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From the Editor

ur Spring issue opens with a special commentary by Tami Biddle
entitled, “Making Sense of the ‘Long Wars’ — Advice to the US
Army.” Indeed, what should the US Army learn from its long
campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan? Biddle tells us perhaps the most
important lesson the Army can draw from this experience is to allow
its offcer education programs—aor broadening opportunities—to work.

Our frst forum, US Leadership and NATO, an overture to the July
Summit in Warsaw, considers America’s role in European Security.
Luis Simon’s “Balancing Priorities in America’s European Strategy”
describes ways in which the United States can manage its regional and
global priorities. Alexander Mattelaer’'s “Revisiting the Principles of
NATO Burden-Sharing” suggests the real issue lies deeper than defense
spending; NATO members need to collaborate more with respect to
military planning and come to an agreement on who should do what
with regard to European security. John Deni's “Modifying America’s
Forward Presence in Eastern Europe” suggests Washington’s decision
to send more US troops to reassure its NATO allies is an insuffcient
frst step. What Eastern Europe needs are more capabilities designed to
counter Moscow's recent modus operandi. Magnus Petersson’s “The United
States as the Reluctant Ally” argues America has been relegating NATO
to an ever lower priority due to Washington’s rising commitments in the
Middle East and the “Rebalance” to the Pacifc. However, US leaders
ought not to let this trend drift too far, lest a re-nationalization (frag-
mentation) of NATO’s security agenda occur.

The second forum, Is Nation-Building a Myth?, offers two articles
which consider the feasibility of nation-building or state-building.
Charles Sullivan’s “State-Building: America’s Foreign Policy Challenge”
argues state-building is the primary, if not the only, way to counter
the rise of what he calls radical-inspired states, such as Afghanistan,
Irag, Libya, and Syria. The United States has no blue-print for such
an enterprise, and it desperately needs one. In contrast, Chris Mason’s
“Nation-Building is an Oxymoron” does not pull its punches; it argues,
fatly, nation-building is a fool’s errand, and of the worst kind.

Our third forum, Learning from Today’s Wars, features three articles
which draw lessons from contemporary conficts. Ben Nimmo’s
“Lessons from the Air Campaigns over Libya, Syria, and Yemen” argues
air-power’s effectiveness diminishes over time partly because the targets
eventually fnd countermeasures, thereby making civilian casualties
unavoidable and post-conTict reconstruction an expensive but ineluc-
table necessity. Roger McDermott’s “Does Russia Have a Gerasimov
Doctrine?” maintains the famed Gerasimov article has been misread:;
nor does Moscow appear to have the capability to replicate what it did
in Donbas anywhere else. Erik Goepner’s “Measuring the Effectiveness
of America’s War on Terror” attempts to identify some metrics by which
to gauge US efforts in the fght against terrorism; perhaps the most
important observation in his article is how surprisingly little has been
done, to date, to assess this long and costly war. ~AJE






SPECIAL. COMMENTARY

Making Sense of the “Long Wars” — Advice to
the US Army

Tami Davis Biddle

ost military institutions that experience success or failure in

war will seek to understand their recent history so they can

make sense of it, and learn intelligently from it. The process
is never easy or straightforward; indeed, it is often fraught. Those inside
the institution have positions and reputations to defend; those outside
it—often anxious to level critiques—may not have enough knowledge
to offer sophisticated and informed analyses, or may be so determined
to build a good story around “goats” and “heroes” they miscast the
events and offer far more heat than light. Analyses of the “long wars”
in Afghanistan and lrag have come in every possible form: journalists’
accounts were frst on the scene, but they were followed quickly by those
of think-tank analysts, academics, defense intellectuals, offcial historians,
and memoir writers. Each of these has its own weaknesses and strengths.
Many have echoed the frustration felt by the American people—frustra-
tion driven by a belief that while the US seemed to invest extraordinary
amounts of time, blood, and treasure in these campaigns, we have little
to show for them.

The US Army had the biggest investment—and thus the biggest
stake—in the long wars. Itis unsurprising, then, that the Army should be
the service most buffeted by the experience and the institutional effort
to make sense of it. After all, the senior leaders of the US Army must
continue to hold the trust and confdence of the American people, and
justify the resources invested in the organization. They must learn from
and adapt to past experience even as they look forward to a future that
arrives with unforgiving speed. They must fght ongoing budget battles,
maintain force readiness, keep up with new technologies, plan for new
weapons systems, and educate personnel even as they try to process
and absorb the recent past. Adding to the diffculty of this task is the
fact that, of all the services, the Army may have the greatest challenge
when it comes to predicting the future and getting ready for it. In many
ways, the Army is the utility infelder of the US military: because it can
never be sure exactly what the nation will ask of it, it must be prepared
to perform a wide range of tasks well. It must be able to transform itself
from Retriever to Rottweiler, and back again, quickly and seamlessly.

As an institution, the Army is not averse to introspection and self-
analysis. But like all institutions, it is susceptible to the pathologies that
stem from cognitive bias and sensitivity to criticism. At one moment
senior leaders may ignore that which is painful; the next moment they
may over-react to it. Similarly, they may miss moments of success that
deserve capture and amplifcation. At present, the Army seems to be in
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US LEADERSHIP AND NATO

Modifying America’s Forward Presence
In Eastern Europe

John R. Deni

AsstrACT; Starting in 2017, Washington plans to begin heel-to-toe
rotations of an armored brigade from the United States to Eastern
Europe. In some respects, this represents a signifcant improvement
over the assurance and deterrence steps taken by the United States
and several of its NATO allies over the last two years. Although the
administration’s plan is indeed a step in the right direction, it falls
short of the hype ascribed by the media, not to mention Moscow.
More broadly, the US approach to reassurance and deterrence still
suffers from some strategic shortcomings.

tarting in 2017, Washington plans to begin “heel-to-toe” rota-

tions of an armored brigade combat team from the United

States to Eastern Europe, assuming the US Congress agrees to
President Obama’s funding request. This decision represents a signif-
cant improvement over the assurance and deterrence steps taken by the
United States and several of its NATO allies over the last two years.

The measures to date have included short-term rotational deploy-
ments of forces from North America and/or Western Europe for
limited-duration exercises and other training events in Eastern Europe.
From both temporal and qualitative perspectives such deployments
leave much to be desired. For example, they lack the constancy of
heel-to-toe rotations, essentially creating gaps of weeks or months,
which Russia could exploit to achieve a fait accompli. Additionally, the
deployments to date have not always include armored units, which puts
alliance defenses at a disadvantage relative to Russian military power in
the region. Deploying an armored brigade combat team on a rotational
basis starting in early 2017 will directly address these shortcomings.

More broadly, the expanded European Reassurance Initiative (ERI)
program signals a renewed American commitment to and leadership of
the alliance. This is especially important at a time when Europeans have
questioned whether and how their continent fgures into Washington’s
strategic priorities. As the United States deepens its involvement in
Iraq and the fght against ISIL, continues to consolidate stability in
Afghanistan, and rebalances to the Asia-Pacifc region, European allies
may have some reason to think Washington’s attention is focused else-
where. The expansion of the ERI program—especially as seen through
the media fanfare that greeted its announcement—should provide solace
to those concerned about US leadership in NATO.

Despite these and other strengths of the ERI expansion though,
the program and its centerpiece—a rotationally deployed armored
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US LeADERsHIP AND NATO
The United States as the Reluctant Ally

Magnus Petersson
© 2016 Magnus Petersson

Asstract: US leadership in NATO has been declining since the
Cold War ended. From a European perspective, the United States
looks more and more like a “reluctant ally.” A re-nationalization of
European security could occur without strong US leadership. The
United States should, therefore, reassert itself in European secu-
rity affairs—not with costly troop contributions, but by facilitating
European unity and the development of relevant force structures.

ince its creation in 1949, NATO has been the most important

alliance for America. US engagement and leadership in NATO

has, however, been declining since the Cold War ended; this has
been especially true during the Obama administration and in particular
since the Libya War in 2011. In general, Obama’s administration has
engaged less in international security affairs; the strategic rebalancing to
the Asila-Pacifc has defnitely moved the US focus from Europe to that
region.

Although the US government plans to send more troops to Europe
during 2017 and takes Russian aggression seriously, military operations
against ISIS in Iraq and Syria have moved Washington's focus from
Ukraine and Russia to the Middle East. In addition, the appetite for sup-
porting Europe among US politicians and the American public seems
to have declined. From a European perspective, the United States looks
more and more like a “reluctant ally,” a characterization normally used
by Washington to describe some of NATO's allies during the Cold War.2

How does this reluctance manifest itself? What might it lead to?
How should the United States act to facilitate more security in the trans-
atlantic region without increasing the costs for American taxpayers? A
re-nationalization or division of European defense and security is likely
to occur without strong US leadership, and that will probably lead to a
stronger Russian infuence in European affairs which is clearly not in
Washington’s interest. The United States should, therefore, regain its
leading role in European security affairs—not with massive troop con-
tributions, as in the Cold War, but with strong and frm leadership that
can facilitate European unity and help to create relevant force structures
capable of defending Europe and contributing to its security.

1 Jeffrey Goldberg, “The Obama Doctrine,” The Atlantic, April 2016.
2 Janusz Bugajski, “The Reluctant Ally,” Lithuanian Foreign Policy Review 23 (2010): 101-104.
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Is NATION-BUILDING A MYTH?

Nation-Building is an Oxymoron
M. Chris Mason

AsstracT: Nations are not built. They form almost imperceptibly
fromwithin over long spans of historical time. Since the end of World
War 11, no country that was not a nation has ever won a counterin-
surgency or suppressed a civil war. Field Manual 3-24 Counterinsurgency
is wrong because it is premised on the false assumption that sup-
port for an existing government can be increased during a civil war/
insurgency as a result of the counterinsurgents’ actions. There is no
historical evidence to support this assumption.

our times since 1963, in Vietnam, Somalia, Afghanistan and Iraq,

the US military has been sent to do what was literally impossible.

A total of 64,969 American military personnel have died so far
in these Quixotic misadventures. Adding to the tragedy of these failures
is the sense of futility that the fundamental lesson has not been learned.
Arguments continue about tactics in these wars, and debates go on about
how success was possible if we had done this or that; if we had just
sent in more troops, for example, or kept them there longer, or local
corruption had been reduced, or there had been less restrictive rules
of engagement (ROE). But the United States did not lose these wars
because the tactics were wrong, though they were, but because in each
case, the United States was attempting to do something impossible: build
a nation. To make an analogy, US political and military engagement in
these conficts was like polishing the hubcaps on an old junk car with a
broken frame and no engine rotting into the ground at a scrapyard, and
thinking the result would be reliable transportation if one just added
some mud faps (i.e., 50,000 more troops) or a chrome tailpipe (i.e., dif-
ferent rules of engagement). In fact, the dead hulk was never going to
run, and which polish was used or which accessories were bolted on
would not have changed the laws of physics. This essay is an effort to
lay out those basic laws of political science before this kind of magical
thinking is attempted again.

A nation is a country or a territory in which the great majority of
the inhabitants center their personal identities at a national level.! For
example, “I am German,” or “I am Kurdish.” This sense of personal
identity as a member of a homogenous group in a defned area may
be derived in a number of ways. For example, it may be derived ethni-

1 The author would like to thank Dr. Kalev Sepp at the Naval Postgraduate School, Dr. Tom
Marks at the National Defense University, and Dr. Paul Pillar of Georgetown University’s Center
for Security Studies for their work and intellectual contributions to the writing of this article. The
common dictionary defnition is “a large aggregate of people united by common descent, history,
culture, or language, inhabiting a particular country or territory.” The Merriam Webster Dictionary.
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LLEARNING FrROM TODAY’S WARS
Does Russia Have a Gerasimov Doctrine?

Roger N. McDermott

© 2016 Roger N. McDermott

AsstracT: This article questions the hasty rush to label Moscow’s
actions in Ukraine and Donbas as proof of an alleged adoption of
“hybrid warfare,” and raises issues concerning Russia’s capacity to
replicate such approaches in future confict.

or two years, commentators, experts, and politicians alike have

expressed a myriad of views concerning Russia’s involvement

in separatist activities in southeastern Ukraine. Opinions and
perspectives have emerged especially in non-Russian commentary on the
Donbas confict that either complicate or mislead discussions concerning
Moscow’s actions or the nature of the challenge Russia represents in
NATOs north-eastern and eastern fanks. Among these untested and
certainly unproven assertions are the ideas that Moscow has developed a
doctrine and operational strategy referred to as “hybrid warfare,” or that
its operations in Ukraine can be explained by reference to new and evolv-
ing defense and security capabilities. Unfortunately, hybrid warfare is an
alien concept in Russian military theory and in its approach to modern
warfare; almost all Russian military analyses of the concept ascribe its
existence and parameters to Western states.? In order to understand the
actual nature of Russia’s involvement in Donbas or the challenges it
poses to European security, it is necessary to re-examine Russia’s actual
defense capabilities, the traditions, training, and hallmarks of its military
and how Moscow views its strategic threat environment.

Russia’s General Staf and the Utility of Operational Models

All militaries have their own distinctive culture and seek to preserve
their traditions. Likewise, Russia’s armed forces despite undergoing
reform, modernization, and force transformation in recent years have
retained their distinctive approaches, traditions, and uniqueness.In
assessing developments in the Russian military, force structure, training,

1 One of the earliest examples of this in Western media was authored by two individuals with no
background in Russian military analysis and worked for Georgia’s president, Mikheil Saakashvili, and
his national security advisor prior to and following the 2008 Russia-Georgia War. Molly K. McKew,
Gregory A. Maniatis, “Playing by Putin’s Tactics,” Washington Post, March 9, 2014.

2 The European Union, announcing its framework strategy to counter hybrid threats, defnes
hybrid warfare as follows: “Hybrid threats refer to mixture of activities often combining conven-
tional and unconventional methods that can be used in a coordinated manner by state and non-state
actors while remaining below the threshold of formally declared warfare. The objective is not only to
cause direct damage and exploit vulnerabilities, but also to destabilise societies and create ambiguity
to hinder decision-making.” EU Press Release, Brussels, April 6, 2016.
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LEARNING FROM TODAY'S WARS

Measuring the Effectiveness of America’s War
on Terror

Erik W. Goepner

© 2016 Erik W. Goepner

Asstract: America’s efforts in the war on terror have been substan-
tial and sustained, with more than four trillion dollars spent, two
and a half million military members sent into harm’s way, and nearly
7,000 service members losing their lives over the past 15 years. To
date, however, few studies have sought to measure the effectiveness
of those efforts. This study empirically assesses the extent to which
US efforts in the war on terror have achieved the government’s ob-
jectives and concludes those endeavors have been largely ineffective.

hether seeking the defeat of al-Qaeda or, more recently, that

of the Islamic State, the United States government has been

prosecuting a war on terror for nearly 15 years. Tangible costs
to the United States include 6,874 service members Killed, 2.5 million
Americans sent to fght, and an estimated $4.4 trillion dollars spent.
Despite such signifcant costs, little attention has been focused on what
has been achieved. How effective have US efforts been in the war on
terror?

Determining an answer to this question is complicated by the
inherently political environment in which the terror attacks of 9/11 and
US responses took place. Terrorism is, itself, inherently a political act.
Moreover, US leaders faced reelections as they attempted to balance
varying constituent perspectives domestically and alliance interests
globally. Signifcant national debates have occurred, and many continue,
over the decision to invade Iraq, the closing of the detention facility at
Guantanamo Bay, the use of drones, Syria, Libya, the Islamic State, et
cetera. The stated objectives of President Bush and President Obama,
however, remain a crucial component of any assessment by any side of
the debate. Are Americans safer today? To what extent have al-Qaeda
and terror groups of global reach been defeated?

This question of effectiveness can be carved out as a technical exer-
cise. This paper attempts to measure the government’s effectiveness in
achieving its stated objectives. Its focus is on US efforts outside the
homeland, rather than on domestic efforts to protect against attacks.
The frst section briefy outlines US objectives in the war on terror. An

1 Neta Crawford, US Costs of 2014: $4.4 Trillion and Counting: Summary of Costs for the US Wars in
Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan (Boston: Boston University, 2014), 4; Nese DeBruyne and Anne Leland,
American War and Military Operations Casualties: Lists and Statistics (Washington, DC: Congressional
Research Service, 2015); and Chris Adams, “Millions Went to War in Irag, Afghanistan, Leaving
Many with Lifelong Scars,” McClatchyDC, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2013/ 03/14/185880/
millions-went-to-war-in-irag-afghanistan.html.; http://icasualties.org/.
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