescue, a restoration of law and order
and a feeling of security by the locals, a drastic reduction in emergency mass feeding and
housing, and clearance of debris from principal arteries.?

In the 21st century as populations and global temperatures continue to rise, there
will be increased competition for resources and a strong potential for friction between
and among nations. This increased competition will often end in conflict. Additionally,
global climate change will likely cause an increasing number of natural disasters such as
cyclones, hurricanes, and similar events; all with accompanying human suffering. Often
in these situations, U.S. military forces will be utilized because they are the most readily
available, well-resourced, capable, and large organized entities which can alleviate
immediate suffering and provide needed aid. Fortunately, as the California earthquake
vignette illustrates, the U.S. military has a long history of intervention in disaster and
humanitarian assistance as well as assisting with post-conflict stability operations. This
long history has similarly led to an accompanying plethora of doctrine to assist both
the commander and planner. But what is missing in the doctrine is guidance on how to
create an exit strategy from these sorts of missions —a way of defining the metrics needed
to transition these relief efforts from one of primarily military control back to civilian
control.

In the past, no aspect of these kinds of operations has been more problematic for
American military forces then the transition back to civilian control. While it is widely
agreed that civilian and international organizations must as soon as possible take on
those missions that were initially carried out by the military,’ the difficulty is in defining
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the handover criteria which varies from crisis to crisis. Particularly in disaster relief
operations, the U.S. military is often asked to stay longer than is prudent because the host
nation or the people they are assisting feel that the military provides the only sure sense
of security, dependability, and safety in a very traumatic situation —a sense of assurance
that civil organizations are unable to provide at that particular moment. This is especially
challenging when the crisis is of such a magnitude that the civil police force is absent and
normal law and order begins to break down. In these situations, the military may have to
wean the civilians from the military presence in order to enable the host government or
civil authorities to reassert themselves as fully empowered and capable to deal with the
circumstances.*

The four milestones that were achieved in the aftermath of the San Francisco earthquake
correlated with the National Guard’s relief from responsibility and transfer to civilian
authorities and could well serve as guidelines for disengagement criteria that might be
useful today. Building on these, this chapter proffers three models by which commanders
can define their exit metrics and illustrates each in three distinct relief operations. First,
U.S. joint and service doctrine, U.S. policy, and other agency positions associated with
such operations at home and abroad is reviewed, and three examples of exit metrics
are introduced. Second, three cases studies involving U.S. military disaster assistance
are used to examine the issues of domestic and permissive overseas environment exit
criteria: Hurricane Andrew, Hurricane Katrina, and the U.S. intervention to assist the
victims of the 2005 Indonesian tsunami. While these are relief operations, the issues are
remarkably similar in post-conflict operations. Lastly, this chapter will attempt to draw
some conclusions and recommendations for the future, as disaster relief and post-conflict
operations, most assuredly and most unfortunately, will only continue to be a growth
industry.

CURRENT DOCTRINE

The civilian spectrum with whom the military must interface is varied and challenging.
Not only do commanders have to interface with the locally distressed civilians, but also
with informal neighborhood leaders and elected or paid officials from all levels —local,
regional, state, and national. The military also often interacts with personnel representing
governmental and nongovernmental relief organizations who may have been in the
region for years prior to the military’s arrival, or whose lead elements often deploy nearly
as rapidly as the military does, such as U.S. Agency for International Development’s
(USAID) Disaster Assistance Response Teams (DARTSs) and the Red Cross.” The civilian
view of the disaster, what needs to be done, what the civilians expect the military to
provide, and even how the crisis and emerging tasks will be defined, may be different
from the military’s view, and this difference must be resolved in the earliest days of the
response. Coordinating and cooperating with these different groups may prove to be
one of the military’s greatest challenges, and yet they may well prove to be among the
greatest enablers, depending on the nature of the crisis and how the military engages
them. Because it is the civilians to whom the military will eventually leave the recovery
and reconstruction tasks for completion, it is imperative they are contacted at the earliest
opportunity.
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Current joint doctrine describes operational termination as so critical to success that it
is the first thing to be determined when designing any military operation. Knowing the
conditions that must exist before military operations can terminate and how to preserve
gained advantages is crucial to achieving the national strategic end state.® Joint Publication
(JP) 3-07.6, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Foreign Humanitarian Assistance,
states that two of the three most critical functions that a Joint Force Commander
(JFC) must accomplish early in the planning process are to ascertain and articulate a
clearly identifiable end state, and to determine transition or termination criteria for the
operation — the conditions that must exist before either should occur.” Determining these
conditions for stability operations and support operations is particularly difficult. The
Joint Warfighting Center’s JTF Commander’s Handbook for Peace Operations emphasizes the
ambiguity and difficulty in identifying these conditions by quoting Field Manual (FM)
100-23, Peace Operations: “Transitions may involve the transfer of certain responsibilities
to nonmilitary civil agencies. . . . Transitions in peace operations may have no clear
division between combat and peacetime activities, they may lack definable timetables
for transferring responsibilities, and be conducted in a fluid, increasingly political
environment.”®

JP 3-07.6 provides specific planning doctrine and describes criteria for termination or
transition as being based on events, measures of effectiveness, availability of resources,
or other various metrics. A successful harvest or critical facilities” restoration in the crisis
area are examples of the types of events that might trigger mission termination. An
acceptable drop in mortality rates, a certain percentage of dislocated civilians returned
to their homes, or a marked decrease in requests for support are potential statistical
criteria that may prompt the end of the involvement of U.S. forces. Essentially, when
non-Department of Defense (DoD) organizations such as the Office of Foreign Disaster
Assistance (OFDA), the United Nations (UN), the Red Cross, local authorities, or others,
have marshaled the necessary capabilities to assume the mission, U.S. forces execute a
transition plan.’ Because these organizations are normally civilian agencies with less
ability to rapidly mobilize, U.S. military doctrine advocates that forces remain in place
until these organizations have sufficient capacity to relieve the military of these duties.
Joint Publication (JP) 3-08, Interagency, Intergovernmental Organization and Nongovernmental
Organization Coordination during Joint Operations, provides an excellent checklist for
planners to use when the need to coordinate withlocal, regional, national, and international
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) arises. While it is not a complete list of tasks, it
is a good resource to guide commanders and planners in developing a list appropriate to
the relief effort to which they are deployed.!

The U.S. Army conducts full spectrum operations to accomplish its missions in
both war and in operations other than war. Full spectrum operations include offensive,
defensive, stability, and support operations. The 2003 version of Field Manual (FM) 3-07,
Stability Operations and Support Operations, defines “support operations” as those generally
conducted in response to emergencies and natural or manmade disasters, and to relieve
or reduce suffering. Support operations meet the immediate needs of civil authorities or
designated groups for a limited time until they are able to accomplish those tasks without
military assistance. This version goes on to describe two categories of support operations:
domestic support operations (DSO), and those which support foreign humanitarian
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assistance (FHA). Disaster relief operations are further described as having three stages:
response (roughly corresponding to the emergency phase described above), recovery,
and restoration. Both DSO and FHA are limited in scope and duration. The military’s
role is often most intense in the response stage, diminishing steadily as the operation
moves into the recovery and restoration stages. Response operations normally focus on
those life-sustaining functions required by the population in the disaster area. Recovery
operations begin the process of returning the community infrastructure and services to
a status that satisfies the needs of the population. Military forces normally redeploy as
operations transition from the response to the recovery stage.!

In any support operation, the military’s role is normally associated with maintaining
or restoring essential services and activities to mitigate damage, loss, hardship, or
suffering. In DSO, long-term relief is primarily a local and state responsibility with
appropriate federal support; for FHA, U.S. responsibility is at the national level. FM
3-07 acknowledges that there is no specific menu of tasks a commander can complete
to achieve success, and the FM focuses on characteristics and concepts, “aiming more at
broad understanding than at details of operations;” leaving the latter to the commander
on the ground."? In response to an emergency, however, FM 3-07 does focus relief tasks on
lifesaving measures to alleviate the immediate needs of a population in crisis, including
security and the provision of medical support, food, water, medicines, clothing, blankets,
and shelter. In some cases, it involves transportation support to move affected people
from a disaster area to areas with more infrastructure or security. Relief operations also
involve the restoration of minimal infrastructure and create the conditions needed for
longer-term recovery, and include establishing and maintaining the minimum safe
working conditions needed to protect relief workers and the affected population. These
operations may also involve repairing or demolishing damaged structures; restoring or
building bridges, roads, and airfields; and removing debris from critical supply routes and
relief sites. However, unless repairing major structures is essential to lifesaving activities
(like a destroyed bridge to reconnect a population center with medical facilities), major
repair and restoration tasks normally are relegated to the reconstruction phase.” In the
absence of more concrete doctrinal guidance, this list could well serve as the baseline for
transition tasks, but the commander must still tailor it to the facts on the ground. The
military’s ultimate aim remains to transition relief functions to civilian organizations as
rapidly and efficiently as possible.

A major challenge facing military commanders is the relationship between their forces
and civilians. There are three groups of civilians in any relief effort: (1) the populace
being assisted; (2) NGOs and other private organizations; and (3) the local, regional, and
international governmental officials involved, as well as responsible U.S. Government
officials. Technical and cultural differences aside, civilian visions of the desired end
state, the conditions that constitute the end state, and the nature and sequencing of the
tasks required to create those conditions may be vastly different than that of the military.
Understanding the expectations and capabilities of all parties is a critical element and, in
fact, affects all three transition models discussed in this chapter. Civilians will be engaged
long after the military has departed. It is also essential to understand the differences
in interpretation between the military and the civilian end states to get agreement on
transition criteria.'*
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A critical dynamic to bear in mind is: “The deployment of ground forces [for
whatever reason] into any region [at home or abroad] and the approach they take to
the [local] population will immediately affect the population’s daily life, perceptions,
and politics—for better or worse, depending on the viewpoint of the inhabitants.”*
Ignoring this dynamic may have negative effects, not the least of which might be a loss
of the legitimacy —however temporary —of the local government in the eyes of the local
populace. If U.S. military forces are viewed as able to provide more and better services,
including the establishment of an environment relatively free from looting, vandalism,
or crime, then one of the unintended consequences of the military’s presence might very
well be a growing reluctance on the part of the targeted population to accept local civil
authority during the recovery phase.

In Army and joint doctrine, security is identified as an activity common to both
types of relief operations.'® Both domestically and overseas, providing a safe and secure
environment for the local population as well as the relief workers is critical to success.
Security is an essential element that must be established prior to the military transitioning
out of the area of operations. In the case of DSO, DoD Directive 3025.12 contains specific
guidance concerning the use of military assets during civil disturbances. Federal military
forces can be authorized to assist civil authorities to restore law and order when the
magnitude of the disturbance exceeds the capabilities of local and state law enforcement
agencies, including the capabilities of the National Guard."”

In FHA, security is also a significant consideration. The type of environment—
permissive, uncertain, or hostile—will dictate the level of required security forces. In
a permissive environment, this may be nothing more than enough forces to prevent
desperate populations from overrunning distribution points. The fact remains that there
is a security aspect to both types of support operations, if only to allow civilian agencies
to operate safely and uninhibited from either the population being helped on the one
hand, or hostile forces on the other.®

Exacerbating both support and security issues is the dynamic that different sectors of
a neighborhood, county, province, or country recover or transition at different rates. This
means that the military cannot simply up and pull out of everything and everywhere on
a single day, but must gradually contract its footprint and phase itself out; this too must
be a consideration in the initial planning. Departure does not have to be a long process,
but it can often be extended over quite a prolonged period. An excellent illustration
of the latter can be found in New Orleans where, years after Katrina, National Guard
troops continued to bolster New Orleans” hurricane-depleted police force, while the city
and its police force worked to bounce back from Hurricane Katrina and clamp down on
violent crime.”” Without security for both relief workers and citizens, the transition from
emergency to recovery cannot successfully move forward.

POLICY AND CIVIL SECTOR PROGRESS

Recognizing anincreasing likelihood of troop deployments for humanitarian assistance
following the end of the Cold War, beginning in 1997, the National Security Strategies (NSS)
and Quadrennial Defense Reviews (QDRs) described military intervention for humanitarian
assistance operations as both necessary and expected.? In these documents, it is clearly
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the national vision that relief operations should be of limited duration and designed to
give the local authorities the breathing room and the opportunity to restore order and
services before withdrawing troops. In spite of a brief flirtation with unilateralism, the
George W. Bush administration adopted a similar logic.!

The primary U.S. Government organization most engaged with foreign relief today
is the United States Agency for International Development’s (USAID) Office of Foreign
Disaster Assistance (OFDA). OFDA provides humanitarian assistance to save lives,
alleviate human suffering, and reduce the social and economic impact of humanitarian
emergencies around the world.”? OFDA only responds to a foreign crisis when the U.S.
Ambassador or Chief of Mission in an affected country declares an emergency. In addition
to providing U.S. relief resources when responding to natural disasters or civil conflict,
OFDA often fields special response teams to assess, report, coordinate, and enable
relief efforts by international aid organizations and the host nation.”® The OFDA Field
Operations Guide (FOQG) is issued to team leaders deploying to disaster areas. It provides
information on OFDA responsibilities, reference materials, checklists, lists of available
commodities, and general information on disaster activities, to include working with U.S.
military forces responding to the crisis. The FOG has even been cross-referenced with
Sphere guidelines as described below, but the FOG fails to provide any guidance for an
exit strategy.*

In 2004, President Bush directed the formation of the Department of State’s new Office
of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). This purpose of this
office is to address long-standing concerns over what is seen as inadequate planning
mechanisms for overseas stabilization and reconstruction operations, a failure of
interagency coordination in carrying out such tasks, and a lack of capabilities among the
nonmilitary departments and agencies.” Developed primarily for post-conflict operations,
S/CRS nevertheless provides a robust source of information and capabilities that can
be applied to relief operations, as many of the same tasks in post-conflict scenarios are
concomitant with relief operations. This office has developed a menu of literally hundreds
of essential tasks that can be used by commanders for planning and defining exit metrics.
When fully staffed, S/CRS will provide a ready resource for either stability or support
operations.

The NGO community’s Sphere Project was launched in 1997 by a group of
humanitarian NGOs, including the Red Cross and Red Crescent, to better codify relief
requirements and standards. Collating input from over 220 relief organizations, the
Project published a handbook to assist the relief community in determining the metrics
of success during intervention — the Sphere standards.”* The Sphere standards generally
address water supply, hygiene, sanitation, food, shelter, and health issues as minimum
standards. However, there are conflicting opinions as to the applicability of the Sphere
Project standards’ use in disaster relief operations. Among the criticisms are: the standards
are focused on relief camps, not the devastated area as a whole; politicians can use the
standards to obscure the underlying causes of the misery (if other than a natural act); and
the standards are inappropriate in cases where the normal living conditions were below
the Sphere standards before the disaster.”” Moreover, the overwhelming list of tasks,
while a good reference for relief leaders to use in asking the right questions about quality
of life standards, is so exhaustive and detailed that contemporary use by the military in
developing measures of effectiveness is problematic.®
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Much good work has been done recently in compiling lists of tasks for relief workers
to accomplish and the standards towards which to strive. However, the reality is that
each relief effort is unique in its scope and challenges. Commanders and planners have
at their disposal the doctrine and guidelines, described above, as well as the tools and
resources of S/CRS and international relief organizations to consider while planning
and conducting relief operations. But none of these provide specific metrics or tools to
determine when or under what conditions to transition tactical and operational control
to civil authorities during relief operations.

PROPOSED METRICS MODELS

DoD must become better prepared to execute support missions, for it is clear that
relief operations are here to stay. Current doctrine provides a good conceptual basis for
planning but fails to adequately address criteria for transferring control from the military
to civilian government and NGOs. Likewise, the S/CRS and Sphere Project initiatives
make important contributions to the understanding and conduct of relief operations
but do not address military-civilian transition—i.e., an appropriate exit strategy for the
military. Such transition guidance is sorely needed, but given the uniqueness of each
situation a standard set of criteria may not apply. To that end, this chapter proffers three
conceptual models by which commanders can define their own exit metrics. These three
models are referred to as negotiated conditions, objective conditions, and requests for
assistance/tracking capacity.

The negotiated conditions model can be described as the efforts of a military staff, very
early in a crisis, to closely interact with civil officials, as well as with civilian humanitarian
effort representatives, to determine a coordinated response to the crisis, and to jointly
determine the exit timeline and milestones. This may be the most recurrent model for
anticipated disasters —such as hurricane or typhoon landfalls. Enough lead time or prior
planning must exist to ensure a rapid linkup between civilian officials with access to
policy decisionmakers, such as the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
USAID, and the supporting military.

When the amount of destruction is unanticipated, very rapid, or the damage is of such
a scope as to overwhelm the ability of civilian officials to cope, an objective conditions
model may be a better option. Objective conditions are a known set of parameters
by which a military staff tracks progress in a relief scenario where the disaster’s true
magnitude and requirements are unknown or ambiguous. During relief planning,
military staffs use predetermined metrics to monitor progress, shift effort, and gauge
the relief effort’s progress. These predetermined criteria normally are modified to fit the
particular situation and can change throughout the operation itself. Usually in situations
where objective conditions are used, the military takes the lead until civilian authorities
are better able to contribute meaningfully to the process.

A request for assistance (RFA)/tracking capacity model is a third approach. It refers
to a two-fold staff tracking mechanism. An RFA is a request for support or assistance.
Requests can be for either a commodity, such as water or medical supplies, or for a
service, such as transportation or medical evacuation. RFAs are normally made to the
military relief operation’s representatives by a local official or relief organization. In this
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model, military planners and civilian representatives (such as from USAID or the Red
Cross) jointly monitor how many RFAs are received, prioritized, and addressed across
the various regions within a given area over time. As RFAs diminish in various areas, the
military staff develops some applicable threshold metric that when exceeded allows the
military effort to be shifted elsewhere or terminated. Tracking capacity is a metric tool
which enables the on-site military commander to monitor the growing support capacity
of other agencies that are providing assistance in the area of operations, such as NGOs,
international governmental organizations (IGOs), as well as reconstituted local, state,
and national agencies.

These models allow a commander to address the uniqueness of his own mission
situation and to develop meaningful, tailored criteria. They make use of what is known
about relief operations without proposing arbitrary and inappropriate exit metrics. The
following three disaster relief operations, two at home and one abroad, illustrate how
these models were used to determine the conditions and criteria for transitioning from
military to civilian control.

Hurricane Andrew.

Until Katrina, Hurricane Andrew was the most economically devastating natural
disaster to hit the United States, making landfall on August 24, 1992, south of Miami, FL,
and again on August 26 near Morgan City, LA. The President declared a major disaster
in both areas, authorizing federal relief effort. The 2nd U.S. Army established Joint
Task Force (JTF) Andrew on August 27, which ultimately involved over 24,000 service
members. The JTF’s mission was to provide humanitarian support, reflected in the key
tasks expressed in the commander’s intent:

“immediately begin to operate feeding and water facilities; provide assistance to other (local,
state, and federal) agencies in the receipt, storage, and distribution of relief supplies, with an
end state to get life support systems in place and relieve initial hardships until non-DoD, State,
and local agencies can reestablish normal operations throughout the area of operations.” %

The commander’sintentnicely captured whatare termed immediate response guidelines.*

Immediate response authority allows on-scene commanders and those ordered to
support relief efforts to assist in the rescue, evacuation, and emergency medical treatment
of casualties; the maintenance or restoration of emergency medical capabilities; and the
safeguarding of public health. Inmediate response may also include firefighting, water,
communications, transportation, power, and fuel related tasks, as well as the authority
to provided immediate assistance in clearance of debris, rubble, and explosive ordnance
from public facilities to permit rescue or movement of people and restoration of essential
services.® While broad in its scope, it is not a blanket authority for any specific level of
support and the focus is on expediting transition of relief support to civilians.

Among JTF Andrew’s primary operational objectives was creating the conditions
to help the communities themselves to be an integral part of the recovery process; in
other words, enabling them to facilitate the return to normalcy. Responding to the
commander’s intent and key tasks, the initial response of the JTF focused on six critical
areas of emergency services: providing food, water, shelter, sanitation, medical supplies
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and services, and transportation, with the objective of easing the suffering. The JTF was
deployed to ensure that local residents had access to life-saving measures and means. As
such, it provided much-needed relief in these areas and was generally hailed as a success
by local and state authorities and the media.*

The early establishment of a strong working relationship between the military and
the lead federal agency, FEMA, was initiated by the 2nd U.S. Army when it appointed a
Defense Coordinating Officer (DCO) to serve as liaison between DoD and FEMA. This
officer established contact with FEMA on August 23 —before Andrew made landfall —
and by the time the JTF was operational, many of the requirements were identified,
relationships were built, and much of the coordinating structure was in place. This early
cooperation persisted throughout the mission and proved to be a force multiplier for the
JTE®

Despite the lack of previous transition criteria, the excellent interface between the JTF
staff and FEMA bridged the gap. Their close relationship enabled both the military and
the civilian authorities to agree on the need for measuring the success of operations and to
arrive at a consensus on an end state; namely, the capacity of state and local governments
to shoulder the burden of providing essential public services, specifically sanitation,
water, power, and emergency rescue and medical support.* Early and cooperative JTF
interface with local, regional, and federal officials led to a list of key milestones on which
all parties could agree —negotiated criteria. This enabled the JTF to work towards a civil-
authority endorsed list of tasks which, when accomplished, signaled that the military
mission was complete. Using these criteria as metrics, the JTF was able to withdraw
after approximately 20 days, when the key milestone of “schools reopened” was met.
The use of negotiated conditions to determine transition milestones, when hammered
out collaboratively with the civil authorities, is a useful technique when the just-alerted
commander may only have a writ to provide immediate response, and little else to go on.

Hurricane Katrina.

The damage wrought by Hurricane Katrina in 2005 was unprecedented in scope in
the United States: over a million people displaced; 1,300 storm related fatalities; over five
million people without power, some for weeks; and economic damage estimated at nearly
200 billion dollars. The federal disaster declarations covered an area of the United States
roughly the size of the United Kingdom.* The federal response was equally massive
in immediate and long-term aid and military support. The DoD contributed substantial
support to state and local authorities, including search and rescue, evacuation assistance,
provision of supplies, damage assessments assets, and public safety. Ultimately nearly
25,000 active and 50,000 National Guard personnel, 200 aircraft, and 20 ships were
committed to the affected states of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas.*

For example, subordinate to JTF Katrina, the 82nd Airborne and portions of the 24th
Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) spent 3 weeks working with local, state, and federal
disaster-response agencies helping victims of Hurricane Katrina and then Hurricane Rita.*”
The JTF Katrina commander and his staff used the military primarily for rescue operations,
security operations, medical support, clearing debris, and opening transportation arteries
to enable local, state, and federal officials and volunteer organizations to deliver critical
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supplies. The National Guard was used in law enforcement operations when necessary,
under their Title 32 status. The latter was particularly crucial when over two-thirds of
New Orleans’ police force failed to show up for work, either because their own homes
were devastated, traffic arteries were closed or flooded, or it was in their judgment simply
too dangerous a place to work in the storm’s immediate aftermath.*® In fact, National
Guardsmen were still patrolling some parts of New Orleans years after the fact.”

According to the U.S. Army Center for Lessons Learned (CALL) database regarding
DoD’s Hurricane Katrina response, the overarching purpose stated by the President and
pursued by JTF commanders at all levels was to empower local or county governments
to rebuild their communities —not to do it all for them. Hence, for the JTF, the critical
issue was restoring capacity (such as emergency medical services, availability of clean
water, and open transportation routes) so the local, state, and volunteer civil agencies
could deliver supplies and services and begin to rebuild. To do this, the JTF commander
and staff adopted six objective conditions to pursue, expressed as tasks. Progress toward
these conditions, in their judgment, would empower civil authorities and provide a
measure for evaluating success in the ambiguous circumstances they found themselves
in. First among these tasks was influencing the local government and public service
agencies to accept a leading role in the support and rebuilding efforts. The second task
was influencing the federal government (through FEMA) to target resources towards
those parishes or localities most in need. Connecting local leaders with the available
resources and assisting them to establish relationships with the proper agencies was their
third measure. Influencing media to highlight the plight and rebuilding efforts of these
parishes served as a fourth measure. The fifth key task was to directly assist the local
populace with short-term, high-impact civil-military engineering projects. And finally,
they measured their degree of success in assisting local officials to develop transition
plans which would allow for continuing long-term solutions.* The JTF Katrina experience
provides a second model for establishing metrics for transition —an objective conditions
model.

Progress in regard to these operational level tasks varied initially based on the
participants’ level of understanding and the differing magnitudes of damage sustained
by the various communities. For the most part, the tactical execution of tasks centered
around those normally associated with disaster relief: rescue, water and food distribution,
sanitation, emergency shelter, and debris removal. Once these primary tasks were
adequately addressed, military and civilian officials were able to look ahead to longer-
term recovery.*

Conditions improved at different rates across the disaster area and resulted in some
unanticipated results and confusion. As conditions improved in some areas of operation,
a new dynamic emerged wherein the populace and civilian officials became dependent
on military support. In several areas, the transition to civilian responsibility met with
extreme reluctance on the part of local officials and citizens who, after the trauma and
aftermath of this catastrophe, did not feel secure with the military’s departure. In these
cases, military units had to wean the local population, government, and economy from
the relief effort’s resources.> Moreover, in some cases, small unit leaders became so
identified with their supported communities that they felt significant pressure during
the drawdown to continue support, notwithstanding the fact that the need was greater
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in other areas.” In short, the citizenry in several parishes and neighborhoods lost faith in
their local and regional elected officials, and, until that was restored, the announcement
of the military’s impending departure was not happily received. Perhaps a more visible
presence by local leaders and officials at the neighborhood, city, and county levels
earlier in the relief operation, coupled with progress reports by the military highlighting
milestones and progress by the civil-military team might have alleviated some of the
populace’s angst.

To be sure, the turnover to civilian relief agencies and authorities is anticipated and
collaboratively determined so that it is an integral part of planning, and the public is
appropriately informed. Ideally, all planning is accomplished in collaboration with
supporting relief agencies and local and state leaders. Such a collaborative relationship
among the military, civilian relief organizations, and local and national officials ensures
better prioritization of efforts and more effective use of resources. A collaborative
relationship should be established at the earliest opportunity, but in the absence of an
immediate proactive civil-military relationship, a model like the objective conditions
model serves well. In the wake of a crisis so devastating, and a civilian response slow
to realize its enormity, the objective conditions model enabled JTF Katrina to work
proactively toward transition until such time as the local, state, and federal authorities
were capable of assuming a more robust role.

Tsunami Relief.

On December 26, 2004, at 7:38 a.m. local time, a 9.15-magnitude earthquake struck off
the west coast of the Indonesian island of Sumatra. It was rapidly followed by 15 smaller
earthquakes across the region. Altogether these seismic events lasted for 10 minutes
and produced a number of tsunamis—large destructive ocean waves. The height of the
individual tsunamis differed radically from area to area, depending on the direction
the shoreline faced and the depths of the surrounding waters. Along the coastlines of
Thailand and Sumatra, some waves reached over 30 feet in height, though most were half
that height. Many people who survived a first wave assumed that the worst had passed,
only to be swept away by a second, often larger, wave that arrived a few minutes later.
By the end of the disaster, over 225,000 people were declared dead or missing, entire
towns and villages had totally vanished, and the shorelines of northwestern Indonesia
and other affected countries were permanently altered.*

Within 72 hours of the tsunami strikes, the U.S. Navy had established JTF 536 at Utapao,
Thailand.* It also established three Combined Support Forces (CSFs), one in support
of each of the three hardest-hit countries: Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Indonesia. Named
Operation UNIFIED ASSISTANCE, this relief operation was essentially a naval force
from the 7th Fleet augmented by teams from USAID. The U.S. effort was soon joined by
Australia, Japan, and Singapore. Focusing on assisting the overwhelmed governments of
the hardest-hit countries, the multinational force conducted search and rescue, delivered
supplies, and provided medical support. With the arrival of international relief agencies,
additional support and supplies began pouring in. As a result of their internal politics,
the Indonesian Government reluctantly accepted U.S. support, but with the major
caveats that U.S. forces maintain a minimal footprint ashore and that all U.S. personnel
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be withdrawn before March 1.* In adhering to this request, the U.S. commitment was for
just under 2 months.

JTF 536’s humanitarian mission ultimately revolved around a number of tasks
including providing search and rescue, water, food, and medicines to the survivors. In
addition, JTF personnel conducted damage surveys, cleared debris from key locations,
and assisted in organizing relief packages from the arriving bulk supplies. All U.S.
military personnel were withdrawn by February 23, 2005.* Throughout the mission, U.S.
naval commanders were constrained not only by the Indonesian government’s caveats
of accepting assistance only with a hard end date and limited footprint, but also by U.S.
imposed force-protection measures which required all U.S. personnel to be offshore by
sundown each day. *

In one sense the hard end date set by the Indonesian government made it easy for the
military planners to develop a transition mindset. It forced them to consider transition
tasks beginning on January 2 before support vessels had fully closed on the area of
operation.* Despite this mindset, the sheer scope and totality of the devastation made it
initially difficult to determine what assistance was needed, in what capacity, and when
that assistance would no longer be needed. Joint Publication (JP) 3-57, Doctrine for Joint
Civil Affairs, states that transitions should occur when the mission has been accomplished
or when the President and Secretary of Defense so direct.® But in this case, defining
“mission accomplished” would be a tough nut to crack,” if for no other reason than the
totality of the devastation. And neither doctrine nor the directive codifying the end date
answered the questions of how to measure progress and effectively transition out of the
support mission.

Advance representatives of USAID flowed into the area along with the Navy and
quickly formed civil-military teams with the JTF and the CSFs.”> Nongovernmental relief
organizations, some already in country before the tsunami, greeted the JTF as it arrived.
In discussing the end state for operations in the region, more than one recommended
that Navy planners use the Sphere standards as the desired outcomes for each country.
However, the civil-military teams comprised of USAID representatives and Navy planners
decided that these standards were not feasible. In many cases in the affected regions,
the standards of living did not meet Sphere standards before the disaster, consequently
achieving the standards was impractical. For this reason, as well as the exhaustive nature
of the Sphere list, planners and USAID team members rejected the Sphere standards in
their search for appropriate transition metrics and looked internally for an appropriate
mechanism.”

In managing the relief operation, the JTF-USAID team developed a system whereby
they tracked RFAs for the various areas. These RFAs were used throughout the operation
to validate, coordinate, and prioritize requests for assistance from international relief
agents and local officials ashore.** Using RFAs, USAID’s military liaison officers afloat
with the Navy helped track the volume, type, destination, and closure of RFAs. Hence,
RFAs greatly enhanced the coordination in the civil-military effort. Since a declining
number of RFAs indicated less need for military assistance, Lieutenant General Robert
Blackmon, the CSF Commander, settled on tracking the number of RFAs as one metric to
determine his transition termination progress.” When a minimum threshold of requests

was crossed in an area, local efforts could be relinquished to others and military operations
could be shifted or ended.
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Throughout the 6 weeks of the Navy’s involvement, relief organization participation,
international support, and host country abilities continued to grow as the world mobilized
to assist the hard hit victims. In his guidance for transition, the Commander directed
the military footprint to slowly shrink when RFAs for military assistance decreased or
were passed to aid agencies.® To further help visualize progress towards their own
eventual withdrawal, the JTF staff tracked the capacity of non-CSF organizations as
those organizations expanded their footprint in country. In doing this, they used four
capabilities-based categories as further metrics: (1) coordination (essentially command
and control — how capable the organizations were in coordinating continued relief);
(2) health services (how capable the organizations were in providing disease control
measures); (3) engineering (capacity of the organizations to provide basic sanitation,
water, and engineering support); and (4) transportation (capacity of the organizations
for water and supplies distribution in-country as well as intercountry delivery).”” This
easy to understand, capabilities-based system, coupled with the RFA tracking system,
provided simple, clear metrics for measuring progress and managing transition.

The technique of tracking RFAs and evaluating civil capacity provides another
successful approach for determining when to transition relief operations to civil
control. Defining transition in terms of a minimum threshold in requests for assistance
worked exceptionally well in this case. Measuring the growing capacity of incoming
relief organizations and others was equally effective. Coupled with an early transition
mindset and a determined effort to develop effective relationships among the military,
USAID, NGOs, and local officials, an RFAs/tracking capacity model is another proven
methodology for managing transition to civilian control.

THE MODELS CONSIDERED

The three cases researched for this chapter reinforce current doctrine which identifies
three essential activities as decisive in successful relief operations: (1) ensuring security;
(2) restoration of essential services (herein defined as immediate life saving, access to
potable water and food, basic sanitation, and access to medical facilities); and (3) early
interaction between the on-site military commander and civilian officials. These three
activities are critical to success and are present in each relief effort case.

Security mustbe achieved before services can bereliably restored —indeed, establishing
security is first among essential services. Essential services in relief operations are defined
as those elements of basic life support required to protect human life and safeguard
public health: emergency rescue and emergency medical treatment, clean water, food,
shelter, access to medical services, and clearance of debris from major arteries in order to
provide access. Yet, both security and essential services are enhanced by a collaborative
and cooperative effort to merge military and civilian planning and execution. For the
military commander, such coordination is essential in order to accomplish the military
relief mission and to determine when and how to transition responsibility to the civil
sector.

Transition is a crucial aspect of relief operations. The end of military operations does
not mean the end of relief operations. The relief organizations and local, state, and national
authorities are on the ground before the military shows up and will remain long after the
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military departs. When and how the transition occurs are key decisions in the military
planning process. While in the decisive activities, the commander must either choose or
develop a mission and situation specific model by which he can measure success and
determine a glide path to disengagement. The case studies reveal three distinct models
by which a relief effort commander and his staff can attack the problem of identifying
metrics for transition.

Negotiated conditions appear to work well in situations where local government
and relief officials are willing to interact early and collaboratively with military staffs
deployed to assist. Establishing a positive civil-military relationship as soon as possible
and developing a true interagency approach at all levels clearly enhances the potential
for success of the relief effort. However, this model will be difficult to use if the staff is
unfamiliar with or unwilling to deal with civilians; if it adopts a we-they attitude; or if
it fails to organize effectively to deal with the myriad of civilian agencies (local, state,
federal, and NGO) which will likely flood the area and headquarters. The commander
must eventually effectively organize his staff to receive and interact with the civilians in
any event, regardless of the model chosen, but proactively seeking collaboration on the
end state and effective metrics significantly enhances success.

The objective conditions model may be a better alternative when the scope of the
devasta-tionis overwhelming, the ability to judge the magnitude of the disaster is wanting,
or civilian agencies are incapable of productively assisting. Establishing critical and
objective conditions to provide broad guidance to subordinates is an effective technique
by which to visualize what is required for transition. However, these broad conditions
must be carefully translated into discrete productive tasks or the actual military forces
interfacing with the populace may waste effort or performing activities that are not aligned
with the intent of higher headquarters. Nesting intent to the lowest level is paramount with
this model. In addition, ensuring that a strong strategic communications plan exists as
soon as possible to empower the civilian agencies and officials, and aggressively building
an effective civil-military relationship also facilitate the application of this model.

The RFAs/tracking capacity model used in the tsunami case study can also be used
to measure success. RFAs are quantifiable and are easily tracked by a headquarters. They
provide a fairly simple way to illustrate to officials and commanders the progress being
made in various areas. However, the Sphere standards debate offers an important lesson
learned in regard to transition criteria: military staffs should avoid building overly-
detailed or ambitious lists for humanitarian relief. A simple, quantifiable list of measures,
developed in conjunction with NGOs and government officials at all levels, and vetted
through relief experts such as USAID liaison personnel provides a more realistic and
attainable transition framework, regardless of the actual tasks. Tracking capacity validates
the RFA indicators and quantifies how capable arriving enablers are, but these must also
be specific. If too general, they will not convey an accurate picture to the commander
and they will complicate transition planning. Again, in this model, it is incumbent on all
involved to ensure the civil-military linkage is strong. It is imperative that a collaborative
effort be made to identify the disengagement plan because civilian officials and NGOs
have differing perspectives from the military, and among themselves, as to when they are
capable of assuming responsibility for relief operations.
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Few operations are as complex as a major relief effort and that is why other
organizations involved typically look to the military as the lead at the outset. The men
and women in uniform who are on the spear’s point have never failed the nation at home
or abroad; they are masters at mobilizing resources and coordinating large operations.
As we look at a future of greater demands, commanders and staffs confronting potential
relief operations must remain mindful of the ambiguities and complexities that will
confront them in planning and executing these operations. They must also be mindful
that other military requirements exist, or may arise, and that any relief operation should
have an appropriate military ending point. Whether choosing to use objective criteria,
negotiated criteria, or RFAs/tracking capacity to define mission success, commanders
and staffs owe it to all those involved to think through to the ending point, to know when
it has been reached, and to neither rush nor extend it.
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CHAPTER 7

ECONOMIC AND RECONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS
IN A FAILED STATE

Colonel Roger H. Westermeyer
U.S. Air Force

As the United States enters the 7th year of the Global War on Terrorism and continues
its herculean efforts to rebuild the nations of Afghanistan and Iraq, it is evident that
nation-building in failed states is of U.S. strategic importance for the foreseeable future.
In December 2005, the President issued National Security Policy Directive (NSPD)-44
establishing the Department of State (DoS) as the lead agency for Stability, Security,
Transition, and Reconstruction (SSTR) activities, and directed the Department of Defense
(DoD) to integrate its SSTR contingency plans and operations with the DoS.! DoD
subsequently published DoD Directive (DoDD) 3000.05, Military Support for Stability,
Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Operations, which established stability operations
as a core U.S. military mission comparable to combat operations. Further, it directed
that U.S. military forces “shall be prepared to perform all tasks necessary” to establish
order when civilians cannot do so.? The directive broadly states that stability operations
include: help to rebuild institutions such as security forces, correctional facilities and
judicial systems; revive/build the private sector, economic activity, and construction of
necessary infrastructure; and, develop representative governmental institutions.®> This
chapter provides recommendations and prioritization of the many steps required to
restore economic activity and rebuild related infrastructures and institutions.

First, nation-building and economic restoration require a coordinated international,
U.S. interagency, and DoD joint approach. Formation of the Department of State’s new
Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) and issuance of
DoDD 3000.05 were good initial steps that hopefully will feed into larger international/
United Nations (UN) efforts. The whole of the U.S. Government needs to jointly plan and
exercise economic nation-building strategies and tasks in order to be prepared to execute
them when called upon, and they need to capture lessons learned from previous nation-
building efforts to improve future operations.

One lesson that continues to be relearned is the need for economic development at the
early stages of nation-building. Often, once security has been reestablished, the priority
has been to hold free elections as soon as possible. Unfortunately, rebuilding the economy
is often delayed because it is considered a lower priority long-term issue. Although
rebuilding an economy does take considerable time, it is a misguided approach to wait
until later in the nation-building effort to begin rebuilding the economy because a stable
economy and low unemployment are essential for security and stability, as evidenced in
Iraq. In 2004, when Task Force Baghdad analyzed attacks in its area of operation, they
found “a direct correlation existed among the level of local infrastructure, unemployment
figures, and attacks on U.S. soldiers.”*Similarly, in the British counterinsurgency campaign
in Malaysia (1948-60), the British counterinsurgency expert, Sir Robert Thompson, stated
that three forces influenced the Malaysian population: nationalism; religion and culture;
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and economic well-being. Of the three, he gave primacy to economic well-being, stating
that “however powerful nationalist or religious forces may be, that of material well-being
is as strong if not stronger.”” It appears that this lesson has been finally institutionalized
in U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-24, Counterinsurgency, where it states that .” . . lasting
victory comes from a vibrant economy, political participation, and restored hope.”®

With this lesson hopefully firmly entrenched in the American psyche, the next
question is how to go about rebuilding the economy of a failed state and in what priority
tasks should be executed. There is no precise template that will work in every situation,
but there are some universal principles that can be applied. The best way to approach
this overwhelming challenge is to consider the tasks from a short-term and mid/long-
term perspective. In the short term, it is necessary to first reestablish security and provide
humanitarian assistance. No economy can rebuild if the people are starving and there
is no security. Lack of security in Iraq and Afghanistan continues to hamper economic
revitalization of both these countries. Second, essential services, such as safe drinking
water, health care, sanitation, garbage removal, and electricity, need to be provided as
quickly as possible. Though directed at meeting the immediate needs of the populace and
winning the hearts and minds in a counterinsurgency operation, these essential services
are also critical to rebuilding the economy. Some of these services can be provided
quickly and cheaply, (i.e., trash removal), while others such as electricity may require
both immediate and long-term reconstruction solutions.

Closely linked to providing essential services and building on security is finding
employment for the populace. After civil war or conflict, unemployment rates are
usually very high, and as stated previously, high unemployment leads to instability
as unemployed young males are quite susceptible to recruitment by an insurgency or
are otherwise forced to turn to illegal and violent activities to provide for themselves
and their families. In Iraq the workforce experienced great economic hardship, with the
unemployment rate exceeding 50 percent after the war.” There is no doubt that these
harsh conditions directly contributed to insurgent support and greater instability, which
in turn slowed economic progress. There are three tools available to support short-term
employment and restoration of essential services: the Commander’s Emergency Response
Program (CERP), Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs), and the formal contracting
apparatus. CERP provides commanders in the field with a tool to rapidly execute small
projects, which expedites local small scale humanitarian efforts and supports stabilization,
builds rapport with the local populace, helps earn trust and confidence, and enhances
the legitimacy of U.S. and coalition forces and the host nation.® Similarly, the widely
publicized PRTs provide integrated teams of professionals to execute short- to mid-term
projects to restore services, rebuild infrastructure, and employ the local populace. The
idea is to create small teams comprised of military and civilian agencies that can provide
security while conducting quick-impact projects that win the hearts and minds of the
local people.’ Finally, awarding government reconstruction and services contracts to
local firms is also an effective way to employ locals and stimulate the economy. In Iraq,
the Joint Contracting Command-Iraq/Afghanistan (JCC-I/ A) established the “Iraq First”
program which mandates that DoD contracts go to Iraqi businesses whenever possible.'
In one 18-month period, some 3,900 Iraqi businesses received U.S. contracts at a monthly
value of over $100 million. These contracts ranged from construction, to material goods
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production, to professional services across a variety of sectors. More importantly, this
direct economic stimulus generated more than 100,000 Iraqi jobs." Other methods to
increase employment include cash-for-work programs, transitional assistance to farmers
and micro-entrepreneurs, and vocational training programs.

Next in the economic rebuilding process are long-term initiatives such as establishing
the rule of law, implementing a sound financial system, stimulating public and private
investment, energizing industrial operations, rebuilding infrastructure, promoting
entrepreneurs, developing human capital, rebuilding social institutions, and instituting
sound trade and tax policies. But the phrase “long-term” is a bit of a misnomer because
most of these initiatives need to begin as soon as possible and in small ways are initiated
in the near- and mid-term. They are drivers or enablers of economic activity, and without
them the economy will not flourish. Paul Collier, an Oxford University economist and
leading expert on African economies, argues that external peacekeepers and economic
growth have proven to be more critical than political reform in preventing a return to
conflict.”? Of these initiatives, establishing sound rule of law is probably the most critical
and the most challenging. Moreover, the rule of law is not only essential to reviving an
economy it is essential to reestablishing the legitimacy of the government and providing
for the stability and security of the state. Therefore, reestablishing the rule of law should
begin immediately in any nation-building effort.

The rule of law includes criminal law with an inherent criminal justice system,
public law with accountability and transparency, and economic law to include property,
contracts, and torts. Law must be supported by a competent police force with investigative
and enforcement capability, an independent judicial system to adjudicate disputes and
criminal and civil cases, and a penitentiary system. In regards to economic law, conditions
are not likely to improve unless the legal building blocks for private economic activity are
in place.” One important lesson in establishing the rule of law is to balance the existing
law and customs/culture with a more modern and global legal framework. It requires
good judgment and knowledge of various legal systems along with the local culture in
order to select what to retain and what to discard in reestablishing a viable legal system
that is locally accepted and provides for international economic integration.

Concurrent with reestablishing the rule of law is the imperative to establish a viable
public and private financial banking sector. Viable financial services support not only
private development but daily life and economic activity. One common approach to
establishing financial services is the establishment or revitalization of a central bank.
In Iraq, the Coalition Provisional Authority revived the insolvent Central Bank of Iraq
and gave it authority similar to the U.S. Federal Reserve.'* Steps should also be taken
to establish and encourage private banking. For example, the expansion and growth
of “electronic funds transfer (EFT)-capable private financial institutions are critical
to stimulating sustained economic growth and moving from a cash-based society to a
modern economy.”” In concert with establishing financial and banking systems, it is
important to have a stable currency and a low rate of inflation. Many failing states make
the mistake of printing money to finance war or fund peacetime reconstruction efforts,
and the subsequent out of control inflation leads to the collapse of the economy and
chaos. To stabilize the currency and curtail inflation requires the will to exercise fiscal
control and sound monetary policy.
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Related to financial services is the need for robust private and public investment
to grow a struggling economy. Most failed states have limited resources for public
investment, but those few that do should make funding available to private firms and
individuals. One commonly-used approach is micro-loans. Micro-loans are just that,
small dollar loans to individuals and small enterprises to encourage economic activity
and business growth. This tool can build an economy from the ground up. In addition to
public funding, steps to encourage private investment are also very beneficial. Of course,
security and the rule of law are key to private investment and business growth, but post-
conflict countries also need to focus on pragmatic, short-term actions to reduce obstacles
to competition. These include reducing the costs and time required to register a business,
removing or simplifying licensing requirements, removing export or import restrictions
to allow more players in the market, and reducing the burden of regulations wherever
possible.

Another important step for the revitalization of the economy and for encouraging
entrepre-neurial activity is to privatize public enterprises. Much caution should be given
to privatization early in the nation-buiding process; otherwise the rich and corrupt may
benefit to the detriment of the poor. In Iraq, the Ministry of Industry and Minerals issued a
public solicitation to privatize 13 large state-owned factories, and on January 10, 2008, the
Government of Iraq announced the first award of joint ventures to three Iraqi-European
financial consortiums.’ It is anticipated that 15,000 jobs will be created under the terms
of these transactions. In addition to privatization and investment, it is also critical to
restore idled industrial capacity in formerly industrialized states. Industrial activity feeds
upon itself and restarting idle factories and industrial centers can jumpstart an economy
and employ hundreds of thousands. Doing so requires an infusion of public and private
funds and an environment conducive to trade. Grants are a useful tool in giving idle
factories and centers the financial resources to restart operations.

One of the most expensive and time-consuming challenges to restoring an economy
is building and repairing critical infrastructure. This includes but is not limited to roads,
bridges, electrical capacity (both production and distribution), sanitation, water, and
irrigation systems, communication networks, ports, airports, hospitals, clinics, schools,
and everything else in between. The difficulty lies in funding and prioritizing the many
infrastructure needs of failed states—in balancing overwhelming short-term demands
with sensible long-term development. One approach is to look at which elements are the
key enablers that will open economic growth and foster state stability to meet short-term
needs while building for the future. In Iraq, for instance, due to poor communication
infrastructure, it was decided to build a fiber optic communication backbone and
network. This network was not only instrumental in meeting the need for immediate
public communication, but it also aided the fledgling financial and banking institutions
as well as other private sector business development.'” Of course, the status and needs
of infrastructure are different in each state, and each requires independent and careful
analysis. Building or repairing roads is often the critically important construction priority
in states that depend on the transportation of agricultural products for economic viability,
but they can be built with an eye to future economic expansion. In a similar manner,
electrical capacity is essential to both the well-being of the populace and economic activity
in modernizing states and can be developed with both in mind. Trade-offs and tough
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prioritization decisions are inevitable, but comprehensive analysis can create innovative
synergies.

Sound economic and trade policies and institutions are important for long-term
economic growth and must be encouraged. These include laws that favor industry,
appropriate tariff and tax regulations, and honest as well as strong border control to
regulate trade. In addition, states benefit enormously from fiscal discipline and sound
monetary policy. In Iraq, since 2003, all tariffs on inbound goods have been suspended,
essentially making Iraq a completely free open market for all international goods so as to
encourage trade.'®

Another difficult to grasp but essential element for economic prosperity is social capital.
Social capital includes trust, public spirit, community participation and volunteerism, a
sense of well-being, and optimism. Such elements serve as the grease in the machine of
economic activity as well as the lubricant of a smoothly functional society. Ways to build
social capital include establishing security and the rule of law, satisfactory delivery of
basic public services, transparency in governance, and use of voluntary organizations."

Last, but not least in rebuilding a nation and its economy, is improving human capital.
This includes rebuilding educational and health care systems. Human capital is the most
vital aspect of building long-term economic growth, and a vibrant educational system is
the cornerstone of building human capital. Educational needs run the gamut from primary
education and literacy, to trade and farming skills, to higher level and professional
education. Education and health care lead to a quality workforce, a competitive economy,
and a viable society in a globalized world order.

In the 21st century, nation-building is an essential strategic competency for the
U.S. Government. The DoD is an instrumental player because of its role in security
and its inherent capabilities. Revitalizing the economy is probably the most important
element in rebuilding a failed state. The cornerstones of economic viability, as well as
state stability, are security and the rule of law. Short-term priorities for rebuilding an
economy include providing security and humanitarian relief, restoring essential services,
and providing employment. In the mid- and long term, priorities include establishing
the rule of law, implementing a sound financial system, stimulating public and private
investment, energizing industrial operations, rebuilding infrastructure, promoting
entrepreneurs, developing human capital, rebuilding social institutions and social capital,
and implementing sound economic policies. Of course, every nation-buiding effort is
different, and there is no template that can be universally applied. Each situation requires
comprehensive analysis and sound judgment that focuses on the basics, establishes
priorities, and makes informed trade-offs between short- and long-term objectives. The
U.S. military must be prepared to participate in the essential economic and reconstruction
activities on the ground and in the planning and strategy processes.
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CHAPTER 8

THE ORGANIZATION FOR SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE:
A CASE STUDY FOR A RETURN TO MULTILATERALISM

Lieutenant Colonel Gary Espinas
U.S. Army

International partnerships continue to underpin unified efforts to address 21st century
challenges. Shared principles, a common view of threats, and commitment to cooperation
provide far greater security than the United States could achieve independently.
These partnerships must be nurtured and developed to ensure their relevance even as
new challenges emerge. The ability of the United States and its allies to work together
to influence the global environment is fundamental to defeating 21st century threats.
Wherever possible, the United States works with or through other nations, enabling allied
and partner capabilities to build capacity and develop mechanisms to share the risks and
responsibility of today’s complex challenges.

Joint Publication (JP) 1*

States pursue foreign policy interests through a variety of means including multilateral-
ism, an approach in which several states work in concert with one another to achieve
their common interests.> Multilateralism generally occurs within the framework of an
international organization, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
European Union (EU), or Organization of AmericanStates (OAS). The principaladvantages
of international organizations are their capacity to make services and expertise available
to members, to give voice to consensus, to provide a convenient means of contact between
states that are otherwise estranged, to allow verbal argument to substitute for more
violent forms of confrontation, to serve as repositories for problems that are not ripe for
resolution, and to handle issues while tempering and constraining national rivalries.?

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) is one such
international organization. Within this forum, headquartered in Vienna, Austria, 56
member countries collectively pursue comprehensive security in Europe through dialogue
and transparency measures that bind members together in a cooperative framework.
The OSCE proved to be an important security forum during the Cold War when mutual
distrust over military capabilities gave rise to tensions between the NATO and Warsaw
Pact alliances. A fear that the Red Army could overrun Western Europe in a surprise
attack had existed since the earliest days of the Cold War. In the immediate aftermath of
World War 1II, the Soviet Union had 175 army divisions —five times as many as the United
States, Britain, and France combined.* This concern was reflected in National Security
Council (NSC)-68, the U.S. Cold War-era containment strategy that was developed in
late 1949-early 1950. NSC-68 stated that “the inability of either side to place any trust in
the other puts a premium on a surprise attack against us.”> However, it was not until the
mid-1970s that both sides took concrete steps toward reducing this tension.

These initial steps included a series of measures first agreed to in the Helsinki Accords
of 1975. Signed by the United States, the Soviet Union, Canada, and 32 European countries
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under the auspices of the then-named Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(the CSCE became the OSCE in 1994), the Helsinki Accords broke new ground by creating
the first confidence and security-building measures in Europe. These politically-binding
measures included the prior notification of major military maneuvers for exercises
exceeding 25,000 troops and an invitation for observers to witness the maneuvers. As
stated in the Helsinki Accords, the purpose of these measures was “to promote contacts
and mutual understanding.”® Following these first measures, a number of subsequent
measures have been negotiated and are contained in the Vienna Document of the Negotiations
on Confidence and Security-Building Measures. Known simply as the Vienna Document, this
set of politically-binding measures was agreed upon in 1990 and later updated in 1992
and 1999.

Confidence and Security-Building Measures (CSBMs) underpinned the belief that if
information regarding the numbers of military forces, equipment, and personnel stationed
in Europe were provided to all other parties, the tensions that gave rise to two world
wars in Europe could be abated. These measures continue to be implemented today and
include inter alin an annual exchange of information on military forces and major weapon
and equipment systems, visits to military installations, demonstrations of new types of
major weapon and equipment systems, evaluations, and inspections.’

The value of CSBMs in enhancing security can be described by the concept of “mutual
restraint,” the activity by which adversaries mutually wish to restrict the means and places
in which they act out their antagonism so as to add stability and predictability to their
relationship.® Agreed reciprocal measures can reduce the possibility of a surprise attack,
limit deployments, reduce armaments, and decrease the size and limit the structure of
armed forces to temper the likelihood that differences between states will lead to war.’
The fact that CSBMs continue to be implemented to the present day attests to their on-
going value in contributing to European security.

Another key contribution associated with the OSCE is the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), which member states often refer to as the cornerstone
of European security. All signatory parties to the CFE Treaty are member states of the
OSCE. The treaty’s implementation and negotiating body is also colocated with the OSCE
in Vienna. Signed on November 19, 1990, by the 22 countries which comprised NATO
and the Warsaw Pact," the CFE Treaty established parity, transparency, and stability in
the balance of conventional military forces and equipment in an area of Europe stretching
from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Mountains. The treaty established equal lower levels
for five categories of offensive conventional armaments, including battle tanks, armored
combat vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft, and attack helicopters." Prior to the CFE
Treaty and the Vienna Document, the withdrawal by the Soviet Union of large amounts
of equipment beyond the Urals had caused concern in the West.'?

Reflecting on the value of the OSCE’s contributions to European security, U.S. Under
Secretary of State Nicholas Burns recently stated, “There’s no question that over the years
the OSCE has gained international prominence for the pioneering work it has done on
the concept of cooperation and cooperative security. This concept links security among
nations with respect for human rights within nations. That has been the secret of the
OSCE and that is what made it unique.”*
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THE OSCE: EUROPE’S PREEMINENT SECURITY ORGANIZATION

Our European allies and partners continue to view the OSCE as an important forum
for enhancing peace and security in Europe. In addition to implementation of the Vienna
Document, the OSCE provides an important forum for political negotiations and dialogue
in the areas of early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management, and post-conflict
rehabilitation.’ Recently, the OSCE has taken on new activities in the management
and disposal of excess small arms and light weapons and stockpiles of conventional
ammunition. The international community has recognized the OSCE for its expertise in
these activities. The OSCE Handbook of Best Practices on Small Arms and Light Weapons,
published in 2003, was highlighted by the UN during a 2006 conference dedicated to the
eradication of these dangerous stockpiles.’

Given the value our European allies and partners place in the OSCE and the
opportunities for dialogue it provides, the United States should take full advantage
of the organization to advance its own politico-military agenda in Europe. This was
demonstrated in 2006 when the U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) provided
OSCE with two briefings that described its Theater Security Cooperation Plan activities
in the OSCE region. The briefings, entitled External Factors Affecting the OSCE Security
Environment and Addressing Common 21st Century Threats, were warmly welcomed by
the OSCE as important contributions to its security dialogue. The briefings also provided
USEUCOM an opportunity to promote its security initiatives before an audience in which
53 of the 56 member countries are located within USEUCOM'’s area of responsibility or
area of interest.

With the recent exception of the U.S. 3-month chairmanship of the OSCE Forum for
Security Cooperation in the fall of 2003," the United States has not played an active role
in OSCE politico-military activities since the late 1990s, when the United States was a key
player in negotiations for the 1999 revision of the Vienna Document. During the Cold War,
the CSCE provided a unique forum in which the United States was able to engage the Soviet
Union in constructive dialogue. The parties worked together in implementing the CSBM
regime and in conducting CFE treaty inspections. In the immediate aftermath of the Cold
War, the CSCE/OSCE helped to shape the post-Cold War security environment. In 1992
the United States was instrumental in establishing the Forum for Security Cooperation
(FSC), the autonomous decisionmaking body which is responsible for politico-military
activities in the OSCE. The United States also played an important role during the 1990s
in negotiating the CFE Treaty, the Vienna Document, and the Treaty on Open Skies,"”
all of which are significant pillars of the European security architecture, with ties to the
OSCE. In recent years, however, the United States has largely underutilized the OSCE,
and the factors underlying this shift in strategy are examined below.

RECENT TRENDS IN U.S. FOREIGN POLICY: A SHIFT AWAY FROM THE OSCE

Three trends in U.S. policy toward European security and arms control help explain
the shift of the U.S. approach to the OSCE. First, the United States has displayed a tendency
to focus on NATO to advance its politico-military and security interests in Europe. In
his remarks during the 1997 signing of the NATO-Russia Founding Act, President Bill
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Clinton stated that:

we are building a new NATO. It will remain the strongest alliance in history . . . it will
work closely with other nations that share our hopes and values and interests . . . it will
be an alliance directed no longer against a hostile bloc of nations but instead designed to
advance the security of every democracy in Europe, NATO's old members, new members,
and nonmembers alike.”*®

Since the demise of the Soviet Union, U.S. support for NATO enlargement has been
an impor-tant goal, as demonstrated by the growth of the Alliance from 16 to 26 nations.
In 1999, Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic joined NATO; in 2004, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania became Alliance members. A
number of other countries have also expressed their interest in joining NATO, including
Albania, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Georgia, Montenegro,
and the Ukraine, so further enlargement should be anticipated. Support for a transformed
NATO is shared by the U.S. Congress. Indiana Senator Richard Lugar, the top Republican
on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said in 2007 that “If NATO is to continue to
be the preeminent security alliance and serve the defense interests of its membership, it
must continue to evolve and that evolution must include enlargement.”"

NATO has also established a forum to provide a separate dialogue with Russia. The
signing of the NATO-Russia Founding Act in 1997% created a cooperative framework
and established a new security partnership between Russia and the Alliance. President
Clinton highlighted that under the Act, NATO and Russia would “consult and coordinate
and work together.”?" This new partnership includes a forum known as the NATO-
Russia Council (NRC), which provides the parties with opportunities for consultation,
joint decision, and joint action on a wide range of issues,? although this forum has not
had great success.

Another perceived advantage of NATO is a strong sense of cohesion and a set of
values closely shared by the Alliance members. Unlike NATO, there is no collective
defense arrangement within the OSCE. The OSCE, whose membership includes Russia,
countries of the former Soviet Union, and several neutral states, presents a group that is
more diverse than NATO. However, while NATO has 26 members, the OSCE provides
a broader audience of 56 countries and 11 partner countries.” There are many potential
opportunities to be gained by tapping into this audience, which comprises the largest
regional security organization in the world. On this point, member countries fondly quip
that the OSCE region spans from Vancouver to Vladivostok.

A second trend demonstrated by the United States has been a reluctance to adopt
new arms control agreements and measures, with the major exceptions of the Moscow
Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions (2002) and the Convention on Conventional
Weapons Agreement on the Explosive Remnants of War (2003). While current CSBMs
proved their worth during the Cold War —and their on-going implementation reflect a
continuing value — the United States has shown a recent preference not to negotiate new
CSBMs, which are a core competency of the OSCE. In 2006, Russia introduced two CSBM
proposals that required additional reporting requirements for the deployment of military
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forces within the OSCE region. The proposals, which addressed large-scale military
transits and the deployment of foreign troops on the territory of other countries, were
viewed by many as an attempt to primarily target U.S. military forces, since the United
States deploys most of the troops that would be subject to the reporting requirement.
The basis for the Russian proposals was summed up by Russian Chief Arms Control
Delegate Mikhail Ulyanov, who explained that “less relevant issues from the point of
view of European security frequently take priority while the problems that should be at
the heart of the Forum’s mandate are relegated to second place. As a result, the “political-
military tools” of the OSCE devised in the 1990s are becoming increasingly outdated, and
the Forum’s current work has lost much of its direction.”

While Russia’s proposals were not agreed to, the United States also objected to other,
more benign, measures. A 2006 proposal coauthored by Belgium and France for a CSBM
to establish reporting requirements that would combat the illicit transportation by air of
small arms and light weapons was similarly rejected by the United States. A third trend
has been U.S. concern that new activities undertaken by the OSCE could duplicate efforts
underway in otherinternational bodies. This concernis, in part, driven by limited resources.
U.S. Government officials have argued that discussions of most politico-military activities
should take place in the appropriate international body where the relevant expertise
resides. Discussions within other forums are seen to be duplicative or interruptive, and
thus costly. Activities related to export controls over Man-Portable Air Defense Systems
(MANPADS), for example, are discussed under the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export
Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies Activities, a
convention with 40 participants whose secretariat is headquartered in Vienna. Likewise,
nonproliferation activities under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty are discussed
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), also headquartered in Vienna; and
activities under the Chemical Weapons Convention are discussed in the Organization
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), headquartered in The Hague, the
Netherlands.

This view, however, can be shortsighted. Several members of the OSCE-FSC believe
that many politico-military issues are crosscutting in nature, so a complementary
discussion should take place within the FSC as well. For example, the FSC adopted
a decision in 1996 that required all members to ensure the timely ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). Member states were also required to provide
each other with written information regarding the status of their ratification processes.
The FSC performed a useful contribution with this effort since all OSCE member states
are signatory participants to the CWC. In November 2005, the FSC successfully reported
100 percent ratification of the CWC.

Another example is an FSC decision taken in 2004 entitled OSCE Principles for Export
Control of Man-Portable Air Defense Systems (MANPADS). This decision complemented
the Wassenaar Arrangement’s efforts to prevent the spread of MANPADS into the illicit
market. Under the decision, the FSC adopted the Wassenaar Arrangement’s principles
governing export controls over MANPADS and made them binding on OSCE member
states as well. As these examples demonstrate, the OSCE can provide an important
contribution to regional security by raising awareness of activities taking place in other
international bodies and by providing reinforcing mechanisms through the adoption of
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binding decisions. The illicit proliferation of chemical weapons and MANPADS poses
serious threats to all nation-states, so raising these issues in an FSC forum should be seen
as a value-added contribution and not a distraction.

A NEW APPROACH FOR ADDRESSING POLITICO-MILITARY ISSUES IN THE
OSCE

The United States can promote its security interests by using the OSCE security
dialogue. Closer cooperation with the organization should be made an important element
of the U.S. strategic relationship with Europe. The principal advantage of the OSCE,
dating back to its origin under the Helsinki Accords, has been its ability to bring member
countries to the table where they can discuss common security concerns. This offers an
opportunity for the United States to enhance this dialogue by addressing the new threats
of the 21st century. To do so will require taking concrete steps that the United States could
help lead. The United States should seek not only to elevate its own participation, but to
improve the forum'’s activities as well. The United States should pursue three objectives
in the OSCE: (1) shift responsibilities within the OSCE to better address security issues,
(2) update the FSC agenda to better address 21st century threats and challenges, and
(3) reexamine previously-agreed measures for their continuing utility. Each of these
objectives is discussed below.

Objective 1: Shift Responsibilities within the OSCE to Better Address Security Issues.

The OSCE divides its activities into three areas of responsibility, or “baskets.”
They are: (1) politico-military, (2) economic and environmental, and (3) the human
dimension. Within the current OSCE organizational structure, activities fall under the
authority of one of two bodies, each of which has separate decisionmaking authority: the
Permanent Council and the FSC. The Permanent Council is responsible for economic and
environmental issues, the human dimension, and the nonmilitary aspects of security. The
Permanent Council meets weekly for political consultations and decisionmaking on these
activities. Normally, each member country’s Permanent Representative to its diplomatic
mission to the OSCE is its representative in the Permanent Council.

The other OSCE decisionmaking body is the FSC, which is responsible for politico-
military security issues. The FSC is a separate, consultative and decisionmaking body for
arms control and CSBMs that meets weekly in Vienna. The head of each member country’s
arms control delegation to the OSCE, normally a senior diplomat, is its representative in
the FSC. Closely associated with the FSC are the international implementation bodies
associated with the two major arms control treaties in Europe: the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe and the Treaty on Open Skies. The forums normally meet on a
monthly basis in Vienna and are named the Joint Consultative Group and Open Skies
Consultative Commission, respectively.

Under this organizational arrangement, security issues are divided between the
Permanent Council and the FSC. As earlier noted, the Permanent Council is responsible
for the nonmilitary aspects of security. Also known as soft security issues, nonmilitary
security activities include inter alia border security, container security, and passport and
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document security. In contrast, the FSC has responsibility for hard security issues. These
include arms control and CSBMs, as well as recently undertaken activities relating to
the management or disposal of small arms and light weapons and excess stockpiles of
conventional ammunition. While the Permanent Council is responsible for soft security
issues, it normally does not consult on this subject during its weekly plenary meeting.
Instead, the Permanent Council assigns these discussions to a sub-Permanent Council
Working Group on the Non-Military Aspects of Security. Almost without exception,
the representative to this working group discussion is the FSC representative, not the
Permanent Representative. This participation reflects a view held by most member states
that there is in fact little distinction between military and nonmilitary aspects of security.
The OSCE, however, divides the discussion between two separate and autonomous
bodies.

To provide better unity of effort, one decisionmaking body should be made responsible
for all security issues. This responsibility would best be assigned to the FSC since the
preponderance of security issues discussed in the OSCE pertain to the hard security
issues under the purview of the Forum. The Permanent Council Working Group on the
Non-Military Aspects of Security could be disbanded so that the Permanent Council can
focus exclusively on human dimension and economic/environmental issues. Under this
arrangement, the nebulous distinction between hard and soft security issues that currently
exists would be eliminated. The Permanent Council and the FSC would continue to enjoy
separate decisionmaking authority, since neither body has this overall responsibility
within the OSCE.

Objective 2: Update the FSC Agenda to Better Address 21st Century Threats.

The current agenda of the FSC is based on two decisions adopted by the FSC in 1996.
The first decision, A Framework for Arms Control, provides the intellectual basis for the FSC’s
current work. The decision establishes arms control measures, including disarmament and
confidence and security-building, as the foundation for comprehensive and cooperative
security in Europe.” The second decision, the Development of the Agenda of the Forum for
Security Cooperation, provides specific issues that the FSC should address; in effect, its
mandate. These issues consist of implementing agreed upon arms control measures and
seeking ways of strengthening existing arms control agreements and CSBM regimes. An
annex to the decision provides a comprehensive list of suggested activities that could be
considered so as to strengthen existing agreements and regimes. However, in reviewing
the list of suggested topics, one quickly concludes that the suggested activities have
little relevance to the reality of 21st century threats. Suggestions include the extension
of CSBMs to naval activities; an exchange of information on internal security forces;
cooperation in defense conversion; regular seminars on military doctrine; a unilateral
declaration of weapons ceilings; transparency with regard to structural, qualitative and
operational aspects of armed forces; voluntary participation, on a national basis, in a
verification and information exchange of regional regimes; and studying the possibility
of creating nuclear-free zones in Europe.?

The FSC agenda should be updated to better reflect current security challenges and to
facilitate their broader discussion within the forum. The current FSC agenda offers little
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flexibility for a discussion of topics outside its current mandate of arms control and the
CSBM regime. Where the forum has succeeded in taking on additional topics, agreement
has often been reached by exception, and has required the overcoming of bureaucratic
obstacles and resistance. Yet to its credit, the FSC has periodically succeeded in taking
on new activities; for example, discussions of chemical and nuclear nonproliferation
and obligations concerning the illicit proliferation of small arms, light weapons, and
MANPADS. The FSC should continue to focus on pertinent issues and enable their
discussion through a broadened and more relevant agenda. This broadened agenda
should be captured in a revised decision that outlines a new FSC mandate. Relevant
topics that ought to be addressed include counterterrorism, narcotics trafficking,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and effects, border security, energy
infrastructure security, and pandemic disease, to identify a few. These threats reflect the
true challenges of the 21st century, in contrast to the previous Cold War threat of the
Warsaw Pact. Today’s threats are transnational in character and require the collective
efforts of a multilateral body such as the OSCE to effectively address them.

An example of how the United States has engaged the FSC to better address a major
challenge of the 21st century was a recent U.S. initiative regarding the implementation of
UN Security Council Resolution (SCR) 1540. The resolution, adopted in 2004, obligates
all 192 UN member states to take certain measures to prevent the proliferation of WMD,
related materials, and their means of delivery. Since combating WMD is a vital U.S. national
security interest, the White House launched an initiative to encourage implementation
of UNSCR 1540 following its adoption by the Security Council. Recognizing the value
of the broad OSCE audience, in 2006, the United States proposed that the FSC host an
international conference devoted to the implementation of UNSCR 1540. The conference
led to similar U.S.-initiated meetings in other regions of the world. Of particular note,
the FSC conference produced a binding FSC decision in which all OSCE member states
pledged to implement UNSCR 1540 on a national basis. The decision was subsequently
endorsed by every OSCE Foreign Minister at the 2006 meeting of the OSCE Ministerial
Council in Brussels, Belgium.

Itis important to note that the goal of broadening the FSC agenda would be to provide
additional opportunities for dialogue, which is the forum’s greatest benefit, and not to
take responsibility from other international bodies for their activities. First, the FSC, with
a limited secretariat staff, lacks the capability to do so, and second, the true strength of
the OSCE resides in the contributions of individual member states, not the organization.
Also noteworthy is language in the 1996 decision on the Development of the Agenda of the
Forum for Security Cooperation that recognizes the importance of avoiding duplication.
Citing two examples, the decision states that “the participating states will consider . . .
measures for complementing (but not duplicating) the international community’s efforts
in relation to an effective solution regarding anti-personnel landmines and in relation to
the fight against terrorism.”?

An enhanced security dialogue could help raise awareness of common concerns,
complement discussions taking place elsewhere, and find useful and unique ways by
which the FSC could make value-added contributions. An improved dialogue could
greatly complement the advancement of U.S. efforts elsewhere.
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Objective 3: Reexamine Previously-Agreed Measures.

Concurrent with the effort to update the FSC agenda, the OSCE should examine the
utility of previously-agreed measures. Do these measures continue to be as relevant today
as when they were agreed? A reexamination of existing arms control and CSBM activities
might reveal that some activities are out-of-date and require revision. To illustrate,
Vienna Document reporting thresholds requiring notification of certain major military
exercises have long ago become obsolete since military exercises taking place in Europe
today are on a much smaller scale than in previous years. This provision has therefore
gone unexercised for quite some time. Additionally, Vienna Document activities such as
inspections, evaluations, visits to military installations, and demonstrations of new types
of major weapons and equipment systems, while proven useful during the Cold War when
used to counter the Soviet threat, appear less significant today. Taken at face value, these
activities appear to have dubious utility in fighting current threats such as terrorism and
the proliferation of WMD. However, where certain existing measures require updating,
other measures will likely continue to be useful. Several Vienna Document activities,
including those just named, have been important mechanisms for continued engagement
with Russia and for the promotion of democratic ideals with regard to former republics
of the Soviet Union that are now OSCE member states. Therefore, a review of current
measures would not automatically call for their elimination, but would likely point to
ways to better meet today’s threats and challenges.

Under this objective, the CFE and Open Skies Treaties would not be made part of a
review. While both treaties are implemented in Vienna, their association with the OSCE is
only tangential, owing to the fact that a number of OSCE members are also signatories to
the two treaties. A discussion of either treaty, such as the current impasse over ratification
of the Adapted CFE Treaty, would therefore not belong to an FSC discussion, but in the
relevant body such as the Joint Consultative Group, for example.

CONCLUSION

The threats and challenges of the 21st century security environment are too daunting
and complex for the United States to address without the participation of other countries,
particularly our European allies and partners with whom we successfully navigated the
Cold War. The importance of working with multinational partners was underscored by
then Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice in a speech delivered in 2005. Speaking before
an international audience in Paris, France, Rice said,

America stands ready to work with Europe on our common agenda, and Europe must
stand ready to work with America. After all, history will surely judge us not by our old
disagreements but by our new achievements. The key to our future success lies in getting
beyond a partnership based on common threats, and building an even stronger partnership
based on common opportunities, even those beyond the transatlantic community.*
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Rice added that the United States and Europe had to

adapt to new circumstances —and we are doing that. NATO has enlarged not only its
membership, but its vision. The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe now
operates not only on a continent whole, free, and at peace, but beyond Europe as well.
The agenda of U.S.-EU cooperation is wider than ever, and still growing, along with the
European Union itself.”

The importance of working with multinational partners is similarly captured in the
2007 version of U.S. joint warfighting doctrine. Joint Publication (JP) 1, Doctrine for the Armed
Forces of the United States, provides the intellectual and foundational underpinnings for
the employment of the U.S. armed forces in the current security environment. In support
of this chapter’s main argument, the manual states,

international partnerships continue to underpin unified efforts to address 21st century
challenges. Shared principles, a common view of threats, and commitment to cooperation
provide far greater security than the United States could achieve independently. These
partnerships must be nurtured and developed to ensure their relevance even as new
challenges emerge. The ability of the United States and it allies to work together to influence
the global environment is fundamental to meeting 21st century threats.®

The OSCE is specifically singled out in JP 1 as a multilateral structure under
which multinational operations can take place.® The cooperative framework and
set of interlocking agreements established by the Helsinki Accords that gave rise to
the OSCE should form a founda-tion for how we can collectively address current
challenges today. The greatest contribution the OSCE offers is as a forum for
mutual dialogue in which member countries can exchange ideas, keep each other
informed, and reach consensus on collective ways to address common threats in
the OSCE region. The United States should engage the OSCE to its full advantage in
the advancement of U.S. security interests in Europe. To date, much of this potential
remains largely untapped.
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CHAPTER 9

REDEFINING SECURITY COOPERATION:
NEW LIMITS ON PHASE ZERO AND “SHAPING”

Colonel Thomas M. Rhatican
U.S. Army Reserve

The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of judgment that the statesman and commander
have to make is to establish. . . . the kind of war on which they are embarking; neither mistaking
it for, nor trying to turn it into, something that is foreign to its nature.

— Carl von Clausewitz
On Wart

In February 2008, the U.S. Army introduced a new operational doctrine to capture
and apply recent changes to national security policies and multiservice, joint military
doctrine. In U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-0, Operations, senior Army leaders reaffirmed
that the Army has analytically looked into the future and determined that our nation
will continue to be “engaged in an era of persistent conflict—a period of protracted
confrontation among states, non-state, and individual actors increasingly willing to use
violence to achieve their political and ideological ends.”? The new field manual is a self-
described revolutionary departure from past doctrine, and it anticipates a complex and
multidimensional environment “increasingly fought among the people.”?

The new FM provides what it calls the intellectual underpinnings of how the Army
will train, equip, and fight in this new environment, and boldly notes that “victory in this
changed environment of persistent conflict”* will only come if met by military operations
that are closely coordinated with “diplomatic, informational, and economic efforts.””

If we are truly facing an era of complex and persistent conflict, an era that will require
the “protracted application”® of the military, as well as civilian agencies and organizations,
are civilian and military leaders heeding the warning of Carl von Clausewitz? If chaos,
chance, and friction dominate pre- and post-conflict operations as much today as in the
time of Clausewitz,” are today’s leaders providing the policy guidance and doctrinal
clarity necessary for the military to prepare for and conduct a “perpetual war?”®

In the 5 years since the end of the ground war in Iraq, the debate continues about the
future use and role of the military against state and nonstate actors, and the complexities
of military involvement in both pre- and post-conflict operations. Francis Fukayama
warns that pre- or post-conflict nation-building requires that an early distinction be made
between a country that requires development, or the complete transformation of the
society and its institutions, or a country that requires only reconstruction.” Reconstruction
is possible when the “underlying political and social infrastructure has survived the
conflict or crisis,”!? and the society can be returned to its pre-conflict state. He warns that
“failed states are not modern states minus the resources,”'! and that as evidence from
Iraq and Afghanistan suggests, special skills and precautions are required to effectively
intervene and then manage such a complex, volatile, and costly undertaking.
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In the capstone publication of joint military doctrine, Joint Publication (JP) 1, Doctrine
for the Armed Forces of the United States, geographic combatant commanders (GCCs) are
called to be actively engaged in shaping such failed or failing states by “employing all
instruments of national power —diplomatic, informational, military, and economic.”*?
The question must then be asked: Do military commanders and their staffs understand
the complexities and subtleties of nation assistance or nation-building? Are they prepared
for their new core role in post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization? More important,
in a pre-conflict environment do they understand the complexities and dangers of trying
to intervene and possibly stave off the collapse of a failing state?"

It is likely that the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) will continue to generate an
interest on the part of GCCs to operationalize pre-conflict Theater Security Cooperation
activities." But without the benefit of a unifying strategy and a method of interagency
control, combatant commanders should be wary of such incremental efforts. In fact, if
not carefully coordinated, even well-intended pre-conflict shaping activities designed to
improve the training and capabilities of the host military or provide urgent humanitarian
relief may actually complicate our foreign policy objectives, or worse yet, undermine our
overall national security interests.

This chapter therefore examines the benefits of limiting Phase Zero (shaping)
activities to full spectrum military operations,'® and distinguishing it from pre-conflict
security cooperation activities designed to build the economic and security capabilities
of our partners and allies. Also examined are the benefits of better linking our security
cooperation strategy to the direction and control of the National Security Council (NSC)
to ensure that our security cooperation activities are integrated and synchronized with a
an overarching security cooperation strategy.

SHAPING EVOLVES WITHOUT A CLEAR PURPOSE

General Anthony Zinni (U.S. Marine Corps, Ret.), never one to shy away from
international humanitarian assistance missions or nation-building exercises ascommander
of U.S. Central Command in the late 1990s, expressed concern about the increased pressure
to use military forces to counter asymmetric threats caused by failing states, terrorists,
international drug trafficking, and the general threat of the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD). As early as September 2003, only months after the conclusion
of the ground war in Iraq, General Zinni fortuitously shared concerns about the growing
complexity of the U.S. military’s mission in Iraq and Afghanistan in light of the current
trend of peacetime and wartime missions. He observed that simply defeating the enemy
in the field was clearly no longer enough to win wars, but also acknowledged that U.S.
forces are not properly configured for operations beyond the breaking and killing phase
of war, and that “American officers lack the strong mix of non-combat skills needed in
order to engage arrays of cultures and organizations at the edge of the empire.”"’

Drawing on his experiences in Vietnam, General Colin Powell also expressed his
general wariness to use troops for anything but decisive military engagements for fear
of endless entanglements, a position often interpreted to mean his general opposition to
the use of troops for peacekeeping or nation-building.'® Other officers also share concerns
about the possible erosion of core military competencies as the number of new missions
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and new necessary skills squeeze out training time and resources that could have been
used for traditional warfighting. Still others cite the possible loss of legitimacy and trust
as a profession if the military assumes too many nontraditional roles and is perceived as
stepping outside of its expertise and “jurisdiction.”*

While current military doctrine is replete with references calling first for the application
of nonmilitary resources to resolve potential conflicts,” should we be concerned about
the emerging role of GCCs in displacing or overshadowing broader U.S. foreign policy
objectives? Do GCCs exercise an inordinate amount of influence over the U.S. Department
of State and other U.S. Government (USG) agencies operating within the combatant
commander’s area of responsibility even during periods of relative stability and peace?
Some fear that the commanders may take advantage of vague doctrine governing
interagency coordination and grant themselves the authority to be first among equals, and
perhaps otherwise apply military solutions to regional challenges best resolved through
diplomatic and economic measures.” Critics believe that with bountiful resources and
an open-ended mandate, GCCs are sometimes engaging with “countries that seem far
outside the U.S. sphere of influence or concern,”* or acting in many ways like Roman
proconsuls.”

In fairness to the GCCs, overall U.S. security depends in part on the USG's ability
to develop viable, long-term security cooperation strategies throughout the world. In
an effort to comply with national security strategies, the Department of Defense (DoD)
requires the GCCs to develop contingency plans and crisis action plans to respond to
security threats, and to likewise develop separate but related Theater Security Cooperation
(TSC) plans to integrate diplomatic, information, and economic sources of national power
to prevent crises that may later warrant military intervention. Integrating diplomatic and
economic activities is no easy task, so the question needs to be asked: Are the GCCs and
their staffs well-suited to take the lead in developing our nation’s security cooperation
plans?

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF SECURITY COOPERATION PLANNING AND FUNDING

Initiated by President Clinton and Secretary of Defense William Cohenin 1997, Security
Cooperation Planning evolved during a period of strategic ambiguity immediately
following the end of the Cold War. It was a time for the United States to take a advantage
of a strategic opportunity to best promote U.S. national interests.** At the time called
Theater Engagement Planning, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff introduced a
new planning methodology for a new type of nonkinetic engagement process. But many
leaders within the DoD had reservations about the relevance of the so-called engagement
plan. Hadn’t they already been engaging with the political and military leaders of the
countries within their respective areas of operation (AORs)?%

From the time of its inception as an engagement strategy, most of the activities were
referred to as shaping activities. In fact, the word shaping was used interchangeably
to mean almost any activity taken to prepare for a future contingency. The overuse of
the word shaping led to real and perceived overlaps with our broader diplomatic and
development assistance efforts at the Department of State and at the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID). Adding to the confusion, TSC development in the
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early years had been purposefully stovepiped and not shared outside of the DoD until
reviewed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and approved by the Secretary of
Defense.?

Today, overall U.S. Security Cooperation Strategy is derived from the President’s
National Security Strategy and a number of other defense related strategies, directives,
and plans.” But the intent of shaping remains much the same as it did in the late 1990s.
It includes taking actions to enhance bonds between possible future coalition partners,
using the military to prevent or deter crises from developing, and, if a crisis does occur,
taking action to secure the use of facilities to best provide access for follow on troops and
equipment.”

Today, combatant commanders and service chiefs are tasked by the Secretary of
Defense to work with DoD staff to promulgate regional and country specific plans and
to align resources and activities.”” These resources and activities are most easily broken
down into two categories: (1) Title 10, U.S. Code, or funds and programs managed
and funded within the Army’s resource planning system (PPBES); and (2) Title 22 U.S.
Code, or funds and programs controlled by the State Department but administered
within the DoD by the Defense Security Cooperation Agency. Title 22 activities include
peacekeeping operations, International Military Education and Training (IMET), foreign
military financing, and foreign military sales (the largest security assistance program).*
The very popular Foreign Internal Defense (FID) program is also included within Security
Assistance.?

In recent years, two new programs and nontraditional funding mechanisms have
come under scrutiny by several leading members of Congress (and have caused
some controversy at the Department of State [DoS]). First, the 2006 National Defense
Authorization Act (Section 1206) granted the DoD the authority and funding to train and
equip foreign militaries and police forces at the direction of the President, but without
approval by the DoS.*2 Section 1206 funding was increased from $200M in 2006 to $300M
in 2007 for use in up to 14 countries, and due to recent changes, may now be used at
the sole discretion of the DoD.* Authorization for this type of activity would normally
require the coordination and approval of the DoS as part of the Title 22 Security Assistance
activities.

Second, DoD recently received approval to create a Combatant Commander Initiative
Fund (CCIF) to allow combatant commanders to conduct joint military exercises; military
education and training; humanitarian assistance and civic projects to include medical
and veterinary care; and the construction of schools, wells, transportation systems, and
sanitation systems.* The most evident example of the new CCIF is the operation in the
Horn of Africa (HOA) operating out of Camp Lemonier, Djibouti.

Congressional criticism and concern appears to be leveled at both the method and the
cost of the programs. Without clear strategic doctrine and without a planning process
that integrates experts at the DoS and USAID who perform many of these tasks as part
of their profession, some fear that well-meaning commanders may not be taking all of
the necessary diplomatic precautions. Local populations rarely see our role as benign or
disinterested, and external interventions of any kind invariably provoke resentment or
even a nationalist reaction by a determined few.* So what is it that we gain by deploying
small groups of soldiers on reconstruction, development, or humanitarian assistance
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missions? As an example, do we lose credibility and acceptance from the Muslim
populations in Africa when we overtly link our military with developmental initiatives?*
And if it is true that “praise for good results is accorded stingily; and blame for problem:s,
freely,”?” shouldn’t we at least assign responsibility for complex stabilization efforts to
an agency or organization in the best position to weigh all of the long-term benefits and
risks?

RECONCILING NSPD-44 AND DoDD 3000.05

In late 2005, the President issued National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-44
to empower the Secretary of State to take action to better coordinate reconstruction and
stabilization efforts in countries that are “at risk of, in, or in transition from conflict or
civil strife.”*® NSPD-44 clearly states the primacy of the DoS over all agencies, to include
the DoD, for the purpose of coordinating and carrying out all laws and policies related to
foreign policy, to include the harmonization of such policies with U.S. military plans and
operations. NSPD-44 also contemplates both pre- and post-conflict operations focused on
reconstruction and stabilization.

Within weeks of the President’s announcing NSPD-44, the DoD issued Directive
3000.05, describing the DoD’s plan to support the DoS’s new reconstruction and
stabilization effort. DoDD 3000.05 directs that the subordinate military services elevate
stability operations as a core mission on par with combat operations, and directs all
services to be prepared to perform a complete array of civilian tasks as part of stability
operations “when civilians cannot do so.”*

Some would suggest that the DoD’s combatant commanders are not organizationally
or culturally equipped to conduct a wide array of predominantly civilian-type tasks,*
and that the military may never be able to adequately adapt to duties that are not part of
its culture.*’ Echoing similar concerns, it is argued that civilianizing the core mission of
the military may actually break down the jurisdiction of the profession or the very heart
of where the military’s expert knowledge is applied.*? As such, the boundaries of the
profession become increasingly unclear to leaders outside the profession as well as to the
members of the military profession itself, perhaps weakening their professional identity
and commitment, but also making it increasingly harder for the military to say no to
almost any task.*

In the end, did DoD Directive 3000.05 finally resolve any possible disputes over the
military’s proper jurisdiction and role in nation-building? By directive of the Secretary
of Defense, stability operations are now at an equal level of importance as combat
operations. As such, it is argued the tasking to develop new required skills, capabilities,
and traditions should end “the military’s long-standing cultural aversion to the use of the
U.S. military power for nation-building,”** and that we should refocus our energy and
resources on improving the capabilities of the military, and not worry so much about
integrating the DoS and the rest of the interagency.*

Since the issuance of NSPD-44 and DoDD 3000.05, it is evident that the DoS has
struggled to develop and fund the creation of the civilian response teams needed for
civilian led reconstruction and stabilization efforts. Locked in a perceived zero-sum
game with Congress, many in the State Department believe that increased spending on
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Iraq, Afghanistan, and the GWOT seriously hinders the reconstruction and stabilization
operations at State.

In contrast, over the same period and as a result of the operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the Defense budget mushroomed and enabled the DoD to shift resources to
humanitarian and development aid at a time when State and USAID had their funding
limited by the Congress and the White House.*® To his credit, the disparity in funding
and the limits on operations at the DoS had not gone unnoticed by Secretary of Defense
Robert M. Gates. He has repeatedly spoken in favor of increased funding and support of
the DoS and even testified before Congress in support of the DoS request for 1100 new
employees in the FY 09 budget.

In November 2007, Secretary Gates also gave a speech calling for the revival of our
nonmilitary instruments of national power, and for increased funding of foreign affairs
programs that “remain disproportionately small relative to what we spend on the military
and to the importance of such capabilities.”*” He noted that the total foreign affairs budget
for the DoS was less than what the DoD spends on health care coverage alone, and that
the entire number of foreign officers equals the crew size of one aircraft carrier. “What is
clear to me,” he said, “is that there is a need for a dramatic increase in spending on the
civilian instruments of national security —diplomacy, strategic communication, foreign
assistance, civic action, and reconstruction and development.”*®

Hampered by his role in an administration that left office in January 2009, Secretary
Gatescalled onnational military leaders tochange the way in which the military approaches
security cooperation and stabilization operations. “If forced by circumstances,” he said,
“service members must be prepared to step up and perform civilian-related tasks,”* but
he also warned that the preferred method is to always have civilians doing the things that
they do best.

In a very practical way, Secretary Gates was also trying to protect and preserve the
military’s resources and its profession. “After all, civilian participation is both necessary
to making military operations successful and to relieving stress” on our armed services.”
He then noted that more robust civilian capabilities would make it less likely that military
forces would need to be used in the first place —where “local problems might be dealt
with before they become a crisis.”*"

In 2008, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice noted that if the DoS and USAID did
not improve their expeditionary capabilities to deploy civilians with the necessary skill
sets, that the military would continue to step in to perform many civilian functions and
create a situation that she warned would erode the core functions of both the DoD and
the DoS—a point in which she noted that she and Secretary of Gates were in complete
agreement.”” So until the DoS is adequately funded, and in light of increased pressure
to counter nonstate actors and terrorists associated with the GWOT, the key question is:
Should the DoD continue to take the lead in creating security cooperation activities and
otherwise helping to shape or operationalize our foreign policy?

THEATER SECURITY COOPERATION —WHO IS IN CHARGE?

In December 2006, the GOP-led Senate Committee on Foreign Relations released a
bi-partisan report critical of the DoD and its policies and practices with regard to TSC
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and shaping. In a report titled, “Embassies as Command Posts in the War on Terror,”
the Committee noted that the demands on U.S. embassies have risen exponentially, and
that their vital role in coordinating and supporting a broad, interagency effort to fight
terrorism lacks people, equipment, and funding.” The report included four major points:

First, it noted that the number of DoD personnel in noncombatant countries has risen
dramatically, and has caused blurred lines of authority between the DoD and the DoS
that hamper interagency decisionmaking at the embassy level.

Second, inadequate funding of DoS staff and functions have decreased their relative
strength to pursue long-term, noncoercive efforts in diplomacy, strategic information
program-ming, and economic assistance. Perceived gaps caused by lack of funding have
been filled by a well-funded DoD, thus creating a shift to the DoD in setting U.S. foreign
policy. For example, the report notes that “just as Defense has ramped up its involvement
in humanitarian aid and development aid, State and USAID have had to scale back some
operations due to the ‘Iraq tax’ and budget limitations.”>* The report also noted that
budget cuts at USAID affected both personnel and programs, and are repeatedly cited as
a deficiency in the U.S. campaign against extremism in susceptible regions of the world.”

Third, the Committee noted that increased funding to the DoD for its self-assigned
missions is creating an overlap of missions and increased friction with non-DoD agencies.
As the role of the military continues to expand, DoS and embassy officials are concerned
that the DoD will chafe even more at the methods of operation already coordinated and
directed by the embassy leadership.

Fourth, the Senate Report cites evidence that host countries are questioning
the increased role of the U.S. military in problems seen as not lending themselves to
military solutions. While host nation militaries may welcome U.S. military presence,
some elements of their governments and society are suspicious of U.S. coercion—and
if the trend continues, it could undermine DoS broad bilateral relationships and efforts
is support of the GWOT. For example, in Uganda and then in Ethiopia, military civil
affairs teams and humanitarian action teams helping local communities build wells, erect
schools, and other small development projects, came under suspicion by local authorities
for taking sides. In Ethiopia, they were ordered out of the region to prevent sparking
further cross-border hostilities.*

During congressional hearings on the creation of U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM)
in the summer of 2007, testimony echoed many of the concerns identified in the Senate
Committee report. The United States was having difficulty convincing the Africans of a
shared concern for international terrorism and for the need for an AFRICOM headquarters
on the continent. Most African countries continued to broadly define terrorism in terms
of local unrest and violence —not as an issue to be dealt with militarily as against a foreign
threat. Some African leaders reported that the United States habitually underestimates
the significance of local violence to their security, and that the United States believes
that the violence is not enough of a significant international threat (by U.S. standards) to
warrant notice or action.” If true, perhaps the U.S. position is simply a reflection of our
military-centric view of the overall security concerns of our allies and partners.

During the Vietnam War, Ambassador Robert W. Komer noted that civilian and
military leaders in Washington miscalculated and misunderstood the complexities of the
political socio-economic factors at play in the earliest stages of the conflict, and too quickly
committed to a military solution that later significantly “unbalanced our response.”*
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Today, Ambassador Robert B. Oakley echoes Ambassador Komer’s concerns and
argues that the ambassador and embassy country teams are the “critical intersection
where plans, policies, programs, and personalities come together,” > and that interagency
country teams are in the best position to measure an appropriate response. In an effort to
avoid unintended violence, Oakley recommends thata combatant commander’s authority
should be limited to the actions of deployed forces only engaged in active hostilities. All
other military elements working on missions in-country should be under the authority
of the ambassador, to include intelligence personnel and special operations forces — with
a memorandum of agreement between the ambassador and the geographic combatant
commander making clear the ambassador’s authority relative to the increased number of
special operations forces and SOF missions.”” As a small but important practical matter,
and as a way to circumscribe the peacetime shaping activities in-country, he recommends
that assigned DoD personnel fall within the supervisory rating and evaluation scheme of
the ambassador, mirroring the rating scheme of other non-military personnel assigned to
the embassy.®!

Some of Ambassador Oakley’s contemporaries within the DoS question whether the
DoD has become more robust not only in terms of numbers and resources, but also “in
the ways they think they can operate under this still not terribly well-defined authority of
the chief of mission.”? Other foreign service officers argue that the war on terrorism may
create a steady-state battlefield, and they worry that if the battlefield is everywhere, then
even greater guidance will be needed to deconflict the traditional roles and responsibilities
of foreign officers and the military.® One senior State Department official asks: Has the
military relegated foreign service officers to the usefulness of “third rate soldiers as
opposed to first-rate diplomats?”*

At a National Press Club event in September, 2007, General David Petraeus hailed
Ambassador Ryan Crocker as “my great diplomatic wingman.”® If war zones are military
turf, and diplomats are logically the wingman in that type of operational environment,
the question must be asked: When, if ever, under the current doctrine of full spectrum
operations, does the general become the wingman to the ambassador? If the conflict is
persistent, and requires the protracted application of the military, what are the logical
checks on diligent military planners and commanders who feel they need to operationalize
Phase Zero to fulfill their role in a new core mission.®

LIMITING PHASE ZERO (SHAPING) TO FULL SPECTRUM OPERATIONS

Within 8 months of the issuance of DoDD 3000.05 and the elevation of stabilization to
a core mission (and core competency), the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff published
Joint Publication (JP) 3-0, Operations, and Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Operations Planning. In JP
5-0, security cooperation planning is distinct and separate from joint operations planning.

Joint operations planning includes contingency and crisis action planning for full
spectrum military operations, to include stabilization operations; and stabilization
operations include Phase Zero (shaping). Unlike joint operations planning, security
cooperation plans are promulgated by combatant commanders and service chiefs in
accordance with the DoD’s Security Cooperation Guidance and in consultation with U.S.
agencies that represent other instruments of power to include the U.S. chiefs of mission

118



(ambassadors) in the commander’s area of responsibility.” Therefore, and consistent with
joint doctrine, Phase Zero (shaping) activities and security cooperation activities are the
products of two separate plans.

But while joint doctrine defines separate planning processes for Phase Zero (shaping)
and security cooperation, it defines the respective activities as much the same: enhancing
bonds and increasing capabilities of partners, preventing conflicts and crises, and
maintaining operational access for follow on forces.®® So how does the DoD distinguish
the two?

Historically, much of the control and funding for security cooperation activities has
fallen under the purview of the State Department, and security cooperation activities have
been applied throughout the world in areas in which the United States wants to shape our
national security. In fact, in an effort to differentiate the respective roles of the DoS and
the DoD with respect to security cooperation planning, JP 3-0 still acknowledges that the
DoS is always a principal agency (and often the lead agency) responsible for U.S. efforts
to “protect and enhance national security interests and deter conflict.”** DoS controls the
funding for many critical Title 22 programs, to include foreign military sales and foreign
military financing. DoD therefore encourages combatant commanders and other joint
force commanders to maintain working relationships with the chiefs of U.S. missions and
the State Department, and describes the Theater Security Cooperation (TSC) plan as the
framework in which joint force commanders will “continually employ military forces to
complement and reinforce other instruments of national power.” (emphasis by author.)”

Butinrecent years, and as noted in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report,
the DoD has willingly assumed a larger role in humanitarian aid, development, and other
areas once managed almost exclusively by the State Department and USAID. As a result,
the DoD is blurring the line between the historical application of security cooperation
activities and the new Phase Zero (shaping) activities.

To maximize the full effect of security cooperation and Phase Zero (shaping), and to
add some clarity to their doctrinal application, it would be better to limit the application
of Phase Zero (shaping) to the following two methods: First, Phase Zero should only be
applied in a linear, progressive manner once a military campaign commences. In this
case, Phase Zero operations would immediately follow security cooperation activities.
For example, if a GCC had already been gathering information and creating tentative
plans for access to a country’s airfields and ports as part of its contribution to the TSC
plan, shaping activities may include the logical follow on tasks. These tasks may include
the completion of necessary contracting services for logistics and support, conducting
rehearsals, or completing the final coordination with host nation or multinational military
and security forces. Consistent with the joint publications, Phase Zero operations will
continue to include actions that prevent conflict but at the same time best facilitate the
possible arrival and onward integration of military forces.

Second, Phase Zero activities should only be applied as part of an on-going military
campaign with forces engaged in full spectrum operations (or a mix of defensive, offensive,
and stability operations). The GCC would be engaged in full spectrum operations where,
by definition, Phase Zero operations are conducted in areas of relative peace, and the
GCC would try to safeguard the peace while simultaneously taking action to ensure that
military forces would have access to the area as needed.
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Limiting Phase Zero (shaping) activities to an operational construct, and not letting
it freely overlap with security cooperation activities, is consistent with the balance of
operations chart in JP 3-0 that depicts and defines shaping operations not in isolation, but
as part of the continuous application, a three-part mix of offensive, defensive, and stability
operations.”! Phase Zero (shaping) activities should therefore remain operationally
focused, and in concert with host nation and multinational partners to preserve peace
or prevent conflict but with a heavy emphasis on safeguarding military access. Security
cooperation, reflecting at times the more complicated nature of a targeted fragile state,
focuses on more complex, and long-term interagency solutions to promote stability and
peace and requires a different conceptual framework.

A NEW FRAMEWORK FOR INTERAGENCY SECURITY COOPERATION

Ina study produced by the Atlantic Council of the United States, Colonel Albert Zaccor
provides a helpful analytical framework in support of the creation of a new interagency
security cooperation plan that supports all foreign policy objectives while maintaining
our “focus on forward defense.””> Zaccor shares the concerns of other critics of the current
system, and agrees that if defined too broadly, security cooperation has the potential to
be a “surrogate for foreign policy.””?

His analysis includes a review of three important areas in support of an interagency
security cooperation plan: (1) the creation of broad security cooperation goals (to include
political will),”* (2) the need for more integrated planning, and (3) the removal of likely
obstacles to the creation of a fiscally sound, integrated, and effective security cooperation
plan.

First, security cooperation goals focus on the creation of sound, long-term relationships
with civilian and military leaders to secure information (or gain access to the host nation’s
sources and data), and to secure access to airports, ports, and possible troop facilities.
Relationships are based on trust, mutual interest, and a common understanding of the
threat,” but most importantly, security cooperation relies on the creation of adequate
capabilities and the political will to use them.

The United States must leverage the capabilities of our allies and partners to fill the
gaps in our own security shortfalls in a region.” One of the true tests for measuring the
possible effectiveness of military capabilities does not rest with the military, but rather
with the careful assessment of the host nation’s shared security interests, its political
interests, and its record of cooperating with the United States in other areas of mutual
interest.”” For example, do the current leaders of the country have a history of cooperation
with the USG in all matters of mutual interest with regard to trade, commerce, alliances,
and treaties? In broader terms, do the country’s leaders believe that they share a common
fate with us, or even a shared interdependence in the international community? If so,
they are more likely to see cooperation as beneficial.”® Or does the country have a pressing
political situation that might make cooperation with the United States only temporarily
undesirable, as with Germany and Turkey when U.S. diplomats asked for military
assistance in Iraq?”

To this end, this type of assessment and recommendation necessarily relies on the
input of many experts, to include the military. But a final decision on security cooperation
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investments and programs will require an interagency decision linked to the broader
interests of both the partner country and the United States.

In recent years, the United States met with some success in developing capabilities
in partner countries and then securing the cooperation of their leaders to apply their
new security capabilities against shared threats. The Georgia Train and Equip Program
is widely viewed as a success story because it reflected our ability to create partner
capabilities that were later exercised by the Georgian leadership to remedy both Georgia’s
internal security concerns as well as our international security concerns in that region.®’
The United States pooled $65M from a combination of security cooperation sources to
train 2,600 Georgian soldiers who later rooted out terrorists in the Panski Gorge region —
the original objective of the program. Bordering on Turkey and Russia, Georgia seeks
entry into the European Union (EU) and NATO, and has been a willing partner in U.S.-
led coalition operations, to include sending 600 troops for operations in Iraq.*!

The Trans-Sahel Counterterrorism Initiative (TSCTI) is another example of a successful
(but expensive) security cooperation effort in northwestern Africa. Requiring $508M in
FY 2008, TSCTI now includes 10 states and a successful program to protect borders, deny
safe havens, track movement of terrorists, and improve general cooperation in the region
against international terrorism.* TSCTI also reflects our ability to improve the military and
security capability of select partner countries, as well as generate the political willingness
to exercise that capability for mutual gain.

Second, Zaccor identifies the peculiar need for better integrated planning in the
current operating environment that includes not only terrorism, drug trafficking, and
the proliferation of WMD,* but also AIDS epidemics, international organized crime,
climate change and population migrations, and the emerging threat of countries like
China seeking to secure energy reserves in Africa. As such, the temptation is for the
United States to be more fully engaged throughout the world. So the challenge will be
one of economizing on our costs in the current counterterrorism campaign, costs that are
already high and “almost certainly not sustainable.”*

To be effective, a new security cooperation strategy must reflect a new institutional
culture. The strategy must build broad capabilities in much the same way that the Army
has adopted Doctrine, Organization, Training, Leadership, Materiel, Soldier Systems/
Personnel, and Finances (DOTLMS-PF) to “capture all of the factors that go into the
creation of a truly capable” force.* Likewise, and despite our multiplicity of government
programs and good intentions, our foreign partners and allies rightfully expect us to
speak with one voice.

Finally, Zaccor identified a number of obstacles to achieving a fiscally sound,
integrated, and authoritative security cooperation effort. The current system of security
cooperation lacks a common conceptual understanding, or doctrine, and the funding
system remains “underfunded, fragmented, and inflexible.”* For example, the Foreign
Assistance Act prohibits using Foreign Military Assistance funds to support law
enforcement organizations in foreign countries, with exceptions only for counternarcotics
and customs. ¥ This type of stovepiped funding hinders a broader USG effort to improve
host nation law enforcement or gendarmerie, and reflects a lack of organizational
structure and lines of authority necessary to best apply our resources.® In his conclusion,
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Zaccor recommends the elimination of our “hierarchical and program driven approach .
.. controlled by policy ‘fiefdoms’,”® and instead, the adoption of an interagency program
patterned after the current DoD Security Cooperation model but with national Security
Council playing an integral role.”

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL: PROVIDING CLARITY AND BALANCE

In 1947, only 2 years after the conclusion of World War II, national leaders had
quickly identified the need for greater interagency coordination. The National Security
Act of 1947 was a seminal decision that created the National Security Council and the
Central Intelligence Agency, and set the stage for the creation of the DoD 2 years later.
Most important, it was an acknowledgement by national leaders that while the war
had certainly been successful, there were still significant weaknesses or gaps between
foreign and military policy, as well as gaps between the military and civilian agencies.”
Testimony and reports provided to the Senate Armed Services Committee at the time
called for the deliberate integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies to keep
foreign and military policies mutually supporting and in balance.” In the end, the 1947 Act
captured the consensus of the wartime policymakers on the need for better interagency
coordination in both policy development and execution.”

Today, reorganizing and redirecting an even larger national security apparatus will be
no easy task. But the continued pursuit of uncoordinated strategies in the current security
environment may bear serious long-term consequences. The lessons learned from our
immediate post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction efforts in Iraq are well known,
but the response has been slow and inadequate. Instead of clarifying and explaining the
strategic role of security cooperation, shaping operations, and stability operations, the
USG permits all three to move incrementally forward in fits and starts.

In July 2004, the DoS initiated and created a new Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruc-tion and Stabilization (S/CRS) with a broad tasking to lead and coordinate
interagency efforts to prevent or prepare for post-conflict situations. With little funding,
and little support outside the DoS, S/CRS had minimal impact until December 2005,
when President Bush issued NSPD-44 designating the DoS as the lead agency for all
stabilization and reconstruction efforts. Patterned after a number of similar programs
in other countries, S/CRS began to fill three pools of civilian experts to assist in civilian-
centric stabilization tasks, and to coordinate and deconflict interagency efforts in selected
hot spots around the world.

However, S/CRSlacks the political support and bureaucratic clout necessary to garner
the funding needed to fully organize and perform its mission.* Its current FY 2009 budget
request for $248.6M is for on-going start up costs only. Deployment costs would require
additional funding estimated to range in the hundreds of millions of dollars,” making it
a target for yet more Congressional scrutiny and likely cutbacks.” As such, it reflects the
same general lack of authority, funding, and capabilities of NSPD-44,” limiting it for now
as a program with only long-term potential.

Is it possible to create an interagency structure that can close the gaps and effectively
handle day-to-day operations while simultaneously preparing for future challenges and
opportunities? Can we fashion a proactive, long-term, and sustainable national security
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strategy that will help the United States maintain a strategic security advantage? While
some call for legislation mirroring the scope and significance of the Goldwater-Nichols
Act of 1986, others recommend that we first revisit the thought process embraced by
President Dwight Eisenhower as he struggled to reconcile the seemingly unsustainable
policies contained in National Security Memorandum 68.”% As a military officer, he
knew that long-term planning was difficult to sustain when daily operations kept the
commander and the staff preoccupied,” and he was determined to fix it.

In an effort to capture all of the many divergent theories of how to counter the
growing Soviet threat, President Eisenhower gathered a team of experts from outside
the mainstream and outside the controlled chaos of day-to-day operations and planning.
He called it “Project Solarium” after the afternoon debate he had with his Secretary of
State, John Foster Dulles, in the solarium of the White House; a conversation that the
President felt mirrored the great disparity of thought on the subject of the country’s long-
term national security. The results of the project captured the wide range of opinions
and options on how to best deal with the long-term strategic threat presented by the
Soviet Union. In the end, the President and the NSC were able to thoughtfully weigh the
benefits and risks of each strategy, and to select the strategies that ultimately formed the
core of the security policy directive.'®

With only minor exceptions, the NSC has produced little to no long-term strategic
thinking and security guidance since Project Solarium.'”* For over 50 years, the NSC staff
system has been marked by an overall trend of “declining ability or willingness . . . to
perform strategic threat assessment and planning.”'®> As such, calling on the NSC in its
present form to take the lead in creating and then managing a long-term, interagency
security effort would be unwise. The NSC requires a new mandate, and a new structure
capable of providing sound, well-informed, and long-term security guidance, as well as
a bureaucracy capable of managing and leading the policy within the interagency.

Michele Flournoy and Shawn W. Brimley propose the creation of a holistic, interagency
Quadrennial National Security Review (QNSR) that would identify an overarching
strategy and incorporate all instruments of national power. The QNSR would also
produce an authoritative classified planning document directing the National Security
Advisor and the Cabinet Secretaries to develop particular courses of action.'”® Nested
within the NSC, Flournoy and Brimley propose to create a staff of strategic planners
“insulated from day-to-day demands and crisis management.”'* Others recommend
the creation of long-term planning cells, perhaps with an executive director reporting to
the National Security Advisor, and at all times thoroughly insulated from the existing
agencies to avoid creating an organization of detailees, serving at the whim of, and still
loyal to, their home departments.'®

It is within this framework that a new security cooperation effort could flourish. As
directed in National Security Presidential Directive-1, it is already the duty of the NSC
and the NSC System to “coordinate executive departments and agencies in the effective
development and implementation” of “domestic, foreign, and military policies relating
to national security.”'® The current DoD theater security cooperation framework offers a
suitable starting point from which the NSC could better direct and control the efforts of
agencies already engaged in various degrees of security cooperation planning.
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CONCLUSION

The DoD deserves credit for its attempts to integrate interagency contributions
into Theater Security Cooperation plans. In an age of persistent conflict, the DoD is
creating new doctrine and planning models that attempt to integrate all USG security
interests. But the pressure of the current operating environment is causing the DoD to
reevaluate the limits of its core military functions, and to consider the addition of many
new civilian competencies within Phase Zero (shaping) operations as TSC activities. In
an effort to avoid the inadvertent creation of a surrogate foreign policy, and to avoid
creating the impression that the USG does not speak with one voice, the DoD is more
mindful of the strategic hazards created by operationalizing Phase Zero and blurring
the lines between the roles and duties of the military and civilian agencies (e.g., the DoS
and USAID). Therefore, and in an effort to preserve clarity and understanding, Phase
Zero (shaping) activities should be limited to full spectrum military operations. Security
cooperation activities, while currently the product of DoD-led planning, should instead
be developed and implemented as part of a new NSC organization. If given the authority
and organizational structure, the NSC system is in the best position to manage the
complexities of engaging our allies and partners, and will provide the strategic guidance,
authority, and resources necessary to develop and protect our short- and long-term
national security interests.
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CHAPTER 10

KNOW BEFORE YOU GO:
IMPROVING ARMY OFFICER SOCIO-CULTURAL KNOWLEDGE

Lieutenant Colonel James C. Laughrey
U.S. Army

On one hand, you have to shoot and kill somebody; On the other hand, you have to feed
somebody. On the other hand, you have to build an economy, restructure the infrastructure,
build the political system. And there’s some poor Lieutenant Colonel, Colonel, Brigadier
General down there, stuck in some province with all that saddled onto him, with NGOs
[nongovernmental organizations] and political wannabes running around, with factions
and a culture he doesn’t understand. These are now [the] culture wars that we're involved
in. We don’t understand that culture.

—General (Ret.) Anthony Zinni'

Language capabilities and cultural knowledge have emerged as closely related but
separately identified critical capabilities during Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and
ENDURING FREEDOM. The United States found itself with significant forces deployed
to conduct counterinsurgency and stability operations where the support of the
indigenous population and daily contact with that same population combined with the
support to indigenous government agencies and security forces were critical to success.
Unfortunately, the U.S. Army found itself in this same situation about 40 years ago. In
Vietnam, the Army lacked the language skills and the cultural knowledge necessary to
interact positively with indigenous populations and allied armed forces. Consequently, it
attempted to correct these deficiencies with temporary solutions. To address the current
dearth of culture-related capabilities, the U.S. Government, the Department of Defense
(DoD), and the Army have belatedly started initiatives to overcome these shortfalls. Some
programs are focused on the civil education arena, while others seek to enhance military
education and training.

This chapter examines these Army programs to determine if they are sufficient to meet
the current and future challenges associated with developing the socio-cultural knowledge
needed to operate effectively in another country. For the purpose of this chapter, “socio-
cultural knowledge” includes, but is not limited to society, social structure, culture,
language, power and authority structures, and interests.? In conducting this examination,
this chapter will first define the character of war that is expected to challenge the United
States in an era of persistent conflict. As the character of the war will be more focused on
irregular warfare (IW) and stability, essential components of these types of warfare, and
support and transition to reconstruction operations (SSTRO), are described.

Since history informs decisionmakers, this paperillustrates severallessonslearned from
our decades-long experience in Vietnam. Then our experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan,
as related to socio-cultural skills, are examined to frame the subsequent discussion of
the DoD and Army policies, programs, and initiatives to provide these needed skills.
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Since this research identifies deficiencies, it concludes by providing observations and
recommendations for pre- and post-commissioning education that improves the language
proficiency of the officer corps and provides incentives for officers to improve their
educational background in other areas of socio-cultural knowledge.

AN ERA OF CONSTANT CONEFLICT

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates was unambiguous when he told senior Army
leaders and others that “unconventional wars — [are] the ones most likely to be fought in
the years ahead, . . . [that these wars are] . . . fundamentally political in nature, . . . [and]
.. . success will be less a matter of imposing one’s will and more a function of shaping
behavior — of friends, adversaries, and most importantly, the people in between.”?

General George Casey, the Chief of Staff of the Army, has agreed publicly with the
Secretary that we are in “a period of protracted confrontation among state, non-state and
individual actors, . . . [and that] . . . we're seeing the precursors of that now in Iraq and
Afghanistan.”* A key strategic issue is to understand the nature and character of these
wars in order to meet their diverse challenges.

The character of war is what differentiates types of war from one another. For example,
conventional conflict, counterinsurgency, and strategic nuclear war are three distinctly
different types of war. Furthermore, individual wars within a type can be different
from each other as illustrated by the insurgencies in Malaya, Algeria, Vietnam, Iraq,
Afghanistan, and Northern Ireland. The character of war informs us as to the specific
causes of the conflict, how the war is prosecuted, and the objectives of the belligerents. It
is the character of war that determines the requirement for socio-cultural knowledge.

Multiple guest speakers at the U.S. Army War College during the 2007-08 academic
year commented that “the nature of war has changed”” or “the nature of war changed
on 9/11.”¢ However, noted strategic thinker Colin S. Gray is correct when he cites and
interprets recognized theorist Clausewitz, noting that “the use of warfare to pursue
political goals . . . is eternal in nature yet ever-changing in character . . . war is violence
threatened or waged for political purpose.”” This distinction is more than academic. It
provides the general objective and raison d’étre, if not the precise casus belli of a war.
Characterizing the types of conflicts that the United States is likely to face helps us to
develop capabilities and concepts to achieve our strategic and operational objectives.

Secretary Gates and General Casey, as cited above, have spoken of unconventional
war with Iraq and Afghanistan as the precursors of the type of conflicts that we are likely
to find ourselves facing in the future. Academics, former senior military officers from
other countries, and civilian defense analysts agree and have provided additional detail
and analysis. Rupert Smith, a retired British General that commanded forces in Ireland,
United Nations (UN) forces in Bosnia, and was the Deputy Commander of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) forces during Operation ALLIED FORCE believes
that the “new . . . paradigm of war [is] war amongst the people . . . in which the people .
.. all the people . . . are the targets, objectives to be won, as much as an opposing force.”®
Civilian analyst Colin Gray noted that “irregular warfare may be the dominant form
of belligerency for some years to come,” while Ralph Peters agrees that we will fight
unconventional opponents in failed or failing states.’
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The message is clear as senior Defense officials, senior Army leaders, and leading
defense analysts all believe that counterinsurgency and stability operations like those in
Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo are not atypical conflicts that the Army
or the nation can ignore once they are over as occurred following the Vietnam war. We
find ourselves most likely to engage in conflicts that demand irregular warfare (IW);
major combat operations (MCO); and stability, support, and transition to reconstruction
(SSTRO) operations as illustrated in Figure 1. SSTROs and counterinsurgency (COIN), a
main subset of irregular warfare, are likely to be the most commonly encountered mission
sets.

Figure 1. Irregular Warfare, Major Combat Operations, and Stability, Support,
and Transition to Reconstruction Operations Interrelationship.'

THE CHARACTER OF IRREGULAR WARFARE AND STABILITY OPERATIONS

The character of IW, particularly the COIN subset, and stability operations is
different than the character of conventional conflict associated with MCO. Conventional
conflicts associated with MCO typically involve two warring nation states, and combat
is characterized by kinetic force-on-force operations until one side surrenders or can
no longer continue to fight. The focus of MCO is on the opposing government and the
opposing military. The objective of these conventional operations and conflicts can range
from limited tactical operations to regime change.

Insurgencies are civil wars, and they occur because a government has sufficiently
alienated a portion of the populace to the extent where that faction has taken up arms
against the government. SSTROs occur because an event caused the collapse of legitimate
governance and essential services. The focus of COIN and stability operations shifts from
the opposing government and military forces to the population and the government, as
illustrated in Figure 2, and typically we are working with a host-nation government.

133



Figure 2. Focus of Operations: Conventional versus Irregular.”

Our strategic objective in COIN and SSTRO is to create or strengthen legitimate
government institutions that meet the economic and social needs of the populace. Our
intermediate objective, as retired General Rupert Smith observes, is to:

. . establish a condition in which the political objective can be achieved by other
[nonmilitary] means and in other [nonkinetic] ways. We seek to create a conceptual
space for diplomacy, economic incentives, political pressure and other measures to
create a desired political outcome of stability, and if possible democracy."?

Achieving these conditions and objectives means that the majority of the populace must
consent to be governed, and that armed insurrection becomes socially unacceptable.

The population in a nation beset by insurgency generally falls into three categories.
There is a portion of the population that supports the government, a portion that supports
the insurgency, and a portion that is unallied. The population generally is the center
of gravity for both the insurgents and the COIN force, with the unallied portion of the
populace a critical vulnerability and capability for both sides. For the COIN or SSTRO
force to win over the populace, it must “be able to offer the populations of countries
effected by war the hope that life will be better for them and their children because of our
presence, not in spite of it.”"
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Figure 3 shows lines of activity and strategic objectives for COIN and SSTRO that
are designed to win over the populace and establish a legitimate government capable
of providing for the population’s social and economic needs. Security and civil-military
operations that place our troops in a close and regular relationship, if not a partnership,
with the populace are necessary to support each line of operation. Obviously, the
institutions and services provided must achieve political “buy-in” and acceptance from
the population, or they will not receive popular support. This means that junior leaders
must have socio-cultural knowledge, not just awareness. COIN expert David Kilcullen
was blunt when he wrote in an article targeting company commanders, “neglect this
knowledge, and it will kill you.”*

Figure 3. Lines of Activity to Strategic Aim Linkage."

Theory and doctrine tell us that the focus of COIN and SSTRO is on the population
and the host-nation government. The campaign in both cases is designed to gain the
consent of the population for the establishment of a capable government, and to remove
their support for the insurgents in the case of COIN. To do this, U.S. and allied forces
must establish relationships with the population that range from the acquiescence of the
populace to the presence of our forces, to outright partnership. Socio-cultural knowledge
is critical to establishing those relationships according to accepted theory.

The United States has engaged in COIN operations before and is currently engaged
in two major COIN operations. Two key questions that this chapter will now answer are:
(1) Has the historical record borne out the necessity for socio-cultural skills? (2) How has
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the Army fared in ensuring that deploying Soldiers had the socio-cultural knowledge
to effectively operate? One historical case study of Vietham and two modern ongoing
case studies of Iraq and Afghanistan provide insights to help answer these questions.
These case studies are used because they required the large-scale use of U.S. conventional
units and personnel as COIN forces in advisory roles and in the civil operations and
reconstruction role. The scope of missions in these countries exceeded, or exceeds, the
capacity of Special Forces units specifically organized and trained for the COIN and
SSTRO mission set, and this was not the case in other late 20th century and early 21st
century operations.

THE ARMY AND SOCIO-CULTURAL KNOWLEDGE IN VIETNAM

The United States began its active involvement with COIN operations in the Republic
of Vietnam (RVN) by sending advisors to the country in 1955. The advisory effort peaked
in 1970, with 14,332 personnel in the country. Beginning in 1965, U.S. combat units
deployed to the country, with troop strength peaking at 550,000 in 1968-69. U.S. Soldiers
found themselves on a battlefield that placed them among the South Vietnamese people
on a daily basis —a culture completely different from their own in terms of religion, social
mores, language, and environment. Advisors were faced with the additional task of
trying to train and influence Vietnamese counterparts. In order to prepare combat troops
and advisors for their mission, the Army developed a variety of training courses during
the course of the conflict.'®

Officer Education and Training.

From 1962-65, generic COIN doctrine, theory, and techniques were taught in
classes at West Point and Reserve Officers” Training Corps (ROTC) departments. These
classes emphasized counterguerilla operations, the requirement to win the support of
the populace, and the need to improve conditions within the assisted country. Classes
continued at branch level courses, the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College,
and at the U.S. Army War College. Vietnam-specific education and training was limited
to tactical scenarios in kinetic operations, although a guest lecture component of training
courses utilizing Vietnam veterans might have included some socio-cultural topics.”

In 1966, psychological operations (PSYOP) was added as a mandatory topic for
Cadets and within branch schools. The objective of the courses was to educate officers
to evaluate all of their actions in a COIN campaign “with an eye toward its possible
psychological and political effects,” and former Chief of Staff of the Army General Harold
K. Johnson provided additional guidance in 1967 with the intent that all military personnel
would have a greater understanding of the elements of the socio-cultural aspects of
counterinsurgency.”® The overall impact was that COIN topics received an even greater
emphasis, and increased course time devoted to generic socio-cultural topics in the officer
education system from 1966-72. After 1972, the “no more Vietnams” mindset, combined
with the focus on conventional operations in Europe, resulted in a steady reduction of
COIN and SSTRO topics in the Officer Education System."
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Conventional troops, including officers, received training on the general principles
of COIN operations such as patrolling and ambushes, and troops arriving in Vietnam
received alecture emphasizing humane and legal conduct towards the populace. Vietnam-
bound infantrymen received a 16-hour orientation before leaving the United States.”
In spite of this training, “racism, ethnocentrism, haughtiness, and callousness” were
exhibited by U.S. Soldiers who “had difficulty relating to the Vietnamese, whose non-
western culture, alien language, and comparatively primitive standard of living made
them appear inferior in the minds of some Soldiers.”?! This type of conduct exhibited by
even a relatively limited number of Soldiers, with the My Lai Massacre the most extreme
example, can easily have a strategic impact on a COIN campaign in terms of domestic
and international opinion, as well as sowing mistrust among the populace in the area of
operations.

Advisor Education and Training.

Personnel assigned to advisory duty in Vietnam received additional specialized
training beyond that given to officers and enlisted men in U.S. combat units. The U.S.
advisory effort in the RVN started in 1955 with just 342 personnel and culminated with
over 14,000 advisors deployed in 1970. The U.S. advisor role was originally limited
to support for the Army of the RVN (ARVN) units as they trained and conducted
operations. These advisors found themselves with “three roles: a US Army officer
following orders and supervising US subordinates, a member of an [ARVN] unit sharing
its experiences and bonding with his [ARVN] counterpart, and a mediator interpreting
and communicating between his [ARVN] counterpart and US superiors.”? Thousands
of officers found themselves fulfilling these three functions. Socio-cultural knowledge
would have assisted in the bonding process and in translating perspectives and actions
between U.S. and ARVN units and personnel. As we shall see later, the Army was not
particularly successful in equipping advisors to meet these challenges.

As the conflict and U.S. involvement evolved, advisory teams were added at the
Province and District level, which involved approximately 88 locations. The number of
personnel assigned to these teams expanded with the creation of the Civil-Operations and
Revolutionary Development System (CORDS) and the mission of providing economic,
governance, and security assistance at the local level.”? CORDS was charged with the
pacification of the populace by improving governance, security, and the economy at
the local level. This meant that officers assigned to CORDS advisory positions found
themselves involved with social, political, and economic issues at the lowest levels of
Vietnamese society, which required an even greater degree of socio-cultural knowledge
thanneeded by theadvisorsin ARVN units. Training and education underwent substantial
changes to prepare advisors to meet these increased requirements.

The initial advisor course, attended by officers destined for assignment with ARVIN
units, was 4 weeks long. After a small number of iterations, the course was expanded to 6
weeks, which included just 46 hours of Viethamese language training and 25 hours of area
studies.* Language training eventually constituted 50 percent of the course content and
included native speakers as the instructors. By contrast, a 1970 U.S. Marine Corps (USMC)
advisor course included 6 weeks of immersion language training. Personnel designated
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for advisory assignments at the battalion, province, and district level eventually received
8-12 weeks of language training at the Defense Language Institute.

In the later stages of the war, the senior advisers assigned to the province and district
levels as part of CORDS attended a total of 48 weeks of training prior to deployment.
These advisors received over 195 hours of area studies and country orientations/
updates, roughly equivalent to four or five three-credit courses at a university; and 1,139
hours of language training, roughly equivalent to 16 five-credit language courses. * The
heavy investment made in language training and the most extensive area studies training
offered to U.S. personnel belies the complexity and challenge of meaningful socio-cultural
education. The Army found, despite early attempts to provide socio-cultural education
on the cheap in terms of time, that there was no quick fix for providing advisors with the
required education that would allow them to accomplish their missions.

Despite the increases in educational content, the advisors and their Vietnamese
counterparts provided feedback that indicated that the advisors still lacked the necessary
socio-cultural knowledge. Advisors noted that language was the most important
capability that they lacked since “Interpreters, although useful, have many drawbacks
. . . they introduce inevitable inaccuracies into conversations [and] discourage frank
exchange of views . . . permitted by private talk between a counterpart and his advisor.”*
One immediate effect described by an advisor was that the advisors became “victims
of the language barrier . . . not fully aware of what was going on around them . . . This

. . was a crippling weakness, since few interpreters could or would render faithfully
what they heard.””® Another advisor summarized the impact of the lack of socio-cultural
knowledge, thus:

We did not understand what was going on in Vietnam. We were in a foreign land among
people of a different culture and mindset. . . . The information sent across the cultural divide
was not the information received. There was a disconnect. One thing was said and another
thing was heard. One thing was meant and another thing was understood. . . . Meaning, intent,
and truth were lost in translation.?

We can conclude that the Army tried to conduct the advisory mission in Vietnam on
the cheap in terms of the time devoted to educating the advisors. When the short training
courses were identified as inadequate, the Army did adapt and provide increased time
for educating advisors, focusing on the key area of language and other socio-cultural
knowledge topics. What the Army determined, though, was that a dedicated corps of
officers devoted to the nation-building skill set was needed.

Vietnam: Genesis of the Foreign Area Officer Program.

In 1966 the Army created a board, led by Lieutenant General Ralph E. Haines, Jr.,
tasked with evaluating officer education. The board recommended the expansion of the
Foreign Area Specialist Program, an intelligence focused specialty, and the merger of Civil
Affairs and Psychological Operations into a specialty designated the Military Assistance
Officer Program (MAOP). The vision for the MAOP program was to create a cadre of
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6,000 officers to fill G-5, S-5, advisor, and other positions requiring nation-building and
politico-military expertise.*

The MAQOP officers were to receive “language training and civilian graduate schooling
in anthropology, economics, foreign affairs, government, international relations, political
science, psychology, public administration, or sociology.”** However, the program was
cut in the post-war period when the Army refocused itself on conventional operations.
The MAOP program and the Foreign Area Specialist Program were merged to form the
Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Program, which is still with us today. In contrast to the 6,000
MAQOP officers envisioned by the Haines Board, there are only 1,083 FAOs in the Army
as of 2006 and 1,414 FAOs in all of the services.??

Final Thoughts on Vietnam and Socio-Cultural Awareness.

The Army devoted significant resources and time to education and training on the
broad principles of COIN. It was clearly aware of the importance of the criticality of
the nonmilitary lines of operations required for victory in a COIN, and in the case of
the officer corps, it implemented pre- and post-commissioning education and training
programs. Despite this effort, the United States generally, and the Army specifically, had
a difficult time winning over the Vietnamese populace. There are numerous reasons for
this failure that go well beyond the scope of this chapter — tour lengths, the quality of the
draftee Army, and the constant movement of units to different areas are just three factors
that arguably contributed to U.S. failure.

In the area of socio-cultural education and training, the Army’s efforts were largely
unsuccessful. Conventional units received minimal training, and the troops were unable
to bridge the socio-cultural divide to win over the Vietnamese people. Advisors to ARVN
units fared somewhat better since they received increased levels of language and cultural
education and were given the opportunity to establish a rapport with a limited group
of South Vietnamese. The CORDS Program had the greatest success. Its personnel,
particularly the senior advisors, received up to a year of education in socio-cultural
knowledge areas, worked in one area of the country, and were in a position to establish a
rapport with Vietnamese counterparts.

There are five broad conclusions that emerge from the Vietnam socio-cultural training
and education effort. First, counterinsurgency education and training needs to include
COIN theory, socio-cultural education and training specific to the area of operations,
and training in tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs). Second, language training is
the most important knowledge area since fluency is key to situational awareness and,
in the case of advisors, allows for accurate private conversations with counterparts.
Third, socio-cultural knowledge areas are only slightly less important than language as
societal thought processes, norms, and historical factors shape the worldview of allies
and the target population. Socio-cultural knowledge provides the required background
for mutual understanding, and for the development of programs that do not alienate the
indigenous population. Fourth, effective socio-cultural education requires a significant
investment in resources and there is no quick fix or shake-and-bake solution. Finally,
finding the time and resources to provide comprehensive socio-cultural education, and
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education regarding the nonmilitary components of a COIN campaign, was virtually
impossible outside the most extensive advisor courses.

When the Army finished its involvement in Vietnam, it shifted its focus back toward
conventional operations designed to defend NATO against the threat from the Warsaw
Pact. The COIN and nation-building emphasis of the 1960s fell largely by the wayside
and became the domain of the Special Operations Forces (including Civil Affairs and
PSYOP). By the time U.S. forces entered Afghanistan and Iraq the Army did not “have
any doctrine, nor was it educated and trained, to deal with an insurgency. . . . After
the Vietnam War, we purged ourselves of everything to do with irregular warfare or
insurgency because it had to do with how we lost that war.”*

AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ

How the United States, and the Army in particular, entered Afghanistan in October
2001, and Iraq in March 2003, is well-documented. In both countries, the Army found
itself engaged in long-term COIN and nation-building operations on a scale not seen
since Vietnam and for which it was unprepared, as noted above. There is no metric that
this author has found that measures the level of cultural awareness. There are several
indicators that, with caution, are usable. These indicators, which are based on vignettes
from both countries as well as comments of Iraqis and American soldiers, point to a
shortfall in socio-cultural skills.

Indicators.

The anecdotal evidence from Afghanistan and Iraq provide compelling testimony
to the Army’s lack of socio-cultural preparedness. In Afghanistan, the Special Forces
units, which belonged to the Special Forces Group tasked with linguistic and cultural
specialization in the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) Area of Responsibility (AOR),
were reduced to showing tribal and village elders a narrated digital video disc (DVD)
on a laptop computer due to a lack of language capacity. The DVD explained why the
U.S. units were in Afghanistan. All fine and well, but how were the Soldiers supposed
to follow-up the DVD so as to establish a rapport and gain the support of the local
Afghan leaders? The situation did not improve by 2006, when only six of the more than
55,000 officers in the U.S. Army had a documented ability to speak Pashto, the dominate
language of the area along the Pakistani border and southern Afghanistan, where the
security situation is the least stable.*

In Iraq our strategic assessment of culture was flawed on two counts. First, we
interpreted membership in the Ba’ath Party as being pro-Saddam instead of realizing that
some individuals were party members for employment purposes. We also interpreted
anti-Saddam attitudes as pro-American, and we misjudged the resentment that the long-
term presence of foreign forces in the country would create.*® At the operational level,
U.S. Commanders engaged local tribal sheikhs in the aftermath of the fall of Baghdad
in the belief that they could control the insurgency and other types of violence without
understanding tribal structures or the credibility of the sheikhs.** These missteps
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clearly indicate a lack of knowledge in several of the areas that constitute socio-cultural
knowledge.

Ample anecdotal evidence is available regarding a lack of socio-cultural knowledge
at the tactical level in Iraq. A lack of language capability, independent of any other
socio-cultural knowledge, negatively impacted the ability of U.S. forces to recognize
individuals wanted for detention. For example, immediately after the fall of Baghdad,
U.S. units received lists of license plate numbers for key leaders of the Saddam regime
that were still at large. The concept was for U.S. vehicle checkpoints to compare license
plates with the list. Unfortunately, the list was printed using English letters and Arabic
numbers while Iraqi license plates use Arabic letters and numbers.

Two National Public Radio reports, one in 2007 and the other in February 2008,
highlighted continuing language issues. A lack of language capability among U.S. units
resulted in a dependence on indigenous translators and negatively impacted the ability of
our troops to determine the reliability of Iraqi security forces, identify problems affecting
the local population, or to win the trust of the populace. In the 2007 report, U.S. troops
operating with Iraqi forces in Baghdad conducted a raid on a suspected Shi’a militia
weapons cache site. Nothing was found. The Iraqi translator later translated what one
Iraqi soldier said to his comrades in the presence of the U.S. Soldiers, none of whom spoke
Arabic. The Iraqi soldier told his comrades that the weapons the search was intended to
find were, in fact, at the house of his mullah a short distance away.

In the 2008 story, U.S. forces were conducting a patrol in a Sunni Arab neighborhood
of Mosul, a city where the Sunni Arab and Kurdish tensions are high, with the Arabs
viewed as outsiders and whom the Kurds wished to push out of the city. The U.S. platoon
leader asked a resident, through his Iraqi Army interpreter (a Kurd), what problems, if
any, the resident was having. The translated response was that there was trouble with
insurgents in the area. The translator with the NPR team later told the U.S. news personnel
that the resident had actually complained about searches, theft, and harassment by Iraqi
Army units composed of Kurdish personnel. The U.S. Army unit left ignorant of the
real complaint and, in fact, allied with the unit that the residents view as oppressors and
thieves.

Statements by both American and Iraqi personnel also point to deficiencies in the
other areas of socio-cultural knowledge and their negative impact on operations. Multiple
junior officers indicated that they were not prepared to overcome the cultural issues,
which were described by one officer as “overwhelming.”¥ Iraqi officers agree with the
assessment of the junior officers.

This author met with Iraqi officers on multiple occasions from 2003-06 to include a
meeting in 2006 with Iraqi officers ranging in rank from major to colonel who came from
all of the major ethnic and sectarian groups in the country. When asked if U.S. troops
were any better at relating to the Iragi populace in 2006 versus 2003, the answer was a
resounding “no” from all Iraqis. As the discussion went on, they acknowledged that there
were incremental improvements, but cited racial epithets that the Iraqi populace now
understands, a lack of language capability, and multiple examples of Arab and Islamic
custom that still caused problems with the populace. The Iraqi officers also pointed out
that the assignment of advisors junior in rank created real discipline issues within Iraqi
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units. Additionally, a lack of socio-cultural skills and linguist support crippled the initial
advisor effort.

The initial U.S. advisor teams fielded in 2003-04, were largely pulled from units already
deployed in Iraq. A Center for Army Lessons Learned report found that there was no
standardized training for advisors. These advisors had no language capability and no
specialized socio-cultural education to prepare them to work with Iraqi units. Advisors
complained of support from native linguists who were not conversant in English or a lack
of any interpreter support at all.*® The Army also established a training base for advisors
at Fort Riley, KS, in mid-2006 with a program of instruction that is reminiscent of its
Vietnam predecessors. The 8-week long course consists of 24 hours of culture immersion
training, 10 hours of simulated meetings with indigenous officials, and 42 hours of
language training (30 hours of classroom instruction and 12 hours of language lab). Note
that these class hours almost exactly mirror the 25 cultural and 46 language training hours
given in the 6-week long Vietnam Advisors Course, which provided inadequate socio-
cultural knowledge and skills for bridging the socio-cultural gap.*

Successes.

This is not to say that the entire picture is bleak, and that there are not significant
examples of socio-cultural knowledge among leaders and Soldiers. General David
Petraeus during each of his three tours in Iraq, Lieutenant General Peter Chiarelli, and
Colonel H. R. McMaster all conducted operations based on socio-cultural knowledge,
and their units enjoyed significantly greater success than those units that did not bridge
the cultural gap.®

In Tal Afar, the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment under the command of Colonel
McMaster underwent a relatively thorough socio-cultural awareness training and
education program prior to deployment. Colonel McMaster produced a 7-page reading
list on COIN, Islam, Arab customs, and Iraqi history and politics. The officers of the
Regiment held discussion groups on the readings, and any trooper could expect Colonel
McMaster to ask pointed questions. The regiment also sent two troopers per platoon to
basic Arabic language courses at a local college for 5 weeks prior to deployment. This gave
some platoons one Soldier out of every eight that possessed a basic knowledge of Arabic,
which Middle East Foreign Area Officer Mike Eisenstadt noted “pays huge dividends,
for it demonstrates the kind of respect for the local population and their traditions that
helps establish rapport and build relationships.”*

This training and education enabled the regiment to establish a rapport with the local
populace, who in turn provided intelligence. One cavalryman related the story of how
residents in one neighborhood insisted on fixing a Bradley Fighting Vehicle that had
thrown a track, providing chai (tea) for the Soldiers while the residents did all of the
work.*? Such was the rapport with the local Iraqis that the mayor of the city appealed
directly to General Casey (the MNF-I commander at the time), Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld, and President George Bush to have the unit remain beyond its
scheduled return to the United States. McMaster’s local training and education effort had
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produced a unit that could successfully wage a COIN campaign in a very alien cultural
environment. His was not the only success, but it stands out as one of the best publicized.

It is apparent that U.S. forces have enjoyed local successes, failures, and many
challenges in the socio-cultural arena. Success in the early years of both conflicts appears
to have depended heavily on unit leaders and less on the training and education provided
by the institutional Army. The next key issue that deserves examination is to determine
what the Army and the DoD have done to educate and train forces for the current and
future operating environment, and what impact this training has had.

CURRENT POLICIES, PROGRAMS, AND CAPABILITIES

Awareness of our shortfallin socio-cultural knowledge started soon after the September
11, 2001 (9/11) attacks. The rediscovery of COIN theory and doctrine as the long-term
nature of the U.S. commitments in both Iraq and Afghanistan became apparent and
brought the socio-cultural knowledge topic to the forefront of capabilities discussions in
concert with other topics. Between 2004 and the end of 2006, Military Review published 19
articles on COIN and SSTRO related topics, a trend that was matched in Parameters. Socio-
cultural knowledge, referred to by some authors as cultural awareness, cultural savvy,
and cultural understanding, along with language skills, were commonly mentioned as
required knowledge areas in these professional journal articles.

More official studies echoed the opinions presented in the professional journals. The
Defense Science Board 2004 Summer Study on Transition To and From Hostilities found that the
DoD lacked adequate capacity for language and knowledge of other cultures. The Defense
Language Transformation Roadmap notes that, “Post 9/11 military operations reinforce the
reality that the Department of Defense needs a significantly improved organic capability
in languages . . . and regional area skills.”* Army officer language qualifications and
degree backgrounds supported this assessment.

As of October 2006, 5 years after the invasion of Afghanistan, the U.S. Army had
just six officers, four in Special Forces, with an official Pashto language rating. Table 1
displays the number of officers that had ratings in a selection of languages that might
serve well in the crisis spots of the post-Cold War and post-Colonial world. Language
capacity for the Arab world is particularly limited to just 910, or just 1.6 percent of the
Army officer corps at the time the data was compiled.*
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Language Total
Egyptian Arabic 80
Standard Arabic 693
Mandarin Chinese 230
French 1358
Hindi 36
Kurdish
Pashtu
Farsi 99
Russian 861
Spanish 3370
Urdu 31
Total 6765

Table 1. Army Officer Selected Language Capacity.

As Table 2 shows, officers with degrees directly relevant to socio-cultural knowledge
or that might have a socio-cultural knowledge application (e.g., general history, political
science, public policy, and administration) were held by 16.5 percent of the officer corps.
Eliminating degrees in economics, history, political science, and public policy and
administration reduces the number of relevant degree holders to just 2.6 percent of the
officer population. Area or regional studies degree holders comprise just 1.28 percent of
Army officers.* These numbers are almost certain to climb in the coming years as the
DoD and the Army respond to the recognized shortfall in socio-cultural knowledge as
major DoD policies, and the supporting service programs, take effect.
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BA MA PhD Total

African Studies 0 26 0 26
Anthropology 0 0 0 0
Arabic and Arab Studies 0 20 0 20
Area Studies 76 36 0 112
Asian Studies 20 160 0 180
Economics 527 33 1 560+
History 3438 274 46 3758
International Studies 22 16 3 41
International Relations 682 362 13 1057
Latin American Studies 5 142 0 147
Middle East Studies 6 57 0 63
Political Science 3103 139 19 3261
Public Policy and Public
Admin 0 47 2 49
Russian and Soviet Area
Studies 11 148 0 159
Sociology 0 0 0 0
Strategic Intelligence N/A 233 N/A 233

Total 9107

Area or regional studies 707

Table 2. Army Officer Degrees Relevant to Socio-Cultural Knowledge.

National and DoD Socio-Cultural Policy Initiatives.

Two federal programs open to the civil populace are designed to increase the number
of citizens with socio-cultural knowledge. The National Security Education Program
provides opportunities for undergraduate students to study abroad in countries other than
those in Western Europe. Students that accept the grants or fellowships must then serve
in the federal government, preferably in a national security position. Another component
of this program provides assistance to citizens with fluency in a foreign language to learn
English. A third component seeks to create a civilian reserve language corps by funding
college education and volunteers who will serve the nation in times of crisis.*

The purpose of the National Security Language Initiative is to increase K-16 language
education in strategic languages such as Mandarin Chinese and Standard Arabic. Funds
are provided to public school systems and universities to increase and improve their
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language education capacity. The stated goal of the program is to educate “2,000 advanced
speakers of Arabic, Chinese, Russian, Persian, Hindi, and Central Asian languages by
2009.”4

The DoD has produced separate instructions for the management of FAOs and the
management of DoD language and regional proficiency capabilities. An annual FAO
program assessment and a Defense Language Roadmap are supporting documents. The
FAO policy directed the agencies, services, and combatant commands to identify their
FAO requirements in a relatively unconstrained manner. The instruction also directed
the services to ensure that FAOs have a career path that includes general officer or flag
rank opportunities.* In response to this instruction, the Services will increase the number
of FAOs from 1,164 in 2005 to 2,159 by 2012, with the Army having the greatest increase
from 739 in 2005 to 1,021 by 2012.%

The DoD language management instruction and its roadmap details the departmental
oversight of language and regional proficiencies; establishes goals for improving the
number of active, reserve, and civilian personnel that can speak a foreign language; and
tracks the careers of language specialists and FAOs. Some of the tasks detailed include
the requirement for junior officers to have language training, improve study abroad
opportunities, and incorporateregional studies topicsinto “professional military education
and predeployment training.”*® The instruction also details regional proficiency levels in
order to standardize the assessment of an “individuals awareness and understanding of
the historical, political, cultural (including linguistic and religious), sociological (including
demographic), economic, and geographic factors of a foreign country.”*!

Socio-Cultural Education and Training for Army Officers.

In response to the demands of the current and future operating environment, the
requirements of the DoD instructions regarding language, regional proficiency, and
FAO management, the Army instituted changes in education at the U.S. Army Military
Academy at West Point, NY, and in ROTC programs. West Point Cadets are required
to take two semesters of a foreign language, and starting with the class of 2009, the
nontechnical majors must take four semesters of a foreign language. The Academy also
increased the number of Cadets that are participating in Foreign Academic Individual
Advanced Development Program with its semester abroad programs and shorter 7-10
day programs. In academic year 2007-08, approximately 140 Cadets participated in
semester abroad programs, while a further 390 attended the shorter overseas programs.>

ROTC Cadets are encouraged to take language courses when it is feasible, in the
words of one defense official speaking on a nonattribution basis. Additionally, Cadets in
their senior year receive instruction on cultural awareness from their ROTC instructors,
and as part of the National Security Education Program, DoD provided $24 million
to four universities to provide enhanced language education and overseas studies
opportunities.” Finally, ROTC Cadets can compete for Olmstead Scholarships, which
fund study opportunities, or overseas opportunities offered through their universities.

Socio-cultural education for commissioned officers has changed little. The socio-
cultural education requirements of the Infantry Officer Basic Course are an excellent
example. Socio-cultural knowledge training consists of self-taught modules on the
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country specific culture for either Iraq or Afghanistan. The Iraq requirement consists of
just 89 pages of material on Iraqi culture, history, customs, and geography. A foreign
language requirement utilizing the self-paced Rosetta Stone software takes approximately
12 hours to complete. Online testing is the method for tracking student completion of
these course requirements. Classroom time with a live instructor consists of just 1 hour on
cultural awareness, although more than an additional 39 hours are dedicated to Stability
Operations and course field training is COIN focused.* While the author was unable
to find any socio-cultural training requirements for the Captain’s Career Course, the
TRADOC Cultural Center at Fort Huachuca, AZ, has prepared training support packages
for these courses.

Officers attending Intermediate Level Education receive 201 hours of COIN related
education, of which just 6 hours are on general socio-cultural topics. Students are also
required to take a regional studies course and can pick from four electives that are
focused on the Middle East, Iraq, Afghanistan, China, or Korea. Students with orders
sending them to Iraq or Afghanistan receive 24 hours of classroom language instruction
and are required to complete an additional 32 hours of computer-based education using
the Rosetta Stone software. As Figure 4 shows, the Rosetta Stone Software does not bring
the student anywhere near achieving a minimal official language rating.

Source: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College.
Figure 4. Language Proficiency Upon Completion of Rosetta Stone Training,.

Senior Service College (SSC) students are required to take a regional studies elective
course that consists of 30 hours of class time in the case of the U.S. Army War College.
Other blocks of instruction in the curriculum provide single class periods covering
COIN and stability operations theory, and some practical discussion of the strategic and
operational level factors for COIN and SSTRO. Guest speakers, depending on the topic,
contribute to the socio-cultural portion of SSC education. There is no language education
requirement, but language classes and the Rosetta Stone software are available.

The Army has clearly tried to adapt precommissioning education and professional
military education to provide officers with some socio-cultural knowledge, with the focus
obviously upon operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. While some knowledge is better
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than no knowledge, the Army should be realistic about the level of regional expertise
or language fluency that officers will achieve. The regional studies hours are, at best,
comparable with the regional studies education provided in the 6-week Vietnam advisors
course. Officers today receive fewer hours of language training than the Vietnam era
advisors, and a large percentage of today’s training is not with an interactive human
instructor.

Just as the Vietnam advisors found themselves inadequately trained to bridge the
language and cultural barriers, our officers today are almost certain to find themselves in
the same situation. Our training and education system finds itself in the same situation
that instructors noted in the early stages of the Vietham War as they lamented the lack
of time and other resources needed to properly train their students as illustrated by the
following comment:

We cannot give a complete course in geography, political science, applied psychology,
comparative religions, ethnology, aesthetics, economics, and the tactics and techniques of
counter guerrilla operations —it just cannot be done. Yet knowledge in all of these areas is vital
to success in counterinsurgency operations. . . . >

At best, today’s socio-cultural knowledge education for officers can provide them with
survival level capabilities that will prevent them from making egregious errors and
demonstrate an effort to learn on the part of U.S. military personnel. With this examination
completed, five observations that identify shortcomings in the DoD and Army programs
are now identified.

Observations on Policies, Programs, and Foreign Area Officers.

This chapter’s first observation is that the National Security Education Program, the
National Security Language Initiative, and the DoD instruction for language and regional
proficiency management are too language-centric. The clear emphasis of these programs
is on increasing language capacity, a critical operational capability. Brigadier General
Michael Vane and Lieutenant Colonel Daniel Fagundes observed that “a Soldier might
speak a language, but unless he has solid political, military, and strategic knowledge, he
is useless as an adviser . . . the reverse is not necessarily true, however.””” Nonlanguage
education in socio-cultural topics can produce officers that can plan and lead effective
operations in a foreign culture.

Second, the goal of creating a language corps of 2,000 civilian linguists by 2009,
particularly linguists that will deploy when and where needed seems optimistic. Compare
this goal to the fact that, as noted earlier, the Army officer corps had just six Pashto
speakers by 2006, 5 years after invading Afghanistan. Language courses are typically
long, often taking a year or more to achieve minimal fluency. Effective courses also
require a low instructor to student ratio, making student throughput a real constraint on
producing trained personnel. We should also remain aware that many foreign officers
are extremely rank conscious when dealing with advisors, which means that we should
provide officers with the requisite language ability to fill these assignments.
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Third, while the increase in the number of FAOs is a good personnel decision since
they provide the best combination of service experience, language capability, and regional
expertise, they are not a panacea for the current shortfall in language or regional expertise
among the officer corps. It seems unlikely that the Army will substantially increase the
number of FAOs in the force beyond what is currently planned, although this would
make an excellent use of some of the authorized increase in total Army end strength.
FAOs are expensive to produce, costing the Army an average of $143k, and it takes 4 to 5
years to produce a qualified FAO.*®

Furthermore, increasing the number of FAOs to match the force of 5,000-6,000 Military
Assistance Officers that was recommended during the Vietnam conflict would cost at
least $570m and would take an unknown number of years, given the limited capacity
of our graduate area studies and language programs. Finally, there are nine regional
FAO specialties.” This means that the anticipated force of 1,021 Army FAOs will provide
an average of 113 of these socio-cultural experts per region—a number that is clearly
insufficient to meet the requirements of the tactical force in operations of the same scope
as Iraq or Afghanistan, and also to fill the higher level (and often Joint Duty Assignments
List [JDAL]) assignments the FAO corps is intended to fill. Additionally, FAOs are not
suited to fill some tactical level assignments, since their tactical skills will have certainly
eroded during the years spent in the educational pipeline.

Fourth, the current effort to provide some socio-cultural knowledge in the Officer
Basic, Captain’s Career, and Intermediate Level Education (ILE) courses appears boiler
plated. Sheila Miyoshi Jager differentiated between “the kinds of cultural knowledge that
are required at the tactical level . . . is quite separate from the cultural knowledge that are
required to formulate grand strategy and policy.”® This implies that the socio-cultural
portion of the ILE curriculum, already noted as too short, does not provide the socio-
cultural knowledge needed for majors that will go to joint duty assignments in the J-2, J-3,
and J-5 directorates at the combatant commands, or joint and Department of the Army
assignments in Washington, where they are involved in the operational and strategic
levels of war.

Finally, not all senior Army leaders appear to agree with the need for U.S. Soldiers
to bridge the language and culture gap. Brigadier General Daniel Bolger, in a article on
how to be an advisor in Iraq, writes of enabling the Iraqis to reach across the culture and
language barriers.®® This appears to miss the point that attempts by U.S. personnel to
reach across the language and culture divides makes a favorable impression on the Iraqis,
and the ability to do so allows the U.S. advisors to have situational awareness, as opposed
to their predecessors in Vietnam.

In summary, current programs and policies appear to either focus too heavily on
language skills as a panacea, vice an enabler, for socio-cultural awareness. Current
education programs are focused on tactical level skills, and the task of providing socio-
cultural education that provides real language and regional expertise, like the 48-week
training program for senior CORDS advisors in Vietnam, exceeds time and other resource
requirements the Army can, or will, provide. With these observations, this chapter
identifies options that could increase the socio-cultural education level of the officer
corps.
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THE WAY AHEAD

Improving the socio-cultural knowledge of our officer corps would improve the
Army’s strategic, operational, and tactical capabilities across the spectrum of conflict.
Colin S. Gray noted that while cultural expertise is not a panacea for the difficulties that
we have encountered in Afghanistan and Iraq, “there is no mode of warfare, conducted
in any environment, wherein the enemy’s strategic culture is of no importance.”®> Gray
adds that this is particularly true in irregular wars which “are won or lost in the minds of
the local people . . . If we do not understand what is in those minds, what they value and
how much they value it, success secured . . . will most likely only be temporary.”®

The FAOs are our socio-cultural experts. Their training program includes 2 years at
a university studying the history, sociology, economics, geography, and politics of their
target region or country. This is followed by attendance at language school and then 1
year of in-country training. The key point is that the FAOs are educated at universities
and not at military schools for the nonlanguage portion of their education. The Army
needs to leverage the universities in the precommissioning phase of an officer’s career
beyond the current level of effort.

Precomissioning Initiatives.

First, the United States Military Academy (USMA) is overdue for a comprehensive
reassessment of its curriculum, particularly for Cadets majoring in the humanities or
social sciences. The academy, in keeping with its roots as the nation’s first engineering
school, has a curriculum that requires Cadets majoring in these subject areas to take
four semesters of advanced mathematics, four semesters of science, and three semesters
of engineering. Math majors are also required to take the three semester engineering
sequence. As former Army officer Andrew Exum observes, these academic requirements
are unmatched in any similar curriculum at a civilian university and are questionable as
to whether they truly prepare officers to meet the needs of the nation in the contemporary
operating environment.*

Simply cutting the math and science requirements in half and dropping the superfluous
engineering courses would allow the addition of seven more semesters relevant to
socio-cultural knowledge or the relevant major for the individual. This would allow an
addition of two more semesters of language education, which brings the total semesters
of language to six for humanities and social science majors and four for math majors.
Language training for the humanities and social sciences majors would continue through
the senior year instead of terminating at the end of the junior year, which currently gives
the Cadet 1 year for the language skills to perish. Additionally, there would still be room
after the addition of more language courses to add courses that contribute to socio-
cultural knowledge. The result would come closer to producing the pentathlete officer
the Army seeks for its ranks upon commissioning, and this adjustment appears, on the
surface, to be a no-cost or low-cost initiative.

The second main precommissioning initiative involves the Reserve Officers” Training
Corps (ROTC). ROTC is the true center of gravity for the Army officer corps because 55.2
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percent of Army officers were commissioned out of the ROTC programs in 2000, and
ROTC accounted for two-thirds of new Army officers in 2006.° ROTC Cadets should
also face more stringent language requirements, and the Army should create programs
that encourage Cadets to major in fields that are more directly related to socio-cultural
expertise. ROTC programs currently lack even the minimal two semesters of language
required by West Point, ROTC Cadets are simply encouraged to take foreign language
courses. Nearly 100 percent of ROTC Cadets have French or Spanish language classes
available to them, 60 percent have access to Russian classes, and over 30 percent have
standard Arabic and Mandarin Chinese instruction available.®® Nonscholarship ROTC
Cadets should have a two-semester language requirement, while Cadets on scholarship
should have a four-semester requirement, similar to Cadets at USMA. This is a no-
cost initiative. A low-cost initiative might provide an additional stipend for successful
completion of coursework in the more difficult languages or pay for the language courses
of the nonscholarship Cadets if they take the more difficult languages.

The Army should also consider prioritizing scholarship awards to applicants or
currently enrolled Cadets that choose to major in a field directly relevant to socio-cultural
knowledge such as area studies, regional or country history, politics, and anthropology.
Again, this is a no-cost initiative. Other alternatives could provide additional stipend
funds or scholarships for Cadets majoring in these relevant fields. Finally, the Army
should reopen or expand ROTC programs in the large cities, particularly those in the
northeast where there are large immigrant populations.®’

Officer Professional Military Education Initiatives.

Post-commissioning education initiatives will tend to be more expensive in terms of
money and manpower than precommissioning initiatives. Military or U.S. Government
run programs have costs that include training base overhead (personnel and facilities)
and a loss of personnel time when officers attend the education or training opportunity.
Attendance at civilian institutions or those run by other government agencies still incurs
a period where the officer is drawing pay but is not in a normal duty assignment, and
there are tuition costs as well.

The Army currently sends approximately 250 officers per year to advanced civil
schooling. These officers are given 12-18 months to complete all degree requirements
before returning to a regular assignment. For many officers this is perceived as a relatively
poor deal; since school attendance usually follows assignments in units that deployed to
Iraq or Afghanistan; requires the officer to compress 2 years of course work into a shorter
time frame; and the officer probably returns to a deploying unit. The Army should study
the cost effectiveness of the following three initiatives, which are relatively high-cost
compared to other proposals in this chapter. First, the Army should grant these officers an
additional 6 months for degree completion if they are working towards a socio-cultural
knowledge related degree. Second, the Army should create a secondary specialty code
that designates officers completing an advanced degree that focuses on a critical region
as a provisional FAO, with eligibility to serve in nonlanguage coded FAO positions on
COCOM staffs or in Washington. These officers could serve in language coded positions
if they have a documented capability. Third, the Army should guarantee a follow-on
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assignment of up to 12 months for some form of in-country study or 24 months in an
interagency duty position (e.g., USAID or the State Department) following graduate
school if the degree is in an SSTRO or socio-cultural knowledge related field.

The Army should propose a review of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School
curriculum. Currently officers attending the course take one regional elective that meets
once per week. If there is empty space in the curriculum, it might allow more additional
time for regional studies courses or other socio-cultural knowledge course work. This
would allow more time for students to transition from the tactical level socio-cultural
knowledge they developed as junior officers to operational and strategic level socio-
cultural knowledge. It would also better prepare them for follow-on assignments at the
regional combatant commands.

Two other initiatives, one no cost and the other relatively high, conclude this chapter’s
recommendations. The no cost initiative is the implementation of regionally-focused
management for the 34A Strategic Intelligence career field. All 34A officers attend
graduate school at the National Defense Intelligence College (NDIC). The majority of their
subsequent assignments are at the COCOM level or higher, typically working regional
or country-desk intelligence accounts. Currently FA34 officers are assigned worldwide
wherever an opening at the right grade is available. For example, this means that an
officer who focused his or her graduate studies on the Middle East and then spends 3
years at U.S. Central Command becoming a regional or subregional expert, may never
work the region again following that initial assignment. Consequently, Human Resources
Command should work to assign FA34 officers in billets that build deep socio-cultural
expertise in a region, as opposed to moderate or shallow expertise in several regions. A
Middle East focused officer might, for example, attend the NDIC and regionally focus on
the Middle East, then serve at U.S. CENTCOM, move to the Middle East Division of DIA,
and then move to Army-Central Command or its supporting intelligence brigade. At the
end of that last theoretical tour, the officer would have 8-10 years experience working
Middle Eastern issues. Our current assignment process almost guarantees that this
hypothetical officer would follow the CENTCOM tour with an assignment to USPACOM
or Korea, and then move to a CONUS assignment that focused on neither the Middle East
nor the Pacific.

Finally, for long-term advisor commitments like Iraq and Afghanistan that exceed
the capacity of Special Forces to carry out the mission, the Army should develop lengthy
advisor training courses similar to those for CORDS personnel in Vietnam. To recoup
the training time and expense, advisors would need to serve tours of more than 1 year
in duration or serve repeatedly in advisor duty positions. The Army developed special
incentive programs during Vietnam to attract officers to the CORDS program and could
easily do so again. This is a high-cost option compared to the 6-week advisor training we
currently have.

CONCLUSION
Socio-cultural knowledge matters at all levels of warfare. Socio-cultural expertise

is required for developing national level policy, theater engagement plans, operational
plans at all levels of war, and for the conduct of tactical operations. Individuals with
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socio-cultural expertise, or at least deep socio-cultural awareness, matter. Well-known
senior leaders like General David Petraeus and Lieutenant General Peter Chiarelli in
Iraq, General John Abizaid in Central Command, and Lieutenant General David Barno
in Afghanistan were all recognized as successful commanders. They all possessed
educational backgrounds that provided them with, at the least, an appreciation for the
importance of socio-cultural factors in a COIN environment.

Social cultural awareness also matters at the operational or tactical levels. Colonel
H. R. McMaster, the commander of the highly effective clear, hold, and build operations
in Tal Afar later helped develop the surge strategy and continues to advise General
Petraeus, holds a Doctorate in Military History with an emphasis on Vietham and COIN.
Lieutenant Colonel John Nag]l also has an advanced degree and was a key member of the
team that wrote the new COIN manual. Major Greg Ryckman, a South Asia Foreign Area
Officer, had focused his thesis research on a forgotten country called Afghanistan while
living in Pakistan, and was the only officer in the CENTCOM headquarters in the fall of
2001 and winter of 2002 with relevant socio-cultural knowledge of that country.

The point is this, it does not take thousands of officers with relevant knowledge or
academic backgrounds to have a significant and positive impact on current and future
operations, or on the Army as an institution. Even relatively modest increases in the
number of officers with advanced socio-cultural knowledge or academic fields relevant
to irregular warfare and SSTRO will significantly increase the effectiveness of our armed
forces as they continue to protect U.S. interests in an era of persistent conflict.
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CHAPTER 11

EL SALVADOR, IRAQ, AND STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS
FOR COUNTERINSURGENCY

Lieutenant Colonel James F. Glynn
United States Marine Corps

Insurgency: The organized use of subversion and violence by a group or movement that
seeks to overthrow or force change of a governing authority.

—Joint Publication 1-02!

INTRODUCTION

Insurgency asaform of warisnotnew. Colonial freedom fighters in this country utilized
it. Napoleon’s adversaries employed it. The Zionist movement used it. It was evident in
Algeria in the 1950s, Vietnam in the 1960s, Afghanistan in the 1980s, and countless other
examples. In the 20th century alone, Vietnam was the 48th small war fought somewhere
in the world. Since the end of the Cold War, insurgencies have proliferated —not the
least of which is Iraq.? Why has insurgency endured for centuries? What makes it so
popular in this age? With so much experience to draw from, why does it remain difficult
for governments to counter, or even prevent, an insurgency? One possible explanation
of the persistence of insurgency is its ability to undermine an existing government. For
democratic forms of government, this is particularly challenging because the power of
the government is derived from the very same civil population that an insurgent cause
seeks to influence.

The U.S. Government, and particularly the U.S. military, faced its largest insurgent
challenge in Vietnam, where over the course of a decade a number of lessons emerged
at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels. Arguably, the most important lesson of
the Vietham War for the U.S. military was you can win the majority of the battles but
still lose the war. In other words, and with due deference to the military theorist Carl
von Clausewitz, without an enduring, definitive link between the political objectives and
the military effort, victory is not certain.’? That lesson seemed destined to be relearned in
Iraq with the emergence of an insurgency following the U.S.-led invasion that dethroned
Saddam Hussein in 2003. A great question loomed: Do democracies have the ability to
defeat insurgencies?

Historically, examples of the defeat of insurgencies exist, such as the British in
Malaya. Extensive research has been invested in examining the political and military
policies, strategies, tactics, and techniques applied by the antagonists in both successful
and unsuccessful insurgencies. No single case, however, can be utilized without first
understanding its full context—political, social, and military. For example, Bernard
Fall offered that using Malaya as an example for future counterinsurgent efforts was
unworkable. In his opinion, credit is infrequently given to the opposition for its mistakes,

159



and when the communist insurgents in Malaya decided to confront the British in a straight
forward military operation they, predictably, failed.* However, a greater insight is that
the adaptive nature of insurgency has made its defeat illusive and difficult to codify. The
adaptability of insurgencies is perhaps the most important reason democracies have not
been properly prepared to fight them, and why this method of warfare has grown in
popularity in the emerging global world order.

In the spring of 2005, it was rumored that the U.S. administration was considering
pursuing a strategy for Iraq called the Salvadoran option, referring to U.S. involvement in
Central America in the 1980s.> When then Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld was
asked at a news conference about the utility of using El Salvador as a model for countering
the insurgency in Iraq, he stopped short of categorically denying it and declined any
further comment.® While El Salvador is perhaps one of the least studied insurgencies, its
study offers a unique and valuable perspective for successfully countering insurgency.
It is considered a successful modern counterinsurgency effort by many, and it offers a
number of strategic insights for the policymaker and the military strategist. Both the U.S.
and Salvadorian experiences with counterinsurgency and regime change in El Salvador
during the 1980s is prescient of the 21st century challenges confronting democracies
around the world. However, understanding the specific context for El Salvador is critically
important before its insights can be generalized and applied in another counterinsurgent
effort.

This chapter examines the strategic environments that confronted El Salvador and
the United States and the role that U.S. interests played in El Salvador’s war. The seven
dimensions of the Manwaring paradigm, or Small Wars Operations Research Directorate
(SWORD) model, are introduced and used as the backdrop for analysis of the U.S.
involvement in El Salvador from a strategic perspective.” In the course of doing so,
legitimacy, unity of effort, and time emerge as the most critical dimensions of modern
insurgency. In turn, these critical dimensions specifically suggest conclusions about the
relevance of the El Salvador counterinsurgency to that of Iraq, and to counterinsurgency
in general.

EL SALVADOR BACKGROUND

El Salvador declared its independence from Spain in 1821, as did most of Central
America. Despite participation in a short-lived federation of Central American states, El
Salvador endured a number of wars with its Central American neighbors and several
revolutions of its own. For the first 70 years of the 20th century, military dictatorships
governed El Salvador and a ruling elite of right wing military officers and landed
oligarchy emerged. Beginning in the 1970s, however, international trade and the creation
of a regional market spurred significant economic growth in El Salvador. Ultimately the
oligarchy pursued their own economic interests at the expense of the majority who were
peasant farmers, as international demand for El Salvadoran goods, particularly coffee,
grew.? Discontent among the El Salvadoran population increased as societal inequality
and economic disparity widened. For example, landless peasants increased from 12
percent in 1960 to 40 percent in 1975.° The growing inequities and unrest created tensions
among and within the oligarchy, military, and Church.
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Beginning in 1960s, a civil war ensued between the government, run by the right-wing
National Conciliation Party (PCN), and a number of left-wing anti-government guerrilla
factions, represented most notably by the Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front
(FMLN). The FMLN and others conducted attacks on bridges, electricity supplies, and
irrigation systems, and even temporarily occupied towns.!® By the late 1970s, consistent
political, economic, and social problems created enough unrest in El Salvador that in
1979 a military coup ousted the country’s ruler, General Carlos Humberto Romero, and
then the more moderate and centralist Jose Napoleon Duarte soon assumed a provisional
presidency. The decade following the coup was volatile as the El Salvadoran government
and military, with U.S. economic and military assistance, countered a growing insurgency.
The El Salvadoran government, the insurgents, and the United States were ill-prepared
for the disorder that arose from 50 years of authoritarian rule."

President Duarte was immediately challenged by the need to bring to justice right-
wing death squads that were responsible for the murder of Archbishop Oscar Romero
in March 1980 and three American nuns later that year.’? Even with U.S. support of the
El Salvadoran government, an estimated 30,000 people were killed by right-wing death
squads backed by the military. President Duarte suffered the political consequences of
failing to gain control over the death-squads and was defeated in an election in March
1982. Two years later, in an election that turned out 80 percent of the El Salvadoran
voting population, he was elected as President, and initiated negotiations with the FMLN
that led to a peace agreement 8 years later. By that time, however, an estimated 75,000
people had been killed in El Salvador as a result of violence between the government and
insurgents.”

From 1980-92, the U.S. Government funded extensive political and social reforms in El
Salvador to help undermine the revolutionary insurgency. The left-leaning orientation of
the FMLN, supported by Cuba and combined with tacit Soviet Union support of guerrilla
forces in neighboring Nicaragua, led the United States to also provide extensive military
aid and training to counter communist influence in the conflict. These U.S. efforts had
effects at many levels within El Salvador. Most importantly, at the strategic level they
had a significantly positive effect on the ability of the El Salvadoran government to
pursue long-term stability and security. Eventually, El Salvador established an enduring
democratic government and inclusive economic growth, which has led some to conclude
that the U.S. strategy to counter the insurgency in El Salvador should be a model for other
efforts, particularly in Iraq.

U.S. INTERESTS IN EL SALVADOR

President James Monroe’s proclamation of 1823 disparaging European intervention
and colonialism in the Western Hemisphere, subsequently known as the Monroe
Doctrine, was the long-standing measure for evaluating U.S. national interests in Central
America. The known presence of Soviet missiles in the hemisphere created the Cuban
Missile Crisis in 1962, and no Soviet missiles in Cuba became a vital national interest. The
notion of another communist incursion into America’s backyard was unpalatable to U.S.
policymakers, and the ongoing violence in El Salvador and the Nicaraguan revolution
seemed to indicate outside intervention. With the Cold War looming large in the minds
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of many within the administration of President Jimmy Carter, the outcome of the 1979
El Salvadoran coup was interpreted as an opportunity to support a moderate, centrist
government.'* The vital interest of American continents free of Soviet influence would be
well served.

The inauguration of President Ronald Reagan in January 1981 brought even greater
emphasis on defeating the Soviet Union, and in particular the spread of communism
around the world. In Central America, U.S. aid to El Salvador increased throughout
President Reagan’s two terms in office. For example, monetary aid went from $264.2
million in fiscal year 1982 to $557.8 million in fiscal year 1987."> The United States also
provided military support teams to assist in training and advising the El Salvadoran armed
forces, but the lack of U.S. domestic support at the time precluded the introduction of U.S.
combat troops on any large scale.’® Ultimately a democratically governed El Salvador
prevailed but at great human cost. United Nations (UN) involvement in negotiating an
enduring agreement between the government and the FMLN played a significant role in
helping end the armed struggle, but the dissolution of the Soviet Union played an even
larger part in minimizing the international influence of communism, eliminating outside
support, and assuaging U.S concerns over Soviet influence.

THE SWORD MODEL

In 1984, then Vice Chief of Staff of the Army General Maxwell Thurman, a veteran of
the Vietnam War, recognized the challenge of ongoing U.S. involvement in the insurgency
in El Salvador and sought to avoid repeating the quandary that Vietnam had presented
the military.” General Thurman commissioned the Strategic Studies Institute of the
U.S. Army War College to study the strategic and doctrinal issues associated with U.S.
involvement in insurgencies. In response, Dr. Max G. Manwaring developed two studies
that analyzed 69 small wars, virtually all which had occurred since World War II."® The
studies identified 72 variables that were ultimately whittled down to seven dimensions
of insurgency. Dr. Manwaring moved to the SWORD of U.S. Southern Command, and
the results of his studies were published as the SWORD model, or Manwaring paradigm,
in 1992.%

The model identified legitimacy, unity of effort, information/intelligence, isolation,
actions of intervening power, indigenous military capabilities, and external military
support as the dimensions common to, and influential in, every insurgent conflict. These
seven dimensions are strategic-level variables that predicted the outcome of the studied
insurgent conflicts with a 90 percent accuracy rate.” This research suggests that despite
the unique context of every insurgent conflict or irregular war, specific consideration,
evaluation, and management of these variables in the development and implementation
of the ends-ways-means of strategy are most likely to resolve conflict in a politically
effective manner.

The lasting value of Dr. Manwaring’s research is evident in the U.S. Army and
Marine Corps Field Manual (FM) 3-4 (MCWP 3-33.5), Counterinsurgency. It reinforces
Dr. Manwaring’s assessment of the myriad factors in insurgent warfare that make it so
complex. The preeminence of legitimacy and unity of effort in countering insurgency is
demonstrated by dedicating much of the first two chapters to discussing them. Of equal
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importance is the element of time. FM 3-24 acknowledges the relative and contextual
nature of time in operational planning, but it is equally applicable to policy and strategy.*!
The advantage one side can generate against another in insurgency is often relative. In
other words, it is a matter of comparison at a given moment in time in a given context.
The moment of advantage may be short-lived, or it may persist. In either case, awareness
of the temporal dimension of insurgency must be considered at every level of the conflict.

Dr. Manwaring argues that every element of the SWORD model plays an important
part in the analysis of an insurgency. * He is entirely correct in his conclusion, however,
for the policymaker and military strategist consideration of legitimacy and unity of effort
over the course of time is most prescient. The strategic primacy of legitimacy, unity of
effort, and time is evident in El Salvador’s struggle to defeat its insurgency in the 1980s,
and the Savadoran struggle makes obvious the significance of these three variables for
the counterinsurgency efforts in Iragq.

THE MODEL APPLIED
Legitimacy.

In [Peace Operations] PO, legitimacy is perceived by interested audiences as the legality,
morality, or fairness of a set of actions. Such audiences may include the U.S. public, foreign
nations, civil populations in the operational area, and the participating forces. If a PO is
perceived as legitimate by both the citizens of the nations contributing the forces and
the citizens of the country being entered, the PO will have a better chance of long-term
success. . . . The perception of legitimacy by the U.S. public is strengthened if there are
obvious national or humanitarian interests at stake. Another aspect of this principle is the
legitimacy bestowed upon a local government through the perception of the populace that
it governs.”

The single most important dimension in the development of counterinsurgency
strategy is legitimacy. In fact, U.S. joint military doctrine for military operations other than
war (MOOTW) published in 1995 declared, “legitimacy is frequently a decisive element.”
2 Within the SWORD model, legitimacy is defined as the moral right to govern.” It is, in
essence, an unwritten contract between the governing establishment and those it governs
based on confidence that the governing body will engage in activities that are in the best
interests of the governed. At a minimum, these activities include security, economic, and
key social aspects of legitimacy. Ultimately those subject to the actions of a governing
body must believe that governing actions are taken in their collective best interest in order
for the government to maintain legitimacy. If the interests and needs of the governed are
not met or there is a perception that they cannot be sustained, then legitimacy begins to
erode and political vulnerabilities are exposed.

Political power is the central issue in insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, as each
side strives to get the people to accept its authority to govern as legitimate. Nation-states
whose governments have achieved legitimacy are relatively invulnerable to destabilizing
actions whether internal or external.?® For example, the constitutional monarchy of the
United Kingdom (UK) has reigned for centuries and endured many challenges to its
authority from domestic challengers and international enemies. Because of its legitimacy
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in the eyes of the governed, the times that have tested the monarchy the most have often
been those that have unified it the best as was evident in World War II. Hence, quite often
the strategic center of gravity in insurgency warfare is legitimacy, which is perception-
based and typically expressed through public opinion. El Salvador is an example of the
preeminence of legitimacy as a dimension against subversion in any war.

A slow start on the part of the government and armed forces of El Salvador in
implementing social and economic reforms following the 1979 coup created opportunities
for opposition groups.” The FMLN, in concert with other left-wing elements, countered
with popular promises to build the working class and redistribute wealth.” El Salvador’s
President Jose Napoleon Duarte intuitively recognized the political significance of the
emerging discontent and implemented the changes necessary to surpass the promises of
the FMLN and deliver results in a more timely manner.”

The promulgation of relatively effective reforms such as holding elections, developing
a bureaucratic capability to promote economic growth, particularly in the agriculture
industry, and demonstrating the ability to widely distribute commercial and financial
resources to the society as a whole went a long way toward reinforcing the legitimacy of
the Duarte government. The reforms were not perfect or all-encompassing, but they were
tangible and more effective than anything the opposition could produce, which resulted
in a perception among the people that the government was making concerted efforts to
enact changes for the collective good.

Unity of Effort.

Unity of effort emphasizes the need for ensuring that all means are directed to a common
purpose. In [Peace Operations] PO, achieving unity of effort is often complicated by a
variety of international, foreign, and domestic military and nonmilitary participants, the
lack of definitive command arrangements, and varying views of the objective.*

Unity of effort is advocated throughout U.S. joint military doctrine and has made its
way into the U.S. Government’s interagency discussions and publications. For example,
the October 2007 U.S. Department of State’s Counterinsurgency for U.S. Government Policy
Makers: A Work in Progress emphasizes the “complementarity of purpose and unity of
effort required for interagency and international counterinsurgency operations.”*' The
importance of unity of effort in counterinsurgency is monolithic because of the myriad
of government and interest groups that vie for both influence and legitimacy. David J.
Kilcullen coined the term “conflict ecosystem” in reference to the many participants in
an insurgency and the resultant counterinsurgency efforts.*> As illustrated in Figure 1,
the conflict ecosystem is a complex system of legitimate and recognized government and
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), as well as the insurgents and a number of less
obvious and often illegal actors. The following graphic depicts the complexity of gaining
and maintaining unity of effort in this environment.
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Figure 1. Kilcullen’s Conflict Ecosystem.*

The SWORD model defines unity of effort as “the necessary organization to coordinate
and implement an effective unity of political-diplomatic, socio-economic, psychological-
moral, and security-stability effort against those who would destroy the government.”*
It is the act of centering all efforts on the ultimate political objective of survival, with
particular emphasis on legitimacy. To achieve effectiveness against an enemy whose
objective is to undermine the legitimacy and authority of the government, the efforts of
all elements of power, at every level, must be unified in order to survive. In other words,
strategic clarity is mandatory for unity of effort.* In particular, links between political
and diplomatic efforts, sociological and economic factors, and security and stability
efforts must be formalized to the maximum extent possible and reinforced regularly.
Historical examples abound of the plight of nations unable to establish unity throughout
their effort, from Hannibal’s defeat of the Romans in the Battle of Cannae in 216 BC, to
the British defeat in the American Revolutionary War. Unity of effort is simple in theory
but difficult in practice.

Whatever relationship is established between the myriad elements involved in a
counterinsurgent effort, all aspects of establishing unity of effort must be managed both
vertically and horizontally. Vertical unity refers to establishment of unity of effort among
the government’s and insurgents” own organizational structures. Horizontal unity refers
to the unity of effort established among the government or insurgents with external actors.
The complexity of establishing and maintaining vertical and horizontal unity of effort is
daunting for any government given the many additional NGOs and intergovernmental
organizations (IGOs) that participate in a mature conflict ecosystem.
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Building unity of effort in El Salvador was a continuous work in progress, and
even when the UN brokered a peace agreement, unity of effort was a relative term.
The government of El Salvador had merely done a better job of achieving unity than
had the FMLN. Both sides organized to the extent necessary for survival, and perhaps
even moderate success, but not to the degree required to win.** Thomas Pickering, U.S.
Ambassador to El Salvador from 1983 to 1985, said:

We had neither the doctrine nor the support, nor the coordination in the United States
government that would really be required to deal effectively with that kind of operation.
I don’t think we ever developed it; we still are kind of ad hoc in our way of viewing the
problems. That is really quite a critical comment.”

The El Salvadoran government, like the insurgents, was debilitated by discord among
their subordinate political and military organizations. In the early 1980s, the vertical unity
of the El Salvadoran government was inhibited by strife between the extreme-right and
more centrist politicians.® The rift led to contradictory policies and insubordinate actions
and was substantial enough that it resulted in the murder of politicians on both sides.*
This lack of unity, and its resultant violence, undermined governmental legitimacy
benefiting the insurgent position. The insurgents, however, had misgivings within their
own effort about their objectives, let alone the best ways for achieving them. The former
El Salvadoran insurgent Marco Antonio Grande lamented, “The Salvadoran problem was
seen by the left as a problem of class struggle and a seizure of power, not as a problem of
how to democratize the system.”*’ As a result of such varying views on the ends for the
insurgent effort, the FMLN was ultimately unable to consolidate the necessary effort to
sufficiently exploit the El Salvadoran government’s weaknesses and, as a result, slowly
lost its own legitimacy.

A second example highlights the horizontal aspect of unity of effort. The United
States, through its military support teams, encouraged the Salvadoran armed forces to
grow into an image of their U.S. counterparts.* The result was a formidable military force
most comfortable in conventional, battalion-size operations ill-suited for the sustained
counterinsurgency operations required. Such a mirror imaging approach to developing
the Salvadoran armed forces inhibited their effectiveness and confidence. Not only did
it demonstrate the absence of a clear understanding of the dynamics of the insurgency
at the time by the U.S. military, it was also a manifestation of lagging horizontal unity
of effort between the United States and El Salvador. As a result, the success of the El
Salvadoran Army in countering the insurgency was largely an extension of President
Duarte’s other strategic initiatives and assistance.*?

Time.

Of all the many dimensions of strategy, time is the most intractable. Compensation
for deficiencies elsewhere and correction of errors are usually possible. But time lost
is irrecoverable. The Western theory of war pays too little attention to war’s temporal
dimension.*
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The dimension of time is perhaps the least analyzed of the elements of strategy
formulation, yet its impact is wide and profound. Mistakes are made and corrections
are applied in any conflict, but the time expended in the course of so doing affords the
opposition the opportunity to utilize time with greater effect. In the absence of more
tangible assets at their disposal, time is a weapon that insurgencies covet and use
calculatingly.

Mao Tse-Tung recognized time as a strategic consideration as exemplified in his
advocacy for protracted struggle. For example, he acknowledged the effect time had
on the logistics and morale of the Japanese force that occupied China and mandated,
“energies must be directed toward the goal of protracted war so that should the Japanese
occupy much of our territory or even most of it, we shall still gain final victory.”** History
has demonstrated that an insurgent cause can prevail if it is able to outwait its opponent
while making progress in the legitimacy dimension. The insurgencies in Algeria and
Vietnam are two 20th century examples of the value of strategic patience. They also
demonstrate the inherently slow pace of counterinsurgency operations, a fact that has
bedeviled democratic governments and Western culture.

El Salvador’s struggle against insurgency, like so many others, illustrates the strategic
importance of time. Even in the most restrictive of timelines, the organized insurgent effort
in El Salvador lasted from 1980-92, and it concluded only after years of the government
and the FMLN negotiating through a variety of intermediaries and venues. During those
12 years, a strategic-level competition for domestic and international legitimacy existed.
For example, in the United States the national interest, strategy, and success in El Salvador
were the subject of considerable debate. Additionally, the demise of the communist
government of the Soviet Union played a pivotal role in focusing Soviet national interests
domestically, which terminated their continued support of the FMLN, both directly and
through Cuba.®

Colin Gray observed that the mindset needed to combat an irregular enemy is not one
that comes easily to Western militaries or strategic culture.* An examination of nearly
every war since 1700 by the Australian historian Geoffrey Blainey offers an explanation.
Blainey’s book, The Causes of War, noted, “Nations confident of victory in a forthcoming
war were equally as confident that war would conclude quickly.”# Because of this
optimism, patience is a virtue that many nations, particularly Western nations, do not
possess. Furthermore, democracies depend on the leadership of elected representatives
who serve a finite and relatively short period in office, a fact for which their adversaries
have developed a deep appreciation. Consequently, the insurgent approach has frequently
utilized time to overcome their material disadvantages.

CORRELATIONS TO IRAQ

There is a natural desire to rely on historical experience to acquire an understanding
of the dynamics of a current predicament, but fundamental to any such comparison is the
understanding of the context surrounding both cases. From the preceding analysis, there
are aspects of Salvadoran and U.S. strategy in El Salvador that are valuable to examining
the situation in Iraq today. The following discussion, utilizing the analytical elements of
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legitimacy, unity of effort, and time, provides a comparison of the El Salvador and Iraq
insurgencies.

Legitimacy — Correlating El Salvador and Iraq.

The conflict in El Salvador was viewed internationally, even in the 1980s, as a situation
where insurgency fomented predominantly through the tacit support of outsiders. As a
result, it acquired an international standing as another in a growing list of proxy wars
between the East and West. Internal to El Salvador, however, it was a protracted struggle
for political power, and at the same time a matter of daily survival for the people of El
Salvador. The core of the struggle was establishing an enduring government that would
run the country based on political, social, and economic values that were recognized by
the people as legitimate. If that could be accomplished by the government, to a level that
negated the FMLN’s promises and abilities, the government’s battle for legitimacy would
be won.

The U.S. contribution to El Salvador was viewed by most in El Salvador as legitimate.
Certainly from the perspective of the El Salvadoran government, U.S. economic and
military aid was t