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composition of the fleet. In this exercise the Blue (American) fleet
possessed five carriers; the Red fleet, four. While much of the
game emphasized the maneuvers of the battle fleets, the Blue fleet
launched 200 aircraft at Red and damaged all of Red’s carriers and
one of its battleships. Besides pointing to the need for concentrated
strikes against the enemy fleet, the game suggested the need for a
coherent air defense plan and the importance of gaining control of
the air—thus the conclusion that the enemy’s carriers must be the
first target of carrier strikes.'?

The insight that the number of aircraft launched by a carrier
would be the critical factor in naval combat in the future had far
reaching implications for the development of naval aviation. It
suggested that in fleet engagements, striking first with one’s aircraft
would confer considerable advantages. It also indicated that, range,
payload, and sustainability of aircraft would be essential enablers in
the future naval equation."”” Newport’s relatively simple wargaming
also suggested that the more aircraft a carrier could take to sea, the
better, and that reduction of aircraft launch, recovery, and on-board
handling times would have a significant impact on the carrier’s
effectiveness. And all of these insights were gained before the U.S.
Navy possessed a single operational aircraft carrier in the fleet.

What was particularly impressive about the Navy’s
transformation efforts was the direct connection between concept
development at the Naval War College and the exercises and
experiments that its fleet units carried out throughout the interwar
period. In turn, the lessons learned from the exercises more often than
not were fed back directly to the school, where real world experience
could refine doctrine and concepts. The insight that air power on the
carriers should come in pulses had an almost immediate effect on
experimentation in the fleet.

In 1925, the future admiral Joseph M. Reeves went to sea in
command of the Navy’s first carrier, the USS Langley. Significantly
Reeves had attended the senior officers” course at Newport in 1923
and after graduation had become the head of the tactics department,
where he supervised the 1924-25 games.” Reeves immediately set
about shortening take off and landing times for ever larger numbers
of aircraft. In the period of a year, Reeves, his officers, and the crew



of the Langley figured out how to use arresting cables to maximum
effect, had invented crash barriers, developed the concept of a deck
park, and developed procedures and equipment to refuel and rearm
aircraft at much faster speeds. The result was, that while the Langley
had only taken to sea 14 aircraft when Reeves assumed command, it
was handling 48 aircraft a year later in simulated combat conditions."
By the early 1930s, the Lexington and Saratoga, newly arrived in the
fleet, were handling nearly 100 combat aircraft each in exercises. It
is doubtful whether the United States military has ever seen a more
impressive use of low-cost resources than the inexpensive games
that Sims had created at Newport to examine the possibilities open
to the use of new technologies like air power.

Strategic and Other Insights.

The war gaming and examination of new concepts at Newport
involved more than just the insights that involved the potential use
of carriers and aircraft. They created a mind set that prepared the
Navy and eventually the Marine Corps to deal with a number of
significant problems that a future war in the Pacific would raise.
The future fleet admiral and commander of the great drive across
the Cental Pacific from 1943 through to the end of the war, Admiral
Chester Nimitz, noted the following in his 1923 thesis at the Naval
War College about the operational and strategic framework of a
future war in the Pacific:

[T]he operations imposed [in a future Pacific war] on Blue [the
United States] will require the Blue Fleet to advance westward
with an enormous train, in order to be able to seize and establish
bases en route. . . . The possession by Orange [Imperial Japan]
of numerous bases in the Western Pacific will give her fleet a
maximum of mobility while the lack of such bases imposes on
Blue the necessity of refueling at sea en route or of seizing a base
from Orange for this purpose, in order to maintain even a limited
degree of mobility."

Thus, the games and strategic analysis at Newport led to the
conclusion that the fleet would have to capture a number of islands
in the Central Pacific to support a drive on the Japanese Home
Islands. And that task would require amphibious capabilities.
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Here the Marines, and their emergence as a significant military
force, became a significant part of the interwar story of professional
military education.

Almost immediately after the demobilization following World
War I, the Marines had begun focusing on the possibilities offered by
amphibious warfare—partly to survive as an independent military
organization. The Commandant of the Marine Corps in the early
1920s, General John Lejeune, who proudly wore the combat patch
of the Army’s 2nd Infantry Division on his right shoulder, charted
the way ahead. The foremost historian of the Corps has noted the
following about Lejeune’s attitude toward professional military
education and its importance in preparing the Corps for the future:

The Commandant intended that Marine officers study their
profession, and he also intended that school completion be
regarded as part of an officer’s fitness for key assignments. It
might also serve as a moral equivalent of promotion and the key
to rapid advancement if the Corps went to war again.!”®

Thus, the Marine Corps Schools at Quantico became the one
place in the world where the implications of the British assault on
the Gallipoli Peninsula were studied, not only for their failures, but
for what might have gone differently, had the British possessed a
more aggressive and better trained force.”” Between the mid-1920s
and the mid-1930s, the Schools at Quantico saw an increase in the
proportion of the curriculum devoted to the study of amphibious
operations from 25 percent to 60 percent.”® Thus, Gallipoli became
one of the major foci with an increasing emphasis on the tactical and
operational movements once the amphibious force had achieved a
beachhead. Significantly, the Marines placed a number of their finest
officers and future leaders on the faculty at Quantico. Among others,
the faculty included in 1938 Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr., O. P. Smith,
Merill B. Twining, David M. Shoup, and Gerald Thomas.*

Again as with the development of carrier aviation, experiments,
exercises, and their connection with Newport and Quantico had a
considerable impact on the development of the amphibious warfare
capabilities, though these developments came more slowly than did
those for carrier warfare. Part of the explanation, undoubtedly, lay in
the fact that the Marine Corps spent much of the 1920s policing the



Caribbean for the United Fruit Company. But with the withdrawal of
Marine units from that role in the early 1930s and their redesignation
as the “Fleet Marine Force,” the maritime services began an active
program of designing the fleet exercises—FLEXs in the acronym
of the time—to experiment with the possibilities of amphibious
landings. By 1934 the Marines had developed a manual for such
operations, entitled the “Tentative Manual for Landing Operations,”
while increasing tensions in the Pacific made it increasingly likely
that there would be a great conflict between the United States and
Imperial Japan in the not too distant future.

The result of these efforts was that the Marine Corps and the
Navy explored most of the difficulties that they would confront in
launching amphibious operations, and if they did not have answers
to many of these problems, at least they knew what they had to solve.
By the outbreak of the war, the FLEXs had laid out the principles of
the amphibious doctrine which would play such an important part
in the winning of World War II.

In the course of the FLEXs the Navy and Marine Corps
experimented with about every imaginable amphibious technique
and tactical approach allowed for by their equipment. They tried
day and night landings, smoke screens, varieties of air and naval
gunfire support, concentrated assaults and dispersed infiltration,
the firing of all sorts of weapons from landing craft, and an array
of demonstrations, feints, subsidiary landings, and broad front
attacks.”

All the while, debates went on throughout the maritime services,
fueled by the experiences gained in the FLEXs. By 1940 the parallel
development of doctrine in the schools and experimentation in
the fleet where well on their way to creating serious amphibious
capabilities. Those capabilities would eventually play a crucial
role in Allied victory in World War II in both the Atlantic and the
Pacific.

The Army.
Like the maritime services, the Army placed considerable

emphasis on the education of its officers, although there was a less
coherent focus on transformation, innovation, and the development



of new capabilities. On paper the school system for officers was even
more impressive than that possessed by the Navy. For example, the
staff college at Leavenworth was a 2-year course for a considerable
period of time during the interwar period. Nevertheless, the length
of the staff college’s curriculum had more to do with the fact that
promotion through the army’s grades proceeded at a glacial pace,
while there were not enough positions for the officers the army
had. For much of the interwar period the Army War College
displayed little intellectual vigor. Yet, one should note that academic
performance at Army schools was considered important enough in
an officer’s evaluation, for Dwight Eisenhower to expend great effort
to graduate first in his class at Leavenworth.”

The real intellectual engine of the Army’s efforts at
transformation in this period came at Fort Benning’s Infantry School
during the 5-year period that George Marshall served as the assistant
commandant. One hundred and fifty of the Army’s future generals
in World War II attended the school during this period, while an
astonishing 50 future generals worked for Marshall on the faculty.*
An observer noted the following about the atmosphere of the school
under Marshall’s leadership and encouragement:

An infantry lieutenant colonel . . . in 1930 . . . was struck by the
opportunity given officers to disagree at times on questions
of military education, regardless of rank, and an attitude of
tolerance of ideas which encourages free and open discussion.
[The faculty was] thinking seriously about matters, old and new,
that may find application in our Army of the future. They are not
afraid to look outside the field of what is generally considered
military education for ideas to help in solving the problems of
national defense.”

One can find Marshall’s own summation of his belief in the
importance of history and education to the military profession in the
forward he wrote to the classic book on infantry tactics, Infantry in
Battle:

By the use of numerous historic examples which tell of the absence
of information, the lack of time, and the confusion of battle, the
reader is acquainted with the realities of war and the extremely
difficult conditions under which tactical problems must be settled
in the face of the enemy.*



Marshall’s support for institutions like the Army War College in
his first year as the Army Chief of Staff—at a time when the United
States, and the Army in particular, were confronting the massive
problems occasioned by rearmament in the face of the looming
Japanese and German threats—suggests a great deal about how he
felt about professional military education. Out of the seven senior
officers teaching at that institution over the 1939-40 academic year,
Colonel W. H. Simpson would go on to command the Ninth Army
in the European Theater of Operations, while Major ]J. Lawton
Collins would become one of the Army’s most distinguished corps
commanders in World War II and eventually, after the war, the
Army’s Chief of Staff. The following year would see Alexander
Patch, soon to be a three-star general in the coming war, teaching on
the faculty.

In some respects the Army Air Corps may have done even
better than the Army as whole in its respect for professional military
education. To a great extent, this may have been driven by a desire
to achieve an independent air force that would be free of its ties to
the Army. Its main school, the Air Corps Tactical School, located
for much of the 1920s at Langley Field, moved to Maxwell Field in
Alabama in the early 1930s. That professional school for airmen was
the essential driver in the creation of the doctrinal concepts of high-
altitude, precision attacks against the enemy’s industrial web—to
all intents and purposes the precursor to today’s conceptions of
effects-based operations.” And like its parent, the Army Air Corps
was willing to put a number of its best officers on the faculty of that
institution. Among other future Army Air Forces (and Air Force)
generals, George Kenney, Haywood S. Hansell, Jr., Claire Chennault,
Harold George, Kenneth Walker, and Hoyt Vandenberg, all served
tours on the faculty.

LESSONS FOR THE FUTURE
The Present Landscape.
There are a number of things that the services are doing right in

professional military education at present, but the overall attitude
at best appears to be that education is a luxury for the American
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military rather than a necessity.® What is going right emerged
mostly in 1970s and 1980s when senior officers, most of whom
had been badly burned by their experiences in Vietnam, turned to
professional military education as a means of addressing what they
saw as the glaring deficiencies in how the American military—and
system—had performed in the war in Southeast Asia.?” The revolution
at the Naval War College, driven by the Chief of Naval Operations,
created a truly graduate level approach to educating officers in
strategy. That was followed in the early 1980s by the creation of the
School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS), an intensive second-
year program at the Army’s Command and Staff College.*® SAMS
was in turn followed by similar programs at the Air Command and
Staff College and by the Marine Corps Staff College. All of these
second-year programs have maintained their vibrancy.* Finally, in
the late 1990s, the Commandant of the Army War College created
the Advanced Strategic Arts Program. All of these programs involve
intensive education at a graduate level for their students. They
should serve as a model for the other institutions of professional
military education. Unfortunately, they do not.

Two substantial problems lie at the heart of the difficulties
that marginalize the staff colleges, war colleges, and professional
military education in general: The first major problem is that the
Services have failed since World War II to enunciate a clear vision
of why they believe professional military education to be important.
Without a vision or a philosophy, it is relatively easy to follow almost
any path. As that old country saying runs, “If you don’t know where
you are going, then almost any path will do.” The second has to do
with personnel systems that to all intents and purposes still rest on
laws drawn up in the late 1940s and early 1950s.

The failure to enunciate clear goals for professional military
education has had a number of deleterious effects. To begin with,
it has helped to enshrine the “Pecos River” approach—a mile wide
and an inch deep. Pedagogically, a year is a very short period of time
for a student to grasp a serious subject in any sort of depth. Thus,
without a clear educational sense as to what officers absolutely have
to know, it becomes all too easy to justify a wide range of subjects,
all of which it would be nice to have officers know something about,
but which in fact are not essential to the military profession.> The
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result is that important subjects often get short shrift: Thucydides or
Clausewitz in an hour’s seminar with 20 pages of reading to back up
seminar discussion.

In fact, the lack of clear goals often reflects a benign neglect for
professional military education on the part of the senior leadership.
If professional military education doesn’t matter, then any generic
colonel can serve on the faculty.*® And a faculty that does not have
a reasonable claim to intellectual expertise is not likely to have
much self-respect, much less the respect of the student body. The
combination of a lack of interest in professional military education
at the top with faculty who have no clear intellectual focus can be
deadly. It often leads to a student attitude that their purpose at
the war college is to work on their athletic skills; students have
often jokingly commented that “they are at the war college on an
athletic scholarship.” Such attitudes are only reinforced when senior
generals comment on the speakers platform that they had had a
great time playing soft ball and golf at the war college and wish the
students a restful year.

There are, however, a considerable number of students attending
such institutions who are deadly serious about their profession. As
one Marine Corps Lieutenant General commented to this author in
the late 1990s: “Since you studied law when you went to law school,
and medicine when you went to medical school, I believed that I
would study war when [ went to the war college. Boy was [ wrong!”**
It is this group of officers, who deserve the very best in serious
professional military education, because they are the ones who
will provide the intellectual leadership for the American military
in the 21st century. Without a challenging educational experience
at staff college or war college, some of the brighter students can
become suspicious of what serious academic pursuits can contribute
to widening their horizons as well as those of their fellow officers.
Others find their own way to some coherent intellectual vision of the
world, but the road is more often than not tortuous and difficult—a
road populated by as many wrong turns and dead ends as highways
to learning.

The second problem that blocks the development of a more
coherent and wider-ranging program of professional military
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education has to do with the nature of the personnel systems and,
as suggested above, those are driven by laws that were designed
in the industrial age for industrial age organizations. If the Services
are to develop officers who possess greater intellectual agility and
flexibility, then professional military education should become
much more than an obligatory year of attendance at a staff college,
followed eventually by another year at a war college. Professional
military education must become a cultural attribute that the services
inculcate in their officers from the beginning of their career through
to the end.®

Moreover, serious professional military education must in
many, rather than a few cases, involve serious graduate level study
in the major graduate schools of the United States. It should involve
the study of military history, foreign languages, area studies, and
international relations. It must also involve professional reading lists
that officers take seriously.* But few officers can afford to widen out
their careers at present by following such a career path because of
the iron laws of personnel systems and the myriad jobs officers must
hold in order to climb the ladder to higher ranks.

What Is to Be Done?

The most important element in improving professional military
education in order to create a more open and flexible military culture
demands a massive overhaul of the personnel systems, starting with
Title 10’s entire framework. Such an overhaul represents the only
possible path towards providing avenues of graduate education
that would stretch the intellectual framework of the best officers
throughout their careers. The task of addressing a reform of the
personnel systems, however, lies beyond the scope of this chapter.
There are, however, a number of things that the services could do
without such a reform that would substantially improve military
education and create climates within their organizations that would
be more conducive to the kind of transformation and innovations
that took place in the 1920s and 1930s.

To begin with, one should note that the current situation
of professional military education represents a considerable
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improvement over what existed in the 1980s.”” At that time only
the Naval War College possessed both the pretensions and the
academic excellence to be considered a first rate academic institution
of graduate education. The remainder of the landscape represented
an academic wasteland.* The creation of second-year programs and
other programs have filled some of the gaps. Moreover, the reforms
initiated by Congressman “lke” Skelton have had an impact in
improving the general level of military education. Unfortunately,
for the most part the system has atrophied over the past decade. So
what needs to be done?

First, the services and the joint world need to form a larger
vision, a basic philosophy if you will, of what professional military
education should represent in its contribution to the preparation of
American officers to the professional of arms. Admiral Stansfield
Turner, the reformer of the Naval War College in the early 1970s,
best expressed how to think about both the whats and the hows of
professional military education:

War Colleges are places to educate the senior officer corps in
the large military and strategic issues that confront America . . .
They should educate these officers by a demanding intellectual
curriculum to think in wider terms than their busy operational
careers have thus far demanded. Above all the war colleges
should broaden the intellectual horizons of the officers who
attend, so that they have a conception of the larger strategic and
operational issues that confront our military and our nation.*

What is needed at present is a basic philosophy of professional
military education that encompasses its purposes and aims for the
entire Department of Defense—not just in terms of the staff and war
colleges, but rather for career-long efforts by officers.

Second, the services need to select only the very best of their
officer to attend their staff colleges and war colleges. Such a process
of selection needs to involve much more than selection boards.
Rather the American military needs to follow what virtually every
military in the first-world is at present doing: a selection process
that involves an intellectual hurdle as well as selection boards. Such
a hurdle could involve examinations (which was the method used
to gain entrance to the Kriegsakademie in Germany), performance
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in a nonresident course, involving both examinations and papers,
performance in branch schools, or some combination of the above.

The aim would definitely not be to select pointy headed
intellectuals from the officer corps, but rather to select those officers,
who have managed to combine tactical and operational excellence
with intellectual curiosity in their careers. As Lieutenant General
Don Holder, U.S. Army retired, commented in an article written
jointly with the author: “Requiring officers to qualify for attendance
at the staff and war colleges would shock the officer corps at first,
then stimulate great improvement.”* In every respect entrance to
staff and war colleges must become an attainment towards which
officers strive.

Third, the size of the institutions of professional military
education needs to be scaled down. Smaller institutions, with a
student body limited to the best and the brightest, would make it
far easier to assemble first class faculties. For the most part, the staff
and war colleges contain too many military faculty who are simply
riding out their time until retirement. Moreover, while there are a
considerable number of first-class, intellectually motivated officers
who would make wonderful teachers at staff and war colleges, there
are few incentives for them to remain on active duty. The Army War
College has recently begun to address this problem, by selecting a
small number of its best students to attend some of the nation’s best
graduate schools to earn doctorates in subjects like military history
and international relations. Those officers then return to the war
college to finish out the remainder of their careers on the faculty.

The fourth element of a reform of professional military
education would be that the academic performance of student
officers would play a direct role not only in their eventual
promotion, but in assignments as well. As in all other assignments,
officers would receive a regular fitness report on their performance
in school. That fitness report would not be limited to generalities,
but contain how the officer actually performed in the classroom, in
his written assignments, and in his examinations. It would remain
as a basic report card on his or her intellectual suitability for further
assignments and promotion. Would such a system result in a grade
grubbing?* In some cases perhaps, but in fact virtually everything
else in an officers career is judged or graded by his superiors—why
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not his intellectual acuity?
CONCLUSION

Perhaps the most important enabler of transformation and
innovationinthe pasthasbeenthe culture of the military organizations
that have grappled with an uncertain and ambiguous future, a
future made more complex and difficult by tactical, operational, and
technological changes, the impact of which are almost impossible to
predict under peacetime condition.* Yet, the evidence is clear that
those military institutions that developed organizational cultures
where serious learning, study, and intellectual honesty lay at heart
of preparation of officers for war, were those best prepared for the
challenges that they confronted on the battlefield.* The example of
the American military in the 1920s and 1930s underlines this point
in spades. The example of an officer corps, where honest, intellectual
efforts to deal with intractable problems characterized many of its
officers and virtually all of those who led so well in the coming war,
should provide the American military of the 21st century with an
incentive to follow a similar path. An officer corps, where not only
learning but teaching in schools of professional military education is
career enhancing, is an officer corps that is preparing itself, at times
unconsciously, for the challenges of the future.

Transformation and innovation are not a matter of just
technology. At best technology can yield modernization, and it is
well to remember that in 1940 the French Army possessed tanks
that were for the most part far superior to those possessed by the
Werhrmacht. But with a doctrine that almost entirely misinterpreted
the lessons of the last war, the French suffered a catastrophic
military defeat on the banks of the Meuse in May 1940.** And the
American military should not forget that its nation’s worst defeat
resulted largely from a military and civilian leadership that prized
modern technology over the lessons of the past; a leadership that
was not only contemptuous of the Vietnamese enemy, but largely
ignorant of his motivations, culture, and ideology. Thus, it was the
enemy of the United States, who was willing to “bear any burden,
pay any price,” and who understood his American enemy far more
coherently and effectively than Americans understood him. If the
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American military does not desire to repeat the mistakes of the
past, then it needs to create a learning culture, where intellectual
preparation is as prized as tactical preparation.

There is, of course, another road, down which it can choose to
go. The performance of America’s military institutions from 1991
to the recently completed war with Iraq represent the triumph of
a systematic approach to training and education that the services
put in place in the 1970s and early 1980s. And yet its very success
carries with it considerable dangers. At present the leadership of
the American military have grown up within the current system.
They know no other approach. Yet one can ascribe the results of the
present system to any number of other causes than the schoolhouses
that educate America’s officers. In the recent past, senior civilian
leaders have written memos suggesting that the services can replace
entirely in-residence schools with distance education, all at immense
savings in funding, personnel moves, and faculty salaries. There are
many among current senior military leaders who believe that serious
education is simply a waste of an officer’s time—an attitude the Navy
has enshrined in its complete disinterest in sending its officers to
schools of professional military education.*

The difficulty with any such dismissal of the educational system
of the past 30 years is that we will not know the results of a radical
wasting of the current system until it is too late. As one of the most
respected professors At the Army War College suggested in a recent
e-mail to the author:

Consider now, that even as the educational successes of the past
twenty-five years are on display, there are those who would
dismantle the Army’s educational programs in pursuit of short-
term economies of questionable worth based on unproved or
unfounded assertions. All across the Army there are initiatives
afoot to curtail time in school for all grades, officer and enlisted,
to save money and increase numbers of personnel out with the
fielded force. In place of the months and years in the school house
the Army seeks to leverage technology and supplant the resident
educational experience with distributed learning or distance
education. In this information age there is a belief that approaches
a theology that one can learn as much by sitting at a computer as
in a classroom. . . .

At risk in this exercise is the future.*
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“At risk in this exercise is the future.” But should we go down
such a road, it will be another generation that will bear the burden
and pay the price of a military leadership no longer possessing the
intellectual depth or wisdom to address intelligently the questions of
strategy and complex operations that the U.S. military will confront
two or three decades in the future.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 1

1. Major General Robert Scales, Commandant of the Army War College
until June 2000, created the Advanced Strategic Arts Program to address a major
need at the highest level for strategic planners who understood grand strategy,
past, present, and future as well as the emerging joint world. The program was
enthusiastically supported by his successor as Commandant of the Army War
College, Major General Robert Ivany.

2. These words were being written in Tokyo, Japan at a time, March 18, 2002
when Japan and the United States were grappling with the serious problems
raised by a North Korean government that appeared on the brink of building its
own nuclear weapons, and at a time when U.S. and Allied forces were about to
start their campaign against Saddam Hussein’s regime.

3. In Europe serious professional military education first appeared in Prussia
in the first decade of the 19th century, as a result of the catastrophic defeat of the
Prussian Army in the double battle of Jena-Auerstadt in October 1806. The creation
of the Kriegsakademie represented the first attempt to educate officers in the art of
strategic and operational planning. Similarly the creation of the staff college in
France reflected the catastrophic defeat of that nation in the Franco-Prussian War
of 1870-71. For the impact of the 1806 military defeat on the Prussians, see Peter
Paret, Clausewitz and the State, Princeton, NJ, 1985. For the French defeat in 1870,
see particularly, Michael Howard, The Franco-Prussian War, The German Invasion of
France, 1870-1871, London, 1962.

4. The British Army established a staff college in 1854, as a result of its debacle
in the Crimean War. However, the Navy failed to follow suit until 1911, when
that service’s dismal performance in the debate over British strategy before the
Committee of Imperial Defense led the liberal government, Winston Churchill and
Lloyd George in particular, to force a staff college on an unwilling naval service.
By then it was too late to influence the nonexistent intellectual preparation of the
Royal Navy for the coming war. For the creation of the Army Staff College, see
Brian Bond, The Victorian Army and the Staff College, 1854-1914, London, 1972; for
the Royal Navy’s less than sterling intellectual preparation for the coming war,
see Andrew Gordon, The Rules of the Game, The Royal Navy and the Battle of Jutland,
London, 1999.
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5. This was largely the result of the German military leadership’s emphasis in
post-world War Il accounts of the role that professional military education played
in their preparations for war. What, of course, they did not mention was the
fact that that education had completely failed to prepare German officers for the
strategic, logistic, and intelligence challenges which the war they had unleashed
presented them and their nation. For a discussion of these issues, see Williamson
Murray, German Military Effectiveness, Baltimore, MD, 1992, chpt. 2. See also James
S. Corum, The Roots of Blitzkrieq: Hans von Seeckt and German Military Reform,
Lawrence, KS, 1994.

6. The author has been told by members of the faculty of the Naval War
College that over the past 40 years only one future admiral actually taught on the
faculty of the Naval War College before promotion to admiral. As recently as 3
years ago, the biographies of admirals on active duty released by the Navy’s Office
of Public Relations indicated that over half of the admirals on active duty had
never attended a senior service college.

7. Admiral Raymond Spruance, also upon completion of his fleet command
at the end of the World War II, chose to return to Newport as the President of the
Naval War College. The choice by two of America’s leading admirals during the
course of the first half of the 20th century to focus their last years of military service
on the professional education of officers says a great deal about the organizational
culture of the Navy during this period.

8. One expert on the history of war games has noted about these games that
they “contributed substantially to the development of ideas about how to employ
the aircraft carrier.” Peter P. Perla, The Art of Wargaming: A Guide for Professionals
and Hobbyists, Annapolis, MD, 1990, p. 71.

9. For the importance of red teaming in history to the success of military
institutions in innovating during periods of peace, see Williamson Murray, “Red
Teaming: Its Contribution to Past Military Effectiveness,” Dart Paper, Hicks and
Associates, November 2002.

10. Norman Friedman, Thomas C. Hone, and Mark D. Mandeles, American
and British Aircraft Carrier Development, 1919-1941, Annapolis, MD, 1999, p. 34.

11. Ibid., p. 34.

12. See, particularly, Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning the Next War, Innovation
and the Modern Military, Ithaca, NY, 1991, p. 69.

13. The problem of the sustainability of aircraft at sea would force the Navy

to develop radial engines which eventually proved as efficient as in-line engines,
but much easier to maintain. This fact was to play a major role in the successful
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sustainment of U.S. air power (army air forces as well as Naval air) over the great
distances involved in the projection of American military force.

14. Ibid., p. 42. Reeves’ innovations were to be critical in showing that carriers
could handle large numbers of aircraft under the most trying circumstances. With
that proof of the concept, the Navy was in a position to take full advantage of the
huge carrying capacity that the new aircraft carriers Lexington and Saratoga would
offer upon their completion as aircraft carriers (they had originally been laid down
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CHAPTER 2

BALANCING TYCHE:
NONLINEARITY AND JOINT OPERATIONS

Colonel Stuart A. Whitehead

Preparing for the future will require new ways of thinking,
and the development of forces and capabilities that can adapt
quickly to new challenges and unexpected circumstances. The
ability to adapt will be critical in a world defined by surprise and
uncertainty.

Donald H. Rumsfeld'
Secretary of Defense

The unforgettable events of September 11, 2001, awoke, once
again, a “sleeping giant.” In response to terrorist attacks, recent and
ongoing operations in Afghanistan have demonstrated effective
innovation against a complex, distributed, and adaptive enemy. But
as the war on terror continues, the enemy will respond to coalition
actions in unexpected ways. Unfortunately, the world of the terrorist
will never be one of isolation. State sponsors will continue to finance,
train, and resource non-state actors as their surrogates in pursuance
of national interests. As the United States and its allies confront such
states, the complexion of nations and possibly entire regions may
evolve in unforeseen directions. In anticipation of this prospect,
long-term U.S. success will lie in institutionalizing a culture that
values adaptation so that tomorrow’s creative solutions will not be
the exception, but rather the rule.” The challenge facing the armed
forces of the United States is to develop an effective military doctrine
that meets their needs as well as the needs of government agencies
and multinational organizations. Such an effort represents a
significant departure from the past and encompasses a fundamental
change in the way the American military must think about war and
its prosecution.

The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate that centuries of
linear thought have and continue to shape war fighting doctrine,
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despite the fact that nonlinearity is more reflective of the actual
nature of war. First described as “Tyche,” the personification of
fortune by Thucydides,® more recently nonlinearity has become an
important paradigm for understanding warfare.* By recognizing
and incorporating key aspects of nonlinear theory in a 21st century
American approach to warfare, the U.S. military can overcome many
of the theoretical limitations it currently faces in formulating Joint
doctrine.

The Nature of Paradigms.

Since the dawn of time, man has sought to understand the world
around him and his place within it. For Plato, man’s cognitive
world was always an approximation of a paradigm (a clear and
indisputable example, or standard against which to judge other
instances).” But as Thomas Kuhn argued in his theory of scientific
progress, scientific knowledge is more than purely objective; it
rests on “’dominant paradigms,” accepted theories that reflect and
uphold a certain viewpoint.”® As an example, consider that Europe
in the Middle-Ages functioned according to an elaborate system,
linking natural phenomena to theology and government. That
system represented an earth-centered Ptolemaic taxonomy: precise,
observable, and wrong. Yet for centuries, it defined European man’s
universe and his role within it.

Like many systems of the past, Aristotelian physics and
cosmology reacted sensitively to seemingly minor inputs. Among
these stimuli were the ideas offered by the scientist Galileo Galilie in
his Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems.” Galileo observed
inconsistencies in the Ptolemaic universe, ones that reinforced
earlier observations by Johannes Kepler and Tycho Brahe. Through
personal genius and advances in technology, Galileo documented
nature through the use of a telescope. Thus, he advanced further the
argument of a heliocentric universe. In short, by moving the sun to
the center of the universe, he challenged over a thousand years of
Catholic dogma and irrevocably changed the relationship between
man, science, religion, and nature.® As Kuhn would suggest, the
Ptolemaic system was the dominant paradigm. Nevertheless, while
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it represented a generally accepted explanation of things, it suffered
from observable anomalies. The strength of any paradigm rests in
its ability to overcome anomalies; as scientists began to question
the veracity of the Ptolemaic universe, the idea of a heliocentric
universe gained favor.’ Paradigms, however, do not give way easily,
especially when societal structure, sources of power, institutions of
learning, and professional careers rest on the propagation of their
precepts: enter what Kuhn coined, “the paradigm shift.” Once a
dominant paradigm becomes so overloaded with exceptions, forced
upon it by a growing number of observable anomalies, another
replaces it. It is during the unstable transition period, when the
old paradigm erodes against the onslaught of new thinking that
“revolutionary science” appears.’® Thus, the paradigm shift yields a
new Weltanschauung and the ability to explore new possibilities with
fresh thinking."

In much the same way as Galileo sought to understand the
universe, militaries have devoted much effort to understanding
their particular environment: war. This is especially true in the wake
of the ultimate “paradigm shift,” defeat. In such circumstances,
having experienced first hand the fury of a new technology, tactics,
or operational art, defeated militaries typically conduct detailed
analysis of change.”? Carl von Clausewitz is perhaps the supreme
example of this phenomenon. His was an intellectual journey, born
of the Napoleonic throttling of Prussian forces at Jena-Auerstadt
and culminating in a theory of war unique to the literature of armed
conflict.” By his example, through the study of history, generations
of military officers have sought to understand their profession; yet
many only manage to take from it superficial analysis, dogma, and
false conclusions.'* Why this has occurred is due in great measure to
the tools with which the legions of well-intended professionals were
equipped, namely their education, culture, and the contemporary
paradigm.” Today, U.S. officers are no less challenged.

Linearity.
At an early age children learn, in geometry for example, that

the shortest distance between two points is a straight line. Linear
equations exhibit a character described by the conditions of
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proportionality and additivity. Proportionality means that changes in
the system’s input are proportional to its output. Additivity refers
to the idea that the whole is equal to the sum of its parts.'® Together
these concepts suggest that if one knows a line’s equation, one can
determine the exact value of each variable, as well as their proportion
to each other. More importantly, one can, therefore, accurately
predict the path of the line into the future. All of this assumes the
equation is free of external influence and that its elements are precise
and remain in isolation. From an analytical point of view, linearity
also means that one can understand “the whole” by an examination
of its parts. Much like the Ptolemaic Universe and Newtonian
Physics, the linear paradigm proved, and in many ways continues to
prove, valuable in both understanding and predicting phenomena.

Turning to the conduct of war, linearity is endemic to the
theory and prosecution of the American way of war. Beginning
with Henry Halleck’s translation of Jomini in 1846, generations of
American officers have studied the concepts of a theater of war,
base of operations, key and objective points, lines of operations,
and interior, exterior, concentric, and eccentric lines, among a host
of linear examples.”” As a consequence, such concepts have played
prominent roles in U.S. military history, whether in the Allied
campaigns in Europe, in DESERT STORM, or even today. Current
Joint doctrine, for example, reflects Jomini’s influence in its definition
of lines of operation: “Lines which define the directional orientation
of the force in time and space in relation to the enemy. They connect
the force with its base of operations and its objective.”*®

Linearity’s attraction and durability in military affairs owes
much to its quantifiable nature and the fact that it is reasonably
precise and predictive of capability and outcome. When and where
anomalies occur, scientists usually attempt to find mathematical and
or technological solutions. Typically, the technological approach
focuses on gaining more accurate information about the enemy and
the operational environment. This approach was recently manifest
in the slogan, Lifting the Fog of War, in which one influential former
senior officer suggested a radical restructuring of the U.S. military
to take advantage of the potential of information technology."
Mathematics, on the other hand, is a tool to predict outcomes more
accurately. For example, the integration of probability equations and

28



sensitivity formulas has, to a degree, overcome the specter of the
inexplicable outcome. Leaders, then, are able to determine results
of automated wargames to within an acceptable margin of error. In
their respective spheres, both mathematics and technology attempt
to solve the “knowledge conundrum.” This is the idea that the failure
of the linear approach (that war is not predictable) results from the
lack of some key element of information.?” Without that information,
the system acts sensitively and unpredictably to its input. For this
reason, by the standards of linearity, the solution to overcoming
friction in war is access to better information, thereby improving
situational awareness.

With this in mind, modern operational design applies concepts
such as “systems” and “nodal analysis” to pursue improved
situational awareness. In practice, however, the attempt often
reflects merely a refinement of the linear approach.?’ Systems
theory strives to understand the structure of an opponent through
an analysis of its parts. Colonel John Warden’s “Five Ring Model,”
as an example, reflects such an approach. Acknowledging that
each situation exhibits potentially different vulnerabilities, Warden
ascribes five basic centers of gravity or (rings of vulnerability) that
are “absolutely critical to the functioning of the state.”?* The rings
include the fielded military, the population, the infrastructure,
organic essentials, and leadership. In prosecuting a campaign the
goal is to apply actions against the mind of the enemy command
or the system as a whole.” Thus, action may occur directly against
the enemy leadership, or take a more indirect approach, chipping
away at weaker points until the path of least resistance leads to the
collapse of a major vulnerability.

In the best of circumstances “parallel attack” leverages the model
by preventing the enemy from responding effectively to multiple,
simultaneous attacks. However, much like a linear equation, his
concept implies both an external and internal structural immutability
and isolation. That means the operational design selected before
the start of a campaign can actually capture reality. “The trick,” as
Michael Howard observed, “is not to get it too wrong.”* Regardless,
such an approach requires extremely detailed and accurate prior
knowledge and situational awareness of the entire structure and its
parts. It also requires confidence that the selected course of action is
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in fact correct and will remain applicable until the conclusion of the
campaign. Most importantly, the Five Ring Model assumes that the
enemy is incapable of significant change throughout the duration of
a conflict. It is perhaps with such assurances in mind that an ancient
Sufi text cautions, “You think because you understand one you must
understand two, because one and one makes two. But you must also
understand and.”*»

Nonlinearity.

In war games, as in combat, seemingly insignificant events
can have unanticipated and serious consequences; thus, “for
want of a nail,” a wholly disproportional outcome can ensue. The
theory of nonlinearity reflects reality. It disregards the qualities of
proportionality and additivity, in that resulting outcomes may be
erratic.” More to the point, disproportionally small or large outputs,
relative to the inputs, flies in the face of the Western philosophical
tradition, which postulates that truth resides in the simple, rather
than in the complex.”” But as Mark Twain said, “For every complex
problem there is a solution that is simple, neat, and wrong.”?
As a concept, nonlinearity describes the world as it is, with its
inherent complexities, rather than confining its perspective to the
proportionally small, but quantifiable portions of existence.

By modern characterization, nonlinearity falls under the rubric
of “new sciences” (including quantum physics and chaos theory).”’
All that not withstanding, Clausewitz was one of the first to capture
many of the essential aspects on nonlinearity. As Alan Beyerchen
has observed: “Interconnectedness and context, interaction, chance,
complexity, indistinct boundaries, feedback effects and so on, all
leading to analytical unpredictability—it is no wonder that On War
has confused and disappointed those looking for a theory of war
modeled on the success of Newtonian mechanics.”* Clausewitz
understood that attempting to achieve exact analytical solutions
was impossible given war’s nature. Therefore, the ability to predict
accurately the course or result of any particular conflict is severely
limited.
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Sensitivity.

Only since the advent of computers have scientists succeeded in
physically demonstrating what Clausewitz attempted to capture in
On War. By attacking nonlinear problems numerically, computers
have also highlighted patterns of instability. For example, in “chaos
theory,” chaos results when a system is both nonlinear and sensitive
to initial conditions. In such a case immeasurably small differences in
input produce surprisingly different outcomes for the system and to
a degree of complexity that exhibits characteristics of randomness.*!
However, over time systems can exhibit at least three outcomes: they
can eventually settle to some single state and remain there despite
further iterations (long term stability); they can settle on a series of
states, through which they cycle endlessly (periodic behavior); or
wander aimlessly or unpredictably (so-called “chaotic” behavior).*
This third state illustrates dramatically what some scientists have
termed, a “strange attractor,” demonstrating that perhaps there is
indeed a pattern to “chaotic” behavior.”

Military history possesses numerous examples of such behavior,
ranging from institutional inertia and entrenchment to an enthusiastic
commitment toward radically new thinking. In 1870, for example,
despite their best intentions, the French failed to employ properly
a form of early machine gun they had developed in the Franco-
Prussian war. This error, combined with both a flawed command
and control system and doctrine, resulted in French defeat at the
hands of the North German Confederation.** After World War I,
the British Army’s leadership, wishing to present their performance
in the most favorable light, suppressed and distorted analytical
conclusions concerning that conflict, while institutionalizing an anti-
intellectual culture.® Conversely, in an environment of technological
parity, theoretical developments, accompanied by modest resource
investment and innovative doctrine, allowed the Germans to achieve
extraordinary results through Blitzkrieg.*® The nonlinear aspect of
war offers the prospect of a variety of outcomes, not necessarily
apparent in the period preceding conflict. The key, however, is
to recognize and positively exploit such potentialities before they
become the tools of an opponent.
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Role of Variables.

Within a nonlinear system, it is not possible to isolate variables
effectively from each other or from their context. Thus, not only do
truly dynamic interactions ensue within the system, but they are a
defining characteristic.’” Unlike the cause and effect characteristics
of linearity, nonlinearity embodies a more holistic universe, in
which one must view elements not only as a whole but within the
context of each other. Just as the human body consists of complex
groups of interdependent systems (nervous, respiratory, muscular,
digestive, endocrine, skeletal, urinary, reproductive, integumentary,
and circulatory), a break down of a critical organ can have a
disastrous effect on the body as a whole. Thus, a human can die as
easily from improper field sanitation as from a projectile. From a
broader military perspective, the same is true of the many essential
and interrelated subsystems that contribute to combat capability:
intelligence, command and control, air defense, combat power (land,
air, and sea), and sustainment, among others. A failure in any one
key area could spell disaster for the entire system. Knowing what
is vital and how to seek protection, while exploiting an enemy’s
vulnerability, is a basic factor to success.®® The degree that one can
achieve destruction against an opponent with an economy of force
represents nonlinearity in action.

Interaction.

Clausewitz observed that, “War is never an isolated act.”® As
a phenomenon, it represents the interaction of antagonists played
out within the realm of temporal dynamism. Consequently,
understanding war requires an understanding of the nature of
interaction. On War captures the interactive nature of war by way of
three increasingly sophisticated definitions: First, “the duel . .. an act
of force to compel our enemy to do our will.” In this metaphor war is
not just each opponent’s sequence of intentions and actions, but the
pattern generated by their mutual interaction. Moreover, Clausewitz
contends that actual war never occurs without a context and that its
results are never absolutely final. By context he means the unique
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political and cultural situation that surrounds a given war. As an
example, he uses the nonlinear image of combustion to exemplify
how a simple quarrel can have a disproportionate effect—a real
explosion (such as the wars of the French Revolution).*” That wars
are never final refers to the fact that at its conclusion (if not before),
war has an effect. It will generate an outcome, perhaps even one
that is unintended, and this will feed back into the political context.
Wars, therefore, are inseparable from their context, which is always
characterized by feedback.

Second, “war is merely the continuation of policy by other
means.”* Here Clausewitz attempts to capture the continuously
changing aspect of war, one that he describes as being a true
chameleon that exhibits a different nature in every concrete instance.
In other words the ends-means relationship does not always work
in a linear fashion. The constant interplay is an interactive feedback
process wherein war’s character changes continually and from that
process, other outcomes flow.*

Finally, in his third definition Clausewitz introduces the famous
model of the trinity (violence, hatred, and chance manifested as
people, government, and army) explained through the use of a
scientific metaphor: a magnetic pendulum suspended between
three powerful magnets. Not readily apparent in reading On War
is the physical result of the experiment and hence its true heuristic
value. When one releases a pendulum in such a case, it darts about
in a seemingly random fashion, sometimes kicking out hard enough
to continue swinging in a long and intricate pattern. One can never
repeat the pattern, however, because man is physically incapable of
replicating the experiment with exact precision. In effect, Clausewitz
uses this physical phenomenon to describe the modern concept of
chaos theory, pointing to the difference between pure theory (with
exact measurements) and the real world (filled with friction). The
power of this example lies in the idea that the trinity is not made up
of three passive points, but three interactive points that simultaneously
pull war in different directions, forming a complex interaction each
with the others.” It is not possible to isolate the points from either
their context or chance; hence both complexity and probability
characterize the movements.
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Moving from a scientific to a philosophical example, the idea of
interaction is rooted in the ideas of two British philosophers. George
Berkeley and David Hume believed that man did not passively
observe and absorb knowledge; rather, by the process of observation,
man creates knowledge and molds the world through his own
consciousness.* This idea has found an echo in the contemporary
words of physicist John Archibald Wheeler, whose perspective
is one of a participative universe “where the act of looking for
certain information evokes the information we went looking for—
and simultaneously eliminates our opportunity to observe other
information . . . [This is] a participatory process, where we create not
only the present with our observations, but the past as well.”*> For
example, the purpose of a command post is to acquire and transmit
information. In particular, staff members within a command post
look for certain elements of information: an enemy signature unit,
an enemy action, status of unit and so on. Therefore, when engaged
in finding out particular information they are, by omission, not
looking for other indicators. In the process of acquiring and omitting
information, the command post creates its own reality. To the degree
that its reality reflects truth, it will be less susceptible to the forces
of friction. This phenomenon is an embedded aspect of nonlinearity,
in that dynamic interaction is itself the catalyst for change. How
interaction occurs, or is prevented from occurring as foreseen
(through friction or chance), is the understanding (feedback) needed
for situational awareness.

Causality and Energy.

Power and causality, as Hume cautions, is dependent upon
knowledge, or “the relation of ideas in our minds.” Clausewitz
addressed the notion of causality in attempting to answer the age-
old question of whether war was an art or a science. His reply was
that it is neither. “In war, the will is directed to an animate object that
reacts.”* This idea springs from Hume’s investigation of causality
and its association with power. His conclusion was that only the mind
is the true active substance. Material substance is merely passive and
inert. Hume suggests that only through experience can one discover
facts; in some cases investigation yields understanding. Important
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to this idea is the temporal nature concerning the truth of facts: what
may be true today may not be true tomorrow. Science is not all a
priori, Hume contends; rather, even causality exhibits randomness.
This notion is found today in the expression, “The truth changes,” or
as Clausewitz argues, it is the very nature of human interaction itself
that makes war unpredictable.*

Another frequently cited metaphor used to describe the
unpredictable nature of causality involves the science of
thermodynamics (the physics of the relationship between heat and
other forms of energy).* In the Second Law of Thermodynamics
(“the condition of a system in which the resultant of all acting
forces is zero”) friction is the nonlinear feedback that leads to heat
dissipation of energy in a system “a form of increasing degradation
toward randomness, the essence of entropy.”*’ To monitor friction,
scientists develop negative feedback mechanisms which signal when
the system veers from its established course. This approach is useful
in maintaining the status quo. If the environment changes while
the system remains constant; however, the system over time may
continue to function as desired, but it may also become irrelevant.

A more holistic approach takes advantage of positive or
amplifying feedback. Rather than signaling a deviation in the system,
amplifying feedback triggers a signal upon detecting changes in the
environment. Thus, rather than adjusting the system to maintain
its designated function or direction, positive feedback triggers the
need to change the system in an effort to respond to changes in the
environment. At a basic level these distinctions appear in the military
adage of “fighting the enemy, not the plan.” Negative feedback
signals when a plan is going astray. Positive feedback, on the other
hand, identifies changes in the battlefield that may generate new
dangers or new possibilities. In combat, both types of feedback are
necessary precursors to effective, adaptive behavior.

Taking the example of causality in combat a step further,
consider that battlefield interaction takes many forms. One of the
most fundamental relationships is between offensive and defensive
operations. Herein, as Clausewitz demonstrated, lies a paradoxical
relationship, highlighted by the concept of culmination. Specifically,
the further a force prosecutes the offense, the weaker it becomes.
Once the offensive force culminates, it reverts to the defensive
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and becomes paradoxically stronger against counterattack. In a
thermodynamic sense, active energy is exchanged for potential
energy. Thus, when viewed as a system, a military force in combat
defies equilibrium; it is typically either gaining or losing strength.
Given that the preservation of one’s own force while achieving the
destruction of the opponent’s defines the acme of success, military
force tends to respond as a “self-organizing system.”*® That means
that throughout the dynamism of combat, successful military forces
continually take stock of their interaction within the environment. By
modifying their “ways” in order to increase their strength relative to
their opponent’s and by adjusting those areas requiring protection,
as the situation changes, they are able to exploit opportunities
and avoid culmination. Above all, the continuous assessment of
capability against that of the enemy yields an understanding of the
possible within the realm of chance.

Chance.

It is the realm of chance that offers the strongest contemporary
argument for embracing nonlinearity. There are three possible
manifestations of chance: “random phenomenon, the amplification
of a micro-cause, or a function of analytical blindness.”*! Clausewitz
addressed the first two manifestations using the metaphor of a
game of cards. In that game, random phenomenon results from
initial inputs and the impossibility of knowing with any certainty
the ultimate outcome. The fact that the game does not always react
in a wholly unpredictable manner is the phenomenon that has
historically strengthened the argument of those who would view war
as a science rather than an art. In more recent times, mathematicians
have used equations of probability to capture chance, particularly
in the areas of computer modeling. Nevertheless, as one scholar has
pointed out, even computer programming has difficulty replicating
incompetence.”> Perhaps a less damning, but equally salient
perspective is the idea of prosecuting a bankrupt strategy—where
the misapplication of overwhelming resources, as Harry Summers
demonstrated, simply fails to accomplish desired ends. > As to
the second manifestation, by recognizing that a slight cause can
determine a considerable effect, Clausewitz captures the idea of
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amplification.* This is the basis of nonlinearity.

Regarding the final characterization of analytical blindness,
mathematician Henri Poincare warns, that “weakness forbids us
from considering the entire universe.”>* As a consequence, there is
a natural tendency to divide the problem and address the pieces
singularly. This of course is reflective of a linear approach to war
and negates the linkages endemic to any system. For example, even
when applying new ideas for prosecuting war at the strategic level
in Warden’s Five Ring Model, the fourth ring (population) can be
the least susceptible to direct attack; yet paradoxically it is often the
most important consideration.

Regardless of which manifestation chance assumes, the goal is
not simply to identify it, but rather to understand it. To overcome
chance, then, intelligence, combined with education and training,
is necessary to comprehend what one sees. The better one side
understands an adversary, the less susceptible that side will be to
uncertainty. Nevertheless, no matter how much effort a military
organization applies to the collection of intelligence, it is simply
impossible to know all there is about an environment, or, perhaps
more importantly, accurately predict the impact of interaction
within it.*

Change.

War is an open system, and one cannot isolate it from its
environment. At the most basic level, armies recognize this fact.
Commanders attempt to evaluate their capability against that of
their enemy to ascertain, if they are winning. Headquarters of all
types are replete with status charts and environmental assessments,
describing the status of friendly and enemy unit strengths and
dispositions. Even as “digitization” brings to command posts the
possibility of more accurate and timely information, however, the
outcome is generally just the automation of manual, linear processes.
This is important in so far that determining combat power is the
physical result of battlefield interaction. More critical, however, are
the collective responses to combat and the questions they generate.
How have the antagonists changed? How has the nature of the war
changed? What are the implications? These questions are not so
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easily (or often quickly) answered and are only exacerbated by the
nature of high tempo operations, in which windows of opportunity
open and shut rapidly, often with little warning.

A further complexity at the strategic level is the fact that all the
elements of national power bear on a conflict. How to recognize the
effect of ongoing diplomacy during combat, for example, is germane
to understanding both changes in the political climate, as well as
military effectiveness. If the political nature of the conflict changes,
chances are the military approach must also change. However, war is
not the sole domain of the ever changing chameleon. More apparent
is the “shape shifting” nature endemic to military operations other
than war, as operations move from peace enforcement, to peace
building and peace keeping, or reversion to any previous state in
the spectrum of operations. The more players involved, the more
complicated the environment. What is essential, regardless of the
nature of the operation, is that as leaders attempt to understand the
nature of their conflict, they cannot simply divide responsibilities
into discrete, “manageable pieces.” The pieces still react to each
other and as they do, they shape the nature of the environment.

The Soviet Sponsored Paradigm Shift.

A nonlinear approach addresses war holistically. By imagining
possible outcomes and the sensitivity of the system, it is possible
to design both positive and negative feedback loops that permit
the system to deal with friction, or self organize in response to
environmental change. Feedback loops account for the interaction
of the component subsystems and with respect to external agents. In
practice, this approach can appear radical rather than evolutionary;
however, history suggests that it is achievable and effective.”

Arguably the single best example of a nonlinear, holistic attempt
to understand a future war fighting environment occurred in the
Soviet Union immediately following World War 1. That country’s
ambitious efforts to examine the nature of war by way of a systems
approach and project the implications of its research into force
design, stands as a model of applied theory.®® What is more, the
Soviet “new thinking” still contributes greatly to an understanding
of the possibilities offered by embracing nonlinearity. From the
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onset, the Soviets applied a nonlinear template to their analysis. At
its heart was the idea of neutralizing an enemy system’s ability to
attain its goals. This provided the abstract, yet logical, framework for
a ground breaking approach toward operational maneuver.”

When committed to paper, the concept of operational maneuver
included three major parts: fragmentation, simultaneity, and
momentum. First, the “fragmenting strike” was a penetrating
column created from succeeding echelons. Each echelon had a
specific function: break in, break through, break out, and advance to
an operational depth.® The aim of deep penetration was to achieve
a center of gravity, which would provide a position of advantage
when reverting to the defense. Once again Clausewitz’ thoughts on
the nature of culmination ring true:

Far from being idle sophistry, we consider it to be the greatest
disadvantage of the attack that one is eventually left in the most
awkward defensive position....This is why the great majority of
generals will prefer to stop well short of their objective rather than
risk approaching it too closely, and why those with high courage
and an enterprising spirit will often overshoot it and so fail to
attain their purpose. Only the man who can achieve great results
with limited means has really hit the mark.*!

The “fragmenting strike” serves two purposes. In the form of a
“dividing strike” it can sever an operational entity from its broader
strategic complex; this included isolation from the environmental
context, or the isolation of a subsystem from the super-system. As
a “sundering strike” the goal is to separate the operational system
into discrete compact tactical segments, then isolate, encircle, and
destroy those segments.®

The second aspect of operational maneuver involved
“simultaneity,” which Soviet theoreticians believed could yield
synergy. The holding actions of a frontal echelon, combined with
an air-mechanized desant echelon (operating at the extreme end of
the operational depth) and a mobile maneuvering echelon, would
achieve the effect.®® By operating in the areas behind the enemy’s front
lines and achieving success in depth, the Soviets expected to achieve
enemy paralysis. Imbedded in the idea of achieving synergy were
three design features: tactical synthesis (the creation of combined

39



arms units to overcome battlefield complexity), synchronization
(achieved through a common consciousness shared by commanders
of all echelons), and finally, coordination (communications, briefings,
and counsels focused on achieving the linear aspects of interaction).*
The importance of this architecture is that the Soviets designed a
concept that addressed both the linear and nonlinear aspects of war.
By forming combined arms teams, the Soviets also created a “fractal
structure” that was adaptive to the changing nature of combat. The
idea of a shared consciousness responded to the cybernetic aspects
of interaction by way of feedback. Lastly, coordination design
acknowledged that linear processes were still very much within
the nature of war and required attention, albeit within the greater
environmental context.

The third aspect of operational maneuver was momentum. It
rested on a concept of velocity, articulated in terms of depth, time
and mass, and relation to striking power, which one produced
by attacking the system at every point in time in the course of the
operation.®® Much like synergy, momentum comprised four design
elements, captured by the expression “tempo of the operational
advance”: depth (provided the special setting for the operation),
resistance (represented attrition and affected momentum directly
through slowing of velocity or reducing mass), mass (achieved
through the echeloned structure that ensured the succession of strike
and increased the pace of operations), and operational mobility
(the key to preserving striking mass, defined by tactical velocity,
logistical support and successive operations).®® From a nonlinear
perspective, momentum helped to overcome the sensitivity of the
enemy system. By adopting an offensive approach that achieved
paralysis quickly and in depth, momentum prevented the enemy
system from mutating. Simply put, one denied the opposing system
time to respond to the attacker’s interaction. To the extent that
one side could affect multiple subsystems simultaneously and in
depth, that side could also achieve paralysis all the faster. Once
again, however, the Soviets did not turn their backs on linearity.
“Resistance” acknowledged the interaction of the offense and
defense, as well as their potentially linear paradox: culmination.
Similarly, the recognition of logistical support and successive
operations suggested the need for sequential operations.
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Allied to all of this was an innovative approach to command
and control as an integral part of operational maneuver. The Soviets
addressed command and control by recognizing that attrition and
randomness were the principle factors that determined the character
of the tactical level.”” Thus, they believed, they could overcome
friction through execution of battle drill: simple, immediate, and
effective responses, implemented by the tactical decisionmaker.
Command and control at higher levels included an approach
comprising the designation of the operational aim, immediate
mission, and subsequent mission. This was an attempt to galvanize
the striking echelon’s unity of effort and in some respects served
as a “mission type order.” Nevertheless, despite this admittedly
scientific approach, the principal quality required from a Soviet
operational director was still creativity; and the setting of command
and control systems at the Army and Front levels called for planned
improvisation.® So, it was that the Soviets clearly articulated both
the type of decision making required at each major echelon and the
necessity to transmit and translate instructions between echelons.

Finally, the Soviets did not limit their overall approach merely to
paralysis. They expected the strike echelon to “encircle” and destroy
components of the enemy defense.” As an example, the isolation
and destruction of the enemy’s air defense system augmented
dislocation and facilitated airborne operations, thus exploiting the
connectivity between subsystems. The nonlinear implications of
this idea suggest that, while non-lethal or precision strikes may
achieve an asymmetrical result, those same efforts may also require
destruction to yield the complete psychological, morale breaking, if
not incapacitating effect at the highest levels.

Nonlinear Implications for Joint Doctrine.

One can trace the American approach to jointness at least as
far back as Winfield Scott’s sea and land operations in the Mexican
War.”” However, cooperation not command was the order of the day.
Even the U.S. Army Air Forces in World War II, at best, coordinated
its efforts with ground maneuver.” Taken to the extreme, U.S. Air
Force operations in Vietham occurred not under the control of a Joint
Force Air Component Command (JFACC), but were rather divided
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by a convoluted “Route Package” system which separated control
between Commander in Chief U.S. Pacific Command (CINCPAC) and
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV).”2 All of this should
not be surprising. From a purely spatial dimension perspective,
the laws of physics and limitations of weapon systems historically
prevented services from interfacing except on the margins. Only in
recent years, notably during Operation DESERT STORM, has the
convergence of technologies yielded a more coherent meshing of
service areas of operations into a truly Joint Theater of Operations.
Like it or not, U.S. military history is one of compartmentalized
excellence, marked today by the world’s premier Army, Navy,
Air Force and Marine Corps. However, outright merger is not an
answer. Unlike the Ford Motor Company, which from 1958 to 1960
attempted to combine the best design qualities of several popular
cars into a distinctively new model, the United States Department of
Defense cannot afford to create a “Joint Edsel.”

Current Joint doctrine describes Joint warfare as “team
warfare.”” Like most metaphors, the term “team” can be misleading.
In war, unlike sports, only the victor can enforce the rules, while a
true genius makes his own. Likewise, in today’s vernacular the word
“team” can represent a collection of specialists working together.
While this may translate easily into a vision of a multi-service
organization working with a unity of effort under the direction of
a visionary coach, it is in the end a linear approach to warfare, one
not up to the demands of the future. From a physical standpoint the
dictionary describes the word Joint as “the configuration by which
two or more things are joined.””* But is a collection of disparate
organizations bound together to achieve a common purpose the
type of force needed for the future? Perhaps more importantly, is
U.S. Joint doctrine sufficiently strong, yet elastic enough to ensure
both unified and flexible operational employment?

The answer to both questions will remain negative as long
as current Joint doctrine reflects a pedestrian understanding of
nonlinearity. By limiting the comparison of linearity and nonlinearity
to the confines of geography, Joint doctrine fails to capture a holistic
approach to warfare, one of dynamic interaction between systems
and subsystems. Instead, Joint Publication 3-0 describes nonlinear
operations in simplistic and misleading terms as an objective
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oriented approach, prosecuted simultaneously along multiple lines
of operations from selected basis.” Jomini’s influence lives on!

Theory and Strategy—The Clausewitzian Litmus.

Few strategists view the theory of war in the same fashion;
perhaps it is due to the nature of the subject. From a broad U.S.
perspective, thoughts about war are largely borrowed, sometimes
plagiarized, from European sources. Theoretical sound bites of past
masters sprinkle across the pages of U.S. doctrinal publications;
some ideas are transient, others abide. Clausewitz appears to have
the greatest impact on current doctrine, perhaps because he wrote in
the general rather than the specific, or because his work continues
to be freshly interpreted. What is comfortable about Clausewitz is
that his ideas appear to fit Americans like a glove. The supremacy of
political authority over the military, the will of the people, and quick,
decisive battle reflect not only U.S. society, but how the American
people like to fight. Yet, Clausewitz also clearly underlined the role
of nonlinearity in the doctrinal approach to warfare. In this regard,
there are three fundamental lessons to be learned from the Prussian
philosopher and nonlinearity: first: theory should avoid prescriptive
doctrine - leaders must develop intuition; second: every military
act will have political consequences—one cannot isolate variables;
and lastly, adherence to unchanging principles is dangerous—what
matters is adaptability.”

Taken as a whole, there has been a mixed American reaction
to Clausewitz’s nonlinear doctrinal lessons. Few would accuse the
United States of being dogmatic in the application of Joint doctrine,
perhaps because that doctrine is the result of interservice compromise
and therefore by its very nature nonprescriptive. Conversely, to the
degree that U.S. forces continue to train under realistic conditions,
combat leaders develop intuition. But this is primarily at the tactical
level. As to the political consequences of military operations, Joint
doctrine does articulate the process of developing strategy and
recognizes that nations fight wars for political goals. But it falls short
of recognizing the political consequences of military operations.”
And with respect to unchanging principles, the one thread of
continuity that does run through Joint and Service doctrine is that
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of the “principles of war.” Although a recent addition to some
services’ lexicon, they serve as “the enduring bedrock of US military
doctrine,” the principles that “guide warfighting at the strategic,
operational, and tactical levels.””® This is assuredly more than
Clausewitz had in mind, since he viewed principles as useful in
the study, not prosecution of war. As for their applicability from
tactical to strategic levels, the current doctrine falls far short of
applying Clausewitz’s lessons of nonlinearity. Joint Publication 3-0,
for example states that “[t]he purpose of maneuver is to place the
enemy in a position of disadvantage through the flexible application
of combat power.”” Such a positional, kinetic approach may well
apply at the tactical level; but it does little justice to the nonlinear
aspects of seeking influence at the strategic level.

Incorporating the lessons of nonlinearity into the current Joint
doctrine does not represent an easy task. Colin Gray argues that
war is by its very nature complex and therefore offers complex
solutions. He suggests that there are (at least) seventeen dimensions
of strategy. More importantly he argues that these are merely
“distinctive dimensions of a whole entity...each influences the
other.”® He then groups the seventeen under three headings:
people and politics, preparation for war, and war proper, a holistic
approach that in many ways shares portions of Warden’s Five Ring
assessment. But Gray’s approach goes well beyond the linearity of
Warden's concept, emphasizing instead that war is a human activity
and can therefore be input sensitive. Strategy is eternal because it
reflects human nature; likewise, perception of the past as much
as the facts themselves shape the lessons of historical experience.
This is a significant argument because the consideration of human
interaction quickly moves the dimensions of strategy beyond the
physicality of linear warfare, to the sensory, intuitive, cognitive,
cultural, and the metaphysical that plays such an important role in
the nonlinear approach. Suddenly the nature of conflict appears far
more abstract, than the predominately physical, linear character of
Warden’s model.

Sensitivity, Variables, and Interaction.

Since nonlinearity represents recognition of the holistic nature of
war, a corresponding American approach to Joint doctrine should
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focus on interaction, rather than simply cause and effect. Future
war may be distributed, nodal, and geographically isolated. It may
just as well be asymmetrical, socially imbedded, and motivated
by abstract religious or political doctrine. It is not possible from a
nonlinear perspective to separate these variables from each other or
from their context. Above all, nonlinearity captures a system’s (or
strategy’s) outcome in response to inputs. Even small differences
in these inputs can produce entirely different outcomes, some even
approaching randomness, for the system. For example, if the United
States adopts a strategy of forward presence punctuated by power
projection, its strategists might well remember that it is, in the end,
an offensive doctrine prosecuted in someone else’s back yard.

A possible counter to such an approach, as an example, is
found in the American Revolution, where the British fought in the
southern colonies against a partisan force led by Nathaniel Greene.
That conflict was first and foremost a mismatch of objectives. On the
British side was the limited objective of achieving stability in North
America. From the colonial perspective, completely eliminating
British power in the colonies was their unlimited objective.®! The
British, seeking sympathetic colonists, moved their operations to
the south and applied a system of outposts whereby they defended
key “nodes.”®* Meanwhile, patrols secured the countryside, often
in a heavy handed manner. Backed by an unmatched fleet, British
forces could deploy flexibly in response to threats. Moreover, they
could chose the time and place of their assault and lines of operation.
When regular Continental forces deployed to assist Greene, the
British defeated them handily. However, what the British could
not do was create a safe and secure environment for sympathetic
colonists or, for that matter, themselves.®® Over time, British forces
simply exhausted themselves from pursuing a partisan force that
avoided battle, unless to the patriots” advantage.

The power of this vignette is that, although the British believed
they possessed freedom of action, secure bases, the capability to
mount simultaneous operations and both better command and
control and sustainment than the patriots, they failed to assess
accurately the nature of their interaction. British reprisals inflamed
the populace and eroded support for the crown, achieving just the
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opposite effect from the example of security for which they had
hoped. Their chosen “system” was sensitive to the act of reprisals
and generated an unexpected outcome. Moreover, as the nature
of the war changed, they failed to adapt to the new environment.
The British, while appearing nonlinear, were in point of fact, just
the opposite. Nonlinearity therefore is more than simply a spatial
or temporal approach to war; it is holistic in the purest sense of the
word. It captures the idea of cognition, in many ways, as Clausewitz
described understanding the nature of the war.

Turning to strategy as a system, the British naval strategist Julian
Corbett defined it as “the art of directing force to the ends in view.”
He also defined the ends by their object: “Major Strategy, dealing
with ulterior objects: Minor Strategy, with primary objects.”% While
admittedly current U.S. doctrine captures these ideas as “strategy”
and “operational art,” the significance of this approach lies in the
recognition that Major Strategy deals with the “whole resources of
the nation for war. It is a branch of statesmanship. It regards the
Army and Navy as parts of one force, to be handled together; they
are instruments of war.”® Corbett’s perspective was that achieving
a common understanding of a theory of war drives one to become
a single force. In other words education leads one to common
conclusion, and obviates the need for such externally driven
mandates as the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

This is not to suggest that America’s future envisions a single
military service as in Canada, but it is also more than simply the
lashing together of a guild of services while proclaiming unity.
Such action would serve no more purpose than covering the
services in a doctrinal fig leaf. Underneath they would remain
theoretically naked and alone, arguably as they have always been.
The implication of embracing a holistic theory is that a top down
understanding of interaction of inter and intra service relationships
will ultimately yield a broader, more flexible approach to warfare,
one that includes a unity of effort among all elements of national
power. The Joint approach must apply a “common grammar,” but
remain creative in its dialogue. For the United States, the time has
come to develop a theory of war for a new age and with it, a common
“Joint” grammar.
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Feedback, Change, and Causality.

Attempting to design a Joint doctrine that incorporates the ideas
associated with nonlinearity involves as complete an understanding
of the nature of war as is humanly possible. As Gray asserts, it
is a complex business. Nevertheless, identifying all the possible
dimensions (though situationally dependent) is the first step toward
addressing how the dimensions interact. Next, having identified the
dimensions, the construction and position of positive and negative
feedback loops would provide continual information at all levels
of war throughout the continuum of the conflict. Such a nonlinear
approach is essential because of the need to continually “sample”
information to determine the nature of interaction between each
strategic dimension and across the system as a whole. This is
especially important in attempting to overcome friction, since
the ability to recognize the nature and possible impact of that
phenomenon, and modify operations and future plans accordingly,
is essential to both relevance and success.

Feedback, as a process, means identifying intelligence
requirements that are more than simply linked to decision points.
They must be dimensionally evaluative. As the nature of the conflict
changes, the goal must be to recognize change and then foresee its
possible permutations across relevant strategic dimensions. This
may take time and run counter to the presumed nature of “Rapid
Decisive Operations.” Given the variety of dimensions, their often
nonmilitary nature and the complexity of dimensional interaction,
the sources of information must be broad. Lateral dialogue
between services, mediums, agencies, and allies, will be essential to
situational awareness and environmental understanding. There is,
of course, the potential for friction in such a complex methodology;
but friction, as Clausewitz long ago pointed out, is a fact of life in any
approach to war. More importantly, the relatively small frictional
advantage provided by nonlinear feedback can have enormous
outcomes in combat. But any advantage relies, in particular, on
the constraints imposed by human physical and cognitive limits,
particularly those dealing with informational uncertainties and
unpredictable differences resulting from spatially and temporally
dispersed information and most importantly, from the innate
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structural nonlinearity of the combat process.*

From a structural perspective, then, a nonlinear approach to war
will yield more than simply the superficial integration of services.
Developing a common theory of war, from which service strategies
evolve, is the first step of what will arguably be a long term process.
Current Joint doctrine is one of compromise and committee work:
a collection of principles, fundamentals, tenants, values, and
considerations that obfuscate the purpose of achieving shared
belief. Joint doctrine requires a common, not parallel, exploration of
future war, in which a “single force” seeks the capability to attack
the physical, mental and moral aspects of an opponent, in pursuit
of clearly articulated policy objectives. Although each service
contains the resident expertise to operate and dominate a particular
dimension, technology (if not theory) is driving the services
increasingly to share the battle space. The future debate of roles
and missions is long over- due, but will be futile without a common
understanding of war, the essence of Joint doctrine.

Human beings will always reach a limit of cognitive capability.
To the extent that a new generation of leaders is more attuned to
the dynamic, interactive nonlinear nature of war, the more likely it
will be both mentally creative and adaptable. Nevertheless, limits
in individual ability, experience, and training will always induce
friction in the force. That the military may have to cooperate with
other agencies or allies in the future will only further limit the
shared corporate consciousness. Distributed spatial and temporal
operations will only further exacerbate the friction induced by
differences in comprehension and capability. That is the nature
of the world. To the extent that U.S. forces can recognize such
challenges, develop an awareness of potential sources of friction,
and monitor the interaction of systems within the environment, the
Joint force will ultimately become a more adaptive, effective, and
durable organization.

Conclusion.
Centuries of linear thought continue to influence U.S. military

doctrine, education, and culture. Nonlinearity offers the American
armed forces the opportunity to reconsider how to fight, how to
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organize, and most importantly how to think about the challenges of
future war. The Soviets, faced with perceived threats and a changing
world nearly a century ago, embarked on a course which propelled
them to the forefront of innovative theory, manifest as doctrine,
structure, education, and procurement. Their journey was replete
with controversy, clashes of professional ego, and intense political
dialogue. Ultimately, Stalin suppressed these ideas through purge,
only toresurrect them againin the face of Blitzkrieg. Today, developing
a holistic theory that captures the contemporary environment, with
all its inherent complexities, will not be easy, but it is just as possible.
Embracing new thinking offered by nonlinearity, while continuing
to incorporate the “tried and true” will potentially change the entire
U.S. military culture, from training and education, doctrine and
equipment, to interagency and multi-national cooperation. But as
Colin Gray warns, “Change in form is ever confused with change in
kind. Possible revolutions in the character of warfare are mistaken
for revolutions in the nature of, or even from, warfare.”*

The concept of nonlinearity involves more than geometry; it is
recognition of the dynamic, interactive nature of warfare and the
complex connectivity of the human dimension. It is not simple.
Neither is war. But what nonlinearity provides is a construct for
understanding the changing character of war and allowing for the
recognition of friction before reaching culmination. The result is
intuition to recognize the implications of the changing situation
and adaptability to allow for appropriate action. The achievement of
success in both these abstract capabilities depends on the nature of
education, training, procedure, and finally structure. In that regard
nonlinearity offers a way to leverage the best of service cultures and
capabilities, while providing the opportunity to discard centuries
of unwanted baggage. In the end, however, the U.S. military’s
ability to understand the environment, its interaction within it and
the changing nature of conflict until conclusion, will ultimately
determine its success.

As America comes to grips with its new found role of global
“hyper-power,” the international stage will change with new, yet
unwritten dramas unfolding. New players willjoin the improvisation,
bringing with them challenge and intrigue, interests and alliances.
And above it all, “Tyche” will observe, like an interactive audience,
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whose fickle attention changes with the season and fashion.
Balancing her capricious moods and unpredictable nature will
require a presence of mind attuned to the nature of the environment,
the actors, and the audience. But that is what distinguishes the great
from the popular, and in the end determines who remains at center
stage, taking the final bow.
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CHAPTER 3

THE BEST OFFENSE IS A GOOD DEFENSE:
PREEMPTION, ITS RAMIFICATIONS FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Colonel Daniel L. Zajac

If we wait for threats to fully materialize, we will have waited too
long . ... Our security will require transforming the military you
will lead—a military that must be ready to strike at a moment’s
notice in any dark corner of the world. And our security will
require all Americans to be forward-looking and resolute, to be
ready for preemptive action when necessary to defend our liberty
and to defend our lives."

George W. Bush

In the wake of al-Qaeda’s 9/11 attacks on the World Trade
Center and Pentagon, America’s security policy underwent
significant changes, particularly in regard to anticipating the acts
of terrorists and their supporters. On September 14, 2001, Congress
authorized the use of force against those that planned, or perpetrated
the 9/11 attacks as well as those who harbored the 9/11 terrorists.?
The President, in his January 29, 2002, State of the Union address,
warned that the United States would not allow aggressors to strike
first> He reiterated his case for preemption in a commencement
address to the West Point Class of 2002.* Finally, the National
Security Strategy (NSS) of September 2002 included preemption as a
course of action.”

Anticipatory defense is not new to American strategic thinking.
However, thinking about preemptive or preventive strategies and
executing them are two different things. While reserving the right
to preempt or prevent, the United States has rarely exercised those
options. In the few cases of U.S. preemption, its operations have
been small in scale, for limited objectives, often clandestine, and
usually followed some provocative act. American leaders generally
considered the idea of striking first incompatible with their ideals
and thus not a legitimate course of action.®
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The President’s strategy is different, because it explicitly declares
that the United States will execute preemptive military operations
when necessary. His strategy includes preventative actions to
eliminate threats before they emerge—in other words before those
threats are imminent.” He has implied that the United States, in
situations short of last resort, might employ preventative attacks or
preventative war. Moreover, his statements suggest that America
will hold other nations responsible for the acts of terrorists operating
within or from their territory and that it reserves the option to
preempt or prevent within those states. While other nations have
employed anticipatory strategies, the United States has never before
declared such a doctrine. The President has added a new course of
action to America’s National Military Strategy. Consequently, its
armed forces must respond.

This chapter seeks to identify the implications of the President’s
emerging strategy for the Department of Defense (DoD). Specifically,
it employs just war theory and strategic military theory to model
decision criteria for anticipatory self-defense, while utilizing the
ends-ways-means paradigm for strategy analysis. After offering
several definitions, the chapter will explore the theoretical
foundations of anticipatory defense. A brief survey of historical
examples of anticipatory defense sets the stage for analysis. After
identifying three likely preemption types, the chapter addresses
means, recommendations for DoD, and the threats and risks of such
a policy. While the author does not intend to justify anticipatory self-
defense, he does conclude that there are instances that justify such
action.

DEFINITIONS

Anticipatory self-defense or striking an enemy before he can
consummate an act of aggression, will take one of four forms.
The fundamental discriminators in these forms are the concepts
of imminent verses inevitable threats and attacks verses war. For
the purpose of argument, this chapter employs the following
definitions.

Preemptive Attack: An attack or raid initiated on the basis of
incontrovertible evidence an enemy attack is imminent.
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Preemptive War: A war initiated on the basis of expectation and/
or evidence that an enemy attack is imminent.

Preventative Attack: An attack or raid initiated on the belief that
the threat of an attack, while not imminent, is inevitable, and that to
delay would involve great risk.

Preventative War: A war initiated on the belief that armed conflict,
while not imminent, is inevitable, and that to delay would involve
great risk.®

Unfortunately, President Bush, as well as advocates and critics
of his policy, often mixes all four forms into the term “preemption”
without drawing needed distinctions. Since the word “imminent”
appears in each form, it is worth reviewing the definition of
imminent: “. . . to project, threaten, . . . ready to take place; . . . hanging
threateningly over one’s head . . . danger of being run over . . . “°

Temporally, imminent appears to be a subjective call. For
example, combat forces set in attack positions could remain in
such a status for long periods of time. Thus, some divining of the
opponent’s intent is necessary. Nonetheless, it helps to distinguish
between forms of anticipatory defense. An imminent threat, ready
to take place, is closer in time than an inevitable one. The imminent
threat has immediate ramifications, if left unchecked. The 2002 NSS
states, “[The United States] must adapt the concept of imminent
threat to the capabilities and objectives of today’s adversaries.”™ This
statement represents an effort to push the time horizon associated
with imminent to a more distant point in time to accommodate
preventative action. Essentially, what the NSS indicates is the intent
to execute preventative attacks. To define “imminent” as a matter
of hours, days or weeks is illusory. In determining which threats
are imminent, there are no hard rules, and the President, perhaps in
consultation with Congress, will have to discriminate on a case by
case basis, supported by the best intelligence available.

Preemptive attacks possess limited objectives or discrete targets.
The aim is the elimination of a particular threat or capability. While
a preemptive attack is a war-like act, it is not a war in itself. U.S.
Military Doctrine defines attacks, raids, and strikes, outside of a
war, as military operations other than war (MOOTW). Preemptive
war is longer in duration than an attack and has as its objective the
imposition of the attacker’s will on an opponent, normally with
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limited ends in view. Convincing evidence of an imminent enemy
attack drives preemptive attack and preemptive war. In both forms
an imminent threat leaves little, if any, time to employ means other
than force, to decide, and to act. Ultimately, preemptive operations
react to an imminent attack, the character and timing of which are
determined by the threat.

Preventative attack is a term undefined outside of this paper.
There are no references to it in either theory or doctrine. Nonetheless
the concept of preventative attack is relevant and many of the
President’s statements suggest such a concept. Preventative attack
is similar to preemptive attack. However the former rests on a threat
judged to be inevitable, as opposed to imminent. Moreover, it differs
from preemptive attack in the time available to assess, decide and
act. It is premeditated and not an act of last resort. Proving the
inevitability of an attack is difficult, much more so than proving the
threat of an imminent attack. The same is true of preventative war.

Both preventative attack and preventative war are premeditated
acts aimed at eliminating an anticipated threat. The time available
before taking action should allow the exhaustion of diplomatic or
other means of national power to diffuse the underlying causes of
the confrontation prior to out-break of hostilities. Likewise, time
provides the opportunity for building domestic and international
consensus and legitimacy. In preventative actions, the attacker
possesses the initiative in terms of choosing the time, place, and
character of his initial attack. Part of the rationale for preventative
military actions rests on cost benefit analysis. “If an attack or war is
inevitable, why not fight at the time and place of my choosing, while I
have the initiative and before the enemy increases his strength?” This
logic is more relevant if the potential assailant possesses weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) or is about to obtain them. There is a moral
component to this argument as well. If the cause is just, preventative
actions may be more economical in terms of collateral damage and
loss of life.

FOUNDATIONS OF ANTICIPATORY SELF-DEFENSE

The foundation for rationalizing anticipatory defense rests in the
legacy of Just War Theory and International Law stretching back to
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St. Augustine.! An early Christian thinker, St. Augustine, and those
who followed him, tried to reconcile the competing moral principles
of nonviolence and the evil of taking human life with the need to
protect innocent human life through the use of force and violence.'?
This tradition produced a construct that has come to be known as jus
ad bellum or “The Just War Framework.” The essential elements are:

* Just Cause;

* Legitimate Authority;

e Public Declaration;

* Just Intent;

* Proportionality;

e Last Resort; and,

* Reasonable Hope of Success.”

In the 16th century, Hugo Grotius, in his seminal work, The Law
of War and Peace (1625), developed a theoretical construct of
international law from just war theory. His theories formed the
basis of modern international law. The Treaty of Westphalia in 1648
(ending the Thirty Years War and influenced by Grotius” work) and
the Congress of Vienna in 1814-15 established a set of international
norms that have endured to this day. These norms are the concepts
of the modern nation-state and sovereignty.*

The first diplomatic rationale for preemption based on self-
defense came from the United States. In the Webster-Ashburn
Treaty of 1842, Daniel Webster, America’s Secretary of State at the
time, created what has come to be known as the “Caroline Doctrine,”
a definition of the circumstances necessary for a nation to justify
preemptive hostilities in self-defense.” Webster stated that there
must be a “necessity that self-defense is instant, overwhelming,
and leaving no choice of means, and no moment of deliberation.”"
This legacy endures today in Article 51 of the United Nations (U.N.)
Charter. Moreover it accommodates key elements of the “Just War
Framework.” Webster’s doctrine implies just intent, last resort, and
perhaps proportionality.

Over the past 4 centuries, the concepts of nation state, sovereignty,
just war, and the right to self-defense have coalesced in international
norms, codified in Article 51 of the U.N. Charter. Article 51 states,
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“Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the right of individual
or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member
of the United Nations.”"” The authors of Article 51 clearly intended it
for nation-states."”® Moreover, the concept of “armed attack” did not
anticipate terrorist attacks by nonstate actors such as those of 9/11.
Sean D. Murphy argues:

While there have been spirited debates over the right to engage
in “anticipatory self-defense,” most governments and scholars,
and the International Court of Justice, appear to agree that self-
defense is permitted under Article 51, but only when there has
been an “armed attack.” Yet the type of armed attack has been
less studied.”

Determining whether an armed attack is under way represents
a highly subjective decision. At what point under Article 51 would
the United States have been justified in attacking Nagumo’s aircraft
carriers, as they steamed toward Hawaiiin 1941? Could America have
attacked them when they were leaving Japanese waters? When they
were transiting the Northern Pacific? Perhaps when combat loaded
Zeros, Kates, and Vals revved their engines on flight decks some
250 miles from Oahu? Article 51 implies that unless a nation could
determine with certainty that an attack was imminent and about to
commence, it would have to wait until the attack was in progress to
defend itself. The authors of Article 51 set an understandably high
standard for the justification of war-like acts, even when undertaken
in self-defense.

Given the demonstrated capabilities of international terrorists,
not to mention a world proliferating with WMD, it appears that
Article 51 of the U.N. Charter merits reconsideration. The only way
to completely reconcile a preemptive strategy with the U.N. Charter
is to equate imminent attack with the armed attack of Article 51.
Nonetheless, many international law experts believe Article 51
allows anticipatory self-defense.

Following 9/11 the U.N. Security Council issued Resolution
1373 (UNSCR 1373).% It reaffirms that international terrorism is a
threat to international peace and states the need to combat terrorism
by “all means” in accordance with the U.N. Charter and the right
to self-defense.?! It further states that nations should work together
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to prevent and suppress terrorist acts within and across their
boundaries, while refraining from providing support to terrorism.?
Nonetheless, while UNSCR 1371 calls on member nations to act
and legitimizes preventative measures, it falls short of endorsing
unilateral or multi-lateral preemptive or preventative military
actions. President Bush has already stated that preemption and
prevention are methods that America will employ in the Global War
on Terror. However, short of specific Security Council Resolutions
authorizing such actions, preemption pushes the limits of Article 51
and UNSCR 1371.

Terrorist organizations have changed the way the world deals
with the concept of sovereignty. This is particularly true of failed
states, or those too weak or unwilling to deal with terrorists on
their territory. Operation ENDURING FREEDOM is a case in
point. The Taliban, despite receiving an ultimatum from President
Bush, refused to extradite elements of al-Qaeda linked to 9/11 and
operating from Afghanistan. The United States, with support from
much of the world and in concert with the Northern Alliance, toppled
the Taliban and occupied Afghanistan to restore order and attack al-
Qaeda. These actions constituted retaliation against terrorists who
attacked America. This was not preemption.

Most agree that Article 51 rules out preventative war.
Nevertheless, it appears that the U.N. may set a precedent in Iraq.
President Bush is holding Saddam Hussein responsible for his past
transgressions. Moreover, he is holding Saddam responsible for the
likelihood that he will produce and employ WMD or provide WMD
to terrorists. Driven by the United States, the U.N. has started down a
path that could provide a measure of legitimacy for preventative war.
U.N. Security Council Resolution 1441 (UNSCR 1441) (November 8,
2002) states that Iraq, “will face serious consequences as a result of
its continued violations of its obligations.”? Meanwhile the “United
We Stand” statement of January 30, 2003, signed by eight European
leaders, add further legitimacy for preventative war.*

If the United States prosecutes preemptive actions, it will do so
only by pushing the limits of Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, while
accepting associated risks. Preventative actions, on the other hand,
would be best legitimized when executed within the framework of
Security Council resolutions or a willing coalition.
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ANTICIPATORY SELF-DEFENSE IN STRATEGIC
MILITARY THEORY

A survey of classic theoretical works offers little with regard
to preemption, preemptive war, or preventative war. Sun Tzu's
platitudes, addressing the importance of surprise and knowing the
enemy, offer tenuous relation to preemptive strategies.” Surprise
may play a role in striking an imminent threat or in choosing the
time and place of preventative strikes or war. However, knowing
the enemy’s intent is a crucial element in determining whether or
not to launch preemptive or preventative action. Likewise the theory
of the “indirect approach” offered by B.H. Liddell Hart bears some
similarity to preemption in that the defender attempts to catch his
enemy off guard by striking as the latter executes his attack.? Clearly,
the whole idea of preemption implies an ability to gain some form of
advantage on the erstwhile attacker, even if only in a tactical sense.

Clausewitz” “paradoxical trinity” possesses significant relevance
to the ‘Just War Framework’ and preemption.”” In his effort to
explain the phenomenon of war the Prussian theorist described
war’s dominant tendencies as

primordial violence, hatred and enmity, which are to be regarded
as blind natural force; of the play of chance and probability within
which the creative spirit is free to roam; and of its element of
subordination, as an instrument of policy, which makes it subject
to reason alone.*

He ties each part of this trinity to “the people ... the commander and
army,” and “the government” respectively.”

Clausewitz’ trinitarian paradigm correlates with the “Just War”
construct and provides insights into some of its key elements. In
just war theory a government’s political aims are manifest in the
concept of legitimate authority. These political aims further relate
to the public declaration that the legitimate authority should issue.
Clausewitz describes war as an instrument of policy subject to the
realm of reason.*® Reason, in an ideal sense, should employ war only
with just intent, proportionality, and as a last resort. Moreover, the
rational leader should not launch a war without a reasonable hope
of success.
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Likewise, in Clausewitz’” description of the passions inherent in
the populace, he accounts for the importance of obtaining domestic
and international legitimacy.* Certainly, in a democracy such as the
United States, and even more so in a coalition or body like the U.N.,
popular support offers not only legitimacy but also moral support
for a just cause. Conversely, preemptive and preventative military
actions may inflame the passion of those sympathetic to America’s
foes.

When Clausewitz speaks of the “commander and army,”
where the “the play of chance and probability within which the
creative spirit is free to roam,” he accommodates just war theory’s
proportionality, last resort, and reasonable hope of success.*
Political leaders depend on the military to create viable options
for the application of force. The military determines the lead-time
required for a preemptive strike and by default determines whether
there is time available to apply means other than force. It determines
the chance or risk involved and provides the leader with probability
of success. Likewise, the military will determine the chance of
minimizing collateral damage. The political leaders must then
consider the risks of the unintended consequences of military action.
Of course the Clausewitzian concept of friction is at play in all of
these calculations.

A superbly prepared military, capable of operational success,
is rarely a cure for faulty strategy resulting from a mismatch
between capability, strategy and aim. “[T]he most far-reaching act of
judgement that the statesman and the commander have to make is to
establish by that test the kind of war on which they are embarking;
neither mistaking it for, not trying to turn it into, something that is
alien to its nature.”* Clausewitz’ admonition must be the point of
origin for strategists, as they plan for war. It demands rigorous and
realistic analysis of the object in view and the capabilities at hand.
No less important is the cost benefit analysis of the object desired
and the resources the state is willing to expend in pursuit of its aims.
This is true of preemption and prevention. When planners cannot
create viable ways with the available means, military leaders must
communicate thatreality to their political leaders. Frequently political
leaders have reason to persevere despite a mismatch between ends,
ways, and means. Given the myriad of factors beyond their control,
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strategists often plan and execute operations as circumstances
demand as opposed to how they want to. Furthermore, military
leaders should rigorously explore alternative strategies, or branches
and present them to senior leaders. Adjustments to strategies and
perhaps the ends must rest on the circumstances of unexpected
operational opportunities and setbacks. However, when changes
occur to aims, a reassessment of strategy from ends to means is in
order. The harmonization of strategy and aims is no less critical
in the execution of preemptive and preventative actions. Planners
must carefully weigh the possible second and third order effects
of preemptive actions. Immediate success in preemptive actions
may have long-term unexpected or undesirable results. The risk
of unintended consequences, escalation, and successful conflict
termination come to mind. Clear criteria for action, developed prior
to acting, possess great value given the limited time available in
reacting to an imminent threat.

Early Cold War theorists provide the most direct analyses of
preemptive strategies. They directed their efforts at making sense
of nuclear warfare and explored preemptive concepts with greater
rigor than their predecessors. Nonetheless, one requires caution
when searching for contemporary utility in their writings, given the
differences between nuclear war—risking an end to civilization—and
the war on terrorism. One theorist who provides insights for current
students of preemption is Bernard Brodie. His landmark work,
Strategy in the Missile Age, produced an approach to nuclear strategy
that the United States employed through the end of the Cold War.**

Brodie traced the evolution of strategic thought from Clausewitz
to the 1950s, emphasizing the obsolescence of traditional concepts
in the missile age. He believed that nuclear weapons, with their
inherent destructiveness, were exclusively offensive instruments
with no defensive capability. Thus, the primacy of the defense as the
stronger form of war was invalid in the nuclear era.* Paradoxically,
the traditional strength of the offense, seizing the initiative by
striking first at the time and place of the attacker’s choosing, no
longer held merit when the outcome might be mutual destruction.*
Moreover, with the risk of enormous losses in nuclear war, Brodie
believed that a victory in strategic nuclear war might provide little
advantage over defeat.”
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Advocating a strategy based on deterrence, Brodie argued
against strategies based on anticipatory defense. Attempting to
highlight the dilemma in anticipatory strategies he mused:

. . . the philosophy of “I won't strike first unless you do,” though
the phrase should no doubt be edited to read, “unless you attempt
to.” Anyway there is the insistence that come what may, “I will
strike first!” —though the “I” agrees to wait long enough so that
my qualms on moral grounds are automatically resolved.®®

Brodie felt that American values argued against preemptive
strategies. He believed such strategies placed an undue burden
for decision making on the shoulders of the President.* Moreover,
he believed it was beyond America’s capability to divine the
inevitability of nuclear war.*

Despite his focus on nuclear warfare against a symmetrical
threat and his inability to predict a future populated by international
terrorists and rogue states, Brodie’s analysis of preemptive strategies
provides pertinent insights on current U.S. policy. For preemption to
be valid, Brodie emphasized the requirement for precise intelligence
toidentify imminent threats with great certainty. That same quality of
intelligence wasrequired to targetand preempt threats. Heenvisioned
the President as the ultimate decisionmaker in determining whether
threats were truly imminent and whether attacking preemptively
was warranted. Finally, to justify preemption the President would
require strong evidence to persuade the American populace of just
cause when striking first.* Just war theory and Clausewitz’ trinity
echo throughout his writings.

Michael Walzer adds useful insights on anticipatory self-defense
in Just and Unjust Wars. Walzer not only accepts preemption as a
legitimate form of self-defense, but he also criticizes views holding
an overly legalistic interpretation of imminent threat. Thus he
offers alternative approaches more sympathetic to the President’s
new policy. To Walzer, the legalists see Webster’s interpretation of
preemption as “a reflex action, a throwing up of one’s arms at the
very last minute.”** Walzer believes such a view is too restrictive,
when the safety of the nation’s citizens and allies is at risk. He adds,
“The line between legitimate and illegitimate first strikes is not
going to be drawn at the point of imminent attack but at the point
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of sufficient threat.”** Walzer defines sufficient threat as “a manifest
intent to injure, a degree of active preparation that makes that
intent a positive danger, and a general situation in which waiting,
or doing anything other than fighting, greatly magnifies the risk.”*
His approach accommodates both preemptive and preventative
actions and simplifies the criteria for a just war to two fundamental
principles: it must be a defensively motivated last resort and
“its anticipated costs to soldiers and civilians alike must not be
disproportionate to (greater than) the value of its ends.”* Walzer’s
thoughts on just war theory and anticipatory self-defense correlate
with President Bush’s strategy.

HISTORICAL EXAMPLES OF ANTICIPATORY SELF-DEFENSE
Preventative War: Imperial Japan, 1941.

On December 7, 1941, the Imperial Japanese Navy struck
Pearl Harbor with a surprise attack of devastating proportions.
This unannounced initiation of war was the opening blow in a
war of conquest. Near simultaneous attacks stretching from the
Hawaiian Islands to the Indian Ocean followed in its wake. Japan
launched a preventative war intended to create a strategic situation
so intimidating to the United States that a negotiated settlement to
Japan’s advantage would result. Japanese strategists believed that
these surprise attacks were the only way Japan could prevail in a
war that the United States would inevitably thrust on them.

Between 1895 and 1941, radical nationalism dominated Japan.
Japanese leaders felt exploited in their dealings with Western
Powers.* Nevertheless, it was Japan’s designs on China that led to
war with America. The League of Nations censured Japan after its
invasion of Manchuria in 1931, and Japan protested by withdrawing
from the League.*” On July 7, 1937, a minor engagement near Peking
between Japanese and Chinese forces escalated to another war.*® By
1939, after initial Japanese successes, the fighting in China devolved
into a war of attrition.*

To win the war, Japan endeavored to isolate China and obtain
additional resources in Indo-China. The fall of France and the
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Low Countries in 1940 provided an opportunity.” In September
1940 the Japanese occupied northern French Indo-China.”! Despite
American warnings, the Japanese then occupied the southern half of
French Indo-China in July 1941.>> These moves triggered American
restrictions on oil and scrap metal trade with Japan.® To continue
the war in China, Japan needed resources, particularly oil. Without
oil from America and without a change in policy Japan could only
obtain oil by seizing the Dutch East Indies. The Japanese estimated
their oil reserves at only 6 months without oil from the United States
or other sources. Their attempts to reverse America’s embargo
through negotiation were unsuccessful. In the meantime American
strength in the Pacific grew, while American industry began gearing
up for war.

Japan's leaders decided to seize the resource areas they required.
On September 4, 1941, they chose a path leading to preventative war
with the United States. They decided on war because they believed
the seizure of resource areas would trigger American intervention.>

Our Empire will (1) for the purpose of self-defense and self
preservation complete preparations for war, (2) concurrently
take all possible diplomatic measures vis-a-vis the USA and
Great Britain and thereby endeavor to attain our objectives. (3)
In the event that there is no prospect of our demands being met
by the first ten days of October . . . we will immediately decide
to commence hostilities against the United States, Britain and the
Netherlands.®

Eventually, the Japanese extended the deadline for decision to
November 30, 1941.5° However, on November 26 the United States
made it clear that Japan would have to withdraw from China and
Indo-China.” Japan’s leaders determined that giving up their goals
in China was unacceptable and the equivalent of capitulation. On
November 30, 1941, with the Emperor’s authorization, they decided
on war.”® The attack on Pearl Harbor was by definition the opening
battle in what the Japanese leadership believed was a preventative
war. After Pearl Harbor, with most of the American battle fleet
neutralized and the British Pacific fleet heavily attrited and chased
from the Pacific, the Japanese Army and Navy accomplished nearly
all of their assigned objectives.”
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Preemptive War: Israel, 1967.

After the War of Independence in 1948 and the 1956 “100 Hour
War,” Israel lacked operational depth, surrounded as it was by
hostile nations. Israeli policy was simple and logical, given their
geopolitical situation. First, avoid war. To deter war, Israel would
maintain a credible military capability and demonstrate a willingness
to use it. In the event of war, Israel must win without outside help
and against all neighboring enemies simultaneously. Finally, Israel
would fight without losing a major battle, since the consequences of
a single defeat could be disastrous.®

Israel announced casi belli for which it would consider offensive,
anticipatory, or defensive wars against potential opponents. These
causes were a massive build up of threatening forces near Israel’s
borders; the closing of the Strait of Tiran; a high level of guerilla
attacks that passive defense or punitive raids could not contain;
preparation for a strategic air attack on Israeli population centers,
infrastructure, or facilities; the entry of Jordan into an alliance with
Egypt and Syria; the takeover of Lebanon or Jordan by hostile
powers; and a growing imbalance in the combat potential between
probable aggressors and Israel.®!

From fall 1966 through summer 1967, a series of escalating
events and miscalculations led the United Arab Republic and Israel
toward war. These escalations boiled over in spring 1967. On April 7,
1967, Syrian artillery fired on Israeli settlements in the Galilee. Israeli
aircraft retaliated by bombing the artillery positions and then shot
down six Syrian aircraft that rose to intercept them. On May 14, 1967,
Egypt’s President Gamal Abdul Nasser publicly claimed that Israel
was mobilizing for war, and on May 16 he asked the United Nations
Emergency Force in the Sinai to withdraw from border areas.®* Israel
and Egypt started partial mobilizations. By the 23rd, most of the
U.N. Emergency Force had withdrawn; as they did, Egyptian forces
closed the Strait of Tiran.®® By May 27, most Arab nations pledged
support for any nation attacked by Israel.* Meanwhile Jordan’s
King Hussein signed a pact with Nasser that placed Jordanian
forces under an Egyptian General and opened Jordan to Egyptian
and Iraqi forces.® On June 4, Iraq joined the alliance of the United
Arab Republic and Jordan.®® Nasser declared, “We are eager for
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battle in order to force the enemy to awake from his dreams and
meet Arab reality face to face,” further evidence that an Arab attack
was imminent.*” Seven Egyptian divisions moved into the Sinai, and
Egyptian air activity increased dramatically, while the shelling of
Israeli settlements from the Golan and Gaza intensified. Meanwhile,
war rhetoric in the Arab media reached fever pitch.®®

The Arabs had triggered five of the Israel’s six casus belli. Facing
what they believed to be an imminent attack, Israeli leaders decided
to strike first. Only preemptive war made sense to those responsible
for preventing disaster from overtaking their tiny nation. On June 5,
1967, at 0755, the Israeli Air Force launched a preemptive, surprise
attack. By noon its aircraft had destroyed the Egyptian Air Force.®
Spurred by messages from the Egyptians, Jordan committed its air
force and started long-range artillery attacks on Israel.” In the Golan
the Syrians waited until the 6th, when they launched an abortive
ground attack.”

Employing speed and shock the Israeli Defense Force attacked
into the Sinai and Gaza Strip. By June 8 they secured a line along the
Suez Canal.”? Meanwhile, the Israelis pushed the Jordanians out of
the West Bank.” Ignoring U.N. efforts to establish a cease fire on the
8th, the Israelis attacked to rid Galilee of the Syrian threat. By the
10th they achieved their objectives, and the fighting ended.”

Preventative Attack: The Osirak Reactor, 1981.

An example more analogous to the President’s new strategy is
Israel’s attack on Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor in 1981. At 1735 hours
on June 7, 1981, eight Israeli F-16s, flown by elite pilots, streaked
across the Baghdad sky to attack the heart of Iraq’s nuclear weapons
effort. In the span of a minute, they destroyed the Iraqi reactor, built
with French support, and indefinitely set back Saddam Hussein’s
nuclear weapons program. Making the 635-mile flight from Israeli
to Baghdad, the attackers violated Jordanian and Saudi Arabian
airspace at great risk of detection. The attackers achieved surprise
and met only ineffective anti-aircraft fire.””

The Israeli attack was a clear example of a preventative strike.
Between August 1979 and June 1981, Israeli intelligence had been
tracking Iraq’s attempts to obtain nuclear weaponry. With the
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assistance of France, Iraq began building a reactor in the late 1970s
with the intention of producing enough enriched uranium to build
nuclear weapons. By fall 1980 Israeli intelligence projected that the
reactor would go on-line within a year. They could not wait because
a strike after the reactor was on-line would produce a radioactive
disaster. As a result, the Israelis planned the attack for November 4,
1980. However, they postponed the attack three times. In the spring
of 1981, Israeli intelligence predicted the reactor would go on-line
between July and September; as a result, the Israelis launched the
attack on June 7, 1981.7°

The Israeli rationale was simple. Israel’s enemies had sworn its
destruction and attempted just thatin 1948,1967, and 1973. Saddam’s
attempt to build an “Arab Bomb,” combined with his intense anti-
Israeli rhetoric, was hostile intent. Rather than allow the Iraqis
to produce a WMD capable of hitting Israel’s urban area’s, they
would strike before Iraq could build a bomb.”” Despite Arab vows
to destroy Israel the activation of the reactor was not an imminent
threat. However, in the eyes of Israeli leaders, the threat was
inevitable and allowing the reactor to go on-line was not worth the
risk. With an operational reactor, Saddam Hussein would inevitably
produce a nuclear weapon, and the Israelis believed it would be
employed to threaten or strike them. Furthermore, an Iraqi nuclear
weapon would provide a deterrent to Israel’s nuclear capability. The
similarities with current events surrounding Iraq are obvious.

HISTORY AND THE JUST WAR CONSTRUCT

Applying the “just war framework” to these historical examples
provides numerous insights. Moreover, those insights contribute to
the construction of American decision criteria for anticipatory self-
defense.

Just Cause/Just Intent.
Japan couched its justification for war in preventative war
rhetoric. A warped sense of just cause was an excuse for war.

Nonetheless, its real aim was to subjugate, exploit, and enslave
the areas it conquered. Clearly the Japanese cause and intent were
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unjust. Most of the world saw Japan’s aggression for what it was,
and its example demonstrates the risks inherent in justifying a policy
of anticipatory defense. Assuming America’s motivations are just
in regard to anticipatory defense and that eventually most of the
world will accept the policy, how long will it take for a rogue state
to invoke a similar policy as an excuse for aggression? In both of
the Israeli examples, the cause was national survival and the intent
was the defeat or destruction of the immediate instruments of the
threat.

Legitimate Authority/Public Declaration.

Each nation acted under the legitimate authority of its national
leadership. In two of the examples, Israel issued public declarations
in the form of casi belli. In 1967 and 1981 threats triggered one or more
of these casi belli. The Imperial Japanese made no public declaration
of conditions that would trigger a war. Meanwhile, they carried
on normal diplomatic relations with their opponents up to the
moment of attack and concealed their intentions, while attempting
to negotiate a settlement.

Proportionality.

Japanese strategists ignored the concept of proportionality.
The conquest of China, Southeast Asia, Australia, and the Western
Pacific was an extreme course of action to ensure Japan’s survival.
The Israelis demonstrated proportionality and restraint in both of
their actions. In the 1967 War, the Israeli Defense Force limited its
objectives and refrained from seizing territory beyond the Suez
Canal, Jordan River, or the Golan. The Israelis refrained from
continuing the war to inflict even greater losses on their opponents.
Likewise, they limited the Osirak Raid to the reactor alone, when
additional air strikes to suppress Iraqi air defenses could have been
executed.

Last Resort.

In terms of “last resort,” Tojo had alternatives to wars of
aggression, and there was no evidence of an imminent American
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attack or even an inevitable entry into the war, if Japan refrained
from attacking American forces. The Japanese could have
withdrawn from China and Indo-China. They deemed such actions
unacceptable. They could have limited their attacks to the specific
resource areas they required. They determined this was too risky
and expected such attacks would trigger American intervention.
This is not to say that a future declaration of war and intervention
by the Americans was impossible. Despite a strong isolationist
sentiment in the United States, American efforts at mobilization and
their economic restrictions on precious war material were threats to
Japan’s security.

In 1967 the Israelis faced what they perceived as an imminent
invasion; preemptive war was a last resort. However, Osirak raises
interesting questions with regard to the imminent verses inevitable
nature of the threat. Israeli diplomacy garnered little international
support in its efforts to forestall nuclear proliferation in Iraqi. Had
the reactor gone on-line in 1981, an Iraqi bomb was still years away.
The threat was not imminent. However, if Israel waited to strike after
the reactor went on-line, the potential for disproportionate casualties
was unacceptable. Interestingly, Khidhir Hamza, one of the scientists
working on Iraq’s nuclear program, stated that Saddam intended to
use nuclear weapons against Israel.”® The Israelis believed the risk of
allowing the Iraqis to build a bomb was too great. Thus the Osirak
Raid was preventative. One can only speculate what the Middle
East would look like today, if Saddam had developed a nuclear
weapon in 1980s. Israel’s dilemma in 1982 is analogous to the Iraqi
problem President Bush is dealing with today, while North Korea
demonstrates the risk involved in allowing rogue states to obtain
WMD.

Reasonable Hope of Success.

Calculating the potential for success, the Japanese accepted
enormous risks. Military advisors predicting a successful conclusion
to the war within 3 months of Pearl Harbor left Emperor Hirohito
exasperated.” The Japanese strategic assessments were flawed and
based more on wishful thinking and pride than hard calculations.
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The Israelis believed they would succeed in skillfully calculating
the risks involved in their operations and they applied measures to
mitigate those risks.

ANTICIPATORY SELF-DEFENSE IN AMERICAN
STRATEGIC CULTURE

Americans see the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor as a
dastardly sneak attack. Thus, when people speak of preemption,
many Americans conjure up images of an unjust, unannounced,
surprise attack. However, the United States has a tradition, albeit
a small one, of preemptive attacks. American presidents and senior
military leaders have seriously considered, planned for, and even
executed preemptive/preventative operations when they believed
such operations were necessary. Interestingly, as stated earlier,
Daniel Webster provided one of the earliest documented rationales
for preemptive attack.

On the morning of December 7, 1941, the USS Ward applied
defensive rules of engagement to execute a preemptive attack on a
Japanese midget submarine outside Pearl Harbor.* Likewise, prior
to December 11, 1941, U.S. warships in the Atlantic engaged German
submarines.® In the late 1930s the Marine Corps planned to seize
Caribbean and Atlantic Islands and littorals to preempt the Nazis
from gaining advantage they might obtain through diplomatic
means.*

During the Cold War, American leaders flirted with preemptive
strategies. While the United States rejected preventative war in
NSC-68 of April 1950, senior military leaders continued to advocate
anticipatory defense.®* Many believed that the measures required for
America to prevail in a long Cold War would exhaust the United
States while increasingly militarizing the society. Moreover, they
argued that, if war was inevitable, it made sense to strike before
growing Soviet strength made the risks prohibitive.

InSeptember 1953 President Eisenhower considered preventative
war with the Soviet Union in correspondence to Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles.®* He reversed such thinking, and from 1954
until the end of the decade, U.S. nuclear doctrine explicitly ruled
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out preventative war, “although it continued to emphasize the
desirability of a preemptive strike if a Soviet attack was deemed
imminent and unavoidable.”® In 1962, President Kennedy, his
cabinet, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff seriously contemplated a
preventative war in the early stages of the Cuban Missile Crisis.*
From the 1960s to the end of the Cold War, NATO strategy rested
on the first use of nuclear weapons if conventional forces could not
defeat a Soviet invasion of Western Europe.

Throughout the Cold War the goal of some of America’s
small-scale interventions included the installation of governments
sympathetic to the United States. One can view such interventions as
preventative actions to remove left-leaning governments before the
Soviets could exploit them.*” Often these interventions were covert,
as was the case in Iran in 1953, Guatemala 1954, and Chile 1973.88
Occasionally they were overt, as with the 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion.*
Arguably, NATO's brief war with Serbia in 1999 was a preventative
war on behalf of the Kosovar Muslims.®® Notwithstanding the
preventative nature of these endeavors none rise to the level and
scope that President Bush is now contemplating.

However, pundits musing that preemption is a radical break
with American tradition ignore significant portions of the nation’s
history. American senior leaders did not hesitate to give anticipatory
defense strategies serious consideration when they were the only
practical expedients in difficult national security situations. This
was particularly true in the Cold War when America’s survival was
at stake.

It is difficult to equate the arsenal of today’s terrorists and
rogue states with the destructive capacity of the former Soviet
Union. Nonetheless the Soviets, however threatening, never struck
the United States. Al-Qaeda attacked America with great cost to
the nation. Given the demonstrated ability of terrorists to strike
the United States and the potential wedding of WMD with future
terrorist attacks, the president’s anticipatory strategy is valid. The
question becomes one of when to act preemptively or preventatively.
However, such a strategy must be juxtaposed with the American
cultural bias against starting wars. Because of these dilemmas,
consideration of just war criteria and legitimacy could prove useful
to the effective application of the president’s strategy. With this in
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mind, it makes sense to find a paradigm that justifies and provides
decision criteria for an American strategy of anticipatory self-
defense.

PROPOSED DECISION CRITERIA FOR ANTICIPATORY
SELF-DEFENSE

The final tribunal is our own conscience . . . . We are fighting to
reestablish the rule of law . . . . Humanity rather than legality must
be our guide.”

Winston Churchill

Whenever possible, DoD should develop scenarios and
capabilities to counter potential threats. Moreover, it should
request presidential criteria for likely scenarios and thresholds
for preemptive and preventative actions. In the absence of such
criteria, DoD should wargame and recommend its own. With some
modification, the “just war” framework is a solid starting point.”? A
principled, moral approach to the problem based on a long-standing
ethical foundation that reflects most Americans’ sense of fair play
not only has value in deciding whether to attack preemptively but
would serve the nation well in justifying such actions.

While it seems evident that scenarios requiring preemptive
actions are a crisis, some cases, such as preventative war in Iraq,
will not require time constrained crisis response. In regard to crisis
action planning, the Department’s current joint doctrine remains
sound and applicable.” However, criteria for the employment of
preemption would be useful in both crisis response and deliberate
planning.

Imminent/Inevitable Threat.

Imminent/inevitable threat is determined by the President on
a case-by-case basis with regard to imminent threats. When the
threat is deemed inevitable, Congress should be consulted, if not
asked for endorsement. There must be a high probability of a threat
attack inflicting significant damage to the United States or American
citizens.
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In Cases Involving WMD.

In cases involved WMD, the adversary possesses or is on the
verge of possessing WMD. The adversary intends to use WMD or
make them available to others who will. The risk of waiting for
absolute certainty is unacceptably high.

Legitimate Authority.

The president is backed by domestic and multilateral support
when possible. When he deems a threat inevitable, he should, as a
minimum, consult Congress, if not requesting their endorsement.
In preventative actions he should make every reasonable effort to
garner domestic and international legitimacy prior to acting.

Public Declaration.

Whenever possible, the United States should signal its intention
to preempt prior to acting. To some degree, America’s stated policy
in regard to anticipatory defense already signals this intent. If the
United States chooses not to signal prior to a specific action, it must
assume responsibility and provide evidence of the threat as soon as
possible following an attack. In the case of preventative actions it
should signal and issue a demarche.

Just Intent.

The U.S. objective must aim at eliminating imminent or inevitable
threats to the United States and its citizens and not make an attempt
at aggrandizement or material gain.

Proportionality.

The United States should employ sufficient force to accomplish
the mission. However, it should limit damage and casualties to
a level only required to destroy or defeat the threat. Its military
forces should develop and modify standing rules of engagement
as required based on the situation surrounding each operation.
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Whenever possible, they should use nonlethal weapons, and, as a
general rule, they should confine anticipatory defensive actions to
nonnuclear forces.

Last Resort.

Preemptive action is the only course of action possessing a
reasonable chance of eliminating the threat prior to its inflicting
unacceptable harm to Americans or the United States. In the case of
preventative actions, the United States should apply every element
of national and international power possible prior to military action
or war.

Reasonable Hope of Success.

The actions undertaken by the United States must have a high
probability of accomplishing the mission of destroying the targeted
threat with minimal collateral damage.

This construct is not absolute or all-inclusive. As one
commentator notes, “Prescriptive approaches rarely meet the tests
of history, particularly in dynamic time periods.”** However, such
criteria could represent a tool to guide the thoughts of the nation’s
senior decisionmakers. Ultimately each preemptive action will
require an estimate of the situation, however brief, and a decision
based on the information available at the point of decision.

The United States could publicize criteria or casi belli for
anticipatory self-defense. The announcement that a rational and
morally based paradigm was in place to guide U.S. actions would
reinforce domestic and international legitimacy. Furthermore,
explaining a preemptive action after the fact by employing the
criteria possesses value. However, one can make a strong opposing
argument against publishing criteria, as they would provide the
basis for criticism in the event that the United States failed to meet
one or more of the criteria. In any case such criteria should never
back the president into a corner.

The Department should recommend that the president exhaustall
viable efforts to win support of the international community through
a coalition, the U.N., or both before he commits to preemptive or
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preventative actions. At the same time the president should seek a
manifestation of support from the Congress and domestic populace.
While a declaration of war is the most demonstrable vehicle for such
support, a clear congressional resolution would add legitimacy. It
is instructive to note that Congress has declared war only five times
in some 200-270 armed conflicts involving U.S. Armed Forces.”
Arguably, the Joint Resolution of September 14, 2001, empowered
the president to order preemptive actions. Nevertheless, given
the gravity of a decision to act preemptively against or in another
nation state, Congressional endorsement is the best demonstration
of domestic legitimacy.

STRATEGY: THE ENDS-WAYS-MEANS OF ANTICIPATORY
SELF-DEFENSE

Prevention and preemption are . . . the only defense against
terrorism. Our task is to find the enemy and destroy them before

they strike us.”
Donald H. Rumsfeld
Ends.

With or without preemption in America’s National Military
Strategy, DoD must assure allies and friends, dissuade adversaries,
deter aggression and coercion, and defeat adversaries, if deterrence
fails.”” However, given the specific reference to preemption in the
latest NSS, the Department must prepare to defeat terrorist threats
with global reach and rogue states before they attack America.” This
is one line of operations in the war on terror. The ends achieved by
preemptive measures will not in themselves bring victory. They
contribute to the overall ends. Such attacks will aim to destroy
terrorists by attacking their fighting elements in their sanctuaries,
as well as attacks on their leadership, command, control and
communications.” Moreover, given the President’s statements, the
U.S. military must be able to execute preemptive or preventative
wars, when threats warrant such action.
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Ways.

Ways or courses of action to counter threats where anticipatory
self-defense applies will likely fall under one of three categories:
signaled, unannounced, and clandestine preemption/prevention.

Signaled Preemption/Prevention. At first blush, signaling would
appear to contradict the “imminent threat” context normally
associated with self-defense and justifiable preemption. However,
signaled preemption could include a public warning or demarche
to potential threats. Signals could include presidential statements,
Congressional hearings and resolutions, as well as a clearly
stated intent to strike by declaration at the United Nations. Media
diplomacy could send similar signals. The President and most of his
cabinet have already done this. Signaling, to some degree, mitigates
objections that might be raised to a surprise attack or lack of
“public announcement” in just war theory.’” Here America would
avoid much of the stigma attached to an unannounced initiation
of hostilities in the tradition of surprise attacks perpetrated by
aggressor nations throughout history.

In some cases the United States may have to solicit the support
of friendly, neutral, or unsympathetic nations to grant permission to
act on their territory for preemptive or preventative attacks. Other
situations might call for action within a coalition. All such cases
would fall under the signaled category. Some nations might agree to
American preemption in specified contingencies. Preemptive attack,
preemptive war, preventative attack, and preventative war are
conceivable in the context of the signaled category. In fact, given the
American ethos in regard to striking first, it is difficult to envision
preventative war in any other context. The president’s current
challenge in garnering legitimacy for a preventative war against Iraq
is a case in point.

Unannounced Preemption/Prevention. Unannounced action is a less
desirable course of action, but nonetheless one for which scenarios
can be envisioned. The President could order a preemptive attack
without warning, when it is imperative to eliminate an imminent
attack originating from a critical mobile target in a time-constrained
environment. In the extreme, this situation could manifest itself in
a nation loading and preparing to launch ballistic missiles armed
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with WMD at targets in America or its allies. At the other end of
the spectrum could be a terrorist cell transiting or staging in another
country in preparation for an imminent attack. It is entirely plausible
that there will be cases where there is little time to consult with
or obtain some form of international or domestic support before
preempting. Unannounced preemption does not obviate the need
for post strike justification. Once an attack is complete, America
must be prepared to provide convincing evidence of the necessity
for action. Preemptive and preventative attacks are conceivable in
the context of unannounced actions. However, given the American
ethos in regard to anticipatory self-defense, it is difficult to envision
preemptive or preventative war in this context.

Clandestine Preemption/Prevention. The discrete elimination of
impending attacks on America or U.S. citizens is the final type and
labeled clandestine preemption/ prevention. Clandestine preemption
or prevention by their nature are exclusively the domain of attacks
or strikes against discrete targets. Preemptive war or preventative
war will not be considered as clandestine options.

It is not difficult to envision situations where the President may
have to act in the absence of international or domestic signals and
without an immediate acknowledgement of the strike. Some of these
cases may arise when the host nation of the target is uncooperative.
Moreover, the President may determine that the nature of the situation
requires an attack that remains secret for an extended period of time.
A myriad of factors may require secrecy. The military may desire
to protect intelligence sources or may have an operational security
requirement based on a sequel to the attack. Consider a legitimate
nation, whose leaders want to eliminate terrorists in their country.
However, they do not want to demonstrate overt cooperation with
the United States. In such a case, they may invite clandestine attacks
without acknowledging complicity. In this case the military working
independently or with a civil agency, such as the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), may act to eliminate imminent or inevitable threats.
Special Operations Forces are most likely to be employed in this
manner. However, conventional precision guided munitions
launched from aircraft, ships or submarines might be appropriate as
well.
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On November 4, 2002, the CIA destroyed an SUV transporting
six al-Qaeda members. They attacked it with a Hellfire missile
launched from a Predator Remote Piloted Vehicle. Operating inside
Yemen with the Yemeni Government’s permission, the CIA killed
all six personnel including Qaed Sinan Harithi, the man who had
planned the USS Cole Bombing. The Yemenis, the President, the
Secretary of Defense, and the Director of the CIA would neither
confirm nor deny complicity in the strike. However, individuals
speaking anonymously leaked details. Few nations objected. This
action represents a prototype for clandestine preemption and
prevention where post-strike denial is necessary.'™

Deterrent Value of Preemptive/Preventative Strategies. Preemption is
unlikely to dissuade terrorists committed to martyrdom. However,
the anticipatory defense doctrine may dissuade some nations
from supporting or harboring terrorists. Such a doctrine induces
uncertainty in the decisionmaking cycles of threat actors and their
supporters. Nations contemplating support for terrorists must
weigh the risk of preemptive or preventative attacks. American
success in Afghanistan and Yemen sends a powerful signal to
rogue states. Meanwhile, demonstrations of America’s preemptive
potential in forward basing, flexible deterrent options, and show of
force missions all reinforce deterrence.

Juxtaposed against the deterrent value of the policy is the risk
that it will galvanize some nations to defy the United States and
strive to balance its power regionally. International legitimacy and
convincing evidence of the need to preempt will contribute to the
mitigation of this risk. Another risk in the President’s policy is an
increased motivation for rogue states to acquire WMD before the
United States can effectively execute preventative actions. North
Korea manifests such a dynamic.

Means.
America’smilitary meansareimpressive. Giventhe characteristics
of the terrorist threat, nuclear and large conventional forces are

less likely to be employed than Special Operations Forces (SOF).
However, conventional and SOF capabilities are suitable means in
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all three categories, particularly when rogue states are involved.
America’s nuclear capability remains sound and relevant. However,
while nuclear weapons possess utility as part of the traditional
deterrent, they possess little value in preemptive/preventative
strikes against terrorists or rogue states. Against the latter threat
SOF or conventional strikes are the first choice to eliminate small
WMD capabilities. Meanwhile, National Missile Defense offers hope
that small-scale weapon of mass destruction armed missile attacks
can be defeated. In any case, it is difficult to envision a government
so irrational as to risk American nuclear retaliation. Likewise, it is
difficult to envision the United States initiating a nuclear attack with
all of the associated second and third order effects to destroy small
nuclear stockpiles. The risks involved are too great. Nonetheless,
targeting updates will be essential as threats evolve—particularly
the threat of nuclear-armed rogue nations.

America’s conventional forces, including the Army’s legacy
force, remain relevant, particularly for interstate conflict in the
form of preemptive or preventative war. However, the Army’s
rotary wing aviation, Rangers, light infantry, and Advanced
Tactical Missile System (ATCMS) could be effective in preemptive
strikes. Moreover, the Army may play an enabling role in securing
forward operating bases for Air Force, SOF, and CIA operatives as
they stage for strikes. The interim brigades will add to the Army’s
deployablity and flexibility. The U.S. Air Force, with its global
reach, its growing array of precision guided munitions and stealth
platforms, is a key component of conventional preemptive means.
No less impressive are the flexibility, endurance, range, and over
the horizon capabilities of the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. Sea-
launched precision guided munitions, carrier based strike forces,
Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) (MEU
[SOC]) and the 4th Marine Expeditionary Brigade (Antiterrorism)
provide potent force to the preemptive arsenal. Likewise, the Navy’s
Sea Strike concept, featuring persistent intelligence, surveillance
and reconnaissance, time sensitive strike, and Tactical Tomahawk
will contribute considerably to preemptive strategies. Without
changing the course of transformation, the DoD should continue to
pursue the multidimensional extended range precision strike, global
strike task force, and the Army deep strike brigade concepts. Such
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concepts could significantly enhance preemptive and preventative
capabilities.

SOF are the most likely means for strikes against terrorists.
Their low signature and flexibility make them particularly well-
suited to these operations. Experience in Afghanistan demonstrated
both the effectiveness and the over-extension of America’s Special
Forces.!” DoD should give consideration to an expansion of these
forces, despite the challenges inherent in balancing end-strength,
maintaining quality, and optimizing reserve component roles.'®
American leaders expect the war on terrorism to be long, and
transformation efforts may provide opportunity for such an effort.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Besides the recommendations already discussed this analysis
leads to five additional areas that merit attention in the context
of anticipatory self-defense. They are rules of engagement (ROE),
interagency operations, information operations, nonlethal attack,
and command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR). Unfortunately, the limits
of this chapter preclude detailed examination of these topics.

The requirement to create rules of engagement (ROE) for forces
committed to preemptive and preventative attacks—particularly
in clandestine operations—is critical. ' While DoD must develop
general rules of engagement for such actions, discrete rules of
engagement for each strike will have to be refined on a case by case
basis.'®®

The importance of C4ISR in the Global War on Terror and
preemption in particular is obvious. Focused, actionable intelligence
is the lynch pin of any preemptive or preventative endeavor,
particularly in terms of targeting, planning, and justification. In the
business of preemption, minutes could decide success or failure.
Streamlining the dissemination of intelligence, while maintaining
appropriate security must become a priority.'%

Throughout the planning, preparation, execution, and post
operation phases of a preemption, DoD must be ready to deal with
the numerous agencies at America’s or its allies” disposal. The
Federal Government must foster and expand the Joint Interagency
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concept as necessary to facilitate preemptive endeavors.'”

Above all, the nation and the world will demand justification
for preemptive and preventative actions. A powerful information
campaign can provide this justification. Well-informed American
and world publics are critical to legitimacy. DoD must develop a
responsive capability to accurately record and document preemptive
and preventative actions undertaken on behalf of the nation.'®

Nonlethal weapons could be useful in preemptive and
preventative attacks.'” Employing these weapons could pay great
dividendsinjustifying attacks, reinforcing legitimacy, demonstrating
proportionality, and facilitating the capture of terrorists."” The DoD
should continue research in non-lethal weaponry and its application
in anticipatory defense.

CONCLUSIONS

The world is a dangerous place to live, not because of the people
who are evil, but because of the people who don’t do anything
about it.""

Albert Einstein

President George W. Bush’s break with a long American
tradition is a dramatic change in stated policy. Preemptive and even
preventative strategies are not new to American strategic thought,
but they were never so clearly codified in a declaratory policy. In
a world where terrorists, with demonstrated global reach, have the
potential to obtain and employ WMD an unprecedented response
was required. With Churchillian and Reaganesque determination
and clarity, George W. Bush is weathering the criticism of his
detractors to pursue an unprecedented response to the evil of his
time.

The President’s strategy is as risky as it is bold. Anticipatory
self-defense, even when immediately successful, will incur risks.
Preemptive military action against imminent threats will probably
gain acceptance from most of the free world. However, preventative
actions will carry a far greater burden of justification, and, in the
eyes of many, preventative actions will never be justified. Moreover,
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the precedent of the new policy may inspire rogue states, with evil
intentions, to declare or employ similar policies as an excuse for
aggression. Meanwhile, the clearly stated intentions of this policy
will only reinforce the impression for many at home and abroad
that America will act unilaterally and imperialistically. Most of
those holding such views will probably never think otherwise, while
the policy will add to their ranks. Nonetheless, a world threatened
by terrorists who have proven invulnerable to deterrence and
the proliferation of devastating weaponry demands a response.
Anticipatory self-defense in the form of preemptive military action
is justified on the basis of incontrovertible evidence that an attack
is imminent. Likewise, the nation can justify preventative military
action, if there exists a high probability that an enemy attack will
inflict unacceptable damage to the United States or American
citizens, and if no other action is feasible. Only time and historical
hindsight will reveal if the President’s chosen course is correct.

The President may order anticipatory defense, in the form of
preemptive or preventive military action, to protect the United
States from terrorism and rogue states. This strategy is one line of
operations in a more holistic strategy in the war on terror. Thus
the ends achieved by preemptive measures will not, in themselves,
bring about victory. They can only contribute to the overall ends.

Despite the publicity surrounding the announcement of the
strategy, anticipatory self-defense will occur infrequently, and
only when risks are too significant to do otherwise. While this
doctrine does little to alter the fundamental ends of the nation’s
military strategy, it does add a page to the armed forces playbook.
This course of action or “way” will manifest itself as signaled,
unannounced, or clandestine military action. DoD has the means to
execute these ways. The just war framework is a start point for the
creation of decision criteria. DoD should develop such criteria and
refine plans and tactics that optimize employment of its very capable
means. The recommendations of this chapter are one small step in
that direction.

In a far broader sense the President’s new strategy created
two enormous implications for the DoD. The first implication is
the requirement for unprecedented speed and agility. To preempt
imminent threats DoD will have to possess the capability to strike
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distant targets with unparalleled precision on extremely short
notice. This is a new style of fighting that demands a break from all
previously held paradigms of rapid response. Recent examples of
American force projection in Afghanistan in 2001, Kosovo in 1999,
and Iraq in 1990 demonstrate the point. Impressive victories in all
three of these endeavors, while rapid by traditional measures, would
have been too slow, if the threat had been truly imminent. There is
an inherent interagency component to speed as well. U.S. military
transformation with nested initiatives in rapid decisive operations
(RDO), network centric warfare, precision attack and interagency
coordination represents major steps in the right direction. However,
the enemy always gets a vote and his potential capabilities will
challenge the speed of America’s current preemptive capability.

The second implication is a subtle yet significant requirement.
That requirement is a need for a change in U.S. military culture.
The officers and enlisted personnel of America’s armed forces have
never failed the nation. They will follow orders and execute their
assigned missions with dedication and elan. However, the idea of
striking before a clearly defined provocation occurs is foreign to the
U.S. military’s fundamental ethos. Attacking al Qaeda preemptively,
or executing a preventative war on Iraq is one thing, but striking
tirst, when to the executer, the threat is not so evident or the target
appears benign, is another thing. Anticipatory defense requires the
U.S. armed forces to adopt a more aggressive posture and ethos at
the strategic, operational, and tactical levels. If the United States fails
to preempt a single threat attack and if that attack is consummated
with WMD, the results could dramatically change the country and
the world.

The empty blocks on Manhattan’s Lower West Side testify that
the world is indeed a dangerous place. Al-Qaeda’s 9/11 attacks
did not destroy the United States, but they did have a tumultuous
impact on America’s psyche and economy. How many more attacks
can the United States absorb before the consequences are more
disastrous? Anticipatory self-defense is one strategy to stop the
wanton destructiveness of an unprecedented form of aggression
before it reaches American shores. The armed forces of the United
States must meet the challenges of a new strategy.

90



ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 3

1. George W. Bush, “Commencement Address to the United States Military
Academy Class of 2002,” June 1, 2002; available from http;/www.whitehouse.gov/
news/releases/2002/06/20020601-3.html; Internet; accessed January 31, 2003.

2. Congress, Senate and House of Representatives, “Joint Resolution
of the Senate and House of Representatives Authorizing the Use of force
Against Terrorism,” 107th Congress, September 14, 2001; available from http:
//frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=107_cong_public_laws&docid=f:
publ040.107t; Internet; accessed January 31, 2003.

3. George W. Bush, “State of the Union Address,” January 20, 2002, available
from httpy/www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html; Internet;
accessed January 31, 2003.

4. Bush, “Commencement Address to the United States Military Academy
Class of 2002,” June 1, 2002.

5. George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States,
Washington, DC, 2002, p. 6.

6. Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War, Bloomington, IN, 1977, pp.
432-433; and Frank G. Hoffman, Decisive Force: The New American Way of War,
Westport: Praeger, 1996, p. 107.

7. Bush, “State of the Union Address, January 20, 2002.

8. For definitions of preemptive attack, preemptive war, and preventative
war, see Arthur F. Lykke, ed. Military Strategy: Theory and Application, Carlisle
Barracks, PA, 1993, p. 386.

9. Frederick C. Mish and John M. Morse, eds., Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate
Dictionary, Springfield, MA, 1999, p. 580.

10. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States, p. 15.

11. Summarized from Martin L. Cook, “Ethical Issues in War: An Overview,”
in U.S. Army War College Guide to Strategy, Joseph R. Cerami and James F. Holcomb,
Jr., ed., Carlisle Barracks, PA, February 2001, pp. 20-24.

12. Summarized from Ibid., pp. 20-24.

13. Ibid.

91



14. Summarized from James T. Johnson, Morality & Contemporary Warfare,
New Haven, CT, 1999, p. 52.

15. Summarized from Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral
Argqument with Historical Examples, New York, 1992, p. 74; and William V. O’Brien,
The Conduct of Just and Limited War, New York, 1981, p. 132.

16. Ibid.

17. United Nations, Charter of the United Nations, available from httpy/
www.un.org/Overview/charter; Internet; accessed January 20, 2003.

18. Sean D. Murphy, “Terrorism and the Concept of “Armed Attack’ in Article
51 of the U.N. Charter,” Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy, Vol. 43, Winter
2002, p. 42 (database on-line), available from ProQuest, accessed September 25,
2002.

19. Ibid.

20. United Nations Security Council, “Security Council Resolution 1373,
September 28, 2001; available from httpy//www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1373/
res1373e.pdf, Internet, accessed January 31, 2003.

21. Ibid.

22. Ibid.

23. United Nations Security Council, Security Council Resolution 1441,
November 8, 2002; available from http;//ods-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N02/
682/26/ PDF/ N0268226.pdf, Internet, accessed January 31, 2003.

24, Jose Maria Aznar, et al.,, “United We Stand,” The Wall Street Journal,
January 30, 2003, available from http;//www.opinionjournal.com.html, Internet,
accessed February 3, 2003.

25. Sun Tzu, The Art of War, Samuel B. Griffith, trans., New York, 1963, pp. 41,
53, 66, 84,102, 106.

26. B.H. Liddell Hart, Strategy, New York, 1991, pp. 326-329.

27. Carl von Clausewitz, On War, Michael Howard and Peter Paret, trans. and
eds., Princeton, NJ, 1984, p. 89.

28. Ibid.

29. Ibid.

92



30. Ibid.

31. Ibid.

32. Ibid.

33. Ibid., p. 68.

34. Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, Princeton, 1959, p. xiii.

35. Ibid., pp. 225, 268.

36. Ibid.

37. Ibid., pp. 176, 268.

38. Ibid., p. 242.

39. Ibid., pp. 240, 241.

40. Ibid., p. 392.

41. Ibid.

42. Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars, p. 75.

43. Ibid., p. 81.

44. Ibid.

45. Ibid., pp. xii, xiii.

46. In 1895, following a War with China; in 1905, following the Russo-
Japanese War; at Versailles; and in the Washington Naval Agreements of 1922,
Japanese militarists believed their military successes were traded away at the
negotiating tables. Summarized from Richard Overy and Andrew Wheatcroft, The
Road to War, London, 1999, pp. 258-269.

47. Ibid., p. 278.

48. Ibid., pp. 283-284.

49. Ibid., pp. 284-285.

50. Ibid., p. 288.

93



51. Ibid.

52. Ibid., p. 292.

53. Ibid.

54. Ibid., p. 293.

55. Ibid.

56. Ibid., pp. 295-296.

57. Ibid.

58. Ibid., p. 296.

59. A.]. Barker, Pearl Harbor, New York, 1969, pp. 6-12, 32-42; and Ronald H.
Spector, Eagle Against the Sun: The American War with Japan, New York, 1985, pp.
82-84.

60. Israel’s strategic situation was summarized from Yigal Allon, The Making
of Israel’s Army, New York, 1971, p. 63; A. J. Barker, Six Day War, New York, 1974,
pp- 31-34; and Roy K. Flint, Peter W. Kozumplik, and Thomas ]. Waraksa, The
Arab-Israeli Wars, The Chinese Civil War, and The Korean War, Wayne, NJ, 1987, p.
10.

61. Israel’s casi belli were summarized from Michael I. Handle, Israel’s Political
Military Doctrine, Cambridge, 1973, pp. 64-65; and Flint, Kozumplik, and Waraksa,
The Arab-Israeli Wars, The Chinese Civil War, and The Korean War, pp. 10-11.

62. Michael B. Oren, Six Days of War June 1967 and the Making of the Modern
Middle East, Oxford, 2002, pp. 67-72; and Trevor N. Dupuy, Elusive Victory, The
Arab Israeli Wars 1947-1974, New York, 1978, pp. 227-228.

63. Oren, Six Days of War, pp. 81-86; Dupuy, Elusive Victory, p. 228; and Barker,
Six Day War, pp. 13-15.

64. A brief summary of events leading up to the Six-Day War can be found in
Chaim Herzog, The Arab-Israeli Wars: War and Peace in the Middle East from the War
of Independence through Lebanon, New York, 1984, pp. 147-151; and Barker, Six Day
War, pp. 19-27.

65. Oren, Six Days of War, pp. 127-132; Dupuy, Elusive Victory, p. 229; and
Barker, Six Day War, pp. 21-26.

94



66. Oren, Six Days of War June 1967, p. 137; Dupuy, Elusive Victory, p. 229; and
Barker, Six Day War, pp. 21-26.

67. Gamel Abdel Nasser, quoted in Barker, Six Day War, p. 60.

68. Oren, Six Days of War, pp. 160-164; Herzog, The Arab-Israeli Wars, p. 151;
and Dupuy, Elusive Victory, p. 239.

69. This account of IAF strikes on the June 5, 1967, was summarized from
Oren, Six Days of War, pp. 170-178; Baker, Six Day War, pp. 60-73; Dupuy, Elusive
Victory, pp. 245-247; and Herzog, The Arab-Israeli Wars, pp. 151-153.

70. The Israelis hoped that King Hussein would keep Jordan out of the war,
but when he committed to the fight on the afternoon of the 5th, the Israelis reacted.
They had little choice for Israel was a mere 12 miles wide at its narrowest point,
and a determined Jordanian attack could advance to Tel Aviv in a day. Israeli
forces swept over most of the West Bank, and by the evening of the 4th day, King
Hussein was attempting to bring about a cease-fire. Summarized from accounts in
Barker, Six Day War, pp. 106-126; and Herzog, The Arab-Israeli Wars, pp. 167-183.

71. Barker, Six Day War, pp. 131-132; and Dupuy, Elusive Victory, pp. 319-
321.

72. Israeli success in the Sinai was summarized from Barker, Six Day War, pp.
74-102; and Herzog, The Arab-Israeli Wars, pp. 154-166.

73. Summarized from Barker, Six Day War, pp. 106-126; and Herzog, The
Arab-Israeli Wars, pp. 167-183.

74. Israeli success in the Golan was summarized from Barker, Six Day War,
pp. 133-139; and Dupuy, Elusive Victory, pp. 322-326.

75. Israel’s strike on the Osirak reactor was summarized from Elizer Cohen,
Israel’s Best Defense, The First Full Story of the Israeli Air Force, Jonathon Cordis,
trans., New York, 1993, pp. 457-458; Ehud Yonay, No Margin for Error, The Making
of the Israeli Air Force, New York, 1993, p. 362; and Khidhir Hamza, Saddam’s
Bombmaker, New York, 2000, pp. 128-129.

76. Events leading to the strike were summarized from Cohen, Israel’s Best
Defense, pp. 446-454; and Yonay, No Margin for Error, pp. 360-361.

77. This account of the Israeli rationale for the air strike was summarized
from Cohen, Israel’s Best Defense, pp. 446-447.

78. Hamza, Saddam’s Bombmaker, p. 333.

95



79. Overy and Wheatcroft, The Road to War, p. 293.

80. Spector, Eagle Against the Sun, p. 4.

81. Overy and Wheatcroft, The Road to War, p. 341.

82. Allan R. Millet, “Assault from the Sea: The development of Amphibious
Warfare between the Wars—The American, British, and Japanese Experiences,” in
Military Innovation in the Interwar Period, Williamson Murray and Allan R. Millett,
eds., New York, 1998, p. 90.

83. Scott D. Sagan, “The Origins of Military Doctrine and Command and
Control Systems,” in Planning the Unthinkable, How New Powers Will Use Nuclear,
Biological, and Chemical Weapons, Peter R. Lavoy, Scott D. Sagan and James J. Wirtz,
eds., Ithaca, NY, 2000, p. 19.

84. Ibid., 27.

85. Ibid., 28.

86. Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days, A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis,
New York, 1971, p. 9; and Sagan, “The Origins of Military Doctrine and Command
and Control Systems,” p. 20.

87. Max Boot, The Savage Wars of Peace, Small Wars and the Rise of American
Power, New York, 2002, pp. 281-282.

88. Ibid.

89. Ibid.

90. Ibid., pp. 326-327.

91. Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, Vol. 1, Boston: 1948, p. 547,
quoted in Elliot A. Cohen, “Churchill and Coalition Strategy in World War II,” in
Grand Strategies in War and Peace, Paul Kennedy, ed., New Haven, 1991, p. 61.

92. The Just War Criteria that formed the start point for this proposal can be
found in Cook, “Ethical Issues in War, pp. 24-27.

93. U.S. Department of Defense, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Manual
3122, Joint Operational Planning and Execution System Vol. 1., Planning Policies and
Procedures, Washington, DC, July 14, 2000, App G.

94. Hoffman, Decisive Force, p. 110.

96



95. Boot, The Savage Wars of Peace, pp. 336-337.

96. Donald H. Rumsfeld, quoted in Richard T. Cooper, “The Secret War;
Frustrated by Intelligence Failures, the Department of Defense is Dramatically
expanding its ‘Black World” of Covert Operations,” The Los Angeles Times, October
27,2002, sec M, p. 1 (database on-line); available from ProQuest; accessed February
4,2003.

97. US. Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report,
Washington, DC, September 30, 2001, pp. iii-iv.

98. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States, pp. 1, 6, 14, 15.
99. Ibid., p. 5.

100. United Methodist Council of Bishops, “Just War Criteria” in Readings:
Volume I War, National Security Policy, and Strategy, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2002, p.
308.

101. This account of the CIA strike in Yemen was summarized from Doyle
McManus, “A U.S. License to Kill: A New Policy Permits the CIA to Assassinate
Terrorists,” The Los Angeles Times, January 11, 2003, sec. A, p. 1 (database on-line);
available from ProQuest; accessed February 4, 2003.

102. Conrad C. Crane, Facing the Hydra: Maintaining Strategic Balance While
Pursuing A Global War Against Terrorism, Carlisle Barracks, PA, May 2002, p. 11.

103. U.S. Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, p. 23.

104. In 1988 a British Special Air Service (SAS) Commando Team was ordered
to Gibraltar to preempt an Irish Republican Army (IRA) bomb plot. Ultimately,
the SAS team trailed and killed three IRA terrorists when they thought a bomb
strike was imminent. As it turned out, the terrorists were unarmed and away from
their bomb-laden auto when they were killed. The European Court of Human
Rights took the case, and in 1995, seven years after the action, determined that
the killings were unlawful. The court established that the terrorists had spirited
a bomb into Gibraltar and intended to detonate it. Moreover, the court found the
SAS use of force was an acceptable response to an imminent threat. The same
court found the British government at fault for poor control of the operation. The
court did not order any compensation to the families of the terrorists because it
was clear that the IRA personnel intended to detonate their bomb. The incident
brought significant pressure and loss of face on the British Government. This case
highlights the importance of justifying preemptive strikes as well as the importance
of developing rules of engagement (ROE) for forces executing preemptive strikes.
See “Death on the Rock: Unlawful Killing,” The Economist, Vol. 336, September 30,
1995, p. 67.

97



105. jus in bello criteria can be found in Cook, “Ethical Issues in War: An
Overview,” pp. 27-29.

106. As part of transformation, DOD has bought into the concept of
network centric warfare and its ability to facilitate information dominance. The
prioritization of C4ISR transformation initiatives that enhance the capabilities of
those forces most likely to execute preemptive missions should be considered. The
C4ISR network centric synergy demonstrated in the aforementioned Yemen strike
may be the tip of the iceberg in the potential of these initiatives. See Michael E.
O’Hanlen, “Modernizing and Transforming U.S. Forces: Alternative Paths To the
Force of Tomorrow,” in QDR 2001 Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security,
Michele A. Flournoy, ed., Washington, DC, 2001, pp. 299-301.

107. Not every preemptive act requires military action. Agencies, like the
CIA, FBI, or Coast Guard will lead in some actions with the military in a support
role. Some operations will be combined. Such cases will place a premium on
interagency cooperation. Ambassadors and country teams will play critical roles
in enabling preemption. For example, as advanced force SOF teams preposition
for an impending preemption, a myriad of diplomatic and legal clearances
will be required. Rapid execution of these activities may be critical for effective
strikes. DoD, in conjunction with other critical government agencies, must work
to streamline these activities. The Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG)
concept should be fostered and expanded as necessary to facilitate preemptive
endeavors. Moreover, officers committed to interagency activities will have to
possess the requisite acumen and skill sets for success in such an environment.

108. America will have to provide strong evidence to justify anticipatory self-
defense. Such evidence will contribute to mitigating the risk that other states will
attempt to mimic America’s preemptive policy as an excuse for aggression. The
dilemma here is the need for operational security before and after an operation
balanced against the requirement for justification. The most convincing evidence
of what U.S. forces did or did not target and what effects were achieved will often
come from military sources. Conversely, to mitigate misinformation, America will
have to block access to unsympathetic foreign intelligence services.

109. “(W)eaponry that can disable or destroy an enemy’s capability
to continue the warring effort without causing significant injury, excessive
destruction of personal property, or widespread environmental damage.” See
David A. Morehouse, Nonlethal Weapons, War Without Death, Westport, CT, 1996,
p- 12; and Barton Reppert, “War Without Fatalities,” Government Executive, Vol. 33,
May 2001, p. 47 (database on-line), available from ProQuest, accessed February 4,
2003.

110. Nonlethal weapons function in three domains. Counterpersonnel

weapons temporarily incapacitate or diminish the abilities of personnel.
Countermaterial devices render equipment inoperable, while countercapability

98



weapons involve the disabling or neutralization of infrastructure and facilities.
Countercapability weapons could have powerful utility in attacks on WMD
facilities. Nonlethal weapons cannot substitute for standard weaponry, when
killing force is required. However, lethal force may not be required in every
preemptive or preventative operation. Employing nonlethal means could pay
great dividends in justifying attacks, reinforcing legitimacy, and demonstrating
proportionality. This would be particularly useful in preemption where the
potential for collateral casualties or damage is high, and in situations where the
threat is not imminent in nature. The temporary incapacitation of terrorists to
facilitate their apprehension should always be considered when feasible. Evidence
so obtained may prove crucial to justifying action. Consider the SAS operation in
Gibraltar (see note 102). If the commandos employed nonlethal weapons, they
could have captured the IRA terrorists while saving their government great
embarrassment. However, in this particular action, the British Government was
sending a signal to the IRA—terrorists would be hunted and killed. Unfortunately,
despite the enormous potential of nonlethal weapons, their military use has been
limited. Led by the U.S. Marine Corps, the Joint Non-Lethal Weapons Directorate
appears to be moving in the right direction, but its $25 million budget limits
progress. DOD should consider an expansion of its nonlethal capabilities. See John
B. Alexander, Future War: Non-Lethal Weapons in Twenty-first Century Warfare, New
York, 1999, pp. 222-225; and “Non-Lethal Weapons to Gain Relevancy in Future
Conlflicts,” National Defense, Vol. 86, March 2002, p. 30 (database on-line), available
from ProQuest, accessed February 4, 2003.

111. Albert Einstein, quoted in National War College Student Task Force on

Combating Terrorism, Combating Terrorism in a Globalized World, Washington, DC,
2002, p. vii.
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CHAPTER 4

U.S. ARMY EUROPE 2010:
HARNESSING THE POTENTIAL OF NATO ENLARGEMENT

Colonel Peter R. Mansoor

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) enlargement
in the post-Cold War era has altered fundamentally the political and
military realities of a security structure that kept peace in Europe
for over half-a-century. The inclusion of Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic in 1999 and the upcoming inclusion of seven new
members in 2004 have both created new challenges and increased the
opportunities for U.S. policy in the region. More nebulous objectives,
including protection of human rights through peace operations in
the Balkans, combating terrorism, ensuring peace and stability in
the newly democratic states of Central and Eastern Europe, and
preparing expeditionary forces for use outside of NATO territory,
have replaced the raison d’etre of the alliance before 1989, to deter the
Soviet Union. Furthermore, NATO consensus in any given crisis is
problematical, as recent alliance disunity over policy towards Iraq
has demonstrated. In response, the United States has had to adapt its
strategy to shifting political realities engendered by the collapse of
the Soviet Union, NATO’s expansion, and the ongoing war against
terrorism.

The stationing of the bulk of U.S. ground forces in Germany,
once mandated by the Soviet threat, is no longer a military necessity.
Indeed, there are compelling reasons to move U.S. ground forces
into Eastern Europe: to help local military forces reach NATO
interoperability standards, stabilize new democracies, gain better
access to potential areas of instability, and acquire improved
training areas, among others. Spreading American units among
several European states is also an important hedge against risk
should a host nation deny the use of its infrastructure to prevent
U.S. forces stationed on its territory from deploying out-of-area.
Although the United States should not transfer all its ground forces
out of Germany, one division would be sufficient to support U.S.
policy in Western Europe.! America’s objectives have evolved
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considerably from the early days of the alliance, when they were,
according to Hastings Lord Ismay, NATO's first Secretary-General,
“To keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans
down.” As a logical extension of NATO enlargement, the United
States should station ground forces in Eastern Europe to serve better
the needs of U.S. policy in the region. Poland’s situation makes it
the best choice to accept U.S. units immediately; Romania would be
a potential candidate to receive American forces in the longer term.
Such a restructuring would position the U.S. Army in Europe for
more effective engagement in the area of greatest need for decades
to come.

NATO Enlargement—A Political Imperative.

NATO enlargement has led to a defining moment in American
foreign policy. The Clinton administration initiated NATO’s first
post-Cold War expansion, which brought Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic into the alliance under the national security strategy
of Engagement and Enlargement? The Bush administration’s
recently released national security strategy maintains the policy of
expanding NATO to include the newly democratized nations of
east and southeast Europe.* NATO extended invitations to join the
alliance to a second round of seven nations (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania) at the Prague summit in
November 2002. The necessities of the war on terrorism and evolving
political, economic, and military structures in Europe, however,
have created conditions for the exploration of other options. If U.S.
policy must rest on assembling coalitions of the willing and able as
circumstances dictate, then one alternative would be the withdrawal
of U.S. forces from Europe and the handover of European security
matters to the members of the European Union under the auspices
of the European Security and Defense Policy.* On the other hand,
the United States could embrace a multitude of overlapping regional
organizations in Europe with a view towards their rapid and broad
expansion. Never before in alliance history have the choices been
more varied, or the ramifications more important for the future
security policy of the United States.
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The Soviet Union’s collapse in 1991 potentially signaled
NATO's final chapter. With the Warsaw Pact’s dissolution, NATO's
founding purpose—to contain the Soviet Union—no longer existed.
To maintain the alliance in these altered circumstances, the Clinton
administration sought to expand NATO. In 1997, the North Atlantic
Council extended offers of membership to Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic. The U.S. Department of State promulgated four
justifications for that initiative:

* Enlargement would make NATO stronger and better able to
achieve collective defense since more states would share the
burden.

* Enlargement would increase the alliance’s military
capabilities by the addition of 200,000 Polish, Czech, and
Hungarian troops.

* Enlargement would bolster stability and democracy in
Central Europe.

It would erase the Cold War’s artificial dividing line.?

In fact, the resources necessary to defend NATO’s new members,
should that become necessary, would dwarf any military potential
they might have brought into the alliance. Their armed forces largely
consist of conscripts, possessing outdated Soviet equipment and
little, if any, expeditionary capabilities. As one authority on NATO
has remarked, “Until interoperability and modernization problems
are improved, new members’ value to collective defense and the new
missions will remain dubious for some time. Increased membership
does not equate to increased combat effectiveness, and a collection of
disparate units does not make a cohesive force.”® One must conclude
that ultimately the reasons for NATO enlargement have always been
political: to strengthen the newly democratic states of Central and
Eastern Europe and demolish the Iron Curtain.’

In defense of the Clinton administration’s policies, these political
objectives still apply and, given the current military and economic
weakness of Russia as well as its lack of territorial ambition, are
obtainable with minimal additional U.S. military commitment.
NATO enlargement has kept the alliance viable by making it
relevant to European security in the post-Cold War era. As a proven
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commodity, NATO remains a force for stability. It also possesses
the ability to adapt to the post-Cold War world more quickly than
other organizations such as the European Union (EU). “Extending
the EU will help integrate the entire European continent, but EU
enlargement also requires current and new members to make vast
and complex adjustments in their regulatory regimes,” the U.S.
Department of State contends. “If NATO enlargement can proceed
more quickly, why wait to further integrate Europe until tomato
farmers in Central Europe start using the right kind of pesticide?”®
What is left unspoken in such an argument, however, is key. The
United States has the strongest voice in NATO, while it has none
inside the European Union. Support for NATO enlargement and the
continued vitality of the Euro-Atlantic alliance ensures America an
enduring, preeminent role in European affairs.

The terrorist attacks of 2001 on the United States fundamentally
altered America’s conceptions of security in the 21st century. In the
new environment, NATO must contribute to the war on terrorism,
or Americans will increasingly see it as irrelevant to their security. In
the wake of the attacks of 9/11, the North Atlantic Council invoked
Article V of the Washington Treaty to underline that the terrorist
assault was an attack on all alliance members. Nevertheless, in
the resulting campaign against the Taliban in Afghanistan, NATO
(somewhat reluctantly) stood on the sidelines. This was America’s
choice, since the operations envisioned in that distant country were
hardly conducive to the participation of NATO allies that had done
little to modernize their forces in the aftermath of the Soviet Union’s
collapse. Moreover, turning the campaign in Afghanistan over to
NATO would have required the achievement of consensus among
18 disparate allies, a process that might have required months to
resolve—as was the case with the intense discussions before the start
of the recent war with Iraq. These decisions have called into question
NATO’s enduring role and, barring steps by leaders on both sides of
the Atlantic to transform the alliance, raised serious concerns about
its future.’

America’s preeminent role in the world provides it the choice
of either acting unilaterally or with coalitions of the “willing and
able,” as it has already done in the war on terrorism."” Although
it currently has the political, military, and economic power to go
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it alone, alliances and coalitions greatly enhance America’s ability
to achieve its objectives by extending legitimacy, providing crucial
resources such as basing and overflight rights, and sending the
message that the free world remains united. NATO is the most
successful alliance in history, one that has kept the peace for over
half-a-century in an area vital to America” national interest. Only
recently, it has brought stability to the turbulent Balkans and reached
out to promote military cooperation with partners in Eastern Europe
and Central Asia. Moreover, NATO provides the United States
with the strongest voice in European security affairs. Consequently,
it would be unwise to allow the alliance to wither for a fleeting
grasp at global hegemony. Indeed, the United States has a vested
interest in ensuring NATO retains its role as the preeminent security
organization in Europe, while taking care not to unnecessarily
antagonize Russia. Yet the relationship with Russia, though delicate,
is manageable, as the Prague summit and the mutual cooperation in
the war on terrorism have underscored."

Europeanshave embraced the multitude of regional organizations
that currently exist in order to achieve continued peace through
enhanced collective security.”>? NATO enlargement in this context
builds on a web of cooperative political, economic, and security
arrangements and institutions, to include the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe, NATO'’s Partnership for Peace
(PfP), the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the European Union,
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and
the Council of Europe. NATO itself sees this cooperative approach
as its core vision. Its landmark 1995 study of enlargement issues
stated, “A strengthened Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe, an enlarged NATO, an active North Atlantic Cooperation
Council (the precursor to the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council)
and PfP would, together with other fora, form complementary parts
of a broad, inclusive European security architecture, supporting the
objective of an undivided Europe.”® If handled properly, collective
security arrangements can maintain security and stability at a
reduced cost, compared to what individual states would have to
bear in acting alone. The disadvantage of enlarging NATO across the
European expanse, however, is vesting decisionmaking authority
in an increasing number of states, potentially making consensus-
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building more difficult, especially for controversial out-of-area
operations.

Victory in the Cold War has given the West a brief window of
opportunity to ensure the expansion of freedom across Europe.
The addition of the Baltic States, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, and
Romania into NATO brings the alliance to the edges of Ukraine and
the Russian Federation. The Ukraine has stated its desire to join
NATO in the future, without Russian objections, although it has far
to go before its aspiration would represent a serious possibility.**
These are extraordinary accomplishments deserving continued
American support. Consensus for action may be harder to reach in an
enlarged NATO, but the new members will likely look to the United
States as their benefactor, and thus would be more liable to support
American goals within the alliance.”® Expansion eastward brings
NATO forces closer to potential hot spots in critical areas such as
Central Asia and the Caspian basin, while expansion in the Balkans
has created strategic deployment options by rail to the borders of
the Middle East. The security that NATO provides will help to
ensure the stability of the newly democratic states of Central and
Eastern Europe. The restructuring undertaken in these areas since
1989—political and institutional reform, economic modernization,
respect for human rights, and military transformation—will take
decades, perhaps generations, to become permanent. An enlarged
NATO, with the United States as its indispensable leader, will be a
positive force for freedom in an undivided and democratic Europe—
an enduring legacy of Allied victory in the Cold War.

The Impact of Russia and the Conventional Forces Agreement.

Although Russia has appeared ambivalent to NATO's expansion
eastward, it has at times vigorously opposed enlargement, albeit
powerless to preventit.”® NATO has attempted to placate the Russians
through membership in the PfP and the creation of a Permanent Joint
Council, which has given them, in the words of former President
Bill Clinton, “a voice, if not a veto,” in alliance affairs.”” In the crisis
over human rights violations in Kosovo and the resulting NATO air
campaign against Serbia in 1999, however, the Russians suspended
their participation in the Permanent Joint Council.®® The events of
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September 11, 2001, and the resulting cooperation of Russia and
the United States in the war on terrorism, however, have gone far
to reviving the strategic relationship between the two powers. As a
result, the Permanent Joint Council has the potential to become an
active forum for the discussion of mutual issues such as the war on
terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and peace
enforcement operations in Central Asia and the Balkans.

As a result of Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty
limitations, the permanent stationing of U.S. forces in the former
areas of the Warsaw Pact would require Russian acquiescence. The
CFE Treaty, signed in Paris on 19 November 1990, set strict numerical
limits on five categories of conventional armaments—tanks, armored
combat vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft, and attack helicopters—in
the area between the Atlantic and the Urals. The express purpose
was to prevent a surprise attack by either the Warsaw Pact or NATO
on each other’s territories.”” The original treaty, however, assumed
that the treaty states would remain allies. The dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact and NATO's enlargement invalidated that assumption
and nullified the balancing mechanism of the treaty.

As a consequence, Russia threatened to withdraw from the treaty
when NATO expanded.? To address this issue, the thirty signatories
signed an adaptation agreement in Istanbul on 18 November
1999. This agreement limits the positioning of ground forces by
setting national and territorial ceilings, rather than group limits, on
conventional forces from the Atlantic to the Urals.” The agreement,
however, has yet to come into force due to Russia’s violations of the
Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty Flank Agreement of 1996,
which set limits on forces in territory belonging to Russia, Norway,
Iceland, Ukraine, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Turkey,
Greece, Romania, and Bulgaria. Russia’s positioning of forces in
what it terms “the near abroad” and its continuing war in Chechnya
will most likely prevent it from complying with its treaty obligations
in the near future. For its part, NATO has been unwilling to pressure
the Russians into compliance, most likely to maintain Russia’s
connection to the treaty and thus its military forces at least under
ostensible constraints.
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Under the provisions of the adaptation agreement, the national
and territorial ceilings for 20 countries, including Russiaand NATO's
newest members, are one and the same. In effect, this requires the
size of a country’s armed forces to be lower than its national ceilings,
if foreign forces are stationed within its borders. For Russia, long-
opposed to NATO expansion, this constitutes an important limit on
the ground forces and weapons NATO can deploy in former Warsaw
Pact areas. Unless the new NATO members destroy tanks, armored
personnel carriers, and artillery pieces in their national forces, the
treaty prohibits NATO from stationing other ground forces on their
territory, except for temporary deployments associated with training
or crisis response.”? Likewise, the NATO-Russia Founding Act of
1997 committed NATO to the collective defense of new alliance
members “by ensuring the necessary interoperability, integration,
and capability for reinforcement rather than by additional permanent
stationing of substantial combat forces.”?

For the United States to move forces permanently from Germany
to these countries, therefore, would require either a reduction in
their defense structure, which, given their bloated inventories
of obsolete Soviet equipment, is likely, or a renegotiation of the
adaptation agreement with Russia. The latter is also possible, if
NATO displayed flexibility on Russian armaments in the southern
flank region. Such a quid pro quo would have considerable political
and strategic implications. In essence, NATO would trade greater
stability in Central and Eastern Europe for a freer Russian hand
on its own territory. Since, of the other treaty signatories, only the
Ukraine has restrictions on the positioning of its own forces within
its borders, allowing Russia to move forces within its national
territory would merely recognize its rights as a sovereign state.

Accommodation of the stationing of U.S. forces in Central and
Eastern Europe might not be as difficult as it seems. Given their
historical baggage, both Germany and Russia share an interest in
stabilizing the intervening region.* Basing U.S. forces in Poland
is the surest way of accomplishing such a goal. In any case, the
stationing of U.S. forces in Central and Eastern Europe would
require extensive negotiations between the United States and Russia
to prevent damage to their critical strategic relationship.
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The Military Implications of NATO Enlargement.

Under Article V of the Washington Treaty, NATO members must
treat an attack on one member state as an attack on all. Enlargement
of the alliance into Central and Eastern Europe, therefore, adds to
alliance responsibilities without necessarily adding to its capabilities.
Given the current benign regional security environment, such a
burden is acceptable in the short term. In the longer run, however,
the creation of effective military capabilities in new member states is
essential to the alliance’s continued functioning. As NATO’s mission
and force structure evolve to encompass expeditionary warfare,
military forces of the new allies must modernize in order to enable
their participation in out-of-area operations. The new members must
be net contributors to alliance defense, not merely recipients of a
security windfall.

NATO instituted its PfP program in 1994 to develop relations
with non-NATO members of the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), including prospective NATO
allies. PfP played an important role in preparing the OSCE states
to conduct cooperative peace enforcement and humanitarian
military activities in the Balkans in the late 1990s. It strengthened
the development of interoperable forces by involving partner
states in planning and carrying out joint peacekeeping operations
and familiarizing them with alliance structures and procedures.”
The PfP planning and review process provides a forum for the
development of military restructuring plans for individual member
states. The results, incorporated in partner defense plans, reflect
member state individual partnership programs, which demonstrate
their capabilities for potential NATO membership.?* Operations
in both Bosnia and Kosovo have shown the potential for effective
interoperability among NATO members, new and old, and their
PfP associates. The deployment of the Implementation Force in
1996 required the establishment of reception facilities in Hungary,
while forces in Bosnia included Russian, Polish, and Czech combat
battalions, Hungarian and Romanian engineer battalions, and
smaller contingents from the Baltic states and elsewhere.”

As a result of lessons learned from the initial round of NATO
enlargement, the allies agreed upon a Membership Action Plan
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(MAP) at the NATO Washington Summit in April 1999. The MAP
defined for NATO aspirants the requirements they would need to
accomplish, prior to acceptance in the alliance. It refined criteria first
specified by NATO’s landmark 1995 study on enlargement issues.
Its purpose was to prepare new members to be net contributors to
the alliance’s security upon entry.? Significantly, NATO accepted all
but two of the states committed to the MAP at the Prague summit in
November 2002.

NATO also recognized the possible need to station its forces
on the territory of new member states, one of many alternatives
explored in its 1995 study. Other than permanent stationing, options
included prepositioning of equipment, routine and frequent rotation
of forces for training, and the dual basing of air assets. “Decisions
on the stationing of Allies’ conventional forces on the territory of
new members,” the report concluded, “will have to be taken by
the Alliance in the light of the benefits both to the Alliance as a
whole and to particular new members, the military advantages
of such a presence, the Alliance’s military capacity for rapid and
effective reinforcement, the views of the new members concerned,
the cost of possible military options, and the wider political and
strategic impact.”? Given the costs associated with other options, in
practice the alliance has relied on occasional multinational training
and exercises to familiarize NATO forces with the terrain and
operating conditions on the territory of new members. As a result,
the achievement of true interoperability has suffered and the forces
of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic have had difficulty
integrating into the military structure of NATO. These three NATO
members must address inadequate field training, lack of English
language proficiency, and the doctrinal legacy of the Warsaw Pact
before their armed forces can function as full alliance partners.*

In assessing the costs of NATO enlargement, the Department
of Defense examined both initial required capabilities in the new
member states and longer-term improvements in their force
structures to ensure that they were postured to meet NATO military
commitments. Initial capabilities focused on low-cost, high payoff
enhancements to improve interoperability, particularly in command
and control networks and air control and logistics capabilities.
Mature capabilities included enhanced interoperability, creation
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of transportation and logistics networks to accommodate NATO
reinforcements, replacement of aging equipment, and restructuring
of armed forces to enable them to deploy and operate in the full
range of alliance missions.’ The creation of modernized, deployable
forces in new member states would increase NATO's relevance in an
uncertain world by enhancing force-projection capabilities for crisis
management, peacemaking, and the war on terrorism. Regrettably,
once the ink was dry on the agreement to expand the alliance, the
motivation of new member states to expend the resources necessary
to restructure their armed forces to achieve these goals lessened
dramatically.?? If these states are to become full functioning military
members of NATO in a broad array of missions to include out-of-
area deployments, they will need assistance in education, training,
and restructuring their forces for the future. These are precisely the
areas in which the U.S. European Command, with forward stationed
forces in Western Europe, is postured—albeit imperfectly—to assist.

Theater Security Cooperation in USEUCOM.

Given the political imperative of alliance enlargement, how can
U.S. European Command best posture its permanently stationed
ground forces to foster stability and security in the new NATO?
The admission of the vast majority of Central and Eastern European
nations into NATO has extended American military commitments
up to the borders of the now-defunct Soviet Union, an expansion as
serious in scope as the commitment of U.S. forces to the defense of
Western Europe in 1951. U.S. ground forces are the most powerful
tool at the disposal of the President to assure allies, deter conflict, and
show the resolve of the United States to sustain its commitments to
its NATO partners. Overseas bases also give temporarily deployed
U.S. forces access to infrastructure in critical regions of the world
and can enhance power projection in crises.* U.S. National Military
Strategy also calls for the evolution of Theater Security Cooperation
to ensure that the United States remains fully engaged overseas to
promote interoperability with allies and coalition partners, assure
access to critical strategic regions, enhance the development of
professional civil-military relationships in emerging democracies,
and create regional environments more conducive to U.S. interests.*
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The accomplishment of these tasks is important to the achievement
of U.S. long-term interests in the European region.

U.S. European Command devised its strategy of Readiness
and Engagement to attain U.S. military objectives in its area of
responsibility.*® The primary concern of U.S. European Command is
to maintain the readiness of its military forces to project force when
and where needed. Beyond this imperative, however, U.S. European
Command uses its military forces to engage in theater security
cooperation activities with other NATO and PfP forces to enhance
interoperability, ensure access to critical infrastructure in key areas
such as Hungary (the Balkans) and Turkey (the Middle East), create
a condition of transparency in military affairs on the European
continent, and demonstrate to newly emerging democracies the
role of armed forces in a free society. Theater Security Cooperation
covers a broad array of activities to include training exercises,
conferences, and exchanges, but common to all is the imperative
of face-to-face, personal interaction among participants. The recent
inclusion of the Russian Federation in the U.S. European Command
area of responsibility has significant implications for theater security
cooperation. European security will be imperfect lacking Russian
involvement in continental affairs, as the important contributions of
Russian units to stability in Bosnia and Kosovo have demonstrated.
As aresult of the expansion of the area of responsibility, the demands
on U.S. European Command forces to participate in engagement
activities with the Russian military will increase in the near future,
which will result in even more time away from home station for
soldiers and units involved.

Interoperability has been an increasingly difficult problem for
NATO as U.S. forces transform, while European military capabilities
have stagnated due to lack of funding since the end of the Cold War.
Only half of NATO member states currently achieve the alliance
benchmark of 2 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) allocated to
defense spending, and only the defense budgets of Turkey, Greece,
Poland, and the United States exceed 3 percent of GDP.* The problem
is particularly acute in the armed forces of the former Warsaw Pact,
many of which are either now part of or will soon join the alliance.
Theoretically, years of participation by prospective allies in the PfP
and NATO’s Membership Action Plan—designed specifically to
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bring future members up to Western military standards—should
have alleviated the greatest concerns about the capabilities of their
armed forces and potential to strengthen the alliance. In fact, all of
the new NATO allies are unprepared in varying degrees to conduct
modern military operations in conjunction with U.S. and Western
European forces.”” “What is needed,” writes General Frederick W.
Kroesen, a former commander of the United States Army in Europe,
“primarily, is recognition and support for a long-term program that
will address and reconcile the dilemmas of coalition operations to
assure NATO compeatibility of all the forces of all of the nations of
the alliance.”?® Given the infrequent opportunities for the new NATO
partners to train with Western forces, interoperability problems are
likely to persist in the future as the militaries of Central and Eastern
Europe proceed slowly on the course of modernization and full
integration into NATO structures.

Aside from episodic out-of-area deployments for contingency
operations, the likely missions for U.S. forces in Europe over
the next two decades will consist of shaping the environment
through the integration of new NATO members and PfP states,
providing humanitarian assistance in the region, and participation
in peacekeeping and peacemaking operations.*” Beyond these
tasks, combined training is critical to prepare the rest of NATO
for expeditionary warfare. U.S. European Command must take the
lead now to ensure that NATO militaries are capable of cooperating
with U.S. forces in the contemporary operating environment of the
future.

These military objectives are only partially served with the
current disposition of ground forces in Europe. In the absence
of permanently stationed forces in the recently opened areas of
Central and Eastern Europe, U.S. forces must temporarily deploy
into these regions to conduct routine bilateral and multilateral
exercises. Moreover, since the end of the Cold War, readiness
training in U.S. Army Europe has been hampered by increasingly
restrictive policies in Germany, based entirely on environmental and
political considerations rather than military necessity. Restrictions
on maneuver and gunnery exercises in local training areas and at
the more extensive complexes in Hohenfels and Grafenwohr have
hampered the readiness training of U.S. units since the end of the
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Cold War. Such restrictions are growing tighter. Basing units on the
territory of the new allies would alleviate these drawbacks of current
force locations, with minimal downside in terms of readiness. Under
an expeditionary posture, geographic locations such as Germany are
not as important as the capability (airports and seaports) to deploy
quickly. In fact, having units separated geographically can enhance
deployment timelines by reducing bottlenecks.

Efficient Basing Initiatives in U.S. Army Europe.

A decade after the end of the Cold War, U.S. European Command
continues to endeavor to close and consolidate installations
throughout its theater. Simply put, the poor facilities in much of
Germany, many of World War II vintage, are not cost effective.
Furthermore, while modern U.S. forces languish in dilapidated bases
that struggle to meet basic needs (such as paved motor pools with
adequate heating, lighting, and overhead lift), the host nation forces
of the Bundeswehr enjoy contemporary facilities. If the United States
is to remain engaged in Europe over the long haul, new facilities are
essential. Building new facilities is less expensive in the long run than
continually renovating outdated, dilapidated structures. Given this
imperative, movement to the territory of the new NATO members is
no more expensive than building new bases in Germany, and may
be less expensive given low-priced labor and materials available in
Eastern Europe. Furthermore, if the United States builds its new
bases contiguous to available maneuver areas and gunnery ranges,
rail transportation costs will significantly decline.

U.S. Army Europe developedits current Efficient Basing Initiatives
with many of the above considerations in mind. These initiatives
seek to consolidate brigade-sized forces at Grafenwohr, Germany,
and Vincenza, Italy—locations with excellent training facilities
and which are well-postured for current and emerging threats in
Southeastern Europe, the Middle East, and Africa. United States
Army Europe’s Efficient Basing South initiative consists of adding a
second airborne battalion to the 173rd Airborne Brigade in Italy by
2004, which will provide the command with enhanced capabilities,
increase flexibility, and address the requirement for additional
rapid-deployment forces in the region. The Efficient Basing East

114



initiative is currently in the design phase, with $25 million already
appropriated by Congress in the FY ‘00 Supplemental. Efficient
Basing East represents an initiative to enhance readiness and gain
efficiencies by consolidating a brigade combat team from thirteen
installations to a single location in Grafenwohr, Germany. Doing so
will facilitate command and control, lower transportation costs by
eliminating the need to use rail transportation for routine gunnery
qualification, improve access to training areas, and reduce annual
base operations costs by over $39 million.*

U.S. European Command can apply efficient basing concepts
to the transfer of U.S. forces to Central and Eastern Europe as well.
While retaining U.S. forces in Germany at the excellent training
facilities in Vilseck, Grafenwohr, and Hohenfels, the command
could station brigade combat teams in Central and Eastern Europe
at consolidated locations to ease command and control, increase
access to first-rate training areas, improve cost efficiencies, and
enhance quality of life for soldiers and their families. The Army has
already announced the rotation of a Stryker Brigade Combat Team
to Baumholder, Germany, in 2007. This would be an ideal time to
consider moving it instead to a base further east—to Poland.

Basing U.S. Forces in Central and Eastern Europe.

Two major military reasons to base American ground forces in
Central and Eastern Europe are to improve the interoperability of
the military forces among the newest NATO allies and to increase
the readiness of U.S. forces by taking advantage of the extensive
training facilities in the area. Alliance forces achieve interoperability
primarily through joint participation in field training exercises,
which familiarizes participants with NATO planning procedures
and command and control processes, while exposing individual
soldiers to Western concepts such as a strong noncommissioned
officer corps. The former militaries of the Warsaw Pact are not
familiar with Western concepts such as the military decisionmaking
process, five-paragraph field order, or troop leading procedures.*
Individual classroom training will not suffice to ingrain these
concepts into these armed forces. Practical application in a field
environment must be part of the training regimen. The continuous
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physical presence of Western military forces in the area will allow
frequent interaction among leaders and soldiers, who must overcome
significant interoperability challenges before the new allies can have
a substantial role in NATO operations.

Another obstacle to interoperability is the lack of English
language training among the militaries of the new NATO allies.
Stationing U.S. forces in Central and Eastern Europe would increase
the exposure of regional military forces to English through daily
personal contacts and mass media such as the Armed Forces
Network. A by-product of such immersion would be the example
set by American military personnel as to the role of the military in
a free society and the importance of the safeguarding of democratic
values.*?

U.S. forces based in Central and Eastern Europe can take
advantage of the large training areas in the region to maintain
readiness. As weapons ranges increase and forces disperse to protect
themselves against massed firepower and attacks by precision
weapons, the corresponding need to train across vast distances will
also intensify. Existing NATO training facilities in Germany in many
cases cannot accommodate such requirements. Accordingly, the
pressure to use areas in Central and Eastern Europe for training will
only increase over time, as increasingly severe restrictions limit the
utility of existing training areas in Western Europe. While providing
good stewardship of the environment, U.S. forces can still garner
extensive training benefits from the use of these facilities compared to
the limitations in force in Germany. Efforts to utilize the vast training
areas of the former Warsaw Pact nations are already underway. The
massive Drawsko-Pomorskie ranges in Poland have hosted brigade-
level NATO exercises for 6 years.* U.S. forces permanently stationed
in the country could use these areas on a routine basis, greatly
enhancing their readiness while improving the interoperability
of the Polish Army through combined training exercises. Host
countries would not only benefit from increased opportunities for
interoperability training; Western armies have paid handsomely for
the privilege of using such training facilities—an infusion of much-
needed hard currency for the struggling economies of the region.*
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Strategic Assessment of the New NATO Allies.

Given the limited assets of U.S. Army Europe, Russian and
allied sensitivities, and the varying military potential and facilities
of the ten new NATO members, the selection of a new host nation or
nations in which to station American forces is a complicated matter.
Criteria for selection should include access to airports and seaports
for strategic mobility, the military potential of the host nation armed
forces, quality of host nation facilities (training areas, motor pools,
barracks, housing, etc.), and access to areas of strategic concern
(Balkans, Middle East, Caspian basin, and the Mediterranean
littoral). Of paramount concern, of course, is the host nation’s attitude
towards the stationing of American troops on its territory—critical to
ensuring public support for any potential out-of-area deployments.

U.S. forces based in Central and Eastern Europe would require
airports and seaports to ensure their availability for out-of-area
contingency operations. Ideally, airports need to be capable of
handling the largest U.S. airlifter, the C-5 Galaxy, with its fully-
loaded take-off distance of 3,720 meters. Poland has international
airports at Warsaw (Okecie airport) and Krakow (Balice airport) that
meet the needs of the C-5, along with major seaports on the Baltic at
Gdansk, Gdynia, and Szczecin.*® Romania has a large international
airport (Otopeni airport) at Bucharest that meets the needs of the C-
5, along with seaports along the Black Sea at Constanta, Mangalia,
and Sulina.*® In Hungary, Budapest (Ferihegy airport) also meets the
needs of the C-5, although forces would have to travel by road or rail
outside the country to ocean-going ports; travel down the Danube
River by barge is possible. However, the Czech Republic, Bulgaria,
Slovakia, Slovenia, and the Baltic States have no airports capable of
meeting the needs of the C-5.

Of the new NATO allies, Poland has by far the largest and most
useful training areas. It possesses two large training areas of 109,000
acres at Drawsko-Pomorskie and Zagan, each of which can easily
accommodate brigade-level forces.”” The Polish government has
been forthcoming in allowing NATO forces to use these facilities to
conduct training not possible in the more crowded and controlled
conditions of Western Europe. Furthermore, Polish forces already
routinely train with American and Western European militaries in
large-scale exercises such as “Victory Strike.”
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There is a vast difference in the military potential among the ten
new members of NATO. Only half of these states currently meet the
NATO defense spending benchmark of 2 percent of GDP, although
to be fair, many current NATO allies also fail to meet the standard as
well. Table 1 details the defense expenditures of the new allies, along
with the strength of their armed forces and inventory of armored
vehicles and artillery (figures current as of 2000).** Clearly, basing
an American brigade in the Baltic States or Slovenia would dwarf
the capabilities of those counties militarily. On the other hand, such
a unit stationed in Poland, Romania, or Bulgaria could be of great
value in assisting the armed forces of those nations to meet NATO
interoperability standards through frequent training exercises and
other interaction.

Defense Expenditure Armed Forces Armored Artillery
Expenditure as percent Strength Vehicles
(U.S. $Million) of GDP

Bulgaria 324 2.65 75,900 5,458 1,858
Czech Rep. 1270 1.99 58,200 2,289 675
Estonia 84 1.60 4,800 39 19
Hungary 698 1.49 55,757 2,001 613
Latvia 170 1.05 3,360 15 26
Lithuania 183 1.70 10,771 105 0
Poland 3600 3.60 240,650 4,583 1,350
Romania 707 2.10 172,000 2,775 1,031
Slovakia 311 2.06 42,880 1,452 363
Slovenia 300 1.55 9,820 178 66

Table 1. Military Strength of New NATO Member States.

The second round of NATO expansion has created an alliance
“land bridge” to Turkey and the Middle East, along with greater
access to the Balkans and the Caspian basin. The inclusion of
Romania and Bulgaria postures NATO for increased access to these
areas. Although economic problems and the difficulties of defense
reform will prevent these two nations from realizing an adequate
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(by NATO standards) military potential in this decade, in the longer
term they may be of great value to alliance activities along NATO's
southern rim.* Given its strategic position, large military force, and
useful strategic transportation nodes, Romania would be a logical
country in which to base a U.S. brigade in the more distant future.

Of thenew NATO allies, Poland exhibits by far the most consistent
support for its military forces. Despite universal conscription for all
males and heavy defense expenditures to replace outdated Warsaw
Pact equipment, opinion polls show the Polish armed forces regularly
enjoying more popularity than even the Catholic church.®*® U.S.
forces based in Poland would receive a large degree of support given
the importance that the Polish people place on defense issues and
their role in NATO, not to mention the economic boost that would
naturally follow the infusion of American currency into the Polish
economy. One recent poll asked the Polish people to name countries
they consider as “friends.” Fully 50 percent put the United States at
the top of the list.>' As for their acceptance of the idea of stationing
U.S. forces in Poland, one poll showed a 72 percent approval rating,
another an impressive 89 percent.*

The Argument for Poland.

Given the size of its armed forces, government support for
military spending and reform, and its central position between
Germany and Russia, Poland is the most important of the new
NATO members. While similar in size to Spain, Poland will soon
dwarf most other NATO allies (new or old) in strategic importance
and military contributions to the alliance. In 1997 Poland embarked
on a 15-year modernization plan, focused on improving personnel
and equipment earmarked for NATO’s rapid reaction forces. The
plan consisted of reducing army strength from 220,000 to 180,000
soldiers, shortening conscription to 12 months, and providing a
stable defense budget pegged at 2.4 percent of GDP.”® That same
year Poland was the single largest contributor to United Nations
Peacekeeping forces worldwide. > One commentator concludes:

Few experts doubt Poland’s ability and determination to become
a valuable and salient member of the Alliance, given also the
very high level of Polish public support and readiness to bear
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increased defense spending. The Czech Republic and Hungary
are in a different league—further behind the NATO targets, with a
weaker public support and shakier government determination to
reach the targets of military modernization.”

Given increased U.S. assistance in the form of a useful and visible
presence in the country, Poland has the capability of becoming one of
America’s most valuable allies in operations not just in Europe, but,
given its demonstrated commitment to peacekeeping operations,
worldwide as well.

There is much work to be done, however. The intellectual
legacies of Soviet rule provide intractable barriers to military reform,
a struggle that may take generations to resolve.® One of the major
weaknesses of Central and East European militaries, for instance, is
a lack of a credible noncommissioned officer corps. The new NATO
allies require Western assistance to develop noncommissioned
training and education systems. Although all Central and Eastern
European countries have leveraged PfP training to improve their
militaries, proficiency has not yet reached NATO standards. Even
the most competent military organizations have barely adequate
capabilities to operate in conjunction with NATO forces at both
unit level and in higher level staffs.”” Poland, for instance, keeps its
forces earmarked for NATO at higher readiness to facilitate their
participation in exercises, peacekeeping, and operations only by
stripping resources from the remainder of its forces.

David Glantz, one of the foremost experts on the capabilities of
Central and Eastern Europe militaries, concludes, “The most critical
training need is for greater U.S.-partner training cooperation aimed
at promoting greater interoperability between [sic] NATO, U.S., and
partner country forces.”* Exercises are the most valuable dimension
of U.S. training assistance to the new NATO allies, but lack of units
and increased operating tempo for contingency operations have
limited the number conducted in recent years. “It is clear that the
U.S. will have to increase exercise program resources if the program
is to satisfy its full potential,” Glantz concludes. “If not, the program
will shrink, and the U.S. will have lost the benefits of one of its
premier and most valuable engagement tools.”>

President Bush and President Aleksander Kwasniewski of Poland
have begun the process of fostering closer military ties between their
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two countries. In a recent state visit in June 2002, the two leaders
launched an American-Polish military cooperation initiative. The
initiative reflects the strategic importance of the Polish-American
relationship and recognizes the critical role the United States
must play in shaping Polish military transformation. A Military
Cooperation Working Group is currently assessing options, which
will include enhanced unit partnerships between U.S. Army Europe
units and selected Polish units, among other potential projects.®” This
forum provides an opportunity to discuss what could become the
most valuable military cooperation project in Eastern Europe—the
stationing of a U.S. brigade in Poland.

While an expensive proposition, the United States would
not have to pay the entire cost of relocating a ground brigade
in Poland. NATO’s infrastructure budget, known as the NATO
Security Investment Program, allows the alliance to underwrite the
cost of support facilities. The NATO Security Investment Program
funds operational facilities in the fulfillment NATO commitments
that exceed a country’s national defense requirements. All U.S.
operational facilities in Europe are part of the American contribution
to NATO; therefore, they are all eligible for NATO Security
Investment Program funding. The U.S. share of these costs is 25
percent.®’ To reduce costs, the U.S. Army could implement a unit
rotation system to its Polish base, which would eliminate the need to
build family housing and support facilities in the area. This option is
contingent upon a larger reform of the U.S. Army personnel system,
however, which is beyond the scope of this chapter.

Conclusion.

In the strategic landscape of post-Cold War Europe, the
inclusion of ten new nations of Central and Eastern Europe in
NATO is a watershed event that has critical political and security
implications for the future of the alliance. As NATO’s mission and
center of gravity have shifted, so must U.S. forces in Europe adapt
their engagement strategy to take into account the shifting political
realities on the continent. A vital need is for the United States
and its Western European allies to assist new NATO members in
becoming significant partners in a military sense to match current
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political rhetoric that has so far been the sole justification for
alliance expansion. To this end, stationing U.S. ground brigades in
Central and Eastern Europe would help bring local military forces
up to NATO training and interoperability standards, stabilize still
fragile democracies, provide an economic boost to nascent market
economies, position U.S. forces in proximity to potential areas of
instability, and provide access to excellent training areas. In the next
decade, Poland is the logical choice to accept the stationing of a U.S.
brigade due to its strategic position between Germany and Russia,
excellent training facilities, air and sea ports, military significance,
and public support for defense. In the longer term, Romania might
be a candidate for stationing of an additional U.S. brigade, provided
its defense reforms proceed apace. Both of these nations would view
a U.S. presence on their territory as a valuable symbol of solidarity,
one that will reap dividends in the future as the United States seeks
reliable partners for operations around the world.

A revised basing plan, built on the Efficient Basing Initiatives
already in progress, would position U.S. Army Europe for effective
engagement in Europe for decades to come. To make this imperative
a reality, the following recommendations are necessary:

e US. European Command should work through the Joint
Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense to convene an
Interagency Policy Coordination Committee to design a
politico-military plan to address issues concerning basing
of US. forces in Eastern Europe. The result should be
a diplomatic plan to convince NATO of the benefits of
stationing a U.S. brigade in Poland, while alleviating Russian
concerns.

e U.S. European Command, under the auspices of the State
Department and Department of Defense, should coordinate
with the Polish government to survey potential areas in
which to station a U.S. brigade, to include air and sea ports
available for use during contingency operations, with a
follow-on study to be conducted in Romania.
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e Commander, U.S. European Command should work
through the Office of the Secretary of Defense to submit
testimony to Congress regarding the benefits and long-term
cost-effectiveness of basing a U.S. brigade in Poland. This
is crucial since Congress must approve any funding for the
facilities necessary to make such a move a reality.

e US. European Command, the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, and the Department of the Army should leverage
the movement of a Stryker brigade to Europe in 2007 to
convince Congress to approve funding now for construction
of new facilities in Poland, rather than stationing the brigade
in the currently planned location (Baumholder).

The stationing of a U.S. brigade in Poland would enhance NATO
and U.S. military readiness, while providing greater stability to
Central and Eastern Europe. It is a project worth pursuing today for
the dividends it will pay well into the future.

Europe is at peace today, but one should not be under any
illusion that the condition is permanent. The power and influence of
the United States in European affairs has suppressed national rivalry
and hostilities, but absent American involvement, great power
competition would sooner or later resume in unchecked fashion.
The enlargement of NATO has brought more nations than ever
before into a common security alliance that has provided a forum
for resolving disagreements and fashioning a mutual defense policy
to keep the continent at peace. To remain a functioning alliance,
however, NATO must adapt to the security needs of the 21st
century, or it will be seen as irrelevant and wither into insignificance.
NATO must ensure that its new members become net contributors
to alliance needs, not just consumers of a free security umbrella.
Either the United States and its European allies assist the new NATO
allies in becoming militarily relevant, or they will watch the alliance
atrophy into a genteel club where talk is more important that action.
Stationing of U.S. forces on the territory of the new allies is a key
move that will prevent degradation of the alliance. Failure to act will
result in a squandered opportunity to solidify the victory won at so
great a cost during the Cold War.
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CHAPTER 5

CREATING STRATEGIC AGILITY IN NORTHEAST ASIA

Lieutenant Colonel Jonathan B. Hunter

Preparing for the future will require new ways of thinking,
and the development of forces and capabilities that can adapt
quickly to new challenges and unexpected circumstances. The
ability to adapt will be critical in a world defined by surprise and
uncertainty.

Donald H. Rumsfield'

Introduction.

Fifty-two years ago the United States deployed combat forces to
the Republic of Korea (ROK) to defend that country from an invasion
by North Korea. Today over 37,000 U.S. troops remain deployed
in Korea to deter North Korean aggression.? Although the U.S.
commitment to the defense of Korea has not changed in 50 years,
Northeast Asia has changed dramatically. The region has increased
in strategic significance to the United States, and the future stability of
this region is a vital interest of the United States. Despite the regional
changes, the American military presence in Korea has focused solely
on defending South Korea. The only other U.S. military presence in
the region is in Japan and has focused primarily on defense of Japan.
America’s defense structures in the region have not evolved to meet
the development and associated emerging strategic challenges.
Meanwhile, there is a growing resentment of this military presence
in the region. The U.S. commitment is unquestioned. However, it
appears the United States may be confronting a strategic policy
and military strategy disconnect in Northeast Asia. The strategic
challenges in the region demand more regional strategic agility than
exists with the current U.S. military force structure in Northeast
Asia. Thus, a change in organization, roles, and missions of U.S.
forces in South Korea is the most suitable, feasible, and acceptable
way for the U.S. to address these new challenges.
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Regional Overview.

Northeast Asia comprises five nations: Japan, South Korea, North
Korea, China, and the eastern portions of Russia.* The Northeast
Asia region encompasses the majority of the economic and military
power of Asia, and the future stability of this region is a vital interest
of the United States.*

South Korea lies at the geographic center of the region and has
long been a cultural crossroads in Asia. It represents a historic land
bridge from Japan to China. It is largely this geographic position
that elevates its strategic importance®. In less than 50 years, it has
overcome the devastation of war to become a world economic
power, ranking 13th in world gross domestic product.® Strong and
continuous U.S. diplomatic, economic, and military support has
bolstered this success. Today South Korea remains well-positioned
to continue its economic growth.” Korean goods are competitive on
the world market, and internal fiscal policies make Korea attractive
to international investment® South Korea appears to aim at
becoming the facilitator of a Northeast Asian economic community
that, if successful, would dwarf the European Union.” Nevertheless,
the economy faces potential threats; an attack from the North, the
impact on the South of an internal collapse in North Korea, and
the potential economic fallout from Chinese/Japanese economic
competition. These scenarios have implications for the U.S. economy
as well.

The Korean/U.S. alliance remains instrumental to the nation’s
economic and democratic success, and is the most significant
deterrent to North Korea. For many years the South Koreans viewed
North Korea as a direct threat to their nation, and thus they fielded
the world’s sixth largest military force to defend their nation.”” The
Koreans accepted the impact of a large American military presence
as a necessary price of maintaining their freedom. Today, however,
there is a growing anti-American sentiment in Korea. Many Koreans
consider the United States to be domineering and paternalistic.
The new South Korean President, Roh Moo-Hyun, campaigned on
an anti-American platform and promised that Korea would never
“kowtow” to the United States. Moreover, he commented that the
50-year-old alliance needed to “mature and advance.”"
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The present anti-American sentiment rests on a combination of
the Asian philosophy of self reliance, the perception of their being
treated as the junior partner in the alliance, and the maturation of
South Korea’s defense capabilities. There is also great resentment of
America’s hard line approach toward North Korea that appears at
odds with South Koreas policy of engagement toward North Korea
known as the “Sunshine Policy.” Many in the South perceive the
recent provocative actions by the North as resulting from this U.S.
hard-line policy.” South Korean strategic objectives are the peaceful
renunciation of the peninsula, economic prosperity in the south, and
increased independent political influence in the region. While South
Korea’s pride envisions a self-sufficient Korea that will not rely on
U.S. forces, at least for the near term, U.S. military forces in Korea are
essential to South Korea’s defense.

North Korea, on the other hand, represents the classic example of
a failed economy, with a political system characterized by a bizarre
personality cult, reinforced by brainwashing and brutal repression
by a fanatical military.” It is the antithesis of the other nations of
Northeast Asia. The despotic government focuses the nation’s
efforts on a military first policy, while its citizens starve. Kim Chong
Il is a reclusive, unpredictable, frightening dictator, who remains
one of the world’s most significant threats to peace and stability."* A
recent Japanese assessment describes him as “shrewd and intelligent
enough to outwit and outmaneuver the opponent.”

North Korea retains an ambition of becoming a world power and
has not given up on its ambition to dominate the Korean Peninsula.
In the midst of economic collapse, it still fields the world’s fifth largest
military force.”® This force is still very capable, with 70 percent of its
army deployed within 90 miles of the Demilitarized Zone, which
separates North and South Korea.” Most threatening are the artillery
forces deployed within range of Seoul. Analysts estimate North
Korean artillery units can fire up to 500,000 rounds per hour against
South Korea, which would result in tremendous civilian casualties,
especially in the densely populated Seoul area. ' Moreover, North
Korea claims to possess at least two nuclear weapons and has
announced its withdrawal from the international nonproliferation
treaty. Its long range missile program is also aggressive with proven
capability to range any of the Northeast Asian nations and even
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the United States.” North Korea also possesses a robust chemical
weapons stockpile and most likely a biological weapons program as
well.

Diplomatic overtures to South Korea in 2000 gave optimists hope
that North Korea had abandoned its long-stated goal of reunifying
Korea under North Korea. Whether this goal remains is a subject
of great debate. Although Kim has indicated that he might perhaps
accept U.S. Force presence during the initial stages of reunification,
he will eventually demand withdrawal of all U.S. forces to facilitate
his long term objectives. Nevertheless, North Korea blames the
United States for its internal challenges, and international isolation.
The future of North Korea has great strategic implications for the
United States. An attack by the North would immediately embroil
the United States in a major conflict. An internal collapse in the North
would require massive humanitarian support and create economic
conditions that would threaten the South Korean economy. Kim
Chong Il's relationship with China and Russia continues to represent
a challenge for the United States in the region as well.

China is emerging as a superpower with the economic, military,
and manpower potential to become a peer competitor of the United
States. The Chinese field the world’s largest military force, are a
nuclear power, and posses the world’s sixth largest gross domestic
product. They seek to create hegemony and regional leadership in
Northeast Asia, one challenged only by the United States. Some
academics believe conflict between the United States and China is
inevitable as each pursue their strategic goals in the region.”

China remains North Korea’s largest trading partner, providing
aid in excess of $470 million annually. It also provides over 70 percent
of North Koreas fuel imports and a third of all grain imports.
Despite this, China’s commitment to North Korea is waning. The
Chinese have a growing diplomatic and economic relationship with
South Korea, one threatened by North Korea’s strategic ambitions.
Moreover, China has grown increasingly frustrated with the internal
situation within North Korea, one that has resulted in a refugee flow
across the Yalu into its already troubled northeastern border region.
Aid to North Korea is an economic burden as well. Most troubling
to China is the potential of war on the Korean peninsula. Such a war
would eventually result in a U.S.-supported South Korean victory,
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closer ties between the United States, South Korea, and Japan, and
continued U.S. military presence in the region—exactly what the
Chinese want to avoid. Additionally the development of nuclear
weapons by North Korea disrupts the balance of power in the region
and risks igniting a nuclear arms race. It could also push Japan into
developing nuclear weapons—something the Chinese desperately
want to avoid.

Stability on the Korean peninsula benefits Chinese long-term
national goals. Perhaps more importantly, China sees U.S. military
presence as a balance that keeps Japan from expanding its military
capability beyond the present self-defense capabilities. On the other
hand, the North Korean situation does give China strategic leverage,
and serves as a subtle foil against the United States over the Taiwan
issue. China may prefer a more stable North Korea, but the continued
existence of a separate North Korean nation, nonaligned with the
west, as a limiting force to external influences on the peninsula,
represents a strategic advantage for China.”

Japan is one of the world’s leading economic powers. Despite
recent setbacks, it still has the world’s second largest gross domestic
product, behind that of the United States.* The two nations’
economies are inextricably entwined. Militarily Japan has begun
to move beyond its post-World War II self-imposed limitation of
military power. It is seeking an evolving security role in Northeast
Asia, while actively involving itself in a long standing regional land
dispute with Russia over the Kurile Islands.”

Japanese strategic goals focus around the need to maintain its
position as a global player with significant influence. While it has
influence today, there are internal challenges that may threaten its
position in the future. Japan’s economic power has been singularly
responsible for its global position and influence, but that power
has displayed some weaknesses in recent years.” The effect is felt
outside Japan as well, with the weakness of the yen impacting the
global financial markets. Japanese efforts to battle deflation led to
a weak yen, which could lead to competitive depreciation in the
region, eventually forcing China and South Korea to cheapen their
currencies to remain competitive in the export market.” These moves
have caused serious repercussions for the American economy.
Even with a strong Japanese economy, China and South Korea are
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potential challengers to Japanese regional economic hegemony.

Japan has limited its military power to only self-defense
capabilities, relying on its relationship with the United States to
ensure the nation’s defense. Today the Japanese are wrestling with
this approach, and many are concerned with the lack of a legitimate
national military element of power. If Japanese economic influence
becomes threatened, there may be a greater need for military power.
With a possible Korean reunification on the horizon, the Japanese
remain worried about the future of U.S. forces in the region. A
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Korea would present a significant
threat. The Japanese are asking, “What should a nation do to ensure
the security of its citizens? In light of world peace and stability to the
security and prosperity of Japan . . . what concrete measure should
be taken to further strengthen our contribution to international
efforts to resolve conflicts?”* This is a call for greater Japanese
military participation in regional and international efforts at
resolving conflicts. Prime Minister Koizumi has urged modification
of the Self-Defense Forces charter so they can perform “territorial
security missions” and participate in international crisis response
actions.?” However, such a shift from self-defense, and the associated
perception of a rearming Japan, may only add to the regional
tensions.

Too many overlook Russia as a Northeast Asian nation, but,
in fact, it remains an influential regional power with strategic
ambitions. Russia borders China, North Korea, and Japan’s islands.
Although challenged economically, it still ranks tenth in gross
domestic product, fields the world’s third largest military, and has
the world’s largest nuclear force.* During the Cold War, the Soviet
Union was a key supporter of North Korea, and it still maintains
close ties. North Korea has often played China and Russia against
each other to achieve its objectives. In the immediate aftermath of
the fall of the Soviet regime, the new Russian government ignored
its interests in Northeast Asia. Today, Russia realizes the strategic
importance of this region, especially its economic potential. It seems
to be focusing much strategic effort on maintaining a powerful voice
in the region.

Within Northeast Asia, the Russians view China as their peer
competitor militarily. China, Japan, and South Korea all threaten
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Russia economically. There are regional land disputes with Japan
over the Kurile Islands, while Russia remains concerned about the
balance of power in the region, especially the uncertain influence
of the United States and China following a reunification of the two
Koreas. Russia’s immediate strategy in Northeast Asia includes
four characteristics: greater integration into the world economy,
aggressive diplomacy emphasizing multilateral approaches to
problem solving, recognizing the distinct interest and orientation of
Russia’s regions that face the Pacific, and an integrated and dynamic
pursuit of economic and strategic objectives.”

Therefore, within this region there are economic rivalries among
China, South Korea, Japan, and Russia. There is political and military
rivalry between North Korea and South Korea, while the former
is a rogue state with ambitions empowered by a large military
force and nuclear weapons. There are territorial land disputes
involving China, Russia, and Japan. And there are internal economic
challenges for all five states. All of the above have repercussions
directly or indirectly on the United States and its strategic policies.
Compounding an already complex situation is the growing demand
within South Korea and Japan for the removal of U.S. forces. Given
this convergence of competing economies, large military capabilities,
competing regional objectives, and the uncertainty of a well armed
rogue state, the future of the region is far from certain, and of great
strategic importance to the United States. Continued U.S. military
presence is an essential element of overall U.S. strategy in this
troubled region.

U.S. Military Presence in the Region.

Approximately 90,000 U.S. military personnel serve in Northeast
Asia, assigned to bases in South Korea and Japan. U.S. Forces Korea
(USFK) totals 37,000 personnel, with 47,000 assigned to U.S. Forces
Japan (USF]).» This may appear a formidable military presence,
but the singular mission focus of most of these forces, along with a
paucity of actual combat forces, results in limited available combat
power. This limited combat power creates strategic risk for the
United States in the region.
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The U.S. military presence in South Korea has been the
stabilizing force in the region for the last 50 years. U.S. Forces Korea
is a subunified command of Pacific Command.* Its mission remains
the same since the armistice ending the war: deter aggression against
South Korea, and, should deterrence fail, defeat the aggressor. It is
a “ready to fight tonight” organization. Forces assigned to U.S.
Forces Korea, combined with South Korea’s forces, remain sufficient
for deterrence, and, if necessary, defeat of a North Korean attack.
Subsequent offensive operations, however, require follow-on forces
from the United States.

The air component of USFK comprises a numbered Air Force
(Seventh Air Force) with two fighter wings. These two wings
combined have three fighter squadrons with F-16s and one squadron
of A-10 aircraft.* There are no naval or Marine forces permanently
assigned in South Korea, although each has a small headquarters
element; U.S. Naval Forces Korea (USNFK) and U.S. Marine Forces
Korea (MARFOR-K). The Third Marine Expeditionary Force (III
MEF) in Okinawa and the Seventh Fleet, home-ported at Sasebo,
Japan, become the designated marine and naval forces of U.S. Forces
Korea upon commencement of hostilities. Eighth Army is the major
U.S. ground combat force in Korea, and serves as the Army Service
Component Command. It has a large theater army headquarters and
several major subordinate commands with combat forces.

Eighth Army’s air cavalry brigade contains two AH-64 attack
helicopter battalions. Its general support aviation brigade has one
lift battalion (UH-60) and one medium lift battalion (CH-47). It also
has a Patriot Missile Battalion deployed in Korea defending critical
facilities from air/missile attack. Although not considered combat
forces, critical combat multipliers in Korea include the theater
intelligence brigade and signal brigade deployed in support of U.S.
Forces Korea. These two brigades fulfill the unique role of theater
intelligence and theater C4I and provide a critical capability.

The largest ground combat force is an infantry division (Second
Infantry Division). This division has an organization unique in
the U.S. Army that provides capabilities in certain areas, although
shortfalls in others. The division has only two ground maneuver
brigades, (one armor and one infantry), vice the standard three.*
The Aviation brigade has a lift battalion (UH-60s) and an air cavalry
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squadron (OH-58D-KW), but limited attack capability with only
an AH-64 battalion. The division’s artillery Brigade (DIVARTY)
possesses the majority of the firepower. The DIVARTY contains two
155mm self-propelled howitzer battalions and the unique addition
of two multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) battalions.* This is a
specific design to support the theater counterfire fight against North
Korean artillery.

Unique to Korea is the command arrangement under which
these forces operate. During peacetime U.S. Forces Korea is under
operational control of Pacific Command. However, upon declaration
of hostilities on the Korean peninsula, or as directed, these forces
fall under the operational control of Combined Forces Command.
Combined Forces Command is a combined defense organization of
South Korean and U.S. forces, with the responsibility for prosecuting
awar on the peninsula, should one occur. All training and planning of
U.S. forces in Korea focuses on supporting this mission. Additionally,
since assigned to Combined Forces Command, the U.S. forces in
Korea must meet requirements concerning force availability, and are
not generally available for deployment outside of South Korea. This
restriction creates further limits on U.S. regional agility.

U.S. ForcesJapan, like U.S. Forces Korea, is a subunified command
of Pacific Command. This command numbers approximately 47,000
personnel with a Theater Army (U.S. Army Japan) as the army’s
component, a numbered air force (Fifth Air Force), a Marine
Expeditionary Force (III MEF), and the Seventh Fleet as naval
component. Upon a closer look, what is within these organizations
does not represent a robust combat force.

Fifth Air Force, based at Yakota, Japan, is the air component. It
consists of two fighter wings and an airlift wing. There are presently
two squadrons of F-15s in the fighter wings, primarily for air-
to-air combat. The remaining two fighter squadrons are F-16C/]
“Wild Weasel” aircraft, specially configured for the suppression of
enemy air defense mission.” These forces train both for the Japanese
defense missions and other missions in the Pacific region. They are
more readily available than forces in Korea to support regional
contingencies. However, they are critical for the defense of Korea,
should hostilities occur.
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A final key element of the Air Force in Japan is the 353d Special
Operations Group. This group provides air support to special
operations forces and flies the MC-130 Combat Talons and MC-130P
Combat Shadow aircraft. Of note, this force provides the fixed wing
insertion capability for the special operations elements of the Korean
Army. This capability represents a critical role, should hostilities
commence in Korea, because the South Koreans posses no such
capability.

The U.S. Army headquarters in Japan is a skeleton organization
designed to maintain a logistics/support infrastructure for missions
supporting operations in Japan or Korea. It centers around a theater
support command that provides a robust theater level logistics
infrastructure. The only deployed army combat force in Japan is a
Special Forces battalion from First Special Forces Group.

The Marine Expeditionary Force in Japan also consists mostly
of headquarters and staff elements. The Marine combat elements,
located on Okinawa, include a Marine Division headquarters, a
Marine Expeditionary Unit-Special Operations Capable (MEU-
SOC), and a Marine Air Wing. However, there are few actual combat
units within these units. The Marine division has only a regimental
headquarters element permanently deployed on Okinawa. Its
three subordinate battalions are part of unit deployment program
(UDP) and rotate to Okinawa for 6-month training rotations.* The
supporting artillery forces on Okinawa are also unit deployment
program battalions, with only one or two batteries deployed in
Okinawa at any given time. This unit-based rotation to a forward
presence mission is unique within the Marine Corps. The Marine
expeditionary unit consists of a reinforced infantry battalion with
tires, aviation, and support element. Although based in Japan,
this element embarks with its amphibious ready group and can
be anywhere in the PACOM area doing a variety of missions at
any time. It may or may not be available to support a combat
requirement in Northeast Asia. Finally, the Marines have a Marine
Air Wing permanently deployed to Okinawa in support of the
Marine Expeditionary Force. This wing includes three FA-18 C/D
squadrons, with helicopter support.

The most powerful combat force in Japan is the Seventh Fleet.
Although the Seventh Fleet is home-ported in Japan, it is actually a
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subordinate of the Pacific Fleet. Seventh Fleet can comprise a number
of ships, but primarily consists of the Kitty Hawk Carrier Battle
Group. The missions of Seventh Fleet are unique, as it has a forward
presence mission in the Western Pacific region that frequently takes
it outside the Northeast Asia area. In addition to a role in defense
of Japan and Taiwan, the Seventh Fleet also serves as the U.S. Navy
element in defense of Korea. Commander Seventh Fleet serves as
the Commander Combined Naval Forces Korea upon activation.
Even with its mission for the defense of Japan and Korea, the Kitty
Hawk battle group often deploys outside the region, including stints
in the Indian Ocean in support of the war against terrorism. As this
chapter is being written, the Kitty Hawk has deployed to the Central
Command area of operations for operations against Iraq. These
situations further restrict U.S. agility in Northeast Asia.

Insum, on any given day in Japan, the Marines may have only one
to two infantry battalion equivalents available to provide immediate
support to a regional contingency. If the Marine Expeditionary Unit
is committed in Southeast Asia or somewhere such as Timor, there
is only one Marine Infantry battalion available in theater. The only
other ground force in Japan is the Special Forces Battalion which is
a highly specialized unit with limited capabilities. The Carrier Battle
Group is tremendous capability, but lacks any type land power other
than what Marine forces in Okinawa may be available. The battle
group’s area of operations is the entire Pacific Command area, and it
to can easily be 5-7 days away. Even if at port in Japan, if “steam is
not up,” it may take 2-5 days to deploy the group.

In summary, given the sole defense focus of forces in Korea, if
an immediate crisis developed in Northeast Asia outside Korea and
the National Command Authority required a response involving
ground presence within 48 hours, the only forces that the U.S.
military leadership could guarantee would be available, trained,
and ready in theater is a little more than one infantry battalion. One
infantry battalion out of a regional presence of over 90,000 does not
provide U.S. decisionmakers strategic agility in an area of such vital
interest.
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A Review of Options.

The 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States lists
the following objectives, each of which is directly applicable to
America’s strategic objectives in Northeast Asia.

e Champion aspirations for human dignity.

e Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to
prevent attacks against us and our friends.

e Work with others to defuse regional conflicts.

e Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our
friends with weapons of mass destruction.

e Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free
markets and free trade.

e Expand the circle of development by opening societies and
building the infrastructure of development.

e Transform America’s National Security Institutions to meet
the challenges and opportunities of the 21st century.

The National Security Strategy further states,

The unparalleled strength of the United States armed forces
and their forward presence has maintained the peace in some of
the world’s most strategically vital regions . . . The presence of
American forces overseas is one of the most profound symbols of
the US commitments to allies and friends. Through our willingness
to use force in our own defense and in defense of others, the
United States demonstrates its resolve to maintain a balance of
power that favors freedom. To contend with uncertainty and to
meet the many security challenges we face, the United States will
require bases and stations within and beyond Western Europe
and Northeast Asia, as well as temporary access arrangements for
the long-distance deployment of US Forces.”

These requirements mandate a capable military presence in
Northeast Asia. Unfortunately, the current presence focuses on past,
not future requirements. The volatility of the region justifies the need
for greater strategic agility. However, the internal pressures over U.S.
force presence both in Japan and Korea make any increase in either
of these countries unlikely. Both Korea and Japan have considerable
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trouble with the impact of current force levels. These negative
impacts include space, training area requirements, the environment,
and the dollar amount of burden-sharing costs borne by the host
nation. Notable incidents such as the recent rape of a Japanese
woman by a U.S. Marine and the deaths of two Korean school-girls
run over by an armored vehicle have further exasperated an already
difficult situation. Keeping the current level of forces is a daily battle,
not only with South Korea and Japan, but also with forces within the
Department of Defense and Congress; the idea of adding forces is a
nonstarter. Establishing a U.S. presence in China or Russia, at least in
the near future, is also not an option. Japan based U.S. forces already
have a mission covering the entire PACOM area.

However, there are opportunities to develop greater strategic
agility within the structure of U.S. Forces Korea. But there are calls
coming not only from North Korea and an ever growing percentage
of the South Koreans, but also from the United States Congress and
the U.S. Department of Defense for an American withdrawal. Many
argue that the United States should withdraw its forces from Korea
and, if necessary, move them to Japan. Those who advocate such a
policy hold a number of assumptions, unfortunately mostly false.
Some believe South Korea is not at risk from the North and therefore
maintaining a force presence in that country is no longer a vital
interest of the United States. North Korean capabilities and intent
counters this argument. South Korea acknowledges that the U.S.
presence and capability is the principle deterrent to North Korea.
Even with the eroding conventional capabilities of North Korea, the
long range missile threat coupled with the threat of weapons of mass
destruction assure that, even if South Korea did eventually defeat
the North, the expected devastation and casualties from artillery and
missile attacks against South Korean infrastructure and population
centers are unacceptable.

Others argue that although North Korea still presents a legitimate
threat to the security and perhaps survival of South Korea, the U.S
presence in Japan is enough to handle any Korean contingency
and provides sufficient regional presence. The above analysis
indicates that the available combat power in Japan under the best of
circumstances is the equivalent of two infantry battalions, three to
four fighter squadrons, and the two fighter squadrons equivalents of
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the Kitty Hawk Battle Group (if not deployed outside the area). The
problem becomes a time/space challenge. If U.S. forces withdraw
from Korea, they will possess only limited access for a return to
South Korea. The range limitations associated with operations from
Japanese bases impacts the sortie generation capability, delaying
response times. Operations from Japan would require Japanese
approval. A lesson from today’s buildup in the Persian Gulf is that
there is never a guarantee of political approval of allies. However,
negative impact on the command and control integration with South
Korean defense forces is perhaps the greatest disadvantage if U.S.
forces moved to Japan.

Perhaps the most important justification for remaining in Korea
is the fundamental nature of Combined Forces Command, the
alliance’s warfighting command. This force leverages the combined
capabilities brought by the United States and South Korea. Its
effectiveness rests on the synergy gained from the relationship,
and the resultant asymmetric advantages created as compared with
North Korea. For example, the South Koreans provide the majority
of the defensive forces in manpower, over 600,000 daily, in defense
of South Korea. But South Korea lacks many of the modern precision
engagement weapons and other combat multipliers. The United
States brings the intelligence, command and control, precision attack,
theater missile defense, SOF infiltration capabilities, and much more.
This complementary effect is what creates the combat power capable
of defeating a North Korean attack, while protecting Seoul.

There is also a budget issue. The Korean Defense budget is
$14 Billion for 2003.* However, there is little available to invest in
developing organic systems to replace the systems the US brings
to the fight. This year Korean defense development priorities are a
MLRS type system and a destroyer project for the Navy. The costs
of these weapons systems prevented Korea from pursuing a Patriot
type Theater Ballistic Missile capability as well as other needed
defense improvements. The U.S. military commitment to South
Korea provides large economic savings for the Korean Government,
allowing it to invest these savings in other critical domestic and
foreign programs. The cost of the U.S. presence in Korea to the
U.S. budget is $1.3 Billion, which does not include the investment
and procurement costs of the systems themselves, such as attack
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helicopters or the extensive space system necessary to support
Korea’s defense.* If the United States were to withdraw its military
from South Korea, it would take South Korea a number of years to
attain such capabilities, thus providing a window of opportunity to
North Korea.

Some still argue American force projection capabilities from
Alaska, Hawaii, and the west coast of United States could easily
substitute for forces in the region. The deployment time is again
the critical factor. Under best cases, one could expect to deploy a
brigade or perhaps air elements to Korea within 96 hours. Over the
years the unambiguous warning time of impending North Korean
attack has declined from 10 days to as little as 72 hours.” Forces off
the peninsula simply cannot get there in time. Additionally with the
world-wide demands on U.S. forces, especially as the United States
is engaged in war with Iraq, those forces apportioned to support
Pacific Command will out of necessity deploy elsewhere and not be
available.

Accepting that Korea is at risk should America withdraw forces,
even to Japan, some still argue that the ingratitude and mass anti-
American sentiment justifies leaving Korea to deal with its own
problems. Admittedly, there are tensions resulting from U.S presence
in South Korea. Incidents such as violent crime by American service
members and tragic accidents certainly enflame these tensions.
However, on the whole, both government officials and the citizens
of South Korea generally accept the necessity of a U.S. presence as a
vital interest of their country.®

Finally, some argue that a U.S. withdrawal from South Korea
will lead to greater regional stability, since the regional states,
especially China and Japan, will likely take a more active regional
role. Although certainly this might occur, the result could well be
counter to America’s strategic objectives in Northeast Asia with
an arms race, even a nuclear arms race in the region. Such a state
of affairs would threaten U.S. vital interests and would definitely
limit U.S. influence. The fact is that the U.S. military presence in
Korea has been a stabilizing force in the region that prevents such
an occurrence.

While the above makes a case for retaining U.S. forces in South
Korea, the present unsatisfactory situation demands change. There
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are negative aspects and false assumptions about the role and
significance of current U.S. forces in Korea. The first consideration
addresses the question of deterrence. Just how much U.S. military
presence is required to deter North Korea? The two components of
deterrence are capability and intent. For North Korea, the calculation
boils down to: Does the United States have the capability to defend
South Korea and the intent to become involved in a major theater
war? The presence of U.S. forces in South Korea is a strong indicator
of such intent. These forces inextricably link an attack on Korea as
a direct attack against the United States, justifying U.S. retaliation
with all its might on North Korea. The United States must keep
soldiers on the ground to maintain this strategic deterrence against
North Korea. However, does the same deterrence exist with 25,000
U.S. forces in South Korea? What about 10,000? Strategic deterrence
is the result not only of deployed forces, but also a combination of
all the elements of U.S. power and a coherent strategy toward North
Korea. U.S. boots on the ground in forward defense represents
a considerable political statement and a legitimate tripwire that
commits the United States. Aslong as U.S. forces of some sort remain
associated with forward defense, this tripwire exists, and thus the
intent portion of deterrence remains unambiguous. The numbers are
not so important.

The second component of deterrence is capability, and, on this
point, numbers and the capabilities of those forces matter. U.S.
forces represent a critical element of South Korea’'s capability to
defeat a North Korean attack. The United States brings asymmetric
advantage and technological overmatch to South Korea’s defense
capabilities. These capabilities force the North Koreans to confront
the probability of their defeat, if they choose to go to war. Without
U.S. capabilities a North Korean attack is unlikely to succeed but
the extent of the threat by itself could gain considerable political
concessions from South Korea. U.S. forces in South Korea ensure
deterrence.

This leads to the faulty assumption that U.S. ground combat
presence in South Korea is the principle force on which deterrence
rests. This is not the case. South Korea provides approximately 50
divisions for defense of the nation. The United States provides one
division. America’s most significant contributions to the defense of
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South Korea lie the areas of command and control, intelligence, and
precision attack (both airpower and long range fires), and theater
missile defense. These asymmetric capabilities significantly enhance
South Korea’s military capabilities.

Despite these advantages, U.S. forces in South Korea cause
great stress on South Koreans. American bases, in many cases
operationally malpositioned, take valuable land needed to support
a growing population.* The cost to support U.S. forces in Korea is
quite large. Moreover, the decay of U.S. facilities in Korea results
in a significant commitment of service budgets to improve quality
of life, including building new barracks and housing facilities. This
expansion of U.S presence further inflames the South Koreans,
who see these efforts as evidence of long term increased American
presence and not a path toward reducing pressures. The “center of
gravity” of U.S. forces remains in the capital, on what is perhaps
the most valuable real estate in Seoul, similar to the Koreans having
a large military post in Central Park in New York. In addition, the
current presence represents a significant challenge to the services,
considering other worldwide commitments. Since most Korean
assignments are a 1-year remote tour, a large percentage of the force
is either preparing for a Korean tour, serving in Korea, or recovering
from a recently completed tour.

There is serious tension between Korea and the United States in
the defense relationship. America brings the asymmetric capabilities
and technological overmatch, but also the extensive requirements
to train and exercise those forces to U.S. standards and well as meet
the associated U.S. quality of life standards for the troops. This,
along with a U.S policy that South Koreans perceive as counter to
their “sunshine policy” further exasperates the pressures on them.
These pressures contribute to the perception that the United States
is domineering and parental in its defense relationship with South
Korea. For example Combined Forces Command, the defense
organization which controls all U.S. and Korean forces in defense
of South Korea, comprises approximately 50 divisions. There is
only one U.S. division, yet the United States insists on an American
General in command. While there are valid reasons, this demand
represents a vivid example of the friction points that strain the
relationships. Clearly from the regional assessment and review
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of military presence in the region there is little argument that U.S.
forces need to be in South Korea. However, if the force presence is
itself a source of some of the strategic friction between the United
States and South Korea, is there a way to maximize capabilities,
while minimizing the associated challenges?

A Recommended Strategy.

Improvement will require not only technological solutions,
but also cultural change; a willingness to challenge standard
practices, and question current organizational patterns and
command processes.

General Richard B. Myers, CJCS*

Given that U.S. forces in Korea are necessary to defend South
Korea and that Japan is not likely to accept additional forces,
modifications to the U.S. force structure in Korea must meet two
conditions. First, the U.S. military force presence in South Korea
must ensure the defense of South Korea. Second, the forces must be
capable of meeting U.S. regional strategic objectives. Based on the
assumption that any future plan must ensure no overall strategic
risk to the defense of Korea and that there will be no additional
forces available and “less is better,” the United States should
consider the possibilities of reorganizing current forces, focusing on
maximizing the essential capabilities provided to defense of Korea,
while simultaneously developing a regional response capability
with available forces.

The evolution of the South Korean military provides insight
into possible areas where U.S force presence can change. Following
the Korean War, the defense of Korea was solely dependent on U.S
forces. Over time the South Koreans developed a large and capable
military force. Today many analysts believe South Korean ground
forces could successfully defend South Korea against North Korean
ground attack. However, it is what the U.S. Forces bring to the
fight that ensures a rapid victory, as well as the protection of key
infrastructure. The value of the U.S. contribution is not the ground
maneuver forces, but rather the technological combat multipliers
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and resultant asymmetric advantages. The U.S. multiple launch
rocket systems, long-range canon systems, and precision all-weather
air force attack capabilities are essential to defeat a North Korean
attack. U.S. intelligence systems bring unmatched situational
awareness to the South Koreans. Early warning of a North Korean
attack is not possible without these capabilities. Coordinating the
various South Korean and U.S. forces and directing this million man
combined force requires the U.S. command and control capabilities
and advanced technologies that American forces integrate into the
command structure. The Patriot systems are also vital for key target
defense.

Given these capabilities essential for defense of Korea, it leaves
a significant amount of the U.S military presence Korea that is not
so essential for deterrence or a successful defense. Specifically
other than counterfire and associated counterfire support units
of the Second Infantry Division, the rest of the division is not
essential. However, since there is limited U.S. capability to respond
to contingencies in the Northeast Asia region, it seems more
prudent to explore options to utilize better these noncritical forces
to satisfy U.S. regional requirements. There are many advantages
to restructuring the current presence in Korea to an organization
that maximizes the capabilities essential to defeat a North Korean
attack, while simultaneously creating a regional joint task force. This
task force would focus primarily on regional contingencies, with a
reinforcement mission in Korea.

A possible course of action to meet the two requirements of
defense and regional agility is to reduce the 2nd Infantry Division
from a full division to a smaller, functionally focused force. It would
be a “fires based” combat command construct with associated
intelligence, security, aviation support, and a large logistics force.
This would be a fires-based element designed largely to provide
long-range operational fires to defeat a North Korean attack, in other
words a counterfire task force. This would maintain the U.S. boots
on the ground for deterrence, and the essential U.S. contributions
to forward defense of South Korea. The headquarters element of
the counterfire task force (recommended one star general officer
commanding) would include a small operations and planning staff,
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a small logistics coordination staff, and much of the near real time
targeting capability of the current division’s intelligence staff. The
goal would be to gain at least a 60 percent or larger reduction in the
current headquarters.

The actual fires task force would be built from the two Multiple
Launch Rocket System (MLRS) battalions, two self-propelled
artillery battalions, a small aviation element with C2, lift, and scout
capabilities, intelligence, signal, air defense capabilities, and, most
importantly, a tailored logistics unit approximating the size of a
main support battalion. A South Korean infantry battalion could
serve as a security force for this task force.

Such a functional based fires organization is not unprecedented
in the US. Army. The former 56th Field Artillery Command
(Pershing) is a historic model for such a force.* That unit formed up
in the mid 1980s as a command responsible for providing general
support nuclear fires in support of the Supreme Allied Commander
Europe. Its construct applied in Korea would restructure the forces
in 2nd Infantry Division to a command optimized to perform the
division’s most critical mission; providing responsive long-range
fires. A possible organization is shown in Figure 1.

‘ Fires Task
Force
X | | | | | | | |

‘ AVN m SUPPORT
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Figure 1. Proposed Fires Task Force.
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The second element in the reorganization plan would be to create
additional U.S. strategic agility in Northeast Asia by developing a
standing, rapidly deployable joint task force from available elements
in theater, with no reduction in the capability to defend South Korea.
This task force would primarily focus externally on Northeast Asia,
but would retain the capability to respond within South Koreain event
of hostilities. Such a force would meet the emerging goals espoused
in recent Department of Defense documents, which identify several
operational themes needed to maintain U.S. military preeminence
in the 21st century. One specific requirement for future forces is “to
develop tailored combat forces that are joint and expeditionary in
character, rapidly deployable and immediately employable from
a forward posture to assure U.S. allies and partners, or dissuade,
deter, or defeat an adversary when necessary.”¥ Core capabilities for
this force would include not only combat, but capabilities for show
of force, force enhancements, military to military contact, peace
operations, noncombatant evacuation operations, and humanitarian
assistance. This force could be the Pacific Command’s executive
agent for theater engagement strategy in Northeast Asia. The first
step of creation of this “Joint Task Force Northeast Asia” would be to
reorganize the elements of 2nd Infantry Division no longer necessary
to support the fires mission. Elements of these forces would form the
nucleus of a provisional joint task force.

The first and foremost requirement for such a Joint Task Force
would be to establish a permanent standing headquarters. This
would not be a joint task force “core” or “plug,” as currently
planned by Joint Forces Command, but a fully functional standing,
“warfighting” headquarters with permanently assigned personnel
capable of operationally employing joint forces in a variety of roles
anywhere in Northeast Asia. A large portion of this headquarters
could initially form up from elements in the current infantry division
headquarters. The present two-star commander could initially
become the unit's commander, but the billet could easily, and
should, rotate between services. Initially, with the preponderance of
force coming from what was the 2nd Infantry Division, the division’s
staff would establish the initial headquarters, but over time these
billets should evolve into a truly joint headquarters. This could
occur in a relatively short time with the personnel available already
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in Pacific Command, U.S. Forces Korea, and U.S. Forces Japan. The
end goal would be no net increase in personnel in Korea, but, in fact,
a reduction. The Joint Task Force should be a subordinate of Pacific
Command, even though located in South Korea. This is necessary
because of its regional focus outside of South Korea. U.S. Forces
Korea requires administrative control (ADCON) to facilitate routine
issues, with Pacific Command retaining operational command
(OPCOM).

The units comprising the Joint Task Force would be built
around functional elements. It should include an assigned ground
maneuver element, maneuver support element, and a protection
element. Initially the ground maneuver element would consist of
the two light infantry battalions of the 2nd Infantry Division, but
these would be placeholders for a Stryker brigade combat team, the
ideal army element for this Joint Task Force. Habitual relationships
should occur with air and Marine elements.

The air component of the joint task force could consist of one
tighter squadron from Kunsan which would train with the joint task
force. In the event of its employment, this fighter squadron would
serve as the primary air element. This would be an on order OPCON
type relationship. However, the JTF could function equally as well
with any air asset assigned, including forces out of Hawaii or Alaska
depending on the mission. Specialized aircraft in Japan such as F-15s
and F-16 SEAD aircraft would also train with the JTF to establish
relationships. The Marine Expeditionary Unit in Japan would
remain a separate force not assigned to Joint Task Force Northeast
Asia. However, the joint task force would be capable of adding the
MEU as a MAGTF operating under its headquarters if the situation
warranted. As such, sufficient Marine representation must form part
of the staff. A proposed model for the initial joint task force is shown
at Figure 2.

The location of this joint task force is extremely important. It
must be near airbases and ports capable of power projection. Kunsan
Air Base is one such location—and that location would remove the
headquarters and troops from the heavily congested areas of Seoul
and Pyongtek. It would also remove the joint task force from North
Korean artillery range and prove its nonoffensive nature following
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Figure 2. Proposed Joint Task Force.

reconciliation. A relocation of these forces would also ease the internal
tensions. The units assigned could rotate in and out in unit sets. For
example, an infantry battalion would do a 6-month rotation to the
joint task force, similar to Marine unit deployment rotations in Japan.
Since the vision is for such a force to spend much time off peninsula
in theater engagement missions, the task force would be a family
restricted tour, which would reduce the associated infrastructure
costs. Adopting the proposed force structure potentially would
provide an immediate reduction of forces in Korea of approximately
3,000 personnel within 2nd Infantry Division, as well as reduce the
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footprint of U.S. forces north of Seoul by almost 50 percent.* This
would represent a substantial political statement to both North
Korea and South Korea.

The final element would address a sensitivity issue. As discussed,
Combined Forces Command, a predominately South Korean force,
still possesses a U.S four-star general as commander with a South
Korean four-star deputy. It is time to look closely at the benefits of
this command arrangement. The position of commander in chief and
deputy commander in chief should rotate between the United States
and South Korea. At the end of each 2-year term the positions would
switch between a U.S. commander in chief and South Korean deputy
to a South Korean commander in chief with a U.S. deputy. The issue
of the UN Command complicates this, but it could still be done. This
would do much to repair the perceptions of Korea being the junior
partner in the alliance.

In summary, this plan would reduce combat forces assigned
to U.S. Forces Korea to the critical capabilities for defense, create
a standing, rapidly deployable joint task force with a regional
mission, and provide opportunity for significant force reductions,
and significantly improve relations with South Korea.

This proposed phase one reorganization of US forces in Korea
provides these advantages over current force structure:

o Better satisfies regional objectives stated in the National
Security Strategy and Quadrennial Defense Review.*

o Offers greater strategic agility for the U.S. in the region.

e Potentially could be packaged as a “reduction in threat” in
negotiations with the North in support of reconciliation or
disarmament.

¢ Allows more tailored training and packaging for the current
regional forces in Japan that today respond to many nations
within the PACOM area of responsibility.

e Sets the conditions for enduring U.S. military regional
capability within Korea post-reconciliation or reunification.

e Supports the creation of a Partnership for Peace type
organization in Northeast Asia to improve regional military
to military engagement, potentially involving China, Russia
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and perhaps even North Korea.

e Adds significant regional capability with no increase in force
structure.

¢ Sets the groundwork for a combined regional peacekeeping/
humanitarian force that could include Korean and/or
Japanese elements, i.e., U.S. forces with strategic lift provided
by Korea or Japan that would appeal to both Nation’s desires
for greater regional security roles.

e Would continue to give South Koreans more responsibility
for defense of their nation, which matches their own desires
of Chu’che (self-reliance).

e Finally, most significantly, all Northeast Asian states and
other Asian nations have their military power built around
land power (army forces). A regionally focused army ground
force with staying power is greatly needed.®

Following a reconciliation or reunification of the two Koreas,
the United States will undoubtedly need to make additional major
changes to its regional defense structure. As part of reunification
one can expect a rise in nationalism, and demands for an American
withdrawal from Korea. Assuming confidence-building measures
and conditions for reunification results in reduction of the North
Korean threat, especially artillery and weapons of mass destruction,
a fires-based combat force could be withdrawn from theater. The
removal of U.S. Forces Korea may be part of reunification conditions.
However, the Joint Task Force with a regional focus, and by then
credibility established through theater security engagement actions,
should not become part of such a withdrawal.

At that point, U.S. Forces Korea and U.S. Force Japan could
restructure in a single command, perhaps a Northeast Asia
Command. This would remain a subordinate unified command
of Pacific Command, but would be a focus for employment of
U.S. military forces in Northeast Asia. Joint Task Force Northeast
Asia would remain a standing major subordinate command and
could evolve to a robust joint task force with additional roles and
missions.
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Conclusion.

The conventional threat from North Korea has deteriorated to the
point where the U.S. ground maneuver forces are no longer critical
for either deterrence or actively defending South Korea. Meanwhile,
the United States has too few options in theater to react elsewhere
in Northeast Asia. At the same time, Northeast Asia is rapidly
becoming a region that impacts many vital American interests. In
order to maintain strategic relevance and capabilities in Northeast
Asia, it is essential that the United States modify the force structure
and mission focus of forces assigned to the defense of Korea. By so
doing, it would provide a capability for more regional military-to-
military engagement, and greater regional response. This option
fully supports the goals of the Quadrennial Defense Review and
National Security Strategy and may in fact help in reducing tensions
on the Korean Peninsula, including the growing demand for removal
of U.S. forces. Most importantly, following reunification there will
undoubtedly be calls for the United States to leave Korea. Adopting
the proposed model would provide a wider range of strategic
options for the United States. For example, it could withdraw the
proposed counterfire task force following reunification and bill it as
“the last US combat division leaving Korea,” a significant political
statement. Meanwhile the Joint Task Force would remain and
provide a significant, politically acceptable, U.S. regional capability
in this vital area. Cooperation with Korea, Japan, and perhaps China
and Russia, could bring enough combined capabilities to this task
force, and satisfy enough of their own regional security aspirations
that they would welcome, or at least accept, the presence of such a
force following Korean reconciliation or reunification.

There are risks, but increasing sales and fielding of U.S. systems
such as MLRS and missile defense systems to South Korea can
mitigate many of these. Since the standing joint task force remains
based on the peninsula with a reinforcing mission to U.S. Forces
Korea there would be little change in the combat capability available
to defend South Korea.

Setting the conditions for U.S. strategic presence in Northeast
Asia must occur today. The proposed model represents a much
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needed force construct adjustment, with no increased forces, and
positions the United States to be more strategically responsive and
relevant in Northeast Asia tomorrow.
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CHAPTER 6

THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN:
A STRATEGIC ANALYSIS

Colonel G. K. Herring

The formulation of national strategy is critically important.
In essence, the process of strategic decisionmaking defines how a
nation will direct and coordinate the elements of national power to
achieve its goals. In times of conflict, strategy determines the nation’s
approach to conflict and defines the ends, ways, and means used to
prosecute war. Ultimately, it determines success or failure in war.!

Following the terrorist attacks of September 2001, the United
States found itself at war with al Qaeda, Osama bin Laden’s
international terrorist organization. In response to the terrorist
attacks, President George W. Bush’s administration formulated a
national strategy for the war in Afghanistan.? What, then, was the
U.S. strategy for this war? And, more importantly, did it represent
an effective national strategy that will enable the United States to
achieve its goals?

What follows is a strategic analysis of the war in Afghanistan.
This chapter’s intent, first and foremost, is to articulate the strategic
objectives of the war, the approaches taken to achieve those
objectives, and the resources employed in each approach. In other
words, its primary purpose is to identify the ends, ways, and means
of American strategy. After describing what the United States has
been trying to accomplish in Afghanistan and how it has pursued
those objectives, this chapter will provide an assessment of U.S.
strategy by focusing primarily on whether or not the United States
has achieved its strategic objectives. It will conclude the analysis by
discussing implications for the future.

NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN

Following the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the Bush
administration established a national policy to guide America’s
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response to the attacks. In essence, its policy was to find those
responsible and bring them to justice.’ In doing so, the United
States would disable the terrorist organization in Afghanistan and
prevent the terrorists from mounting further attacks against the
United States. In his first televised speech following the attacks,
President Bush expanded the policy to include not only the terrorist
perpetrators, but those nations that harbor them, as well.* In essence,
his policy made elimination of terrorist sanctuaries and support
systems as important as elimination of the terrorists themselves.

The Bush administration elected to focus initial efforts on
fighting the al Qaeda terrorist network in Afghanistan.’ The al
Qaeda network, an organization with global reach, included terrorist
cells in nations around the world. However, its network thrived
in Afghanistan, where it enjoyed the support of the Taliban. In
addition, many key leaders of the al Qaeda network not only lived in
Afghanistan, but had directed attacks against the United States from
locations inside that country. Although other terrorist organizations
represented a threat to the United States, the administration decided
to pursue those organizations later, in a broader war on terrorism.
For the president and his national security advisors, the first order
of business was the al Qaeda network in Afghanistan. As a result, in
the days and weeks immediately following the events of September
11, the administration focused on formulating a strategy for the war
against al Qaeda and its Taliban supporters.¢

The Ends.

The administration developed six strategic objectives for
operations in Afghanistan. The primary objective was to disrupt,
and if possible destroy, the al Qaeda network in that country. Osama
bin Laden and many of his key leaders had relocated to Afghanistan
from Sudan in 1996.” They established headquarters and training
camps in the country and began orchestrating operations from there.
Following the attacks on September 11, the administration designed
military operations that would inflict real pain on the terrorists and
destroy the al Qaeda network, at least in Afghanistan.®

The United States also sought to convince, and if necessary
compel, the Taliban to cease support for terrorist organizations, al
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Qaeda’s in particular. In referring to the September 11 attacks, the
president declared, “We will not only deal with those who dare
attack America, we will deal with those who harbor them and feed
them and house them.”® Statements from administration officials
made it clear that they saw little distinction between al Qaeda, who
had planned and executed the terrorist attacks, and the Taliban,
who supported the terrorists” activities.” Ultimately, the objective
of the Bush administration was to deny al Qaeda the sanctuary and
support it enjoyed in Afghanistan.

In addition, the Bush administration sought to demonstrate
that the United States was not at war with the Afghan people or
the Islamic religion. The administration sought to define the conflict
carefully in terms of terrorism, and narrow the scope of the conflict
to al Qaeda and its Taliban supporters. In doing so, it hoped to avoid
implications that the United States had embarked on a crusade
against Islam or was engaging in a fight against innocent Afghans."

The administration also sought to demonstrate American resolve
in this war on terrorism. Bush and his top national security advisors
believed the Clinton administration’s response to bin Laden and
international terrorism had been, “so weak as to be provocative; a
virtual invitation to hit the United States again.”'> The objective now
was to convey, as forcefully as possible, the nation’s commitment.
In addition, many in the Bush administration felt that a perceived
aversion to casualties had emboldened terrorists to attack the
United States or U.S. interests around the world.® To overcome
that perception, the administration intended to demonstrate total
commitment to the fight, to include a willingness to accept the risk
of casualties.

The strategy also included the objective of building international
support for the war in Afghanistan. The Bush administration
believed it would need broad international support for the war.™
Support from Afghanistan’s regional neighbors, in particular, would
provide the United States with the basing, access, and over-flight
rights necessary to prosecute a military campaign in Afghanistan.
Support from other nations would provide an added degree of
legitimacy and could lessen the burden of war on the United States.
Accordingly, the administration sought to involve as many nations
as possible.”
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The final objective was to stabilize Afghanistan following
the fighting. The intent was to avoid creating a vacuum in a
notoriously turbulent, unstable nation.® When the fighting was
over, the administration wanted to establish conditions that would
foster security and stability. Moreover, it aimed at eliminating the
conditions that had promoted terrorism and support for terrorism.
In essence, the strategic intent was to prevent the reemergence of al
Qaeda in Afghanistan and the use of that country as a sanctuary for
terrorist organizations.

The Ways.

The United States adopted a variety of approaches to accomplish
its strategic objectives. It sought, first and foremost, to disrupt or
destroy the al Qaeda network in Afghanistan. To do so, it mounted
an effort to kill or capture key terrorist leaders. In essence, the
president wanted to, “take out bin Laden and his top lieutenants.”"
In addition, the United States sought to kill or capture al Qaeda
tfighters and destroy the terrorist infrastructure in Afghanistan, such
as training camps, safe houses, and meeting places for al Qaeda
operatives.” The United States also sought to freeze the financial
assets of the terror network to deny the terrorists the resources they
needed to finance their activities.”” And, while conducting operations
against al Qaeda, the United States sought to gain intelligence
on the terrorist network. Intelligence gleaned from searches and
interrogations would provide important leads in the fight against
al Qaeda. As the war unfolded, some in the administration feared
that key terrorist leaders would flee Afghanistan and escape to Iran,
Pakistan, or Somalia, where they would be much harder to catch.
As a result, the United States also sought to prevent the escape of al
Qaeda leaders.»

The United States adopted a variety of approaches to convince or
compel the Taliban to cease supporting al Qaeda. Initially, it issued
demands that the Taliban hand over terrorist leaders and cease
their support for al Qaeda. President Bush issued an ultimatum
demanding that the Taliban turn over bin Laden and his associates
or suffer the consequences of a U.S. attack.” The immediate goal of
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